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The propagation of information in social, biological and technological systems represents a crucial
component in their dynamic behavior. When limited to pairwise interactions, a rather firm grip
is available on the relevant parameters and critical transitions of these spreading processes, most
notably the pandemic transition, which indicates the conditions for the spread to cover a large
fraction of the network. The challenge is that, in many relevant applications, the spread is driven
by higher order relationships, in which several components undergo a group interaction. To address
this, we analyze the spreading dynamics in a simplicial complex environment, designed to capture
the coexistence of interactions of different orders. We find that, while pairwise interactions play a
key role in the initial stages of the spread, once it gains coverage, higher order simplices take over
and drive the contagion dynamics. The result is a distinctive spreading phase diagram, exhibiting a
discontinuous pandemic transition, and hence offering a qualitative departure from the traditional
network spreading dynamics.
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Networks represent a powerful tool to track complex
spreading processes, from the spread of epidemics or
ideas in social networks [1–4], to the propagation of fail-
ures in infrastructure systems [5–7]. The network cap-
tures the underlying geometry of the spread, drawing
links between all directly interacting components, and
the dynamic interactions between these components gov-
ern the time-scales and spatial patterns of the spread,
as it propagates along these links [8–13]. This pairwise
modeling framework, however, cannot account for higher
order interactions [14–17], which often play a crucial role
in social [18, 19], biological [20, 21] or technological con-
tagion processes [22–24]. For example, in social systems
ideas are propagated both by direct interactions between
individuals, but also, at the same time, by more com-
plex social structures, governed by group interaction, e.g.,
when an individual is encouraged to adopt an idea fol-
lowing his or her social circle. Similarly, in technologi-
cal networks, the state of a specific component is often
impacted by the cumulative failures of its surrounding

units. Hence a single failed neighbor has little impact,
but a combination of several failures induces additional
stress, potentially leading to the component’s subsequent
failure.

To model such higher order interactions we must ad-
vance beyond networks, and consider simplices of three or
more interacting components [10, 25–27]. For example,
a p-simplex describes a simultaneous interaction between
p+ 1 nodes, n0, n1, . . . , np, which undergo a group inter-
action, in which, e.g., node n0 is affected by the collective
state of all nodes n1, . . . , np. Hence, a p-simplex is not
just a clique in which all potential pairwise interactions
are active, but a higher order, p-wise form of interaction,
as one can see in the sketch of Fig. 1(a).

To understand the patterns spread in a simplicial envi-
ronment we implement the most fundamental contagion
process - the susceptible-infected-susceptible (SIS) model
[2, 5, 28–30], in which nodes can be either infected di-
rectly by their neighbors at a rate λ1, a pairwise process,
but also by their p-simplices at rate λ2, capturing an
order p interaction [31, 32]. In a social system, for exam-
ple, this describes the simultaneous effect of individual
one-on-one interactions, together with the influence of
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FIG. 1. (a) The underlying units of a simplicial complex.
Simplices are different from traditional cliques and are distin-
guished with colored structures. (b) The mechanism of sim-
plicial SIS spreading model. Blue and red nodes denote nodes
in the susceptible and infected state, respectively. Infections
occur in two ways. In non-simplex structures, node i can be
infected by its infected neighbors only through edges at rate
β1, which is the same as the traditional pairwise interaction.
In simplex structures, taking a 2-simplex as an example, in
addition to being able to be infected by its infected neigh-
bors through edges at rate β1, if two other neighbors are both
infected, node i can be also infected by a higher-order way
at rate β2, which is called higher-order interaction (or group
interaction). The recovery mechanism is the same as the tra-
ditional case that infected nodes will recover at rate µ.

peer-pressure, exerted by each person’s social circle.
We find that even under this simple contagion process,

the presence of higher-order interactions fundamentally
changes the patterns of spread. Specifically, we observe
and analyze three distinctive fingerprints of simplicial
contagion: (i) The spread exhibits two time-scales, the
first, at the early stages, mediated by pairwise interac-
tions, and hence dominated by λ1; the second, ignited
once the prevalence is sufficient to activate the higher or-
der simplices, therefore governed by λ2. (ii) The system
features a discontinuous transition, characterized by a
hysteresis phenomenon, as opposed to the classic, second
order, pandemic transition of the traditional SIS model.
(iii) We find that the pairwise interactions are crucial
to seed the contagion, but once the spread has covered
sufficient ground, it can be sustained by the p-order in-
teractions alone. In a social context, the meaning is that
individual interactions are crucial to ignite the spread of
an idea, but once it gains acceptance, peer-pressure alone
can sustain its prevalence.

Let us then describe the susceptible-infected-
susceptible (SIS) model with higher-order interactions,
where, being the same with the traditional SIS model,
a node can take either susceptible (S) state or infected
(I) state at a time, whereas the infection mechanism is
extended with higher-order interactions. As illustrated

in Fig. 1(b), a susceptible node in a simplex can be
infected by its infected nodes through edges (traditional
pairwise interaction) and can be also infected by higher-
order ways (group interactions) through simplices, which
is different from the traditional case that a susceptible
node can be only infected by one of its infected neighbors
through edges. Note a susceptible node can get simplicial
infection only when all the rest neighbors in the same
simplex are infected. Besides, the order compatibility of
simplicial complexes makes it possible for a node to be
infected through lower-order interaction, yet in a higher-
order simplex. Finally, due to the additional interaction
forms, we also need more parameters to describe the
spreading dynamics. We assign each interaction form a
unique parameter as the infectious rate because they are
actually possible to have different values. Specifically,
we use β1, β2, ..., βp to describe the infectious rate of
1-simplices (edges), 2-simplices (colored triangles), ...,
p-simplices, respectively. As for the recovery process,
which is a spontaneous process with no interactions, we
use µ to describe the recovery rate of all the nodes for
simplicity.

In order to see clearly the evolutionary process of the
simplicial SIS model, we first visualize the result on a
small network (including higher-order links). In Fig. 2,
we compare the result of simplicial spreading to the tra-
ditional SIS process. For simplicity, we only consider
interactions up to second order (i.e., interaction through
2-simplices), and we use λ1 and λ2 (normalized infectious
rate) to describe pairwise and higher-order interactions,
respectively.

We know that in the traditional SIS process, if the in-
fectious rate λ1 becomes larger than a certain threshold,
the infection density (portion of infected individuals in
the network) will gradually increase and finally become
stable at a certain value between 0 and 1. As shown in
Fig. 2(a), after the initial infection at time 0, the number
of infected individuals gradually increases until time 200
and then reaches a stable state. As for Fig. 2(b) when
λ2 > 0, there is no significant difference between the two
processes at early time. However, one can see that af-
ter time 100, the infection density starts increasing much
faster than the traditional process, and the stable infec-
tion density is also significantly larger than that of the
traditional SIS model that only allows pairwise interac-
tions. Obviously, at initial times, due to the presence of
only a small number of infected individuals, the probabil-
ity that two neighbors of a given node are simultaneously
infected is extremely low, and therefore only a negligi-
ble number of 2-simplices are getting activated. As the
number of infected individuals increases, more and more
2-simplices become activated, which makes higher-order
interactions start playing an important role. It is worth
noticing that for a SIS process with limited initial in-
fected individuals, it is difficult or almost impossible for
the infection to gain prevalence if only higher-order in-
teractions are allowed. In other words, pairwise interac-
tions are needed to activate higher-order structures and
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FIG. 2. Evolutionary process of simplicial spreading on dolphins network. (a) The traditional SIS spreading process, where
blue and red nodes are susceptible and infected respectively. Triangles denote the higher-order connections, and the grey-
colored here just serve to show the structure, which actually has nothing to do with the SIS spreading process as the traditional
cliques. (b) The simplicial spreading process, where blue- and red-colored triangles denote dormant and active 2-simplices,
respectively. Higher-order interactions can only happen in an activated simplex, and a dormant p-simplex becomes activated if
and only if p nodes have been infected in the simplex. Dolphins network contains 62 nodes and 159 edges. In our simulations,
we take a certain portion of triangles as 2-simplices which are selected randomly. λ2 denotes the normalized infectious rate for
higher-order interactions in triangles, which can be defined as λ2 = β2〈k〉/µ, where 〈k〉 denotes the average node degree.

after that higher-order interactions takes the lead on the
overall process, as they will remarkably accelerate the in-
fection process and make more individuals get infected at
the stable state.

To quantitatively demonstrate the acceleration and
promotion of the infection, we investigate the infection
density ρ of the simplicial SIS model on a large synthetic
network, made of N = 1, 000 nodes, 4, 140 1-simplices
(edges) and 1, 401 2-simplices, generated by the extended
Barabási Albert model introduced in Ref. [33]. In our
simulations, we allow higher-order interactions only after
a certain number of 2-simplices being activated. For sim-
plicity, in our case, we take t = 50 as the initial time for
switching on triadwise interactions (at that time, indeed,
there are on average 5% activated 2-simplices). Since
the evolution process of the SIS model give rise to a
logistic-like curve and the increasing part of it can be
approximately considered as an exponential, in Fig. 3 we
also show some asymptotic trend curves that obey expo-
nential functions with certain exponents. As compared
to Fig. 3(a), in Fig. 3(b)∼(d) one clearly see that af-
ter t = 50 (i.e. after having activated the higher-order
interactions), both the exponents of the curves and the
final infection density become larger, which implies that

higher-order interactions lead to a faster increase of the
infection density ρ and to a larger prevalence of infected
individuals in the stable state. In addition, one can see
that the larger the second-order infectious rate λ2 is, the
faster ρ increases and the more individuals get infected
in the stable state.

As mentioned above, higher-order interactions are not
enough to ignite a spreading process from an initial state
that is disease-free or have just a few individuals infected.
Now we move to show that mere higher-order interactions
are instead able to sustain the contagion in a population
if there is already a certain amount of infected individ-
uals. Then, we make more simulations with the same
configurations considered in Fig. 3. This time, we shut
down the pairwise (first-order) interactions and only al-
low second-order ones after the infection density becomes
stable. Remarkably, as shown in Fig. 4, after shutting
down the pairwise interaction, the infection density ρ will
immediately decrease, but if λ2 is sufficiently large, it will
gradually become stable at another smaller point instead
of dying out. This means that a mere higher-order inter-
action is able to maintain a spreading process if there is
sufficient infected individuals and the higher-order infec-
tious rate is large enough.
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FIG. 3. The infection density ρ of the SIS process as a func-
tion of time t on a synthetic network. The network has 1,000
nodes, 4,140 edges, and 1,401 triangles. Grey dashed line
marks the time at which second-order interaction kicks in.
Blue and red lines are some asymptotic trend curves, which
subject to exponential functions with the exponents being
α1 and α2, respectively. In the simulations, we take 85%
randomly chosen triangles as 2-simplices. All the results are
obtained by taking average over 1,000 runs.
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FIG. 4. The infection density ρ of the SIS process as a func-
tion of time t on a synthetic network (see main text for the
specification of the network). The experiment configuration
is the same as that in Fig. 3. Red dashed lines denote where
we shut down pairwise interactions.

In addition to the dynamical process, we also study
the evolution of the final infection density. For the tradi-
tional SIS model, the final infection density ρ∗ (the value
of ρ at the stable state) is mainly determined by the
(normalized) infectious rate λ1. As shown in Fig. 5(a),
ρ∗ changes with λ1 through a continuous transition, and
there is no difference between forward and backward pro-
cesses, which means that the final infection density does

not depend upon the specific initial condition.
In Fig. 5(b), we report instead the phase transition of

ρ∗ under the simplicial SIS model, and some new phe-
nomena appear. First, the outbreak threshold for the
forward processes becomes much smaller under the influ-
ence of second-order interactions. Second, the final in-
fection density ρ∗ experiences an abrupt, discontinuous,
phase transition. This means that spreadings are easier
to break out with higher-order interactions, and become
stable at a relatively larger point. More importantly one
can see that, for backward processes, even if λ1 is almost
negligible, the final infection density ρ∗ is still non-zero.
This is consistent with what already discussed concern-
ing the fact that, when there exist sufficient higher-order
interactions, once a spreading process is activated, the
infection will persist even if pairwise interactions are dis-
abled. We also draw three snapshots of the network in
Fig. 5, to illustrate the final condition more clearly. One
indeed clearly sees in the first snapshot that infected in-
dividuals only exist in 2-simplices (in the final condition
and for a nearly vanishing λ1), which means that second-
order interactions are the ones that effectively sustain the
infection. On the opposite, the other two snapshots refer
to cases where there are both pairwise and second-order
interactions, and one can clearly see that infected indi-
viduals exist in all kinds of sub-structures. Once again,
more activated 2-simplices occur when λ1 becomes larger,
which indicates that a larger λ1 is able to activate more
higher-order interactions, and those latter ones facilitate
in return the infection process.

The new phenomena described so far are not peculiar
of the specific network configurations that we have used
in our simulations. One, indeed, can easily find a gener-
alized law of the second-order SIS model by mean-field
methods (which have already been extended to higher-
order cases in previous studies [31]). According to the
homogeneous mixing hypothesis, one can describe the
dynamical evolution of the infection density ρ as a differ-
ential equation:

ρ̇ = −ρ+ λ1ρ(1− ρ) + λ2ρ
2(1− ρ) (1)

Letting ρ̇ = 0, one can solve Eq. (1), and obtain the
final infection density ρ∗. The equation can be rewritten
as:

ρ− λ1ρ(1− ρ)− λ2ρ2(1− ρ) = 0

⇒λ2ρ2 + (λ1 − λ2)ρ+ 1− λ1 = 0,
(2)

and one can obtain ρ∗ as:

ρ∗± =
λ2 − λ1 ±

√
(λ1 − λ2)2 − 4λ2(1− λ1)

2λ2
. (3)

In Fig. 6, we report the solutions of ρ∗ for a few pa-
rameter values of λ1 and λ2. It is obvious that under
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FIG. 5. The final infection density ρ∗ as a function of infectious rate λ1 and λ2. (a) and (b) are the results of the traditional
and simplicial SIS model, respectively. Forward processes denote there are few (less than 3%) infected individuals at the initial
time, and backward processes mean a large amount (more than 80%). The three network snapshots demonstrate the final
conditions corresponding to the three selected point. The network configuration is the same as Fig. 4.

certain conditions, both ρ∗+ and ρ∗− are positive. Now, if
one rewrites Eq. (1) as:

ρ̇ = −ρ(ρ− ρ∗+)(ρ− ρ∗−), (4)

one can find that ρ∗− is an unstable solution, which de-
termines a bi-stable regime, because any perturbation
would make ρ converge to either ρ∗+ or zero, but it will
never relax back to ρ∗−. Thus, for second-order SIS model
with a relatively large λ2, the outbreak is activated once
there are more than ρ∗− infected individuals, which is
different from the traditional case where outbreaks hap-
pen only when λ1 > 1. This also explains why the out-
break threshold becomes smaller with second-order in-
teractions, and ρ∗ changes through a discontinuous way.
It is worth mentioning that as λ2 increases, the bi-stable
region also expands. More importantly, when λ2 > 4,
the bi-stable region is able to cover the entire interval
starting from λ1 = 0, which theoretically demonstrates
the possibility that higher-order interactions can main-
tain an activated spreading process on their own.

In summary, we investigated the effects of higher-order
interactions on the social contagion and its dynamical
process. We find that at the initial phase of a spread-
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FIG. 6. The mean-field solutions of the final infection density
ρ∗. Solid and dashed curves denote ρ∗+ and ρ∗−, respectively.

ing process, higher-order interaction makes no obvious
influence. However, as there are sufficient higher-order



6

structures being activated, higher-order interaction will
then significantly accelerate the spreading process. Also,
the final infection density at the stable state will be much
higher than that of the traditional model. This may in-
dicate that in reality, the spreading of some new ideas
or forms in the population might turn out to be faster
than we estimate with the traditional models that only
consider pairwise interactions.

In some ways, higher-order interactions act very simi-
larly to peer pressure mechanisms, consisting in the fact
that people tend to make the same actions as their friends
or accept ideas that their friends adopt. Apparently, we
cannot omit the influence of this kind of peer pressure
especially when analyzing social contagion problems. As
we demonstrate both in our simulation and theoretical
results, under certain conditions, the second-order inter-

action could maintain a spreading process without pair-
wise interactions. This might be somewhat inspiring for
products marketing or new concepts spreading. For ex-
ample, companies may be able to cut down the cost for
marketing their products once the users exceed a certain
amount because the peer pressure (if it is high enough)
will then maintain at least part of the users.
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