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Explosive Transitions in Epidemic Dynamics
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Standard epidemic models exhibit one continuous, second order phase transition to macroscopic
outbreaks. However, interventions to control outbreaks may fundamentally alter epidemic dynamics.
Here we reveal how such interventions modify the type of phase transition. In particular, we uncover
three distinct types of explosive phase transitions for epidemic dynamics with capacity-limited in-
terventions. Depending on the capacity limit, interventions may (i) leave the standard second order
phase transition unchanged but exponentially suppress the probability of large outbreaks, (ii) induce
a first-order discontinuous transition to macroscopic outbreaks, or (iii) cause a secondary explosive
yet continuous third-order transition. These insights highlight inherent limitations in predicting and
containing epidemic outbreaks. More generally our study offers a cornerstone example of a third
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order explosive phase transition in complex systems.

Phase transitions separate qualitatively different col-
lective states emerging in large complex systems [1-6].
Many models of complex systems dynamics, for instance
the standard susceptible-infected-recovered (SIR) model
of epidemic dynamics and models of random percolation,
exhibit a single phase transition that often is second or-
der and thus continuous [7-9]. For epidemic spreading
dynamics, a continuous transition implies that the total
number of individuals infected during an epidemic con-
tinuously varies with the infectiousness.

Previous research has shown that complex systems
may exhibit more intricate and involved collective dy-
namics and include discontinuous or explosive transitions
if the settings become strongly nonlinear, severely con-
strained or heterogeneous. Examples include a strong
dependence of the epidemic transition on the connectiv-
ity in structured populations with scale-free interaction
topology [10, 11], epidemics where treatment options are
limited by resource availability [12] and discontinuous hy-
brid phase transitions of co-evolving epidemics of two or
more diseases [13, 14]. Recent related results for explo-
sive percolation processes, however, indicate that such
explosive transitions might only appear discontinuous in
finite size systems but are often continuous with non-
standard critical exponents [15-22]. To the best of our
knowledge, all phase transitions reported to date, across
epidemic models, are standard continuous, second order,
or standard discontinuous, first order transitions. In this
Letter, we demonstrate that capacity-limited interven-
tions may induce explosive transitions that may appear
discontinuous but in fact are third order.

The COVID-19 pandemic has highlighted the impor-
tance of interventions such as testing, contact tracing and
vaccinations to control the spread of epidemics [23]. Im-
portantly, the limited capacity of such interventions re-
stricts their capability to contain epidemic outbreaks, es-

pecially when the time scales of test or vaccination rates
are similar to those of the disease spread and progres-
sion. Recent empirical observations and modeling studies
[12, 23-25] suggest that interventions may prevent out-
breaks or reduce their size, yet total case numbers may
rapidly increase once the intervention capacity limit is
reached, leading to sudden explosive and apparently dis-
continuous transitions to large outbreaks. However, the
exact type of phase transitions and the mechanisms un-
derlying them remain unclear.

Here, we uncover explosive phase transitions emerg-
ing in epidemic models with limited-capacity interven-
tions. We find three distinct types of transitions depend-
ing on the scaling of the intervention capacity with the
total population size. We clarify the mechanisms under-
lying these transitions by providing generic arguments
under which conditions these transitions emerge, valid
for a broad class of models. More generally, our results
highlight an example of a third order explosive phase
transition in a generic complex system.

In the standard SIR model, susceptible (S) individuals
become infected (I) with rate 8.5 I/N and are removed or
recovered (R) with a rate v I (Fig. la-e). Here, we denote
both the states and the absolute number of individuals
in that state with capital letters S, I and R. The param-
eters B and 7y describe the infection rate per contact and
the recovery rate per individual, respectively. The basic
reproduction number Ry = /v quantifies the expected
secondary infections caused by a single infected in a fully
susceptible population and characterizes the qualitative
collective dynamics of the model. If Ry < R((;l) =1, the
number of infected individuals I(¢) on average exponen-
tially decreases with time ¢t. If Ry > Rél), it initially
increases exponentially. As a result, in the limit of an
infinitely large population N — oo, a macroscopic out-
break occurs and ultimately affects some positive fraction
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FIG. 1. Impact of capacity-limited interventions on epidemic spreading processes. Dynamics of the standard SIR
model (a-e) and a model with capacity-limited interventions (SIRQ model, panels f-j). (a,f) Compartment model sketch of both
models. (b-c,g-h) Dynamics of the number of currently infected I(¢) during a typical outbreak for three reproduction numbers
Ry, each starting from I;(0) = 10 initially infected. Outbreak dynamics change smoothly in the SIR model (b,c) but vary
much more strongly under the influence of interventions (g,h). (d,i) The outbreak probability P quantified by the fraction of
realizations with a large number Iior > V/'N of total infected out of 10* realizations, each with I; (0) = 1. Without interventions,
large outbreaks emerge already for Ry > RWY =1 (panel d); interventions strongly suppress the outbreak probability as long
as Ry < R%® =2 (panel i). (e,j) The average total size of outbreaks grows continuously from zero once Ry > R for the SIR
model without interventions or Ry > R§2) for the SIRQ model, respectively. With limited intervention capacity, a secondary
transition emerges at R£3> > Réz), where the number of total infected grows dramatically upon a small increase in the basic
reproduction number Ry, quickly approaching the outbreak size expected without interventions. This transition is reflected
in the strong variation of the time evolution (panel h) near Rég). Dashed lines indicate the expected number of infected in
the standard SIR model and with unlimited intervention capacity x — oo, respectively. All results are illustrated for total
population size N = 10°, recovery rate v = 1, § = 1, and intervention capacity x = 10%.

itot = UMN 00 Ttot /N > 0 of the total population, where
Iioy = N —lim;_, S(t) describes the total number of in-

are described by the mean field rate equations

dividuals ever infected. This relative total outbreak size % =—fBsi (2)
itot Serves as an order parameter, distinguishing the two ((iit
regimes, and is implicitly given by [9] @ _ Bsi—~i—min [52‘, lim ,.;/N] ,
dt N—oc0
Ttot = 1 — e~ o ror (1) where the lower case letters s, ¢ and r denote the frac-

tion of individuals in the corresponding state, e.g. s =
limy_y00 S/N. These dynamics govern the relative total
outbreak size iy if a macroscopic outbreak occurs. We
numerically illustrate our arguments and calculations for
parameters v = § = 1 for clarity of presentation and vary

with a solution iy, > 0 only above a critical reproduction
rate, Ry > R((;l) = 1, compare Fig. le.

We modify the standard SIR model to include
capacity-limited interventions by adding a single new

state (Q) (e.g. quarantine or treatment), see Fig. 1f-]
for an illustration of this SIRQ model. In addition to
the standard state transitions, infected individuals are
removed into a state @@ at an additional rate § I but at
most at a rate x, denoting the intervention capacity in
units of individuals per time. The microscopic dynamics
of both models follow a stochastic process where all tran-
sitions occur as independent Poisson processes at their
given rates. These dynamics determine the probability
P of an outbreak when a single individual is initially in-
fected (compare Fig. 1d and i). The macroscopic dynam-
ics in the limit of infinitely large populations, N — oo

the infection rate 3 to set Ry.

Compared to the standard SIR model, the interven-
tions shift the critical point because infected individuals
are additionally removed into state (). Macroscopic out-
breaks only occur when Ry > R((;2) > 1 (compare Fig. le
and j). Once the reproduction number even slightly
crosses a second threshold Rg)’) > RgQ), the total num-
ber of infected surges dramatically (Fig. 1j). In contrast
to the smooth changes with the reproduction number
in the standard SIR model (Fig. 1b,c), such explosive
transitions may pose major challenges for predictabil-
ity and control of epidemic dynamics. Small changes



such as stochastic number fluctuations in finite size sys-
tems or small deviations in the reproduction number may
yield large qualitative changes in the epidemic dynamics
(Fig. 1h).

Do these capacity-limited interventions create a dis-
continuous transition in the epidemic dynamics? As long
as I(t) < I. = k/6, infected individuals recover at an
effective rate yog I = (v +0) I = 21. The expected dy-
namics of the system are described by an effective repro-
duction number Reg = 8/t = Ro/2. Consequently, we
expect the critical point above which macroscopic out-
breaks occur to be shifted to R£2) = 2. If at any time
there are more infected individuals, I(t) > I, the effec-
tive recovery rate reduces to yeg I = yI+k < 21. To un-
derstand how this change affects the epidemic dynamics,
we consider the early microscopic spreading dynamics.
With a single initially infected individual, the number of
currently infected changes by +1 or —1 with each infec-
tion or recovery event, respectively. The probability for
each event is proportional to the rates of the respective
state transitions. Even if the number of infected should
decrease on average and we would expect the epidemic to
die out, there is a non-zero probability to reach any num-
ber of currently infected I(t) < N. The early dynamics if
I(t) ever becomes larger than I is thus equivalent to the
Gambler’s Ruin threshold crossing problem, see [26] for
a more detailed description. In the following, we reveal
three distinct phase transitions depending on the scal-
ing of the intervention capacity with the population size,
Ko< N%.

Constant intervention capacity. For constant k o
NO, the system exhibits some positive probability of
reaching I > I.. Wahile this probability is exponen-
tially suppressed with increasing intervention capacity k,
the interventions cannot completely prevent outbreaks.
Once the number of infected becomes sufficiently large,
the constant intervention rate x becomes negligible com-
pared to the natural recovery rate v I and the system be-
haves like a standard SIR model without interventions.
Consequently, macroscopic outbreaks occur with positive
probability as soon as Ry > Rgl) = 1, similar to the
standard SIR model, but the outbreak probability is ex-
ponentially suppressed with the intervention capacity
(Fig. 2a). The macroscopic dynamics of the outbreaks
that do occur is determined by the rate equations (2).
The size of an outbreak (when it does occur) is thus the
same as in the standard SIR model (compare Fig. 3a,b).

Sublinear intervention capacity. For sublinearly scal-
ing intervention capacity x o« N with 0 < «a < 1,
the same argument for the microscopic dynamics applies.
However, now the threshold value I. = k/§ o« N® grows
with the population size. Thus, the probability for the
outbreak to grow beyond this threshold becomes zero in
the large population limit NV — oo as long as the ef-
fective reproduction number R = Rp/2 < 1, ie. as

linear
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FIG. 2. Growing intervention capacity delays macro-
scopic outbreaks. The outbreak probability P, computed
as the fraction of realizations that reach Iior > v/N out of 10°
total realizations from one initially infected, I1(0) = 1, be-
haves qualitatively differently for constant and (sub)linearly
scaling intervention capacity. (a) For constant intervention
capacity (k = 100), the outbreak probability settles to non-
zero values for any Ry > R = 1. (b,c) For sublinear and
linear intervention capacity (x = v/N and x = 0.01 N, re-
spectively), the outbreak probability goes to zero for Ry <
R = 2 in the limit of infinitely large populations; interven-
tions prevent outbreaks. At the critical point R§2) = 2 the
outbreak probability decreases as a power law as N — oo.
Note that due to defining outbreaks by liot > \/N, and our
choice of k = VN and k = 0.0l N > /N for N > 10%, the
outbreak probability for sublinear and linear scaling is iden-
tical since in both cases the intervention capacity is equal to
or larger than our outbreak threshold. All results are shown
for recovery rate vy =1 and § = 1.

long as Ry < Réz) = 2. Only then can macroscopic out-

breaks occur with a finite probability (Fig. 2b). When a
macroscopic outbreak does occur, the intervention rate
becomes negligible since it scales sublinearly with the
population size, k/N — 0 as N — oco. The dynamics
is equivalent to the standard SIR model. Consequently,
we observe a discontinuous transition of the outbreak size
at R =2 (Fig. 3c,d).

Linear intervention capacity For linear intervention
capacity kK = kN o« N with constant %, the dynamics
become more intriguing. Again, the same argument for
the microscopic dynamics applies as for the sublinearly
scaling intervention capacity. Macroscopic outbreaks are
only possible for Ry > R =2 (Fig. 2c). However, suffi-
ciently small macroscopic outbreaks do not immediately
exceed the intervention capacity threshold I. o< N, and
I remains smaller than I. during the outbreak. We thus
observe a continuous second order transition equivalent
to an SIR model with recovery rate vegr = (v + 6) = 2.

Only if the reproduction number is larger than a second

critical value, Ry > RS”% the concurrently infected ex-
ceed the threshold I. during the outbreak and a second

transition occurs.

To reveal the type of the second transition, we com-
pute the scaling of the number of additionally infected
when the intervention capacity is overwhelmed. We here
sketch the main steps in the argument, a step-by-step
calculation is provided in the Supplemental Material [26].
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FIG. 3. Limited quarantine induces different explosive transitions. (a,b) For constant intervention capacity x =

100, only few outbreaks are observed for Ry < R£2) = 2 due to the small outbreak probability (panel a, compare Fig. 2a).
Outbreaks that do occur quickly grow to the same size as for standard SIR dynamics without interventions (dashed line), as also
demonstrated by increasing the number of initially infected (11 (0) € {1, 10, 100, 1000} for N = 10%, panel b). (c,d) For sublinear
intervention capacity, x = N'/2, no outbreaks occur for Ry < R® = 2 in the thermodynamic limit (compare Fig. 2b). For
Ro > Rém, the outbreak size is close to that of SIR dynamics without intervention (dashed line). At the critical point Ry = Rg),
the outbreak size increases discontinuously in the thermodynamic limit N — oco. (c, inset) The width ARy = Ry — Ry of the
transition region in which the total number of infected increases from Iiot (Ry )/N = 0.1 to Itot(RS')/N = 0.75 decays to zero as
N — oo. (e,f) For linear intervention capacity x = 0.01 N, no outbreaks occur for Ry < R® =2 in the thermodynamic limit
(compare Fig. 2¢). Above R® = 2 the outbreak size is initially the same as in the standard SIR model with increased effective
recovery rate v + ¢ (compare Fig. 1j). At a second critical point R£3) ~ 2.3203, where the concurrent number of infected
during the outbreak overwhelms the intervention capacity (I(t) > k/d, panel f), the outbreak size undergoes a second, sudden
but continuous transition. (g-i) The fraction of total infected it computed from the mean-field rate equation Eq. (2) and its
derivatives reveal a continuous third-order transition at R£3) where only the second derivative d?itot/dR3 is discontinuous. All
outbreak sizes are evaluated as averages over large outbreaks with Iior > VN over at least 100 realizations with T 1(0) = 10
initially infected (unless explicitly stated otherwise). All results are shown for recovery rate v =1 and 6 = 1.

We focus on the time t* at which the number of infected
first exceeds the threshold I(t*) = I., or equivalently
i(t*) = I./N = £/ (NJ). Until t*, the dynamics are
identical to a system with infinite intervention capacity
Kk — oo with i (t) infected. Exactly at t* both i(¢*)
and its first derivative are still the same as for infinite
intervention capacity [Eq. (2)], but the second derivative
changes to the right of ¢*. Compared to a system with
infinite intervention capacity we thus find

i(0) = i ®) ~ 1) — (0] (E— 1)
o< (Ro - R£3>)1/2 t—t?2  (3)

However, the number of infected remains above the

threshold only for a short time At (RO — R((;B))l/2,
following from the quadratic expansion around the max-
imum of (¢t) which increases linearly with ( Ry — Rr® )
(see Supplemental Material [26] for details). We then

find the leading order scaling of the additional in-
fections by integrating the additional infection rate

B s(t) [i(t) — ico(t)] for the time At, resulting in a leading
order correction proportional to [i"(t*) — i’ (¢*)] At? o

2
(Ro — R£3)> . Secondary infections enter only as higher

order corrections. We thus find that the second deriva-
tive of itot(Ro) is discontinuous at Ry = RE;S) and the
transition is sudden, yet third order, and thus surpris-
ingly even smoother than the second order transition at

) (Fig. 3e-i).

The above explanations remain qualitatively valid for
a broad class of systems since they only rely on scal-
ing arguments to understand the impact of the limited
intervention capacity on the microscopic dynamics and
generic leading order behavior for the effect on the macro-
scopic dynamics. Our argument only requires that: (i)
The system exhibits non-trivial outbreak dynamics even
with infinite intervention capacity, ensuring that out-
breaks exist in the first place if the intervention capacity
scales with the population size. (ii) The intervention ca-
pacity enters the macroscopic dynamics as a hard limit
such that the derivative of i(t) is continuous but not dif-
ferentiable when the number of infected overwhelms the



intervention capacity [compare Eq.(2)]. We provide a
range of simple and more complex model variations il-
lustrating these conditions and the robustness of the re-
ported transitions in the Supplemental Material [26].

Overall, our results offer a novel perspective on epi-
demic containment with capacity-limited countermea-
sures. The different types of explosive transitions to large
outbreaks present different challenges for the predictabil-
ity and control of epidemic dynamics. This applies in par-
ticular to the evaluation of containment measures across
cities or countries when the intervention capacity de-
pends on the population size. They also highlight the
option of novel types of simultaneously explosive as well
as third order phase transitions in complex systems in
general.
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I. PROPERTIES UNDERLYING THE EXPLOSIVE TRANSITIONS

In the main manuscript we demonstrated diverse outbreak dynamics characterized by various qualitatively different
explosive phase transitions as a function of the scaling of the intervention capacity with the population size. Here we
illustrate the properties of the epidemic spreading models underlying our arguments and the observation in the main
manuscript and how the dynamics change if these conditions do not hold.

While we illustrated the dynamics in the main manuscript for a single model (see section IIT of this Supplemental
Material for a range of alternative model variations with qualitatively similar dynamics), our arguments explaining
these dynamics only rely on two conditions that hold for a broad class of models:

e non-trivial outbreak dynamics even with infinite intervention capacity
e an abrupt impact of the capacity limit in the macroscopic dynamics.

The first condition is required to observe any outbreaks at all when the intervention capacity increases with the
population size. Otherwise, while outbreaks may grow if they are already macroscopic, no microscopic outbreak can
grow sufficiently to become macroscopic in the first place.

The second condition does not affect the dynamics with constant or sublinear intervention capacity since the
interventions do not affect the macroscopic dynamics in these cases. However, it is central to the emergence of a
secondary third-order transition when the intervention capacity scales linearly with the population size.

* .
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dresden.de



Trivial outbreak dynamics with interventions

First, we consider a model that violates the first condition and does not exhibit any outbreaks for infinite intervention
capacity. We construct this model by implementing the intervention as immediate action with total rate s, independent
of the current number of infected (Fig. Sla). This may for example be interpreted as targeted interventions where
individuals become infected, notice symptoms, and immediately get tested and treated or isolated without any delay.

As the intervention capacity k grows, infected individuals are almost immediately removed and the number of
infected cannot grow significantly as long as the inflow of new infected 5.5 I/N does not exceed the removal rate
k. For any constant (microscopic) number of infected I = O (1), in particular for one initial infected at ¢ = 0, this
inflow is also microscopic 8. SI/N = O (1) since S = O (N). If k grows in any way with the total population size,
in our context kK x N with a > 0, this inflow can thus never exceed the intervention rate in the thermodynamic
limit of infinitely large populations (and therefore  larger than any constant O (1)). All infected are removed almost
instantaneously, no new infections occur, and no (macroscopic) outbreak occurs, independent of the value of Ry.

Outbreaks in the thermodynamic limit are thus only possible for constant intervention capacities k£ when (rare)
random fluctuations may lead to sufficiently many infected to overwhelm the intervention. For Ry < 1 and fixed
intervention capacity x, the outbreak probability P(Ry) becomes zero as N — oo, since macroscopic outbreaks never
grow even without interventions. For Ry > 1 it takes on a small but constant value, similar to the dynamics observed
in the main manuscript (Fig. S1b).

However, as a function of the intervention capacity k, the outbreak probability is exponentially suppressed also for
Ry > 1such that an increasing intervention capacity k ~ N with a > 0 prevents any outbreaks in the thermodynamic
limit (Fig. Slc).

These results illustrate why the first condition of nontrivial outbreak dynamics with infinite intervention capacity
is required for our observations of the discontinuous transition and secondary third-order transition with sublinearly
and linearly scaling intervention capacity, respectively.
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FIG. S1. Immediate targeted interventions prevent outbreaks. (a) Compartment model sketch for the SIRQ model
with instantaneous targeted intervention with total rate x independent of the number of infected individuals. ©(-) denotes the
Heaviside step function. (b) Outbreak probability P as a function of the population size N for different basic reproduction
(1)

numbers Ry and constant intervention capacity x = 0.01. For Ryp < R¢’ = 1, P decreases exponentially and outbreaks do not

occur in the limit of an infinitely large population N — oo. For Ry > RM = 1, P takes on a small but constant value in the
thermodynamic limit. (¢) Outbreak probability P as a function of the intervention capacity « for fixed Ry = 1.01. The outbreak
probability is exponentially suppressed with increasing intervention capacity . Thus, if the intervention capacity increases with
the population size, outbreaks are prevented for any Ro. The outbreak probability P is measured as the fraction of realizations
that reach ot > VN out of 10° (panel a) and 107 (panel b) total realizations from one initially infected, I1(0) = 1. As in the
main manuscript, v = 1.



Smooth impact of intervention capacity

Second, we consider a model that violates the second condition and exhibits a smooth capacity limit in the macro-
scopic dynamics. Note that this is only relevant for linearly scaling intervention capacity kK = £ N as otherwise the
intervention capacity does not affect the macroscopic dynamics at all. We construct this model by replacing the hard

limit in the time evolution equations, min [§7, k], by a smooth function 1#;# (Fig. S2a) such that
d
£ = Bsi (S1)
di Bsi . 61
— =fB8i—Yi— ————.
at T tsi/R

This model may be better interpreted in terms of testing capacity rather than intervention capacity after (unlimited)
confirmed positive tests. For example, most tests and contact tracing attempts are negative when there are only few
infections, 1_;;7;/% ~ §1 for i — 0, similar to random testing in the model studied in the main manuscript. However,

in contrast to the model in the main manuscript, the fraction of positive tests saturates smoothly as the number of
infections grow, 1_13572/% ~ K as d /K — oo. Similar dynamics have been studied in [1].

Since the dynamics for a small number of infected in this model are identical to the STRQ model studied in the
main manuscript, we observe the same dynamics for constant intervention capacity and the same shift in the critical
point R for (sub)linearly growing intervention capacity (Fig. S2b-d).

However, since the dynamics change smoothly as the concurrent number of infected increases, so does the total
number of infected during an outbreak. In contrast to the discontinuous third derivative (compare Fig. 3g-i in the
main manuscript), all derivatives of itot = limpy 00 ftot/N are continuous (Fig. S2e-g). Note that the transition
is still explosive in the sense that a small change in the reproduction number causes a comparatively large change
in the number of infected I, similar to the third order transition observed in the main manuscript. In single
realizations of outbreaks in finite size systems (e.g. empirical observations), these different transitions may not be
clearly distinguishable.

These results illustrate why the second condition of a hard impact of the intervention capacity is required for our
observations of the secondary third-order transition with linearly scaling intervention capacity. We provide a more
detailed analytical derivation of the third-order transition in section II of this Supplemental Material.
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FIG. S2. Smooth impact of intervention capacity. (a) Compartment model sketch with smooth impact of the intervention
capacity, Eq. (S1). (b-d) Average outbreak size Iiot/N as a function of the basic reproduction number Ry for intervention
capacities £ = 100, k = /N, and x = 0.01 N (identical for N = 10* for all three scaling regimes). Dashed lines present standard
SIR dynamics with effective recovery rates v = 1 and v + § = 2, respectively. We observe qualitatively the same outbreak
dynamics for constant and sublinear scaling of the intervention capacity. Outbreak sizes are averaged only over macroscopic
outbreaks defined by It > V/N across a total of 100 realizations with I, (0) = 10 initially infected. (e-g) Average outbreak size
itot (Ro) = limn o0 Jtot (Ro)/N in the thermodynamic limit and its derivatives computed from mean-field differential equations
Eq. (S1) for linearly scaling intervention capacity x = 0.01 N with a fraction of i1(0) = 107 initial infected. In contrast to
the third-order transition observed in the main manuscript, the smooth saturation of the intervention rate as a function of the
number of concurrently infected results in a continuous change of it and all derivatives. However, the number of total infected
still increases very suddenly (compare panel d and Fig. 3e in the main manuscript). All results are shown for vy =1 and § = 1.



II. DETAILED EXPLANATION OF THE EXPLOSIVE TRANSITIONS

In the following, we discuss different analytical arguments supporting our observations in the main manuscript.
In particular, we explain in more detail (i) the qualitative change in outbreak probability for constant intervention
capacity and (ii) the location of the critical point R for (sub)linearly scaling intervention capacity by focussing on
the microscopic stochastic dynamics with few infected individuals, as well as (iii) the emergence of the third-order
transition for linearly scaling intervention capacity.

Microscopic dynamics and outbreak probability

The probability of a macroscopic outbreak is determined by whether the epidemic dies out when there are only a
small number of infected or whether the outbreak grows to infect a macroscopic fraction of the population. In the
following, we consider the basic model discussed in the main manuscript. The same qualitative arguments also hold
across model variations.

For a small number of concurrently infected I < I. = /4, the dynamics follows an SIR process with effective
recovery rate v = v + d. Since we are interested in the initial stage of the outbreak, we assume that almost the
whole population is still susceptible, S ~ N. The number of concurrently infected I(¢) then changes following a biased
random walk with constant transition probabilities given by the relative probabilities of infection or recovery events,
respectively,

BSI/N Ro

I I+1 = =
A 17 7) vy Ry

(52)

y+6
Veff I ¥

BSI/N+7]l R+ 20

I =-I1-1: p_-=1-p;y=

with Ry = (/v denoting the basic reproduction number without interventions. This description holds until the
number of infected overwhelms the intervention capacity, I > k/d§. Above this threshold, the dynamics change and
the effective recovery rate becomes vz; = v + k/I, such that the dynamics are described by

BSI/N Ry

I5I+1 : po= -~ > S3
" P BSIIN gl Ryt L TP (59
+r/I
Yeir 1 S

I -I1-1: p>=1-

= = < p_.
Y= BSTIN+ 51 Ry + 121 2

The random walk dynamics become self-reinforcing and more and more biased towards a growing number of infected
as the number of infected increases, 7 ~ v as I — oo.

For a single initial infected to cause sufficiently many infections to overwhelm the intervention capacity, the number
of infected has to grow at least beyond I, = k/d. The probability for this is given by the threshold crossing probability
pr.(I) of the biased random walk Eq. (S2) when starting with I infected. These threshold crossing probabilities are
related by the self-consistency relation

p1.(0) =0 (54)
pr.(1) = (1 —p+) pr.(0) + p+ pr.(2)
pr.(2) = 1 = ps) pr.(1) + py pr.(3)
equivalent to the well-known ‘Gambler’s ruin’-problem. They resolve to
1-py _ 1 Y+5 1
pr.(1) = = 1 : (S5)

(1—IJ+>IC_1 ('y—&-é)ﬁ/é_
P+ v Ro

In particular, this probability is always non-zero for any Ry and constant intervention capacity k. However, it decreases
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exponentially with « as long as Ry < WTH. For large numbers of infected, the intervention capacity becomes negligible,
and the outbreak dynamics become more similar to standard SIR dynamics described by Eq. (S3) in the limit I — oo.
An outbreak can thus grow into a macroscopic outbreak as long as Rg > 1.

Consequently, macroscopic outbreaks for constant intervention capacity occur as soon as Ry > Rgl) = 1, similar
to the standard SIR model without interventions (Fig. S3a). However, the probability for these outbreaks is
exponentially suppressed as a function of the intervention capacity x (Fig. S3b) as long as the random walk
dynamics with a small number of infected are biased towards recovery events, i.e. as long as p; < p_ or equiva-

lently Ry < RgQ) = %"6. Beyond Ry > Rg), outbreaks grow with a non-zero probability regardless of the intervention.

Following the same arguments, when the intervention capacity grows with the population size, kK oc N® with a > 0,
macroscopic outbreaks are only possible for Ry > R£2) = VT”. The probability to cross the threshold to overwhelm
the intervention capacity decreases exponentially as the capacity grows and thus becomes zero in the thermodynamic
limit of infinitely large populations. A macroscopic outbreak can thus only occur when already the dynamics with
few infected Eq. (S2) are biased toward growing outbreaks, Ry > REZ) = 19

When an outbreak becomes macroscopic, the dynamics either (i) follow the standard SIR model when the
intervention capacity scales sublinearly with the population size, /I — 0 for I = O (N), or (ii) when the intervention
capacity scales linearly with the population size, they follow the SIR dynamics with an effective recovery rate
~v + § until the number of concurrently infected overwhelms the intervention capacity during the outbreak and the

secondary transition occurs discussed in more detail in the next section.
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FIG. S3. Finite outbreak probability with constant intervention capacity. (a) The outbreak probability with constant
intervention capacity x = 20 is small but positive for Ry < R£2) = 2 and does not go to zero with increasing population size
N (compare inset). (b) The probability of an outbreak decreases exponentially with the intervention capacity x but never
reaches zero for finite x and Ry > RY = 1, as illustrated for N = 10%. The outbreak probability is measured as the fraction of
realizations that reach Iior > V/N out of 10* (panel a) and 108 (panel b) total realizations from one initially infected, I;(0) = 1.



Third-order phase transition of outbreak size

When the intervention capacity scales linearly with the population size, K = & N, we observe a secondary third-
order transition. We now study this transition in more detail and explain how it emerges, considering the basic model
discussed in the main manuscript. The same qualitative arguments also hold across model variations.

Since we are interested in the changes in the macroscopic dynamics, we focus on the rate equation description of
the dynamics

ds .

a——ﬂzs

di _ . e

az,@zs—’yz—mln[éz,ﬁ] (S6)
%:fyi—l—min[éi,/%] ,

where the lower-case variables denote the relative number of agents in the corresponding state in the limit of an
infinitely large total population, e.g. s = limy_,00 S/N. We are interested in the change of the total size of an
outbreak, i.e. the fraction of individuals that was ever infected,

ot = tlim r(t) = lim [1 — s(¢)] (S7)

—00 t—o0

as a function of the basic reproduction number Ry = /7. For sufficiently small Ry < RS”, the number of infected
remains small and §i < % at all times such that the capacity limit of the interventions does not affect the dynamics.
The evolution of the outbreak is then identical to the dynamics with infinite capacity &7 — oo,

dj?:_ﬁioosoo

dico 5y o — (v +0)i (S8)
dr

dre _ )i .

g = (o)

with the corresponding fraction of individuals ever infected,

i55 = Jim roo(t) = Jim [1 - s0(t)] - (39)
These dynamics are exactly equivalent to a standard SIR model with effective recovery rate vyog = v+ 6, i.e. effective
reproduction number Reg = % = Ry 575, explaining the delayed onset of outbreaks for Ry > R® = ”’74“6 (see also

the discussion in the previous section).

The secondary transition occurs only for larger Ry = Rg?’) when i(t) overwhelms the intervention capacity & during

the outbreak. The total outbreak size increases compared to ig, due to additional secondary infections by infected
individuals that are not removed from i due to the limited intervention capacity. The qualitative idea is sketched in
Fig. S4.

To understand how ot changes as Ry increases beyond R((;g), we compute a leading order approximation
itot (Ro) = dgor (Ro) + Adror (Fo) (S10)

for Ry > R£3) with Aot (Rég’)) = 0. Following the idea sketched in Fig. S4, we expand the dynamics of i(t) to

the right of the point t* where i(t*) = %/ just overwhelms the intervention capacity to compute the difference
Ai(t) = i(t) — ico(t) to the reference state in(t) with infinite intervention capacity. From these remaining infected,
we finally compute the additional infections caused by the limited intervention capacity. We denote the small but
positive slope of i(¢) at this point as i/ (t*) = €.
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FIG. S4. Sketch of the dynamics just above the secondary transition Ry > R . Above the critical reproduction

number, Ry R, the fraction of infected i(t) (solid line) crosses the threshold %/ at some time t*. Up to t*, the dynamics
are identical to the system with infinite intervention capacity (dashed line), i(t) = ico(t), such that the slope at the threshold
is also identical, ¢’ (t*) = il (t*) = € > 0. Beyond t¢*, some infected are not removed by the intervention due to the limited
capacity and cause additional secondary infections, Ai(t) = i(t) —ioo(t) > 0. The additional secondary infections are to leading
order described by the integral f::* Bs(t)Ai(t) dt > 0 with t** denoting the time where the fraction of infected decreases below
the threshold again (see main text and calculations below). We study this transition by expanding the dynamics around the
critical point R’ where the fraction of infected reaches but does not exceed the threshold, e(Rég)) =0,t" =¢t"".

Starting from these definitions, we compute all values and derivatives at t* (specifically for ¢ — ¢t* from above) by
solving and taking further derivatives of Eq. (S6) and (S8). We find

S(t*) = suc(t*) = (;R) e+ (7;5) (S11)

(S12)

S () = s\ (t*) = —e — </-£ + ’g) (S13)
V() = i, () = e (S14)
oo fo- ) (45 55)

(
() = (g) e+ (—T) e+ <—ﬁgf2 - 652) (516)

Since the second derivative of s(t) and s (t) only depends on the first derivatives, it is the same with and without
the intervention limit,

A (1) = S (B0 SOl — 5 (~Fioel®)s0e()) o

= (=B (t) s(t) = Bi(t) 8'(t))|i=p- — (=856 (t) Soo(t) = Bioo(t) s5 ()] =4~
=0 (S17)



We expand the difference Ai(t) to the right of ¢* up to third order as

Ad(t) = Ad(t") + Ad'(t7) (t —t7) + Ai/;(t*)

Ai/”(t*)
6

(t—t)2 + t—t)P>+0 [(t - t*)ﬂ . (S18)

The first two terms of this expansion are zero since the dynamics of both i(¢) and the reference state i, (t) are identical
up to t* [compare Eq. (S11)-(S14)]. We compute the second and third term by directly evaluating the derivatives

= 5 (B0 s(0) ~ 7 ilt) ~ Dymy. — 5 (Fioe()550(0) = (15 8) i)

= (B9 5(0) + Bilt) (1) = 77 (Ol e — (Bile(t) 50 (t) + Fiolt) s (t) = (7 + )i ()] -

— Sl (t)

— e (S19)

again using that the values and derivatives at t* are identical for i(¢) and the reference state i (t). For the third
term, we find

Ai//I(t*) — Z///(t*) 7//// (t )

= (Bi®s) - 7i) - F)| .~ Bisel) 5eelt) — (v + 01t

www<>+wzm'w+ﬁu> (0) =7 " ()] i
— (BL0) 30c(t) + 2815 (8) s (1) + Bine (8) 8 (8) — (3 + 8) I ()] -

= BAT(E) () ) A7) = AFE) £ S
= Boes(t’) —yde+ (1)

5 ) 6 R R2 R2
({8 ) (e () ()
- <2£2> € + (8% - BR) e+ (—M;Q —,8/%2> (S20)
We thus find Ai(t) up to third order in (¢t — ¢*) as

Ai(t) = % (pt*)ﬁ% [(2?2) € + (6% — BR) e+ (ﬁg’? ﬂﬁﬁ)] (k- +o -t (s21)

R

—ay (t—t") +as t—t")*+0 [(t - t*)4]

with aa = O (€) and a3 = O (1). In particular, we observe that Ai"”’(t*) < 0 for small € such that Ai(¢) first increases
quadratically but then quickly vanishes again.
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The total additional infections are mainly the result of the direct secondary infections caused by the infected Ai(t),
described by the following integral

Aot (Ro) = O

/ a B Ai(t) s(t*) dt] (522)

5

until the time t** where Ai(t) becomes zero again. We find the relevant time difference (¢** —¢*) as

0= % (t**_t*)2+% [(2;{52) €2+((52—ﬂ"~€) e+ <_ﬁ’zsi%2 —ﬁk2>:| (™ — %)
3¢
A . (523)
(2g2> €2 4 (02 — BR) e+ (—B’YTK —ﬁkz)
=0 (e,

scaling linearly in e. The integral therefore scales as €*, by evaluating the relevant terms

1

/.

1

BA(t) s(t) dt N/

t*

3 [a2 (t— ") + as (t—t*)?’} [7;5} dt
N w (= %) +
=0 (64) ,

since ag = O (€), ag = O (1), and (¢** — t*) = O (€). All other terms, such as the correction to s(t*) or accounting for
the fact that s(¢) actually decreases, only contribute to higher orders in e.

(y+9) a3

1 (t — ) (S24)

To transfer this result to the proper scaling with Ry — Rg?’), we now determine the dependence of € on Ry — Rgs).

During the outbreak, the number of infected i(t) attains a maximum at some time .. Expanding ¢ around this
maximum at ty.,, we find

i(t) = imax (RO - R§3>) - %" (t = tmax)” + O [(t - tmax)g}

=5 e (R RO) =B @t v (- RO) | w0 et )

where we expand @yax (RO — R£3)) and the second coefficient ¢y around Rﬁg) to linear order such that ¢; and ¢3¢ do

). Evaluating this expression at t* where i(t*) = £, we find

, 20 (Ro— R
(t* - tmax) = . (826)
C2,0

not depend on Ry but only on Rg?’

Now, solving the derivative i'(t*) = € reveals that e scales as

€= (t") = =2 (¢ ~ tunax) + O [(¢" ~ tmar)’]

= \/2 o €20 (Ro - Rf’)) +0 [Ro — Rﬁ?’)} (527)

-0 {(RO - Rg3>)”1 .

Combining these results, we thus find that the additional number of infected scales to leading order quadratically
in the difference (Ro _ RSS)>7

Ai (R):(’)[(R —R<3>)1 for Ry > R (S28)
tot \ {10 0 c 0 c
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Overall, the total number of infected thus behaves like
itot (Ro) = Z.fgt(R()) + A Z‘tot (Ro)
' ®) ®)*®
= igt(Ro) + K (Ro—RC ) +O{(R0—RC ) } (S29)

with some constant K > 0 for Ry > R((;?’). The secondary transition is thus a third-order transition where the
observable and its first derivative are continuous, but the second derivative is discontinuous at R<(;3). This smoothness
of the transition stands in stark contrast to the initial observation of a very sudden, explosive transition that is
explained by the prefactor K. For example, the integration time t** — ¢* in Eq. (S23) scales as k=2, thus entering as
x~% in the additional infected Eq. (S24). The prefactor thus strongly depends on the intervention capacity, explaining
the sudden onset of the transition especially for small .

All calculations above cover the leading order of the correction due to the limited intervention capacity and rely
only on the generic scaling of the quantities involved and their expansion around the point where the intervention
capacity is overwhelmed for the first time. Importantly, the same (qualitative) calculation describes the dynamics
of a broad class of epidemic models with limited intervention capacity x = &N. The only conditions are, as
described above: (i) The system exhibits non-trivial outbreak dynamics even with infinite intervention capacity,

such that macroscopic outbreaks occur for sufficiently large Ry > R((;2), in order to observe any outbreaks at
all when the intervention capacity scales with the population size. (ii) The intervention capacity enters the
macroscopic dynamics as a hard limit such that the derivative of i(¢) is continuous but not differentiable at the
point where the number of infected overwhelm the intervention capacity. The second condition is particularly
relevant as the change in the second derivative of i(t) at t* compared to i*°(t) directly results in the leading
order of the correction computed above. In contrast, if the dynamics change smoothly as i(¢) increases, the total
infected iyt also change smoothly with the reproduction number Ry (compare section I of this Supplemental Material).

Fig. S5 illustrates the total fraction of infected it,; from the numerical solutions of the rate equations in the vicinity

of the second transition, Ry =~ Rg?’) (compare Fig. 3g-i in the main manuscript). Both it and its first derivative with
respect to Ry are continuous, the second derivative is discontinuous, illustrating the third-order transition derived
above.
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S & 1000 3
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FIG. S5. Third-order transition with linear intervention capacity. (a,b) The fraction of total infected iot and its first
derivative with respect to Ry are both continuous at the secondary transition point RS (vertical dashed line). (c¢) The second
derivative is discontinuous, illustrating the third-order transition. Results are shown for v =1, 6 = 1, and k = 0.01 N as in the
main manuscript.
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III. ROBUSTNESS OF EXPLOSIVE TRANSITIONS ACROSS MODEL VARIATIONS

In the following, we consider various modifications and extensions of the SIRQ model analyzed in the main
manuscript. All model variations analyzed here fulfill the conditions described in the first part of this Supplemental
Material and represent different intervention dynamics. These models demonstrate that the observations made in the
main manuscript hold for a wide class of systems, including also more realistic disease progression or intervention
dynamics.

Delayed intervention and varied disease progression

An extension of the STRQ model of the main manuscript explicitly includes disease progression in various stages or
a time delay between infection and the onset of possible mitigation measures by splitting the infected compartment
into two compartments I; and I, see Fig. S6a. For linearly scaling intervention capacity x = & N, the macroscopic
dynamics are described by the mean-field deterministic rate equations

ds . .

i —Bs(i1 + i2)

di ) ) .

dftl = Bs(i1 + i2) — c1via
@—c i1 — Ccoyia — min[dig, &)
a 171 2712 2,
d

dit] = min|is, A]

@ = oYt

at 2712 .

Here, c¢; and ¢y denote the progression rate of the disease relative to the total recovery rate and are chosen such that

c1y c2 Y

-1
the total recovery rate is ( 141 ) = . The macroscopic dynamics of this model in the absence of interventions
are thus equivalent to a standard SIR model.

-1

With infinite intervention capacity, the effective recovery rate is given by veg = (6117 + ﬁ) . For the param-
eters vy = 1, ¢; = ¢a = 2 and § = 1 this results in v, = 6/5 and consequently a critical point R((;Q) = 6/5. Since the
intervention only acts after a delay and only leads to a shorter recovery time from I5 to R, their effect in delaying the
onset of macroscopic outbreaks is smaller than in the basic model studied in the main manuscript.

Figure S6b-d illustrates the average outbreak size Iioi/N as a function of the basic reproduction number Ry for
constant (a = 0), sublinear (0 < « < 1), and linear (o« = 1) intervention capacities kK o« N®. The results are
qualitatively identical to the observations in the main manuscript and feature the same three types of explosive phase
transitions in the different scaling regimes. Figure S6e-g illustrates the third-order phase transition with linearly
scaling intervention capacity.
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FIG. S6. Delayed effect of intervention measures. (a) Compartment model sketch. The model closely resembles the
original SIRQ model analyzed in the main manuscript. However, the infected compartment is split into two compartments I
and I», with advance/recovery rates c1y and ca27, respectively. (b-d) Average outbreak size Iiot /N as a function of the basic
reproduction number Ry for intervention capacity k = 100, k = 1v/N, and k = 0.01N (identical for N = 10* for all three
scaling regimes). Dashed lines present standard SIR dynamics with recovery rates Rél) =1 and R£2) = 6/5, respectively. All
outbreak sizes are averaged only over large outbreaks Itz > VN across a total of 100 realizations with Iy (0) = 10 initially
infected. (e-g) Average outbreak size itot (Ro) = limny— oo Jtot (Ro)/N in the thermodynamic limit and its derivatives computed
from mean-field differential equations for linearly scaling intervention capacity x = 0.01 N with a fraction of i; (0) = 10~ ° initial
infected. As in the original STRQ model, the second derivative d?isor/dR% is discontinuous, signifying the qualitative change of
dynamics in a third-order transition (compare Fig. 3 in the main manuscript). All results are illustrated for y =1, 6 = 1 and
Cl = C2 = 2.
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Targeted interventions

With the previous inclusion of delay, targeted interventions with a constant total rate x now also fulfill both condi-
tions for explosive transitions (compare section I of this Supplemental Material). Figure S7a shows the corresponding
compartment model, the macroscopic dynamics with linearly scaling intervention capacity xk = K IV are described by

ds . .

i —Bs(i1 + i2)

di . ) .

d—tl Bs(iy +ia) — c17vi1

di . . N .
d—; = 1741 — coyia — KO (ia)
d - .

d—z =R 0O (ig)

dr .

dt 2

-1
where O(-) denotes the Heaviside step function and we again choose (6117 + C;y) = 7.

With infinite intervention capacity, the infected are immediately removed from the second infected compartment

-1
I>. The effective recovery rate is thus given by veg = (Cllq{) = ¢1 7. For the parameters v =1, ¢; = ¢co = 2 and

0 = 1 this results in y.¢ = 2 and consequently a critical point R<(;2) = 2. Despite the infinite per-capita rate of the
intervention compared to the basic model analyzed in the main manuscript, the delay prevents infected from being
immediately removed and ensures that outbreaks do occur for sufficiently large Ry even with infinite intervention
capacity.

Figure S7b-d illustrates the average outbreak size Io1/N as a function of the basic reproduction number Ry for
constant (o = 0), sublinear (0 < « < 1), and linear (o« = 1) intervention capacities K o« N®. The results are
qualitatively identical to the observations in the main manuscript and feature the same three types of explosive phase

transitions in the different scaling regimes. Figure S7e-g illustrates the third-order phase transition with linearly
scaling intervention capacity.
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FIG. S7. Delayed, targeted interventions. (a) Compartment model sketch. Infected individuals are removed from I with
constant total rate k. (b-d) Average outbreak size Lot /N as a function of the basic reproduction number Ry for intervention
capacity k = 100, £ = 1v/N, and k = 0.01N (identical for N = 10* for all three scaling regimes). Dashed lines present
standard SIR dynamics with recovery rates RY =1 and R? = 2, respectively. All outbreak sizes are averaged only over
large outbreaks Iiot > VN across a total of 100 realizations with I (0) = 10 initially infected. (e-g) Average outbreak size
ttot (Ro) = limN 00 Jtot (Ro)/N in the thermodynamic limit and its derivatives computed from mean-field differential equations
for linearly scaling intervention capacity £ = 0.01 N with a fraction of i1 (0) = 10~° initial infected. As in the original SIRQ
model, the second derivative d?ios / dR? is discontinuous, signifying the qualitative change of dynamics in a third-order transition
(compare Fig. 3 in the main manuscript). All results are illustrated for vy =1 and ¢1 = ¢c2 = 2.
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More varied disease progression

The details of the disease progression model do not affect our observations. In this model variation, we add an
additional third infected compartment such that the states I, I, and Iy are passed successively, with targeted

interventions with rate s only affecting individuals in the last one (Fig. S8a). The macroscopic dynamics with linearly
scaling intervention capacity k = K IV are described by

d

£ = —fs(i1 + i1 + i2)

di ) . ) .
7; = Bs(i1 + t1p +42) — c17i1
diyy . .
— = ¢17i1 — CLpYi

di 171 167Y?1b

di . ) - .
T2 C1pYi1h — C2yia — R O (i2)
dt

d

= = RO (i2)

dr .

— = coYi

dt 272 ,

where O(+) denotes the Heaviside step function and we choose the recovery rate factors such that the total recovery
-1
rate without intervention is (Cl + 1 =1.
1Y C1b Y c2 Y

The macroscopic dynamics are, in fact, equivalent to the previous model. For infinite intervention capacity x = oo,

-1
the effective recovery rate is given by ~eg = (6117 + civ) . For the parameters v =1, ¢; = ¢1 = 4 and ¢y = 2 this

results in vog = 2 and consequently a critical point R((;2) = 2 as in the previous model.

Figure S8b-d illustrate the average outbreak size Iiot/N as a function of the basic reproduction number Ry for
constant (o = 0), sublinear (0 < « < 1), and linear (o« = 1) intervention capacities kK o« N®. The results are
qualitatively identical to the observations in the main manuscript and feature the same three types of explosive phase

transitions in the different scaling regimes. Figure S8e-g illustrates the third-order phase transition with linearly
scaling intervention capacity.
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FIG. S8. Three stages of infection. (a) Compartment model sketch. Infected individuals move through successive stages
of disease progression and are subject to targeted interventions with constant total rate x in the last stage . (b-d) Average
outbreak size Iiot/N as a function of the basic reproduction number Ry for intervention capacity x = 100, k = 1\/N, and
k = 0.01N (identical for N = 10* for all three scaling regimes). Dashed lines present standard SIR dynamics with recovery
rates Rél) = 1 and R£2) = 2, respectively. All outbreak sizes are averaged only over large outbreaks liotr > \/N across a
total of 100 realizations with I;(0) = 10 initially infected. (e-g) Average outbreak size itot(Ro) = limy_oo Jtot(Ro)/N in
the thermodynamic limit and its derivatives computed from mean-field differential equations for linearly scaling intervention
capacity £ = 0.01 N with a fraction of i;(0) = 107 initial infected. As in the original STRQ model, the second derivative
d%ivor /dRS is discontinuous, signifying the qualitative change of dynamics in a third-order transition (compare Fig. 3 in the
main manuscript). All results are illustrated for v =1, ¢1 = c1p = 4, and ¢z = 2.
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Partial interventions

Basic model variation
In this variation of the basic model discussed in the main manuscript, a fraction f* of the total population is not
affected by the intervention, for example because they remain asymptomatic and never get tested. Figure S9a shows

the corresponding compartment model, the macroscopic dynamics with linearly scaling intervention capacity kK = kK N
are described by

ds C

E——BS(Z‘H)

di . . . rer
a:(1—f)Bs(z—i-z)—w—mm[éz,ﬁ]
di* . o "

E_f Bs(i+1") — i

%:min[éi,k]

dr -

E—’Y(@+’)~

With infinite intervention capacity, the expected time an infected individual remains infected is given by the
weighted average of the effective recovery time. The fraction f* of infected that are not tested remain infected for the
whole duration 1/v. The remaining infected are removed after an expected time 1/(y+¢). The effective recovery rate

x «\ 1
is thus given by veg = ({, + 17105 ) . For the parameters v = 1, f* =1/2 and § = 1 this results in y.g = 4/3 and

consequently a critical point REQ) = 4/3. The effect of the intervention is naturally reduced compared to the basic

model in the main manuscript where interventions affect the whole population.

Figure S9b-d illustrates the average outbreak size It /N as a function of the basic reproduction number Ry for
constant (o = 0), sublinear (0 < o < 1), and linear (o = 1) intervention capacities K o< N®. The results are
qualitatively identical to the observations in the main manuscript and feature the same three types of explosive phase

transitions in the different scaling regimes. Figure S9e-g illustrates the third-order phase transition with linearly
scaling intervention capacity.
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FIG. S9. Partial interventions. (a) Compartment model sketch. A fraction f* of the population is not affected by the
interventions, represented by the second, parallel infected compartment I*. (b-d) Average outbreak size Iiot/N as a function
of the basic reproduction number Rp for intervention capacity x = 100, x = 1v/N, and & = 0.01N (identical for N = 10* for all
three scaling regimes). Dashed lines present standard SIR dynamics with recovery rates R =1 and R? = 4/3, respectively.
All outbreak sizes are averaged only over large outbreaks liot > \/N across a total of 100 realizations with 73 (0) = 10 initially
infected. (e-g) Average outbreak size itot (Ro) = limny_—oo Itot (Ro)/N in the thermodynamic limit and its derivatives computed
from mean-field differential equations for linearly scaling intervention capacity x = 0.01 N with a fraction of 4, (0) = 107° initial
infected. As in the original STRQ model, the second derivative d?iso;/dR3 is discontinuous, signifying the qualitative change of
dynamics in a third-order transition (compare Fig. 3 in the main manuscript). All results are illustrated for v =1, 6 = 1, and

fr=1/2.
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Targeted interventions

In this model variation, we consider targeted interventions that only affect a fraction 1 — f* of the total population.
Figure S10a shows the corresponding compartment model, the macroscopic dynamics with linearly scaling intervention
capacity k = kK N are described by

ds . . )
o —Bs (i1 +i2 +145)
di . . . ,
ditl = Bs(iy +ig +13) — c1vi1
di _ .
(7752 = (1= f*) eryin — coyig — KO (i2)
diy . .
dt2 = [Tervin — cavis
dg _ _ .
priall O (iz)
dr . .
a = C27 (ZQ + Z;) )
where O(-) denotes the Heaviside function. We again choose ¢; and ¢y such that the total recovery rate is
0117 0217 = v and the macroscopic dynamics without interventions are equivalent to a standard SIR model.

With infinite intervention capacity, the expected time an infected individual remains infected is given by the
weighted average of the effective recovery time. The fraction f* of infected that are not tested remain infected for the
whole duration 1/ while the remaining infected are immediately removed from state I and only remain infected for

* «\ —1
a time % The effective recovery rate is thus given by yeg = (’% + 1;’; ) . For the parameters v = 1, f* =1/2

and ¢; = co = 2, this results in . = 4/3, and consequently a critical point RY = 4/3.

Note that the delay in the intervention (i.e. the state I7) is not strictly necessary as the model would also show an
outbreak with immediate targeted interventions since a fraction of individuals is always infectious.

Figure S10b-d illustrates the average outbreak size Iiot/N as a function of the basic reproduction number Ry for
constant (o = 0), sublinear (0 < « < 1), and linear (o« = 1) intervention capacities kK o« N®. The results are
qualitatively identical to the observations in the main manuscript and feature the same three types of explosive phase
transitions in the different scaling regimes. Figure S10e-g illustrates the third-order phase transition with linearly
scaling intervention capacity.
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FIG. S10. Targeted partial interventions. (a) Compartment model sketch. Interventions are only effective after some delay
when individuals enter I, but a fraction f* of the population is not affected by the interventions, represented by the second,
parallel infected compartment I5. (b-d) Average outbreak size Iiot/N as a function of the basic reproduction number Ry for
intervention capacity x = 100, x = 1v/N, and x = 0.0LN (identical for N = 10* for all three scaling regimes). Dashed lines
present standard SIR dynamics with recovery rates RM =1and R® = 4/3, respectively. All outbreak sizes are averaged only
over large outbreaks Iiot > VN across a total of 100 realizations with Iy (0) = 10 initially infected. (e-g) Average outbreak
size itot(Ro) = My o0 ftot(Ro)/N in the thermodynamic limit and its derivatives computed from mean-field differential
equations for linearly scaling intervention capacity x = 0.01 N with a fraction of 4;(0) = 107° initial infected. As in the original
SIRQ model, the second derivative d%itot / dR? is discontinuous, signifying the qualitative change of dynamics in a third-order
transition (compare Fig. 3 in the main manuscript). All results are illustrated for v =1, ¢1 = c2 =2, and f* =1/2.
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Ineffective interventions
Basic model variation

In this basic model variation, individuals remain infectious after the intervention, though with a reduced infection
rate bg S with 0 < bg < 1. Figure S1la shows the corresponding compartment model, the macroscopic dynamics
with linearly scaling intervention capacity kK = kK N are described by

& = B (i+baa)

di . . e -
i Bs (i + bgq) — i — min[di, K]
% = min[di, K| — vq

dr .

priaitl (i+q).

The effective dynamics with infinite intervention capacity can here be understood in terms of an effective reduced
infection rate Bog instead of an effective increased recovery rate. Infected individuals fully recover after an expected
time 1/7, independent of whether they are affected by the intervention or not. They initially cause new infections

i

with a rate 8 for an expected time prw Afterwards, they are either removed or affected by the intervention with

probability % and cause new infections with a reduced rate bgp for their remaining expected recovery time 1/7.

Overall, the effective infection rate is given by Beg = % + % %. For the parameters vy =1, § = 1, and bg = 1/2,

this results in B = 3/4 and consequently a critical point R® = 4/3.

Figure S11b-d illustrates the average outbreak size Iiot/N as a function of the basic reproduction number Ry for
constant (o = 0), sublinear (0 < « < 1), and linear (o« = 1) intervention capacities Kk o« N®. The results are
qualitatively identical to the observations in the main manuscript and feature the same three types of explosive phase
transitions in the different scaling regimes. Figure Slle-g illustrates the third-order phase transition with linearly
scaling intervention capacity.
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FIG. S11. Ineffective interventions. (a) Compartment model sketch. Interventions reduce the infection rate by a factor
bo but individuals still have to recover normally. (b-d) Average outbreak size Iiot/N as a function of the basic reproduction
number Ry for intervention capacity x = 100, k = 1v/N, and x = 0.01N (identical for N = 10* for all three scaling regimes).
Dashed lines present standard SIR dynamics with recovery rates R =1 and R = 4/3, respectively. All outbreak sizes
are averaged only over large outbreaks Iliot > VN across a total of 100 realizations with Iy (0) = 10 initially infected. (e-g)
Average outbreak size itot (Ro) = limn o0 ltot (Ro)/N in the thermodynamic limit and its derivatives computed from mean-field
differential equations for linearly scaling intervention capacity x = 0.01 N with a fraction of i;(0) = 107° initial infected. As
in the original STRQ model, the second derivative d%iiot / dR? is discontinuous, signifying the qualitative change of dynamics in
a third-order transition (compare Fig. 3 in the main manuscript). All results are illustrated for vy =1, § = 1, and bg = 1/2.
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Targeted interventions

In this model variation, we consider targeted interventions that only reduce the infection rate of affected individuals.
Figure S10a shows the corresponding compartment model, the macroscopic dynamics with linearly scaling intervention
capacity k = kK N are described by

ds . .

o —pBs (i1 + i2 + boq)

di . . .
7; = Bs (i1 +i2 + bgq) — c1via
di . . .

ditz = 1711 — ¢cayia — KO(ia)

d .

d—(i = RO(iz) — cavq

O =i ta)

dt = C27 (12 q) .

Note that the delay in the intervention is not strictly necessary here as the model would also show an outbreak with
immediate targeted interventions as individuals in state @ still cause new infections.

We again compute the effective infection rate Beg in the limit of infinite intervention capacity. Infected individuals
cause new infections with a rate 3 before they advance to I after an expected time 1/(c;7y). They are then immediately
affected by the intervention and moved to state @), causing new infections with reduced rate bg3 for their remaining

expected recovery time 1/(coy). Overall, the effective infection rate is thus given by Beg = % + iif . For the

parameters v =1, ¢; = co = 2 and bg = 1/2, this results in Seg = 3/4 and consequently a critical point RY = 4/3.
Figure S11b-d illustrate the average outbreak size Iiot/N as a function of the basic reproduction number Ry for

constant (a = 0), sublinear (0 < « < 1), and linear (o« = 1) intervention capacities kK o« N®. The results are

qualitatively identical to the observations in the main manuscript and feature the same three types of explosive phase

transitions in the different scaling regimes. Figure Slle-g illustrates the third-order phase transition with linearly
scaling intervention capacity.
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FIG. S12. Ineffective targeted interventions. (a) Compartment model sketch. Targeted interventions with a total rate
after a delay reduce the infection rate by a factor bg but individuals still have to recover normally. (b-d) Average outbreak size
Iiot /N as a function of the basic reproduction number Ry for intervention capacity x = 100, k = 1\W, and k = 0.01N (identical
for N = 10 for all three scaling regimes). Dashed lines present standard SIR dynamics with recovery rates RY =1 and
R((;Q) = 4/3, respectively. All outbreak sizes are averaged only over large outbreaks Itot > VN across a total of 100 realizations
with I1(0) = 10 initially infected. (e-g) Average outbreak size itot(Ro) = imn— oo Ttot (Ro)/N in the thermodynamic limit
and its derivatives computed from mean-field differential equations for linearly scaling intervention capacity x = 0.01 N with
a fraction of i1 (0) = 1079 initial infected. As in the original STRQ model, the second derivative intot/dR(Q) is discontinuous,
signifying the qualitative change of dynamics in a third-order transition (compare Fig. 3 in the main manuscript). All results

are illustrated for v =1, ¢1 = c2 = 2, and bg = 1/2.
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Explicit time-delay dynamics

As a final model variation, we consider a more complex model with an explicit delay (Fig. S13a). This may, for
example, describe individuals waiting for tests results for a fixed time and isolating only afterwards to prevent further
infections. The dynamics may be interpreted in terms of individuals noticing symptoms when they advance from
state I;. Individuals then immediately get tested if sufficient capacity is available and advance into I>p. If the testing
capacity is insufficient, they are not yet tested and advance into I5y, where they wait for testing or natural recovery.
Tested individuals in Iy recover naturally with rate cy7y. After a fixed time delay d/(c27), the remaining fraction e ¢
of infected leaves the system due to the intervention into state (). The macroscopic dynamics with linear intervention
capacities k = &/N are described by the corresponding mean-field delay differential equations

d
d—j = —Bs(i1 + iav + t27)
di - . A
ditl = Bs(i1 + oy + t2r) — max|0, ¢1yi1 — K] — minfe1yiy, K]
di
ZU = max|[0, ¢;vi; — K| — max|[0, & — ¢1711]O(i2r) — caviov
di d‘in
2T _ max|[0, K — ¢1711|O(i2v) + min[eyyiy, B] —cayior — 27
dt _ U imdiern
dish
dt
dq dil,
N )
dr - .
— = ol CoYioT.
p 272U 27T

Due to the increased complexity of the simulation, requiring to track individual infected to accurately model the
microscopic dynamics with a fixed time delay, we focus on the solution of the delay differential equation and the
dynamics with linear intervention capacity in the limit of infinite population only. Figure S13b-d illustrates the
emergence of the secondary third-order phase transition also in this model.
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FIG. S13. Explicit time-delay dynamics. (a) Compartment model sketch illustrating the explicit time delay dynamics.
When individuals would advance from I, they are either tested if sufficient capacity is available and move to Ior or otherwise
remain untested and advance to I2y, waiting to be tested or to recover. Individuals in I27 leave the system after a fixed delay
d/(c2vy) but may naturally recover earlier. (b) Average outbreak size itot(Ro) = Imy— oo Itot(Ro)/N in the thermodynamic
limit as a function of the basic reproduction number Ry from mean-field differential equations for linearly scaling intervention
capacity k£ = 0.01 N with a fraction of i1 (0) = 107 initial infected. Dashed lines present standard SIR dynamics with recovery
rates Rgl) =1 and R£2) ~ 1.42, respectively. (c-e) Average outbreak size itot(Ro) and its derivatives around the secondary
transition. As in the original STRQ model, the second derivative d?itot /dR3 is discontinuous, signifying the qualitative change of
dynamics in a third-order transition (compare Fig. 3 in the main manuscript). All results are illustrated for vy = 1, ¢1 = ¢c2 = 2,

and d =1/2.
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