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The most fundamental social interactions among humans occur face to face. Their features have
been extensively studied in recent years, owing to the availability of high-resolution data on individ-
uals’ proximity. Mathematical models based on mobile agents have been crucial to understand the
spatio-temporal organization of face-to-face interactions. However, these models focus on dyadic re-
lationships only, failing to characterize interactions in larger groups of individuals. Here, we propose
a model in which agents interact with each other by forming groups of different sizes. Each group
has a degree of social attractiveness, based on which neighboring agents decide whether to join.
Our framework reproduces different properties of groups in face-to-face interactions, including their
distribution, the correlation in their number, and their persistence in time, which cannot be repli-
cated by dyadic models. Furthermore, it captures homophilic patterns at the level of higher-order
interactions, going beyond standard pairwise approaches. Our work sheds light on the higher-order
mechanisms at the heart of human face-to-face interactions, paving the way for further investigation
of how group dynamics at a microscopic scale affects social phenomena at a macroscopic scale.

Face-to-face contacts lie at the core of an individual’s
social world [1]. A street encounter with a stranger, dis-
cussing with colleagues over coffee, having dinner with
family, or hanging out with a group of friends: all of
these represent the most fundamental form of social inter-
action. The recent availability of high-resolution data on
individuals’ proximity has allowed researchers to uncover
how those seemingly random interactions display coher-
ent spatio-temporal characteristics. Specifically, across
several social contexts face-to-face interactions show uni-
versal features, such as the absence of a characteristic
scale for the contact duration, the switching between low
activity periods and high activity bursts, and a great
heterogeneity in interaction behaviors among individuals
[2–8]. The ubiquity of these features has thus posed the
crucial challenge of explaining what mechanisms underlie
their emergence.

Modeling frameworks based on mobile agents proved
to be a valuable tool to understand the organization of
human face-to-face interactions. In this scenario, agents
move erratically in a spatial environment and interactions
occur every time they get close together [9]. In addition,
contacts between agents can be modulated by more com-
plex mechanisms, including their attractiveness [10, 11],
their activeness and reachability [12], their pairwise sim-
ilarity [13, 14], or belonging to the same social group
[15]. This class of models gave useful insights to under-
stand the bursty [10] and small-world behavior of face-to-
face interactions [16], as well as many social phenomena
emerging from them, like disease spreading [17, 18], spa-
tial segregation and echo chamber formation [13], and
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structural inequalities [15].

These models, however, are limited as they describe
face-to-face interactions only in terms of dyadic relation-
ships between agents. In fact, they adopt a temporal
network representation [19], focusing either on the dy-
namics of dyadic contacts, i.e., links, [10], or the meso-
scopic level of social gatherings, i.e., connected compo-
nents [9, 14]. However, humans do not only interact in
pairs but regularly engage in groups involving more than
two individuals at the same time [20]. While a few re-
cent works have investigated the higher-order nature [21]
of face-to-face interactions [22–24], current models based
on mobile agents either overlook or fail to capture [11] the
spatio-temporal features and the dynamical evolution of
groups.

Here, we bridge this gap by introducing a model in
which mobile agents interact with each other by form-
ing groups of different sizes. Each group is character-
ized by an intrinsic degree of social appeal that we call
“group attractiveness”. Agents passing in the vicinity of
a group choose whether to join it based on its attractive-
ness, while group members decide whether to stay or walk
away. We show how the Group Attractiveness Model
(GAM) can reproduce different properties of groups in
face-to-face interactions, including their statistics, the
correlation in their number, and their temporal duration.
Furthermore, differently from low-order approaches, we
demonstrate the potential of our model to correctly cap-
ture higher-order homophilic patterns not only at the
level of pairwise contacts, but also at that of group inter-
actions. Given its predictive power, the Group Attrac-
tiveness Model can foster the study of human face-to-face
interactions, paving the way for further investigation of
how group dynamics at a microscopic scale affects social
phenomena at a macroscopic scale.
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THE GROUP ATTRACTIVENESS MODEL

In the Group Attractiveness Model (Fig. 1), N agents
are placed in a square environment of size L × L, with
periodic boundary conditions. Each agent i has a value
of attractiveness, ai, which represents how appealing the
agent is to the others. The value of attractiveness is
sampled from a uniform distribution in the interval [0, 1].
Agents can be isolated or they can be part of a group. An
agent can decide to interact with the groups surrounding
it or to walk away in a random direction. How attractive
is a group derives from how attractive are their mem-
bers. Formally, for each group of agents g, we define its
attractiveness as

ag =
∏

j∈g
aj , (1)

where index j runs over all agents forming group g. Note
that an isolated agent constitutes a group of one member
(group g3 in Fig. 1). We remark that the attractiveness
of a group is smaller than the individual attractiveness
of its members, i.e., ag < aj , ∀j ∈ g. Consequently, the
larger the group, the less attractive it will be on average.
Such modeling choice finds motivation in previous results
on human face-to-face interactions, which highlight how
large groups are more unstable than small ones [23, 25],
due to the higher propensity of individuals to leave them
[24], a phenomenon known as schisming [26]. At time
step t, each agent i considers the groups located within
a distance d from it and interacts with them all with
probability

pi(t) =
1

|N (i)|
∑

g∈N (i)

ag, (2)

where N (i) indicates the set of groups in the vicinity of
i. Therefore, when an agent chooses to interact with a
group of size s, a group of size s + 1 is formed at time
t + 1. Groups in our model thus change gradually, with
the addition of one member at the time, a mechanism
supported by evidence from real-world human face-to-
face interactions [20, 23, 24]. If i is already part of a
group, we consider the group formed by the other mem-
bers to be part of N (i). Therefore, when i decides to in-
teract, it rejoins the group it was part of, i.e., the group
persists in time. Also, when a group partially lies within
the scope of an agent, the latter interacts only with those
agents that are at a distance smaller than d (e.g., only
one member of group g2 in Fig. 1 is close to agent i, so a
group of size 2 is formed between them). When an agent
does not interact with its neighboring groups, it makes
a step of length v along a direction given by an angle
ξ ∈ [0, 2π] randomly chosen, leaving all the groups it was
part of in the previous time step. Hence, a group per-
sists in time only when all its members decide to interact
with the others [25]. Finally, since empirical observa-
tions show that individuals do not engage in face-to-face
interactions constantly [10], we assume that agents can

g1

g2

g3

d

pi(t)
i

FIG. 1. Schematic illustration of the Group Attrac-
tiveness Model. At each time step t, each active agent i
(blue) considers the groups lying within a radius d from it,
and interacts with all of them with a probability pi(t) that de-
pends on the mean attractiveness of the neighboring groups.
The agent interacts only with the group members within its
scope and ignores inactive nodes (gray). With the comple-
mentary probability 1−pi(t), the agent moves away in a ran-
dom direction, with a step of length v.

be active or inactive. While an active agent can walk or
form groups with other agents, an inactive agent neither
moves nor interacts with the others. Inactive agents can
become active with probability ri, that we sample from
a uniform distribution in [0, 1], while active agents that
are isolated can become inactive with probability 1− ri.

HIGHER-ORDER STATISTICS OF HUMAN
FACE-TO-FACE INTERACTIONS

To test the capability of the Group Attractiveness
Model to reproduce higher-order patterns of human
face-to-face interactions, we analyze six high-resolution
datasets coming from the SocioPatterns collaboration
[2]. Those describe the dynamics of contacts between
individuals in different social contexts, specifically a pri-
mary school (“PS”) [3], a high-school (“HS11”, “HS12”,
and “HS13”)[6, 8], and two scientific conferences (“C16”
and “C17”) [27]. As all datasets store interactions as
dyadic contacts, we first reconstruct the group interac-
tions among individuals leveraging the fine-grained tem-
poral information of the data. Specifically, if at a time t
we find all possible dyads among s individuals, we assume
that they are interacting together in a single group of
size s (see Methods for details). The statistics of distinct
groups of different sizes for the six datasets are reported
in Fig. 2 as black circles. In general, smaller groups are
more abundant than larger ones, with the exception of
the Conference 2016 dataset, where groups of size three
are more than groups of size two (see Table S1 in Sup-
plementary Information).
We now want to verify whether our model is able to

reproduce the distribution of groups in those social sys-
tems. We initiate the model simulation by randomly
placing each agent in the environment and setting agents
active with probability 1/2. We fix v = d = 1 and the
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FIG. 2. The GAM reproduces the empirical group statistics. Panels a to f report the distribution of groups of different
sizes in a given social system (black circles), as well as the predictions of the Group Attractiveness Model (blue squares) and
the Attractiveness Model [10] (red diamonds). Markers represent the average number of groups generated by the models over
100 simulations, while error bars indicate the standard deviation. Whereas the Attractiveness Model largely overestimates the
number of large groups in the data, the Group Attractiveness Model is able to correctly predict the group statistics.

number of agents N as the number of individuals form-
ing the largest connected component in the hypergraph
of contacts (see Supplementary Information for more de-
tails). The simulation stops once the number of groups of
size two generated reaches the empirical value. The num-
ber of groups of size three or more utterly depends on the
agent density. For instance, if the size L of the environ-
ment is significantly large, than agents would rarely get
in contact with each other, making the formation of large
groups quite unlikely. On the other hand, when agents
are close to each other, i.e., when the density is high, it is
likely that agents form groups of various sizes. Hence, we
fit the value of L that best reproduces the group statis-
tics in the dataset (see Supplementary Information for
the best-fitting values of L in each system).

As a comparison, we consider the (individual) Attrac-
tiveness Model (AM) proposed in [10]. Since such model
accounts for groups of two agents only, we extract groups
of larger size following the same procedure adopted for
empirical data. We then fit the size environment L in the
same way as for the GAM. For both models, we run 100
simulations and consider the average number of groups
of different sizes, as well as the standard deviation as an
estimator of the model variability.

Fig. 2 shows the group statistics of the six datasets
(black circles), as well as the average number of groups
predicted by the GAM (blue squares) and the AM (red
diamonds). In general, the Group Attractiveness Model
is able to reproduce the distributions of groups of dif-
ferent sizes, while the individual Attractiveness Model
significantly overestimates larger groups. In those cases
where the GAM is not able to capture the exact group
statistics (e.g., “PS” dataset), we still observe a better
performance compared to the AM. This result highlights
the need to consider group attractiveness to properly
model non-dyadic face-to-face interactions. Indeed, since
groups are generally less attractive than single individu-
als, large groups are substantially less frequent than small
ones, a feature of the GAM that matches the patterns in
real-world face-to-face interactions.

Next, we aim to understand whether individuals par-
ticipating in groups of a given size also take part in groups

of a different size. The presence of those correlations, and
in particular the empirical tendency of face-to-face group
interactions to be nested (i.e., individuals interacting in a
group at a given time also interact in subgroups at other
times)[28, 29], can promote the contagion dynamics [30–
32]. Motivated by this, we examine the capability of the
Group Attractiveness Model to reproduce correlations in
the number of groups, focusing on groups of sizes two
and three.

We count the unique number of groups of size two, k
(2)
i ,

and three, k
(3)
i , in which each individual i takes part at

any moment within the observation time of the system,
and evaluate the Pearson correlation coefficient, ρ, be-
tween these two quantities. We then simulate 100 times
the Group Attractiveness Model, using the parameters

FIG. 3. The GAM reproduces the correlation between
the number of groups of sizes two and three. Correla-
tion in the number of groups of size two and three in various
social contexts (black circles) are compared to the predic-
tions of the Group Attractiveness Model (blue squares) and
the Attractiveness Model (red diamonds). Markers represent
the average correlation over 100 simulations, while error bars
indicate the standard deviation. The Attractiveness Model
systematically underestimates correlations in the number of
groups, while the Group Attractiveness Model better repro-
duces empirical values of correlation.
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fitted from the group size distributions, and evaluate for
each run the linear correlation between the groups of size
two and three. Again, we consider the Attractiveness
Model as a reference model.

The results are reported in Fig. 3. We observe that,
in general, face-to-face interactions in pairs and triads
in real-world systems tend to be highly correlated (black
circles), with ρ varying between 0.66 (“HS11”) and 0.82
(“C17”). This aspect of the empirical datasets is well re-
produced by the GAM (blue squares), for which the aver-
age correlation coefficient never goes below 0.59 (“C16”).
Moreover, the GAM is able to predict the exact value of
ρ for half of the systems, while slightly underestimating
it for the others. The AM, instead, systematically un-
derestimates the correlations between groups of sizes two
and three (red diamonds), with values always below 0.53
(“HS11”), down to 0.33 (“C16”).

The correlation analysis points out the higher-order
nature of human face-to-face interactions. In the Attrac-
tiveness Model, which is based on a dyadic approach,
groups of more than two agents are constructed as a col-
lection of pairs of agents, e.g., if three agents form three
pairs at a given time step, we assume them to interact
in a group of three agents. Consequently, the correlation
between groups of two and three agents reduces, espe-
cially in those scenarios with a high density of agents, i.e.,
“C16” dataset. The lower correlation in the AM is not
simply an effect of how we reconstruct groups from pair-
wise interactions, as in empirical systems, where groups
are obtained in the same way, we observe high values of
correlation. This means that groups in real-world sys-
tems are not simply a collection of dyadic contacts. In
fact, the Group Attractiveness Model, which naturally
accounts for group interactions, correctly reproduces the
high values of correlation observed in the data.

THE HIERARCHICAL STRUCTURE OF GROUP
BURSTINESS

A distinctive characteristic of human face-to-face in-
teractions is that they show a bursty behavior [2, 33].
In particular, the duration of contacts between individu-
als display broad-tail distributions, indicating that most
contacts are brief and few last for long periods of time,
with no characteristic time scale. Recent works have
shown that burstiness is not limited to pairwise con-
tacts, as group interactions show similar temporal pat-
terns [20, 24, 34]. Remarkably, the distributions of con-
tact duration are typically organized in a hierarchy, with
small groups showing broader distributions compared to
larger ones, a feature emerging also in the social systems
we investigate (here we focus on the “HS11” dataset,
panel a of Fig. 4, while the analysis of the other datasets
is reported in the Supplementary Information, Fig. S1-
S5). Note that here we define the contact duration as the
number of consecutive time steps for which an interaction
is present.

FIG. 4. Hierarchical organization of higher-order
burstiness. We show the distributions of contact duration
for groups of different sizes in the “HS11” dataset (panel a),
as well as those predicted by the Group Attractiveness Model
(panel b) and the Attractiveness Model (panel c). The At-
tractiveness Model predicts large groups to be more stable
than small ones. Instead, the Group Attractiveness Model
correctly reproduces the hierarchical organization of the dis-
tributions observed in the data, as groups with less individuals
remain in contact for longer than groups with more individu-
als.

While the individual Attractiveness Model succeeds in
reproducing the broad-tail distribution of pairwise con-
tacts [10], it fails to recover the hierarchical structure
of group interactions. In particular, the model predicts
large groups to be more stable than small ones, namely
that groups with more individuals remain in contact for
longer (panel c of Fig. 4 and Fig. S1-S5 in Supplementary
Information) [11]. This discrepancy with the empirical
evidence is probably due to the fact that large groups of
agents in the AM tend to be more attractive than small
ones, as it is more likely that individuals with high at-
tractiveness are members of the group.

Contrarily, capitalizing on the higher-order mechanism
of group formation based on group attractiveness, the
GAM is able to produce broad-tail distributions for the
contact duration as well as their hierarchical organiza-
tion (panel b of Fig. 4 and Fig. S1-S5 in the Supplemen-
tary Information). Yet, we observe that the distributions
are often narrower compared to the empirical ones, espe-
cially in scenarios where the density of agents is high
(see results on “C16” dataset in the Supplementary In-
formation). This is probably due to how we define the
probability that an agent interacts with its neighbors,
i.e., Eq. (2). Specifically, in a dense environment each
agent will interact with a probability that tends to the
average value of the group attractiveness, meaning that
individuals with high attractiveness, namely those con-
tributing the most to the persistence of interactions, do
not have a strong effect. Further studies should aim to
understand the relationship between the broadness of the
distributions and their hierarchical organization.
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FIG. 5. Higher-order homophily in face-to-face interactions. Panel a shows a schematic of the Group Attractiveness
Model with homophily. At each time step t, an active agent i (blue) considers the groups within its scope, and decides with
a probability pi(t) based on the mean attractiveness of the neighboring groups (see Eq. (2)); if it stays, the agent chooses the

group(s) to which it connects based on the homophily matricesH(2), H(3), and so on, which depend on its own attributes (shapes

and colors) and those of the group member(s). Panels b and c display the homophily matrices H(2) and H(3), modulating the
formation of groups of two and three individuals, respectively, obtained for the interactions in the “HS11” dataset. Men prefer
to interact with other men at the level of pairwise interactions, while women are more homophilic in groups of three individuals.
Panel d shows the fraction of unique groups of size three in the different gender configurations present in the “HS11” dataset
(black bars), together with those predicted by the Group Attractiveness Model (blue bars), and by the Social-Attractiveness
Model [15] (yellow bars). The value of the bars represents the average fraction over 100 simulations, while the error bars
indicate the standard deviation. The Social-Attractiveness Model overestimates the tendency of men to interact with their
same gender, while the Group Attractiveness Model is in good agreement with the empirical mixing patterns.

HIGHER-ORDER HOMOPHILY IN
FACE-TO-FACE INTERACTIONS

In many social contexts, people prefer to build ties
with others who they perceive being similar to themselves
[35]. This pervasive characteristic, known as homophily,
shapes the “social world” of individuals, thus profoundly
influencing how behaviors spread [36], biases [37] and so-
cial norms [38] form, and segregation emerges [39, 40].
Homophily characterizes face-to-face interactions as well
[3, 41, 42], driving the onset of inequalities even at such
fundamental scale [15].

While homophily is usually measured at the level of
pairs of individuals, recent studies have aimed at captur-
ing it at the level of groups of three or more individuals
[43, 44]. We can use the Group Attractiveness Model to
analyze higher-order homophilic patterns in face-to-face
interactions. Specifically, we enrich the model by associ-
ating agents with a set of attributes and by tuning the
probability that an agent interacts with its neighbors ac-
cording to their attributes. The group formation is now a
two-step process that incorporates attractiveness and ho-

mophilic preferences: First, each agent decides whether
to stay or to walk away based on the attractiveness of its
neighborhood (see Eq. (2)); if it stays, the agent chooses
the group(s) to which it connects based on its own at-
tributes and those of the group member(s) (panel a of
Fig. 5).

To illustrate the second step, let us assume that each
agent is associated with a single attribute. An agent with
attribute α close to an agent with attribute β will form a

group of two with probability h
(2)
αβ . Note that h

(2)
αβ repre-

sents the probability that it is the agent with attribute α

to start the interaction, and in general h
(2)
αβ ̸= h

(2)
βα. Simi-

larly, if the agent is close to a group of two agents having
attributes β and γ, respectively, it will form a group of

three with probability h
(3)
αβγ . Therefore, the probability

of forming groups of various sizes based on the agents’
attributes is determined by a set of homophily matri-
ces, H(2), H(3), and so on. In general, we can consider
a set of matrices for each attribute associated with the
agents. Alternatively, one could adopt an intersectional
approach, defining a single set of matrices that modulates
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the probability of agents to interact based on combina-
tions of attributes, e.g., black-woman, white-man. Here,
we will focus on a single binary attribute, i.e., α ∈ {0, 1},
using the information on gender contained in the data to
test the ability of our model to reproduce higher-order
mixing patterns in face-to-face interactions (from now
on, attribute 0 will denote women, while attribute 1 will
denote men).

To determine the elements of the homophily matrix
H(2) = [[h00, h01], [h10, h11]] (superscripts are dropped
for simplicity), we evaluate the fraction of unique groups
of size two in the different configurations, i.e., female-
female, male-male, and female-male, that are formed
from two individuals not previously interacting, namely
i and j form a group at time t but they are not part of
any common group at time t− 1. Such fractions can be
written in terms of the elements of the homophily matrix
(see Methods for details), as

e00 =
f2
0 (1− h2

01)

f2
0 (1− h2

01) + 2f0f1(1− h00h11) + f2
1 (1− h2

10)
,

e01 =
2f0f1(1− h00h11)

f2
0 (1− h2

01) + 2f0f1(1− h00h11) + f2
1 (1− h2

10)
,(3)

e11 =
f2
1 (1− h2

10)

f2
0 (1− h2

01) + 2f0f1(1− h00h11) + f2
1 (1− h2

10)
,

where e00, e01, and e11, denotes the fractions of groups
formed by two women, a woman and a man, and
two men, respectively, while f0 and f1 = 1 − f0
represent the fraction of women and men. To esti-
mate the elements of the homophily matrix H(3) =
[[h000, h001, h011], [h100, h101, h111]], we count the number
of unique groups of size three in the different configura-
tions that are formed by aggregation of an individual in
a group of size two, i.e., at time t − 1 two individuals i
and j form a group, at time t an individual k, not previ-
ously interacting with them, joins the group. Based on
the gender of the individuals joining the group, we have
two sets of transitions. A woman can join a group of two
other women, two men, or a woman and a man. The frac-
tion of these transitions can be written in terms of the
first row of the homophily matrix H(3) (see Methods),
namely

τ0→(0,0) =
ε00h000

ε00h000 + ε01h001 + ε11h011
,

τ0→(0,1) =
ε01h001

ε00h000 + ε01h001 + ε11h011
, (4)

τ0→(1,1) =
ε11h011

ε00h000 + ε01h001 + ε11h011
,

where τ0→(α,β) indicate the fractions of transitions, while
εαβ denote the fractions of unique groups of size two in
the various configurations. Note that eαβ indicate the
groups emerging from two not previously interacting in-
dividuals, εαβ denote groups formed in all possible ways,
e.g., a group of three that loses a member. In the same
way, men can join groups of two individuals in different

configurations, the fraction of which can we expressed in
terms of the second row of the homophily matrix H(3),
namely

τ1→(0,0) =
ε00h100

ε00h100 + ε01h101 + ε11h101
,

τ1→(0,1) =
ε01h101

ε00h100 + ε01h101 + ε11h101
,

τ1→(1,1) =
ε11h111

ε00h100 + ε01h101 + ε11h101
. (5)

A similar approach can be adopted to evaluate the ma-
trices modulating the formation of groups of four or more
individuals. As larger groups are less abundant than
small ones, for simplicity we here limit our analysis to
groups of size two and three.
Panels b and c of Fig. 5 display the homophily ma-

trices H(2) and H(3) obtained for the interactions in the
“HS11” dataset (see Supplementary Information for the
analysis of the other systems). At the level of pairwise
interactions, we observe that women do not have a clear
homophilic behavior, as they interact with other women
and men with almost the same probability. Conversely,
men are strongly homophilic, as the model predicts a sub-
stantial difference between the interaction probabilities.
Remarkably, things change in groups of size three. In this
case, women tend to be more homophilic, while men do
not have a strong gender preference when joining groups
of two individuals. Homophilic preferences depend on
the group size in a nontrivial way: Here we observe a
discordant behavior, i.e., men tend to be homophilic in
pairs, whereas women in triples, while other social sys-
tems can display a consistent pattern (see Panels a and
b of Figs.S6-S10 in Supplementary Information).
Finally, we test the capability of the GAM to reproduce

mixing patterns in social systems. Panel d of Fig. 5 shows
the fraction of unique groups of size three in the different
gender configurations present in the data (black bars),
together with those predicted by the GAM (blue bars).
As a comparison, we consider the Social-Attractiveness
Model (SAM) proposed in [15] (yellow bars). Similarly to
our model, in the SAM a population of mobile agents per-
forms a random walk interacting with the others based
on the intrinsic attractiveness of individuals and their at-
tributes, i.e., gender. Yet, this model only accounts for
pairwise interactions, so mixing patterns at the level of
groups of three agents are ultimately determined by ho-
mophily at the level of pairs. Our results show that con-
sidering higher-order homophily allows to better repro-
duce the gender configurations in the data. Particularly,
we observe that the SAM overestimates the tendency of
men to interact with their same gender, generating too
many groups with three men or two men and a woman.
Conversely, our model provides significantly better pre-
dictions of the empirical mixing patterns (the better per-
formance of GAM is consistent across different datasets;
see Panels c of Figs.S6-S10 in Supplementary Informa-
tion). Still, we observe some mismatch, particularly in
the fraction of groups with three women. This might
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have various explanations, including differences in the
frequency of contacts between the two genders [41] or at
the level of individual behaviors, as well as other mech-
anisms of group formation/dissolution that the Group
Attractiveness Model does not accounted for [20, 23, 24].
Overall, our results shed light on how higher-order effects
can influence mixing patterns in social systems, underlin-
ing the importance of measuring homophily at the level
of groups.

DISCUSSION

Humans are social animals that communicate, gather,
and live in groups. Even the most fundamental level of
social interaction, i.e., face-to-face proximity, is utterly
characterized by groups of various sizes. Although mod-
els based on dyadic representations, i.e., complex net-
works, have proved to be a valuable tool to characterize
various properties of face-to-face interactions, they fall
short when it comes to capture structural and temporal
features of groups. This is crucial, as group interactions
can dramatically change the collective behavior of com-
plex social systems, leading to super-exponential disease
spreading [45], triggering critical mass effects in social
contagion [46, 47], and boosting the ability of committed
minorities [48] to overturn social norms [49].

In this paper, we presented the Group Attractiveness
Model, an agent-based model accounting for the dynam-
ics of groups of individuals interacting face-to-face. Our
model is able to reproduce many aspects of real-world
systems, including the distribution of groups, the corre-
lation in their number, their persistence in time, and the
presence of mixing patterns. The superior performance
of the GAM compared to pairwise methods marks the
need to adopt higher-order models to investigate groups
in face-to-face interactions.

Despite its capability to reproduce different features of
group interactions, others remain beyond reach. For in-
stance, our model is Markovian as agents decide whether
to interact with others without memory of the previous
time steps. Face-to-face interactions are instead char-
acterized by complex memory effects, with each group
having memory of itself and others [23]. The asymmet-
ric nature of memory can determine preferred temporal
directions in group formation and dispersal that cannot
be captured by our model, as both dynamics are gov-
erned by the same mechanism, i.e., group attractiveness.
Moreover, while small groups tend to evolve gradually,
with one or few members at the time joining/leaving the
group, large groups can have more complex dynamics
[20, 23, 24] that the Group Attractiveness Model does
not account for.

In empirical systems, the distributions of group dura-
tion are broad-tailed, and generally small groups have
broader distributions than large ones, i.e., small groups
last longer. Although this feature is generally reproduced
by our model, we observed that denser environments lead

to narrower contact duration distributions, likely due to a
larger volume of group aggregations and disaggregations.
However, as tuning the density allows us to correctly pre-
dict the number of groups of different sizes, a trade-off
between the group statistics and their temporal duration
remains. In addition, the data do not provide spatial in-
formation about the environment in which contacts take
place, making it difficult to determine the appropriate
value of agent density. Further modeling efforts should
thus aim at investigating how the spatial dimension, the
number of groups, the profile and the hierarchical organi-
zation of the duration distributions relate to one another.
Though few attempts to give a higher-order definition

of homophily were recently made [43, 44], our under-
standing of homophily at the group level remains limited.
Our results advance this line of research by shifting the
perspective on how to measure homophily in group in-
teractions. Instead of quantifying it a posteriori, namely
from mixing patterns in the data, we adopted an a pri-
ori approach, modeling how microscopic interactions are
driven by homophilic preferences. Yet, we assumed that
agents differ only in terms of their intention to interact
with their close neighbors, while other factors can be at
play, both at an individual and at an attribute level (e.g.,
one can assume that agent attractiveness correlates with
their attributes). Therefore, one has to be aware that the
quantification of how much a system is characterized by
homophily strongly depends on the particular modeling
choices. Given the prominence that both group interac-
tions and homophily have (separately) in social systems,
a deeper understanding of higher-order homophily is es-
sential.
Overall, our work contributes to the study of human

face-to-face interactions through the lens of group dy-
namics and higher-order mechanisms. Given its ability
to reproduce different features of the data, we are confi-
dent that our model will prove to be beneficial to inves-
tigate how groups affect different phenomena, including
social contagion, epidemic spreading, and the emergence
of mixing patterns and segregation in networked popula-
tions.

METHODS

Reconstructing groups from face-to-face pairwise
data

To assess the features of the Group Attractiveness
Model, we use datasets from the SocioPatterns collab-
oration [2]. These datasets store face-to-face interactions
as a list of dyadic contacts with a resolution of 20 sec-
onds. Therefore, they do not provide any information on
the group interactions in the social systems. However,
given the fine-grained temporal resolution of the data,
we are able to reconstruct groups of more than two in-
dividuals. Specifically, if at time t in the dataset there
are all possible dyadic contacts among s individuals, we
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can reasonably assume that they are interacting together
in a group. For example, if at time t an individual i is
in contact with individuals j and k, and these two are
also interacting, we can safely say that i, j and k form a
group of three individuals.

Fitting the homophily matrices

The Group Attractiveness Model can be extended to
assess higher-order mixing patterns in face-to-face inter-
actions. Specifically, we can enrich the model by tun-
ing the probability that an agent interacts with a neigh-
boring group based on their attributes. These prob-
abilities are determined by a set of homophily matri-
ces, H(2), H(3), and so on, one for each group size.
Here, we show how can we analytically derive the ho-
mophily matrices in the case of a single, binary at-
tribute α ∈ {0, 1}. Since larger groups are less abun-
dant in the data, we focus on groups of size two and
three, tuned by the matrices H(2) = [[h00, h01], [h10, h11]]
and H(3) = [[h000, h001, h011], [h100, h101, h111]] (the su-
perscripts are omitted for simplicity). hαβ denotes the
probability that an agent with attribute α starts to in-
teract with an agent having attribute β, while hαβγ rep-
resents the probability that an agent with attribute α
starts to interact with a group of two agents having at-
tributes β and γ, respectively.

Groups of two agents can be in three different config-
urations, namely (0, 0), (0, 1) and (1, 1). Let us consider
the scenario in which two agents that are not interacting,
i.e., they are not part of any common group, get in con-
tact and form a group. We denote the number of pairs in
each configuration generated at time t as E00, E01, and
E11, respectively. In general, we can write the number of
pairs in configuration (α, β) as

Eαβ = G(2)pij,αβ . (6)

G(2) denotes the average number of interactions between
two agents (previously not interacting) that could be
formed without considering homophily. G(2) depends on
number of agents N , their radius of action d, the size of
the environment L, and the attractiveness distribution.
pij,αβ represents the probability that two agents i and j
(i) have attributes α and β, respectively, and (ii) start
interacting according to their attributes. A pair is cre-
ated in three different situations, depending on whether
(1) only i, (2) only j, or (3) both i and j initiate the
formation of the group. Therefore, we can write pij,αβ as

pij,αβ = pi→j,αβ + pi←j,αβ + pi↔j,αβ , (7)

where the arrows indicate the three possible scenarios
of group formation. In the case of two agents with at-
tributes α = β = 0, we have

pij,00 = pi→j,00 + pi←j,00 + pi↔j,00

= f2
0 × h00(1− h00) + f2

0 × (1− h00)h00 + f2
0 × h2

00

= f2
0 (1− h2

01), (8)

where f0 is the fraction of agents with attribute 0, and
we assumed h00 + h01 = 1 [15]. Hence, the number of
pairs in state (0, 0) generated at time t is

E00 = G(2)f2
0 (1− h2

01). (9)

Similarly, we can write the number of groups in state
(1, 1) as

E11 = G(2)f2
1 (1− h2

10), (10)

where f1 is the fraction of agents with attribute 1, and
we assumed h10+h11 = 1. Finally, the number of groups
in state (0, 1) is given by

E01 = 2G(2)f0f1(1− h00h11), (11)

where the factor two comes from the fact that i and j
can have either attributes 0 or 1. We can then normalize
the number of groups in each configuration by the total
number of groups generated, obtaining the fractions

e00 =
f2
0 (1− h2

01)

f2
0 (1− h2

01) + 2f0f1(1− h00h11) + f2
1 (1− h2

10)
,

e01 =
2f0f1(1− h00h11)

f2
0 (1− h2

01) + 2f0f1(1− h00h11) + f2
1 (1− h2

10)
,

e11 =
f2
1 (1− h2

10)

f2
0 (1− h2

01) + 2f0f1(1− h00h11) + f2
1 (1− h2

10)
.(12)

In the case of gender homophily, setting f0 and f1 equal
to the fraction of female and male individuals, and eαβ
equal to the average fractions of pairs formed at time t,
where the individuals were not interacting at time t− 1,
we can estimate the entries of H(2).
If hαα > 1/2 agents prefer to interact with those hav-

ing the same attribute, namely the system is in a ho-
mophilic regime. Instead, when hαα < 1/2 agents tend
to interact more with those having the other attribute,
i.e., heterophilic regime. The case hαα = 1/2 corresponds
to the neutral scenario where agents interact without any
preferences.
We now consider the scenario in which an agent with

attribute α joins a pair of interacting agents that are
within its scope. We denote the number of groups of
size three in configuration (α, β, γ) generated as Tα→(β,γ).
This can be written as

Tα→(β,γ) = M (2)εβγhαβγ , (13)

where M (2) is the average number of groups of size two
within the scope of an agent, εβγ is the fraction of groups
in state (β, γ), while hαβγ is the element of the homophily

matrix H(3) denoting the probability that an agent with
attribute α interacts with a pairs of agents with at-
tributes β and γ, respectively. Focusing on α = 0, we
can write the number of groups of size three formed at
time t as

T0→(0,0) = M (2)ε00h000,

T0→(0,1) = M (2)ε01h001,

T0→(1,1) = M (2)ε11h011. (14)
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Normalizing by the total number of groups generated, we
obtain the fractions

τ0→(0,0) =
ε00h000

ε00h000 + ε01h011 + ε11h001
,

τ0→(0,1) =
ε01h001

ε00h000 + ε01h011 + ε11h001
,

τ0→(1,1) =
ε11h011

ε00h000 + ε01h011 + ε11h001
. (15)

Similarly, for an agent with attribute 1 we find

τ1→(0,0) =
ε00h100

ε00h100 + ε01h101 + ε11h111
,

τ1→(0,1) =
ε01h101

ε00h100 + ε01h101 + ε11h111
,

τ1→(1,1) =
ε11h111

ε00h100 + ε01h101 + ε11h111
. (16)

Assuming that h000+h001+h011 = h100+h101+h111 = 1,
we can estimate the entries of the homophily matrixH(3).
Specifically, we set εβγ equal to the fractions of unique
groups of size two in the different gender configurations,
while τα→(β,γ) can be evaluated by counting how many
times in the data a pair of interacting individuals at time
t− 1 is followed by a group of size three at time t. Note

that the neutral scenario with no homophilic preferences
in the group formation corresponds to h000 = h011 = 1/3
and h100 = h111 = 1/3.

Finally, we can recover the Group Attractiveness
Model without homophily by assuming that all agents
have the same attribute, say f0 = 1, and that the corre-
sponding homophilic interaction probabilities are equal
to 1, namely h00 = 1 (no matter the value of h11) and
h000 = 1 (no matter the values of h100 and h111).

DATA AVAILABILITY

Datasets storing face-to-face interactions in pri-
mary and high schools are freely available at
https://www.sociopatterns.org/datasets. Data on con-
tacts in scientific conferences are available upon request
at https://doi.org/10.7802/235.

CODE AVAILABILITY

A Python implementation of the Group Attractiveness
Model is available as part of the HGX library [50].
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HIGHER-ORDER STATISTICS OF HUMAN FACE-TO-FACE INTERACTIONS

In the main text, we study six datasets from the SocioPatterns collaboration [1]. Those contain information on
the dynamics of face-to-face interactions in different social contexts, namely a primary school (“PS”) [2], a high-
school (“HS11”, “HS12”, and “HS13”)[3, 4], and two scientific conferences (“C16” and “C17”) [5]. All datasets store
contacts as pairwise interactions, so we first reconstruct group interactions among individuals leveraging the fine-
grained temporal information of the data (see Methods in the main text for the details). Then, we construct the
hypergraph [6] of face-to-face interactions in the system. In particular, we represent each individual as a node, and
each group interaction as a hyperedge connecting the nodes representing the members of the group. Next, we identify
the largest connected component of such hypergraph, discard the nodes that are not part of it as well as the groups
they take part into. The number of individuals in each social system, N , and the number of groups of different sizes
are reported in Table S1.

In the Group Attractiveness Model, as well as in the Attractiveness Model [7], the number of groups formed
depends to a great extent on the density of agents. When the size L of the environment is significantly large, the
agents rarely get in contact with each other, and the formation of large groups becomes unlikely. On the other hand,
when L is small, the density is high and agents are close to each other, so it is possible to observe a wider variety
of group sizes. Therefore, for both models we estimate the value of L that best fits the distribution of groups in
the datasets. Specifically, we run 100 simulations, stopping each repetition once the number of groups of size two
generated reaches the empirical value. We evaluate the average number of groups of different sizes generated over the
different repetitions, and estimate how different the model prediction is from the data using the mean squared error,
namely

E =
1

S− 1

S∑

s=2

[
Ms − M̂s(L)

]2
(S1)

where Ms denotes the number of groups of size s present in the data, M̂s is the average number of groups of size s
predicted by the model, and S is the maximal group size in the data. We repeat this procedure with various L and

Dataset
Number Number of groups of size

LGAM LAMof agents 2 3 4 5 6 7
HS11 126 1608 470 50 1 - - 20.5 34
HS12 180 2125 466 50 4 - - 29 46
HS13 320 5277 1990 211 7 - - 28 50
PS 227 7069 4094 322 9 - - 19.5 36
C16 115 4875 6410 1611 205 19 1 10.6 19
C17 207 11036 4969 618 45 2 - 25.5 43

TABLE S1. Brief summary of the relevant information for each dataset. We report the total number of individuals
considered and the number of groups of different sizes extracted from the data. In addition, the values of the environment size
L that best fit the group statistics for the Group Attractiveness Model (GAM) and the Attractiveness Model (AM) are shown.
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select the value that minimizes the calibration error E. The best-fitting values of L for both models considered are
reported in Table S1. In general, the value of L estimated for the Group Attractiveness Model is smaller than that
obtained with the Attractiveness Model.

BURSTINESS IN HIGHER-ORDER INTERACTIONS

In human face-to-face interactions, the duration of contacts between individuals displays broad-tailed distributions,
indicating that most contacts are brief and few last for long periods of time, with no characteristic scale. The
distributions of contact duration are typically organized in a hierarchy: Small groups show broader distributions
compared to larger ones. Whereas the Attractiveness Model fails to capture this hierarchical organization of group
burstiness, the Group Attractiveness Model correctly predicts it. While in the main text we focus on the “HS11”
dataset, here we show that the emergence of a hierarchical structure is a common feature of different social systems
that our model is able to replicate.

Panels a of Fig. S1 to Fig. S5 show the distributions of contact duration for groups of different sizes in the “HS12”,
“HS13”, “PS”, “C16”, and “C17” datasets, respectively. In general, a hierarchy in the distributions is observed: Small
groups have broader probability distributions compared to large groups, meaning that small groups tend to last more
than large ones.

The emergence of broad-tailed distributions organized in a hierarchy is a feature correctly captured by the Group
Attractiveness Model, as shown in Panels b of Fig. S1 to Fig. S5. Comparing data and model outcomes, we observe
that the predicted distributions of contact duration are often narrower compared to the empirical ones. In the “C16”
dataset, in particular, the maximum contact duration predicted is one order of magnitude smaller than the observed
one. As explained in the main text, this effect is likely due to the high density of agents in the model (for “C16”
we have the highest density of agents, namely N/L2 = 1.02; see Table S1). In a dense environment all agents will
interact with a probability that tends to the average value of the group attractiveness (see Eg. (2)) in the main text),
weakening the impact of the individuals with the highest attractiveness, which are those contributing the most to the
persistence of an interaction (see also [7]).

Contrarily to our model, the Attractiveness Model cannot reproduce the hierarchical organization of the probability
distributions, as displayed in Panels c of Fig. S1 to Fig. S5. In contrast with empirical observation, in the AM larger
groups of agents remain in contact for longer than small groups. As discussed in [8], the discrepancy with the data
is linked to the fact that large groups are in general more attractive than small ones, as large groups are more likely
to have individuals with high attractiveness among their members. This result hallmarks the need to consider a
higher-order mechanism of social attractiveness in order to capture burstiness at the level of group interactions.

FIG. S1. Burstiness in the High-school 2012 dataset. We show the distributions of contact duration for groups of
different sizes in the “HS12” dataset (panel a), as well as those predicted by the Group Attractiveness Model (panel b) and
the Attractiveness Model (panel c).
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FIG. S2. Burstiness in the High-school 2013 dataset. We show the distributions of contact duration for groups of
different sizes in the “HS13” dataset (panel a), as well as those predicted by the Group Attractiveness Model (panel b) and
the Attractiveness Model (panel c).

FIG. S3. Burstiness in the Primary school dataset. We show the distributions of contact duration for groups of
different sizes in the “PS” dataset (panel a), as well as those predicted by the Group Attractiveness Model (panel b) and the
Attractiveness Model (panel c).

FIG. S4. Burstiness in the Conference 2016 dataset. We show the distributions of contact duration for groups of
different sizes in the “C16” dataset (panel a), as well as those predicted by the Group Attractiveness Model (panel b) and the
Attractiveness Model (panel c).
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FIG. S5. Burstiness in the Conference 2017 dataset. We show the distributions of contact duration for groups of
different sizes in the “C17” dataset (panel a), as well as those predicted by the Group Attractiveness Model (panel b) and the
Attractiveness Model (panel c).

HIGHER-ORDER HOMOPHILY

In many social contexts, people prefer to connect with those they perceive as similar to themselves, a characteristic
known as homophily. Previous research has measured homophily at the level of dyadic interactions, while recent studies
have aimed to capture at the level of groups of three or more individuals [9, 10]. In the main text, we discuss how
the Group Attractiveness Model can be used to analyze higher-order homophilic patterns in face-to-face interactions,
focusing on the “HS11” dataset. Here, we show the results obtained for other social systems, demonstrating the
nontrivial relationship between homophily and group size.

Panels a and b of Fig. S6 to Fig. S10 display the homophily matrices H(2) and H(3), modulating the interactions in
pairs and triples, obtained for the interactions in the “HS12”, “HS13”, “PS”, “C16”, and “C17” datasets, respectively
(details on how to evaluate these matrices are provided in the Methods of the main text). We observe a variety of
scenarios, complementing the one described in the main text for “HS11”. Specifically, in “HS12” and “HS13” both
women and men have a homophilic tendency: Each individual prefers to interact with those with the same gender, as
signaled by the difference in the interaction probabilities. Here, homophilic preferences are not changed by how many
individuals interact together: Both in pairs and triples, women and men display homophilic tendencies, i.e., h00 > h01

and h11 > h10, in dyadic interactions, while h000 > h001 + h011 and h111 > h100 + h101 in triadic ones. As we display
in the main text for “HS11”, consistency in homophilic preferences across group sizes is not a general rule. In “PS”,
for instance, we observe that men tend to be homophilic both at the level of pairs and triples, whereas women have
a discordant behavior: They prefer interacting with men in dyadic interactions (h00 < h01), and more exclusively
with women in triadic ones (h000 > h001 + h011). Finally, “C16” and “C17” display a more neutral scenario where
face-to-face interactions are not strongly determined by homophily. At the level of groups of size two, the interaction
probabilities are almost the same, signaling the absence of a relevant homophilic tendency. At the level of groups
of size three, women display a week preference towards interacting with other women exclusively (h000 is the largest
probability), while men are neutral. Overall, these results showcase the multifaceted nature of higher-order homophily.

Panels c shows the fraction of unique groups of size three in the different gender configurations present in the
various datasets (black bars), and those predicted by the GAM (blue bars), and the Social-Attractiveness Model
(SAM) proposed in [11] (yellow bars). The overall better performance of the GAM, based on higher-order homophily,
compared to the SAM, which deals with homophily at the level of dyadic interactions only, proves the importance of
considering homophily in groups of various sizes. In “PS”, “C16” and “C17”, as well as “HS11” in the main text,
the SAM largely overestimates one of the more heterophilic groups, i.e., FFM and FMM, predicting the other to be
zero. Conversely, our model provides significantly better predictions of the empirical mixing patterns in these social
systems. Even in those datasets where the SAM provides more reliable predictions, i.e., in “HS12” and “HS13”, GAM
shows either better or comparable performances, corroborating the benefit of considering homophily at the level of
groups.
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FIG. S6. Higher-order homophily in the High-school 2012 dataset. Panels a and b display the homophily matrices
H(2) and H(3), modulating the formation of groups of two and three individuals, respectively, obtained for the interactions in
the “HS12” dataset. Panel c show the fraction of unique groups of size three in the different gender configurations present in
the “HS12” dataset (black bars), together with those predicted by the Group Attractiveness Model (blue bars), and by the
Social-Attractiveness Model (yellow bars). The value of the bars represents the average fraction over 100 simulations, while
the error bars indicate the standard deviation.

FIG. S7. Higher-order homophily in the High-school 2013 dataset. Panels a and b display the homophily matrices
H(2) and H(3), modulating the formation of groups of two and three individuals, respectively, obtained for the interactions in
the “HS13” dataset. Panel c show the fraction of unique groups of size three in the different gender configurations present in
the “HS13” dataset (black bars), together with those predicted by the Group Attractiveness Model (blue bars), and by the
Social-Attractiveness Model (yellow bars). The value of the bars represents the average fraction over 100 simulations, while
the error bars indicate the standard deviation.

FIG. S8. Higher-order homophily in the Primary school dataset. Panels a and b display the homophily matrices
H(2) and H(3), modulating the formation of groups of two and three individuals, respectively, obtained for the interactions
in the “PS” dataset. Panel c show the fraction of unique groups of size three in the different gender configurations present
in the “PS” dataset (black bars), together with those predicted by the Group Attractiveness Model (blue bars), and by the
Social-Attractiveness Model (yellow bars). The value of the bars represents the average fraction over 100 simulations, while
the error bars indicate the standard deviation.
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FIG. S9. Higher-order homophily in the Conference 2016 dataset. Panels a and b display the homophily matrices
H(2) and H(3), modulating the formation of groups of two and three individuals, respectively, obtained for the interactions
in the “C16” dataset. Panel c show the fraction of unique groups of size three in the different gender configurations present
in the “C16” dataset (black bars), together with those predicted by the Group Attractiveness Model (blue bars), and by the
Social-Attractiveness Model (yellow bars). The value of the bars represents the average fraction over 100 simulations, while
the error bars indicate the standard deviation.

FIG. S10. Higher-order homophily in the Conference 2017 dataset. Panels a and b display the homophily matrices
H(2) and H(3), modulating the formation of groups of two and three individuals, respectively, obtained for the interactions
in the “C17” dataset. Panel c show the fraction of unique groups of size three in the different gender configurations present
in the “C17” dataset (black bars), together with those predicted by the Group Attractiveness Model (blue bars), and by the
Social-Attractiveness Model (yellow bars). The value of the bars represents the average fraction over 100 simulations, while
the error bars indicate the standard deviation.
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