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Abstract

Complex contagion models that involve contagion along higher-order structures, such as
simplicial complexes and hypergraphs, yield new classes of mean-field models. Interestingly,
the differential equations arising from many such models often exhibit a similar form, resulting
in qualitatively comparable global bifurcation patterns. Motivated by this observation, we
investigate a generalized mean-field-type model that provides a unified framework for analysing
a range of different models. In particular, we derive analytical conditions for the emergence of
different bifurcation regimes exhibited by three models of increasing complexity—ranging from
three- and four-body interactions to two connected populations with both pairwise and three-
body interactions. For the first two cases, we give a complete characterisation of all possible
outcomes, along with the corresponding conditions on network and epidemic parameters. In the
third case, we demonstrate that multistability is possible despite only three-body interactions.
Our results reveal that single population models with three-body interactions can only exhibit
simple transcritical transitions or bistability, whereas with four-body interactions multistability
with two distinct endemic steady states is possible. Surprisingly, the two-population model
exhibits multistability via symmetry breaking despite three-body interactions only. Our work
sheds light on the relationship between equation structure and model behaviour and makes the
first step towards elucidating mechanisms by which different system behaviours arise, and how
network and dynamic properties facilitate or hinder outcomes.
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1 Introduction

The development and analysis of contagion models on higher-order networks over the last few years
opened up new directions of research to understand spreading processes on networks; cf. [1, 2, 7].
Classical epidemic models on networks where contagion acts along an edge {i, j} between nodes i
and j. By contrast, the probability of a susceptible node i becoming infected in a network with
higher-order interactions depends on the order ℓ of a simplex/hyperedge {i, j1, . . . jℓ−1} that repre-
sents a ℓ-body interaction involving i. For example in case of simplicial complexes—as illustrated in
Figure 1—the rate of infection of susceptible node i is significantly increased by routes of infection
via 2- and 3-simplices. Note that complex contagion induced by simplices/hyperedges is in addition
to the pairwise contagion dynamics. While three distinct nodes i, j and k may be connected in
a triangle of pairwise links, the existence of {i, j, k} indicates complex contagion. If {i, j, k} is
part of a simplicial complex (i.e., it satisfies the closure relation that {i, j}, {j, k}, {i, k} are also
present), the complex contagion implies an additional infection pressure onto a susceptible node
whose neighbours are infected, see Figure 1. More generally for hypergraphs, each hyperedge exerts
infection pressure that typically takes the form νIα with I being the number of infected nodes in
the hyperdege and parameters α, ν [20, 19, 6]. Note that this allows for any number of infected
nodes within the hyperedge in contrast to simplicial contagion where all nodes in the simplex apart
from the susceptible node have to be infectious for the excess contagion to be activated.

Complex contagion through higher-order interactions yields dynamical phenomena one may
not expect if contagion is only pairwise. In contrast to traditional pairwise contagion, which is
typically characterized by the disease free state losing stability to an endemic state in a forward
transcritical bifurcation, contagion on higher-order networks can show hysteresis/bi-stability. For
example, the disease-free and an endemic equilibrium may co-exist or there could be multistability
between two endemic equilibria (strictly positive steady states). For example in [12], the authors
show analytically that the transition is discontinuous and that a bistable region appears where
healthy and endemic states co-exist. Similarly, in [9], the authors construct a one-dimensional
model starting from an ensemble model based on the degree of the nodes. After a number of
averaging assumption, their one dimensional mean-field model also displays discontinuous transition
and bi-stability. Even more complex behaviour is observed for contagion dynamics on hypergraphs.
In [8], the authors show that their model has a vast parameter space, with first- and second-order
transitions, bistability, and hysteresis. Finally, the authors of [13] show rigorously that the limiting
mean field model of an exact complex contagion model with arbitrary simplicial complexes on
a fully connected network reduces to a single differential equation which displays bistability and
multi-stability with two strictly positive endemic steady state co-existing.

From a mathematical viewpoint, modelling of complex contagion on general structures can be
done either (a) considering the entire system at once, referred to as top-down, or (b) starting
at the node-level and building up to pairs, triples and so on, referred to as bottom-up [14]. For
the top-down approach, the state of microscopic dynamics of susceptible/infected/susceptible (SIS)
contagion model at the individual level is given by an N -dimensional vector of zeros and ones [3, 13],
leading to a Markov chain on a state space with 2N elements. Another widely used approach is
the bottom-up approach where one starts with evolution equations for the states of the nodes.
These of course depend on the joint probabilities of pairs, the states of the pairs on the other hand
depend on the states of the triples and so on. This induces a hierarchy of dependencies with the
number of required equations becoming difficult to manage and analyse. In a desire to break these
dependencies, higher-order moments are approximated by node-level quantities leading to so-called
individual-based mean-field models [14, 21]. To allow for analytical and/or numerical treatment,
both the exact bottom-up and top-down models require closures. However, the bottom-up model
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Figure 1: Illustration of the different possible routes of infection when higher-order interactions
are modelled as simplicial complexes. The susceptible (S) i is part of a 3-simplex (left column);
being part of all resulting lower-order simplices. The infection pressure that i receives grows with
the number of infectious nodes (I) within the considered simplex. Top row: One node is infectious,
thus i can be infected by a single 1-simplex (edge) with rate τ > 0. Middle row: Two nodes are
infectious, thus i can be infected either by the two 1-simplices or by the “infectious” 2-simplex
(triangle) with rate β > 0. Bottom row: All three nodes are infectious, thus i can be infected
either by the three 1-simplices, by the three 2-simplices, or by the 3-simplex (tetrahedron) with
rate δ > 0.

has some advantages in that the contact structure is evident in the equations and the order at
which closures are performed and the closure relationships themselves are more easily accessible.
In general, closures lead to low dimensional systems of differential equations where bifurcation
analysis can be employed to reveal possible behaviours and their corresponding parameter ranges.

When simplified further to allow for an explicit analysis—often to a single differential equation
assuming homogeneity—many of these models show qualitatively similar behaviour at the system
level. Indeed, the resulting equations are given by polynomial vector field whose polynomial order
relates to the interaction order and exhibit comparable global bifurcation structure. We give three
concrete examples that describe the evolution of the fraction of infected individuals y(t). In [12],
the authors proposed the following model

Model A: ẏ(t) = −µy(t) +
L∑

ω=1

βω⟨kω⟩yω(t)[1− y(t)], (1.1)

where µ is the rate of recovery, βω is simplicial-order specific rate of infection, and ⟨kω⟩ is the
average number of order ω simplices a typical node is part of. Starting from the level of nodes and
taking into account degrees, the authors of [10] use a series of approximations to arrive at

Model B: ẏ(t) = −y(t) + λβeff(1− y(t))y(t) + γβeff(1− y(t))y2(t), (1.2)

which can be seen as the model above with ω = 2. Finally, in [13], the authors start from a fully
connected network and model contagion over simplices of arbitrary order to obtain

Model C: ẏ(t) = −γy(t) +
M∑
i=1

si
i!
(1− y(t)) yi(t). (1.3)

From the models above, it is evident that all right hand sides are polynomials where the coefficients
encode the underlying structure and the complex contagion mechanism.
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Motivated by these observations, in this paper, we provide general classification results for
the possible dynamical behavior of a wide class of complex contagion dynamics. Specifically, we
focus on a class of vector fields that encompass many different models including Models A, B,
and C above. This approach allows us to elucidate commonality between models and to map out
explicitly the dependence between equation structure and model outcome. We highlight how model
behaviour depends on contact network parameters including pairwise and higher-order interactions
that contribute to complex contagion dynamics. We start from the simplest possible one-population
model, in the sense that all nodes are topologically equivalent (meaning that on average they
partake in the same number of links, 2-simplices, 3-simplices, hyperedges of various sizes and
so on). This allows us to give a full mathematical characterisation of possible outcomes and
outline whether critical bifurcation points depend on higher-order structure. We then move to two-
population models where nodes are of two types; that is in terms of how they connect within their
own population and with the other. The main findings of the paper are the identification of two
distinct mechanisms of how bi- and multi-stability arises as well as linking system-level behaviour
to constraints on the network structure.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the general class of equations
for SIS dynamics on hypergraphs and simplicial complexes and outline how they can be derived
from individual-based models. Section 3 focuses on single population models that can be reduced
to a single dynamical equation and identifies what interaction order is necessary for bistability. In
Section 4 we consider two-population models for symmetric and near-symmetric coupling. Here
multistability can already arise in the presence of triplet interactions. We conclude with a discussion
and identify potential future work in Section 5.

2 Models

Consider a set of N nodes that we simply enumerate by V = {1, 2, . . . , N}. A hyperedge is specified
by a subset H ⊂ V ; the number of distinct nodes ℓ = |H| is the order of a hyperedge. The set
of nodes together with a set H of hyperedges form a hypergraph. Each ℓ-uniform subhypergraph
H(ℓ) = {H ∈ H : |H| = ℓ} that contains the edges of order ℓ in H can be identified with an

adjacency tensor h(ℓ) in the usual way: For example, h
(3)
ijk = 1 if {i, j, k} ∈ H.

A simplicial complex is a hypergraph that satisfies the additional closure relation: If H ∈ H
then for any H ′ ⊂ H we have H ′ ∈ H. In this case, the hyperedge is a simplex. As an example,
consider for a given graph with adjacency matrix (aij) the simplicial complex one obtains by adding

a simplex for each clique. For a three-simplex {i, j, k} we then have h
(3)
ijk = aijajkaki.

2.1 SIS Dynamics of Individuals

We consider SIS dynamics on hypergraphs and simplicial complexes, where the state xi(t) ∈ [0, 1] of
node i at time t corresponds to the probability of the node being infected. In classical graph-based
SIS models, the infection pressure that node j exerts on node i is proportional to aij(1−xi)xj ; the
effect of all nodes in the neighborhood of i is the sum of the individual contributions. Note that
this is in fact equivalent to closing the exact individual-based model at the level of pairs, where
the joint probability of a node and its neighbours is approximated by the product of node-level
probabilities. For SIS dynamics on a hypergraph H, write Hi = {H ∈ H | i ∈ H} for the set
of hyperedges that contain the node i. Generalizing the dynamics on graphs to include multi-
body interactions, the infection pressure onto node i via a hyperedge H ∈ Hi is proportional to
(1− xi)τH

∏
j∈H,j ̸=i xj , where τH is the infection rate corresponding to the hyperedge. Hence, the
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individual-based mean-field model for SIS epidemic propagation on a hypergraph takes the form

ẋi = (1− xi)
∑
H∈Hi

τH
∏

j∈H,j ̸=i

xj − γxi, (2.1)

for i = 1, 2, . . . , N , where γ denotes the recovery rate common to all nodes.

Remark 2.1. First, while we consider polynomial interactions here, for a hyperedge H of order ℓ,
one could also consider more general interaction functions f (ℓ). Specifically, the interaction pressure
through H ∈ Hi onto i would be proportional to (1 − xi)τHf (ℓ)(xH), where xH is the vector of
states with indices in H.

Second, while we here restrict ourselves to fairly simple interaction pressures, note that the
infection pressure can be expressed in more sophisticated ways. As an example we mention [6],
where the differential equation for an individual is given in the form

dxi
dt

= −δxi + λ(1− xi)
∑

j:vi∈ej

|ej |−1∑
k=Θj

λ∗(|ej |)Pvi
ej (K = k).

In this formulation the infection pressure is still in the stochastic (non mean-field) form enabling
the dependence on the number of infected nodes in a hyperedge.

In the following, we will focus on dynamics on hypergraphs with hyperedges up to order ℓ =
4. Thus, the hyperedges consist of (a) edges E ⊂ H of order two corresponding to two-body
interactions, (b) triplets, or simply ‘triangles’, T ⊂ H of order three for the three-body interactions,
and (c) quadruplets, or simply ‘squares’, S ⊂ H of order four representing four-body interactions.
The sets E, T, S can be identified via an incidence matrix where the entry (i,H) is one if node i
is contained in the hyperedge H. For example, E can be identified with a matrix of size N × |E|
where |E| denotes the number of edges. If the infection rate only depends on the edge order, that
is, τℓ is the rate for any edge of order ℓ, the dynamical equations of N individual nodes in SIS
dynamics on a hypergraph can be written as

ẋi = τ2(1− xi)

|E|∑
j=1

Eij

∑
k ̸=i

xkEkj + τ3(1− xi)

|T |∑
j=1

Tij

∑
k,l ̸=i,k<l

xkxlTkjTlj

+ τ4(1− xi)

|S|∑
j=1

Sij

∑
k,l,m̸=i,k<l<m

xkxlxmSkjSljSmj − γxi.

(2.2)

for i = 1, . . . N . We give a concrete example to illustrate specific instances of these general model
equations.

Example 2.2. A fully connected graph with 4 nodes, but with only two triangles: N = 4,

• E = {(1, 2), (1, 3), (1, 4), (2, 3), (2, 4), (3, 4)}, |E| = 6,

• T = {(1, 2, 3), (1, 3, 4)}, |T | = 2,

• S = {(1, 2, 3, 4)}, |S| = 1.

The first equation of the individual based model for this hypergraph takes the form

ẋ1 = τ2(1− x1)(x2 + x3 + x4) + τ3(1− x1)(x2x3 + x2x4) + τ4(1− x1)x2x3x4 − γx1.

The other equations follow in a similar way and we do not give them explicitly.
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For simplicial complexes induced by an underlying graph with adjacency matrixA = (aij)i,j=1,...,N ,
the coefficients of the adjacency tensor can be expressed in terms of entries of A. Assuming that
three- and four-body interactions are considered (i.e., all triangles and fully connected 4-cliques
in a classical network formulation become a three- and four-body interaction, respectively), the
individual based mean-field model takes the form

ẋi = τ2(1− xi)
N∑
j=1

aijxj + τ3(1− xi)
N∑
j=1

N∑
k=j+1

aijaikajkxjxk

+ τ4(1− xi)

N∑
j=1

N∑
k=j+1

N∑
l=k+1

aijaikailajkajlaklxjxkxl − γxi,

(2.3)

for i = 1, 2, . . . , N . It is worth noting that in this particular example, we chose to neglect interac-
tions among five or more nodes even if the corresponding fully connected cliques are present.

Example 2.3. As an example for a simplicial complex induced by a graph, consider the regular ring
lattice with N nodes, where each node is connected to their n nearest neighbours. The node-level
equations are given by

dxi
dt

= τ2(1− xi)

n∑
j=1

xi+j + τ2(1− xi)

n∑
j=1

xi−j

+ τ3(1− xi)

i+n−1∑
j=i+1

i+n∑
k=j+1

xjxk + τ3(1− xi)

i−n+1∑
j=i−1

i−n∑
k=j−1

xjxk

+ τ4(1− xi)

i+n−2∑
j=i+1

i+n−1∑
k=j+1

i+n∑
l=k+1

xjxkxl + τ4(1− xi)

i−n+2∑
j=i−1

i−n+1∑
k=j−1

i−n∑
l=k+1

xjxkxl − γxi,

(2.4)

where running indices are to be considered modulo N . In contrast to Example 2.2, we note that on
the ring-lattice, the 1-simplices, 2-simplices of every 3-simplex partakes in the dynamics. However,
in that example, not all 2-simplices are present despite the existence of a hyperedge encompassing
all nodes.

2.2 Low-dimensional reduction and examples

Since the individual-based mean-field equations for a large number of nodes N are challenging
to analyse, further dimension reduction must be employed. This can be carried out by assuming
homogeneity: Each node has the same number of neighbours and that it is part of the same
number of two-body, three-body, and higher-order multi-body interactions; the actual number of
interactions can be and it is usually different for different interaction orders. This allows us to
reduce the N -dimensional system to one single differential equation and the same argument was
used to derive equations including (1.1), (1.2) and (1.3). In the following, we discuss such reductions
to low-dimensional systems in more detail.

Homogeneity allows us to go from individual-based mean-field models to a single differential
equation; we illustrate the main steps here. Let us take the ring lattice with each node connecting
to n nearest neighbours on the right and left, see top left panel in Figure 2. Further we consider
that each triangle and fully connected square that arises are in fact simplicial complexes of orders 2
and 3, respectively. The individual-based mean-field model for such an underlying contact network
is given in (2.4). It now follows immediately that each node is contained in 2n one-simplices,
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Figure 2: Sketches of homogenous networks with topologically equivalent nodes. From left to right
we have: (i) ring lattice, (ii) triangular lattice, (iii) square lattice, (iv) square lattice with diagonals,
and (iv) cube lattice with hyperedges along the faces. Periodic boundaries are assumed for each.
Despite the homogeneity, the networks can be differentiated by the number of two-, three-, four-
body interactions that affect each node.

n(n − 1) + 1 two-simplices and n(n − 1)(n − 2)/3 + 2 three-simplices. Moreover, if the initial
conditions in all nodes are the same, all variables of the system evolve identically to one another.
Thus, writing y(t) = xi(t) for each coordinate and taking into account that all nodes belong to the
same number of two-body, three-body and four-body interactions, the individual level model (2.4)
can be reduced to one single equation, namely

dy

dt
= τ (2n)︸︷︷︸

# of edges

(1− y)y + β (n(n− 1) + 1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
# of triangles

(1− y)y2 + δ

(
n(n− 1)(n− 2)

3
+ 2

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

# of squares

(1− y)y3 − γy.

(2.5)

This general approach can be extended to other networks as long as each node belongs to the
same number of simplices of different order. By introducing d, r and q as the number of two-body,
three-body and four-body interactions, respectively, the equation above can be genralised to

ẏ(t) = τd(1− y)y + βr(1− y)y2 + δq(1− y)y3 − γy. (2.6)

This opens up the possibility to consider many different networks and it increases the range of
values the rate parameters can take. Alternatively, if graphability is not an issue and stochastic
simulations on an explicit network are not desired, then the system can be studied with arbitrary
rates. To illustrate the flexibility of this approach, below we list further choices for d, r and q for
a range of networks, some illustrated in Figure 2. In no particular order options include,

(i) The ring lattice with links to the n nearest neighbours on left and right: d = 2n, r =

n(n− 1) + 1, q = n(n−1)(n−2)
3 + 2,

(ii) Triangle lattice on a torus: d = 6, r = 6, q = 0,

(iii) Square lattice on a torus: d = 4, r = 0, q = 0,

(iv) Square lattice with diagonals on a torus: d = 8, r = 12, q = 4,

(v) Three dimensional cubic lattice with squares as hyperedges: d = 6, r = 0, q = 12, d = (N−1),
r =

(
N−1
2

)
, q =

(
N−1
3

)
.
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y1 y2 y3 y4

General C2-γ C3 −C2 C4 −C3 or −C3 −C4

A β1⟨k1⟩ − µ β2⟨k2⟩ − β1⟨k1⟩ β3⟨k3⟩ − β2⟨k2⟩ −β3⟨k3⟩
B βeff − 1 γβeff − λβeff −γβeff

C s1 − γ s2/2− s1 s3/6− s2/2 or −s2/2 −s3/6

(i) τ × 2n− γ β(n(n− 1) + 1)− τ × 2n δ
(

n(n−1)(n−2)
3

+ 2
)
− β(n(n− 1) + 1) −δ

(
n(n−1)(n−2)

3
+ 2

)
(ii) τ × 6− γ β × 6− τ × 6 −β × 6
(iii) τ × 6− γ −τ × 6
(iv) τ × 8− γ β × 12− τ × 8 δ × 4− β × 12 −4× δ
(v) τ × 6− γ −τ × 6 +δ × 12 −δ × 12

Table 1: Interaction parameters—including the presence of higher-order interactions—determine
the order and coefficients of the polynomial contagion dynamics (2.7) for homogeneous networks.
Rows A, B, and C correspond to models (1.1), (1.2), and (1.3), respectively. Rows (i–v) give the
parameters for a (i) ring lattice, (ii) triangular lattice, (iii) square lattice, (iv) square lattice with
diagonals, and (v) cube lattice shown in Figure 2 and discussed in detail in the main text.

Note that a fully connected network of size N has parameters d = (N − 1), r =
(
N−1
2

)
, q =

(
N−1
3

)
but corresponds to Model C. The choices above and those in models given by equations (1.1), (1.2)
and (1.3) are summarised in Table 1.

From a general dynamical systems point of view, the evolution equations can be seen as poly-
nomial equations. Indeed, reordering terms, the population level dynamics can be written as

dy

dt
= (1− y)

Q∑
q=1

Cq+1y
q − γy

= (C2 − γ)y +

Q∑
q=2

(Cq+1 − Cq)y
q − CQ+1y

Q+1, (2.7)

where the coefficients Cq are typically a product between the transmission rate within a sim-
plex/hyperedge with q-body interactions and the number of such simplices a typical node belongs
to. However, when formulating models we find that terms are better understood if the alternative
formulation in equation (2.6) is used. Both formulations are used throughout the paper.

2.3 Multi-population models

If one assumes homogeneity in a particular population of individuals, rather than of all individuals,
one obtains an equation for each population. Consider M populations, where ym ∈ [0, 1] describes
the probability of of a typical node in population m to be infected and y = (y1, . . . , yM ) is the joint
state of all populations. Write a multiindex n = (n1, . . . , nM ) ∈ NM of order |n| = n1 + · · · + nm

and set yn = yn1
1 · · · ynM

M . Then the multipopulation SIS dynamics in a very general form are given
by ordinary differential equations with polynomial vector field

ẏm =
∑
|n|≤L

Cny
n − γym (2.8)

for m = 1, . . . ,M and a parameter γ > 0. The maximal polynomial degree L < ∞ that depends on
the maximal order of the multibody interactions. Moreover, the coefficients Cn are directly relates
to the properties of the underlying hypergraph as for M = 1 population above.

A network consisting of M = 2 populations is depicted in Figure 3. We analyse bifurcations in
such a two-population model explicitly in Section 4.
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Figure 3: Sketch of a network consisting of two populations of topologically equivalent nodes. Each
node in a given population is incident to the same number of edges (two in the upper population,
one in the lower) and three-body interactions (one in the top and two in the lower) with further
pairwise (dashed cyan) and three-body interactions (dashed blue) between the two populations.
Note that links within a three-body interaction (three-clique) do not count towards edges/pairwise
interactions. Dotted stubs correspond to further interactions within each population. The inter-
actions between the two populations can be modulated by considering only two-body interactions,
only three-body interactions, or both types of interactions.

3 Complete bifurcation regimes for single population models

We now focus on the simplest class of models whose dynamics are given by a single differential
equation, that is, (2.8) for M = 1. This includes networks where all nodes are topologically equiv-
alent. We identify all possible qualitative dynamics of these models and determine the bifurcations
that lead to bistability, hysteresis, multistability, and how they depend on the network parameters.

First, recall the general classification of the transcritical bifurcation and its criticality. Specifi-
cally, consider a one-dimensional equation

ẏ = f(y, λ), (3.1)

that depends on a parameter λ. Assume that y = 0 is an equilibrium for all λ, that is, f(0, λ) = 0.
If λ∗ is a solution of ∂yf(0, λ) = 0 and ∂λyf(0, λ

∗) ̸= 0, ∂yyf(0, λ
∗) ̸= 0, then the system undergoes

a transcritical bifurcation at λ∗. Depending on the sign of the higher derivatives, the transcritical
bifurcation is one of the four types depicted in Figure 4.

3.1 Complex contagion up to three-body interactions

For a one-dimensional mean-field equation, the derivatives of the vector field now determine the
possible bifurcations of the disease free state. We first consider interactions given by two-body and
three-body interactions.

Proposition 3.1. For a disease transmission model of the form

ẏ = (C2 − γ)y + (C3 − C2)y
2 − C3y

3 (3.2)

with C2 ̸= C3 the disease-free steady state undergoes a transcritical bifurcation when C2 = γ.
Furthermore, this can be of two types: (i) if C3 < γ then a forward bifurcation results, and (ii) if
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Figure 4: Illustration of possible transcritical bifurcation classes based on the partial derivatives
of the general vector field in (3.1) at the bifurcation point. The horizontal axis represents the
bifurcation parameter λ and the vertical axis denotes the state variable y. Stable branches are
depicted by a solid line, while unstable branches correspond to dashed lines.

C3 > γ then the transcritical bifurcation is of backward type and the systems exhibits bistability as
shown in Figure 5.

Proof. According to the general theorem about the transcritical bifurcation and using the sign
conditions in Figure 4, we have forward transcritial bifurcation at C2 = γ, when C3 < γ. Similarly,
the bifurcation is backward when C3 > γ.

The global nature of the curve can be obtained in this simple case by expressing the parameter C2

in terms of y as

C2 =
γ

1− y
− C3y.

Differentiating C2 with respect to y yields that the bifurcation curve has a fold point (saddle-node
bifurcation) with C ′

2(y) = 0 when γ/C3 = (1 − y)2. This fold point lies in the relevant domain
(0 < y < 1) when C3 > γ, i.e., when the transcritical bifurcation is of backward type. This
completes the proof of the statement.

Remark 3.2. If C2 = C3, then the quadratic term vanishes, leading to a y 7→ −y symmetry.
This means that the trivial state loses stability in a pitchfork bifurcation. Furthermore, this is an
example of how three-body interactions can change the type of pitchfork bifurcation; cf. [15].
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Figure 5: Possible outcomes for a system such as given in equation (3.2). Parameters are C3 = 0.5
(left) and C3 = 2 (right) with γ = 1 in both cases.

Proposition 3.1 now allows us to classify the dynamics in terms of the network parameters. For
a ring lattice as given in equation (2.5) with infection through triangles or 2-simplices. Consider τ
as the bifurcation parameter. Rearranging the equation as per Proposition 3.1 above leads to

ẏ = (τ × 2n− γ)y + (β × (n(n− 1) + 1)− τ × 2n) y2 − β × (n(n+ 1) + 1)y3 (3.3)

10



According to Proposition 3.1, the bifurcation occurs when 2τn = γ with bistability if

β(n(n− 1) + 1)− γ > 0, (3.4)

which is equivalent to
n(n− 1) > (γ − β)/β. (3.5)

For fixed transmission rates through links and 2-simplices as well as fixed recovery, the condition
above gives a constraint on the density of links, and implicitly 2-simplices, needed for bistability.
The immediate interpretation of this result is that the same disease unfolding on communities with
different contact patterns can lead to different outcomes.

Our result can also be used to re-derive the bifurcation conditions for the models cited in
Section 2.2. For example, for the model up to 2-simplices in [13], our Proposition predicts that the
bifurcation occurs at C2 = γ, that is λ = γ. For bistability our Proposition requires C3 > γ which
translates to µ/2 < γ which is exactly as reported in [13].

3.2 Complex contagion up to four-body interactions

We now consider interactions given by two-body, three-body and four-body interactions and deter-
mine the bifurcations. The different possibilities for the transcritical bifurcation characterize the
possible contagion dynamics.

Proposition 3.3. For a disease transmission model of the form

ẏ = (C2 − γ)y + (C3 − C2)y
2 + (C4 − C3)y

3 − C4y
4 (3.6)

with C2 ̸= C3 the disease-free steady state undergoes a transcritical bifurcation when C2 = γ. This
can be of two types: (i) if C3 < γ then a forward bifurcation results, and (ii) if C3 > γ then the
transcritical bifurcation is of backward type. The systems exhibits three different global bifurcation
curves:

• If C3 > γ, then the bifurcation curve has a fold point leading to bistability between the disease-
free and the endemic steady state for certain values of the parameter C2.

• If C3 < γ and C4 < γ, then the bifurcation curve has no fold point, hence either the disease-
free or the endemic steady state is stable for any value of the parameter C2.

• If C3 < γ and C4 > γ, then the bifurcation curve has two fold points, leading to two stable
endemic branches. That is, bistability may occur between two endemic steady states for certain
values of the parameter C2.

The different cases are shown in Figure 6. We note that two subfigures are shown for the case
C3 > γ. The difference between them is in the value of C4, namely, there is an inflection point on
the unstable branch when C4 > γ.

Proof. According to the general theorem about the transcritical bifurcation and using the sign
conditions in Figure 4, we have forward transcritial bifurcation at C2 = γ, when C3 < γ. Similarly,
the bifurcation is backward when C3 > γ.

The global nature of the curve can be obtained in this simple case by expressing the parameter C2

in terms of y as

C2 =
γ

1− y
− C3y − C4y

2.

11
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Figure 6: Possible bifurcation behaviour of the disease free steady state and emergent nontrivial
equilibrium branches for (3.6). Parameter values are given in each panel and γ = 1 for all cases.

Differentiating C2 with respect to y yields that the bifurcation curve has a fold point, C ′
2(y) =

0, when C3 + 2C4y = γ/(1 − y)2. The shape of the bifurcation curve depends on the second
derivative C ′′

2 (y) as well. It has an inflection point when γ/C4 = (1 − y)3. That is we have an
inflection point when C4 > γ, leading to the bifurcation curves shown in Figure 4 and completing
the proof of the statement.

We now use this result to determine the bifurcation behaviour for different networks. Specifi-
cally, consider the one-dimensional equation (2.6) which corresponds to equation (3.6) with param-
eters C2 = τd, C3 = βr, and C4 = δq. Fix the epidemic parameters such that

1

12
< β <

1

6
,

1

12
< δ <

1

4
and γ = 1.

For the square lattice with diagonals on a torus we have d = 8, r = 12, q = 4. Thus, C3 =
12β > 1 and C4 = 4δ < 1 and the bifurcation diagram is like that in the bottom right of Figure 6.
That is bistability occurs between the disease-free and the endemic steady state.

The triangle lattice on a torus is characterized by d = 6, r = 6, q = 0. This implies C3 = 6β < 1
and C4 = 0 < 1, and thus the bifurcation diagram is like that in the bottom left of Figure 6. That
is, there is no bistability for this network.

For the three dimensional cubic lattice with squares as hyperedges we have d = 6, r = 0, q = 12.
Thus, C3 = 0 < 1 and C4 = 12δ > 1. The bifurcation diagram is like that in the top left of Figure 6.
That is bistability may occur between two endemic steady states.

4 Bifurcation regimes for two-population networks

Rather than considering a homogeneous population of nodes, we now shift the focus to networks that
consist of two distinct populations, each consisting of topologically equivalent nodes. More precisely,
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consider a network with two populations of nodes—illustrated in Figure 3. Within population 1,
each node has d1 edges and h1 triangles as well as d2 edges to nodes in population 2. Within
population 2, each node has d4 edges and h2 triangles as well as d3 edges to nodes in population 1.
For homogeneous initial conditions, this results in the evolution of the probability of infection yj
of a node in population j given by

ẏ1 = τ(1− y1)(d1y1 + d2y2) + βh1(1− y1)y
2
1 − γy1, (4.1a)

ẏ2 = τ(1− y2)(d3y1 + d4y2) + βh2(1− y2)y
2
2 − γy2. (4.1b)

This is a specific case of the general model equations (2.8) for M = 2 populations.
In this section, we consider the possible bifurcation diagrams in the (τ, I)-plane, where I =

N1y1 +N2y2 with Ni denoting the number of nodes in population i. In contrast to one-population
networks, where multistability requires the existence of 3-simplices (cf. Section 3), we show that
multistability is already possible with 2-simplices (triangles)—at the expense of a more complicated
network structure. We fist consider two symmetrically coupled populations and then analyse the
dynamics if the symmetry is broken.

4.1 Two symmetrically coupled populations

Assume symmetric coupling, that is, d1 = d4, d2 = d3, and h1 = h2. Then the system has a Z2-
symmetry that acts by permuting the indices of the populations. The symmetry implies that the
set where the states of both populations are equal, ∆ := {y = y1 = y2}, is dynamically invariant;
cf. [11]. Thus, to analyse the dynamics of (4.1), we can first consider the dynamics on ∆ and then
the dynamics transverse to ∆.

4.1.1 Dynamics and bifurcations in symmetric systems

To simplify notation, we will first consider the system

ẏ1 = C1y1 + C ′
1y2 + C2y

2
1 + C ′

2y1y2 + C3y
3
1 (4.2a)

ẏ2 = C1y2 + C ′
1y1 + C2y

2
2 + C ′

2y2y1 + C3y
3
2. (4.2b)

with a polynomial vector field. Note that the SIS model (4.1) is a special case with C1 = τd1 − γ,
C ′
1 = τd2, C2 = −τd1+βh1, C

′
2 = −τd2, and C3 = −βh1. Note that any point in ∆ is a symmetric

state, that is, the state of both populations take the same value. Any point in R2 ∖∆ we refer to
as an asymmetric state.

First, we will consider the dynamics of symmetric states within ∆; these behave like a single
population (cf. Section 3.1). Specifically, the dynamics on ∆ evaluate to

ẏ = (C1 + C ′
1)y + (C2 + C ′

2)y
2 + C3y

3. (4.3)

If C2 + C ′
2 ̸= 0, the trivial equilibrium y = 0 undergoes a transcritical bifurcation at C1 + C ′

1 = 0
within ∆. The emergent branch of nontrivial equilibria is determined by the quadratic equation

C1 + C ′
1 + (C2 + C ′

2)y + C3y
2 = 0. (4.4)

Depending on the parameter values there may or may not be a fold point for y > 0.
Second, we can determine dynamics and bifurcations close to these equilibria transverse to ∆

to get insights into the full dynamics of (4.2). Linear stability at any point (y1, y2) = (y, y) ∈ ∆ is
given by

A∆ =

(
C1 + (2C2 + C ′

2)y + 3C3y
2 C ′

1 + C ′
2y

C ′
1 + C ′

2y C1 + (2C2 + C ′
2)y + 3C3y

2

)
. (4.5)
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Naturally, the symmetry constrains the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of A∆ given by

λ∥(y) = C1 + (2C2 + C ′
2)y + 3C3y

2 + C ′
1 + C ′

2y, v∥ = (1, 1)T (4.6a)

λ⊥(y) = C1 + (2C2 + C ′
2)y + 3C3y

2 − C ′
1 − C ′

2y, v⊥ = (1,−1)T . (4.6b)

The first eigenvalue corresponds to linear stability with respect to perturbations within ∆ that
reduce to the one-dimensional system discussed above. The second eigenvalue on the other hand
corresponds to linear stability with respect to perturbations transverse to ∆. Its zeros indicate
bifurcations that give rise to nontrivial equilibria off ∆. Due to the symmetry, such bifurcations
are generically of pitchfork type.

We can compare the two eigenvalues to get insight into the relationship of bifurcations within
and transverse to ∆. Note that for 0 ≤ y ≤ 1, the sign of C ′

1 + C ′
2y determines whether λ∥ ≤ λ⊥

or λ∥ ≥ λ⊥. Specifically, if C ′
1 + C ′

2y = τd2(1 − y) ≥ 0, we have λ⊥ ≤ λ∥ and the stability of any
equilibrium within ∆ (λ∥ < 0) implies stability in the full system (4.2). This also means that any
stable equilibrium within ∆ first loses stability within ∆ (in a transcritical bifurcation) before it
can lose stability in the transverse direction.

4.1.2 Equilibria and bifurcations of symmetric states

The first step to gain insights into the SIS dynamics (4.1) is to analyze the dynamics and bifurcations
within the invariant subspace ∆. The trivial equilibrium undergoes a transcritical bifurcation at
0 = τ(d1 + d2)− γ = C1 + C ′

1 = 0 or

τ =
γ

d1 + d2

if C2 + C ′
2 = βh1 − γ ̸= 0. Moreover, the sign of βh1 − γ (the quadratic term in (4.3)) determines

the type of transcritical bifurcation: It is of forward type when γ > βh1 and it is of backward type
for γ < βh1.

The nontrivial branch of equilibria (4.4) is given by

τ =
γ

(d1 + d2)(1− y)
− βh1

d1 + d2
y. (4.7)

We can see that τ → ∞ as y → 1. As the solution to a quadratic equation, the type of bifurcation
of the trivial equilibrium also determines bistability: There is a fold point for 0 < y < 1 if γ < βh1.
In this case, bistability occurs, i.e., for certain values of τ the larger endemic steady state is stable
together with the trivial steady state y = 0. The following theorem summarizes the results about
the bifurcation diagram of the symmetric model.

Theorem 4.1. Transcritical bifurcation occurs in two symmetric populations (4.2) at τ = γ/(d1 +
d2). The shape of the bifurcation curve of non-trivial steady states depends on the parameters that
determine the higher-order interactions as follows.

• If βh1 < γ, then the (τ, y) bifurcation diagram is of forward type and the non-trivial steady
state is stable.

• If γ < βh1, then the (τ, y) bifurcation diagram is of backward type and it has a fold point.
The non-trivial steady state on the lower branch (below the fold point) is unstable, while the
non-trivial steady state on the upper branch (above the fold point) is stable.
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4.1.3 Pitchfork bifurcation towards non-symmetric steady states

In a second step, we now analyse potential bifurcation points of the nontrivial branch of symmetric
equilibria (4.7) within ∆ in the transverse direction. For the SIS dynamics, the bifurcation condition
for the general expression of the transverse eigenvalue (4.6b) evaluates to

τ(d1 − d2)− γ + 2(βh1 − τd1)y − 3βh1y
2 = 0. (4.8)

Eliminating τ from (4.7) and (4.8) gives that the y-value of the pitchfork point has to satisfy

f(y) := 2γd2 + (d1 − d2)γy − (d1 + 3d2)βh1y(1− y)2 = 0. (4.9)

The goal now is to find a solution y ∈ [0, 1] for which (4.7) yields a positive value of τ , i.e.,
γ − βh1y(1− y) > 0.

Depending on the values of the parameters, the function f may have zero or two roots in the
interval [0, 1]. At the endpoints of the interval, we have f(0) = 2γd2 > 0 and f(1) = γ(d1+d2) > 0.
Then the bifurcation conditions for the appearance of two roots is f(y) = 0 and f ′(y) = 0, that is,

2γd2 + (d1 − d2)γy − (d1 + 3d2)βh1y(1− y)2 = 0, (4.10)

(d1 − d2)γ − (d1 + 3d2)βh1(1− 3y)(1− y) = 0. (4.11)

Dividing both equations by d2 we can observe that the single parameter d = d1/d2 determines the
existence of the pitchfork bifurcation point instead of the two parameters d1 and d2. Dividing the
first equation (4.10) by the second (4.11), we can express the new parameter d in terms of y as

d1
d2

= d =
1− 3y + y2

y2
.

Then substituting this expression into the second equation (4.11), one can determine the other
parameters as

βh1 =
γ

(1− 3y + 4y2)(1− y)
.

It is easy to check that the bifurcation curve, parameterised by the above two equations is a mono-
tone in the (d, h1) plane. Pitchfork bifurcation points, and hence symmetry breaking bifurcation,
occur along this curve. The implicit relation between d and h1 given by the parametrisation in
terms of y can also be expressed as a direct relation between the two variables, namely we can
introduce a function S such that S(d) = h1. Using this curve, we can complete the characterisation
of the bifurcation diagrams in the (τ, y)-plane as it is presented in the theorem below.

Theorem 4.2. The parameter plane (d1/d2, h1) can be divided according to the shape of the (τ, y)
bifurcation diagram as follows.

• If h1 < γ/β, then the (τ, y) bifurcation diagram is of forward type and there is no pitchfork
point.

• If γ/β < h1 < S(d1/d2), then the (τ, y) bifurcation diagram is of backward type and there is
no pitchfork point.

• If S(d1/d2) < h1, then the (τ, y) bifurcation diagram is of backward type and there are two
pitchfork points, and two branches of non-symmetric solutions.
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4.1.4 Nonsymmetric solutions of the symmetric equation

Can there be bistability between two nonsymmetric endemic steady states for the SIS dynam-
ics (4.1)? The pitchfork bifurcations discussed above give rise to nonsymmetric steady states, but
these may not necessarily be stable close to the bifurcation point.

Indeed, the first result shows that equilibria emerging in the pitchfork bifurcations are unstable.
Recall that for equilibria y ∈ ∆ with 0 ≤ y < 1 the eigenvalues of the linearization satisfy λ⊥ ≤ λ∥.
This means that the transverse bifurcation condition λ⊥ = 0 can only be satisfied if λ∥ > 0. In
summary we have

Proposition 4.3. For the SIS dynamics (4.1), any pitchfork bifurcation of the symmetric branch
of equilibria (4.7) within ∆ is subcritical. That is, the emerging branch of nonsymmetric equilibria
are unstable near the bifurcation point.

Thus, secondary bifurcations along the branch are necessary for bistability between nonsym-
metric equilibria to emerge. To get insight where these bifurcations may appear, we compute the
branch of asymmetric equilibria in the (τ, y1)-plane. Specifically, equilibria of (4.1) for symmetric
coupling satisfy

τ(d1y1 + d2y2) =
γy1

1− y1
− βh1y

2
1, (4.12a)

τ(d2y1 + d1y2) =
γy2

1− y2
− βh1y

2
2. (4.12b)

Dividing the first equation by the second one, we can eliminate τ and obtain a relation between y1
and y2 as

(d1y1 + d2y2)

(
γy2

1− y2
− βh1y

2
2

)
= (d2y1 + d1y2)

(
γy1

1− y1
− βh1y

2
1

)
.

This can be rearranged to

γ
d2(y1 + y2) + (d1 − d2)y1y2

(1− y1)(1− y2)
= βh1

(
(d1 − d2)y1y2 + d2(y1 + y2)

2
)
.

Dividing this equation by γd2 and writing d = d1/d2, B = βh1/γ, x = (y1 + y2)/2, and z = y1y2,
yields

2x+ (d− 1)z

1− 2x+ z
= B((d− 1)z + 4x2).

This now enables us to express y2 in terms of y1 and compute the (τ, y1) branch parametrised
by x. Specifically, choosing a value of x (the proper interval where x is varied will be defined later),
the value of z can be determined from the above equation which is a quadratic one in z. Once x
and z are given, the values of y1 and y2 are determined from the system below

y1 + y2 = 2x, y1y2 = z,

as
y1,2 = x±

√
x2 − z.

It is easy to check that both roots are real and are in the interval [0, 1] if and only if

2x− 1 < z < x2 < 1 and x > 0 and z > 0

hold. Hence x is varied in the interval [1/2, 1] and this is restricted further by the upper and lower
bound conditions on z.
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Figure 7: Branches of equilibria in the (τ, y1)-plane for two symmetric populations (4.2) with
parameters d1 = 4, d2 = 3, h = 1, β = 3.85, and γ = 1. The black line corresponds to the
symmetric equilibrium branch in ∆; a solid line corresponds to a stable equilibrium, a dashed line
to an unstable solution. Change of transverse stability occurs at pitchfork bifurcations indicated by
red dots. The emergent asymmetric steady states are depicted by green and blue curves (stability
not shown).

As these equations are typically not accessible analytically, we can compute the (τ, y1) solution
curve numerically for fixed parameters d1, d2, h, β and γ. Here we show a concrete example rather
than attempting a full characterization. Figure 7 shows a situation corresponding to the third
case in Theorem 4.2, when there are two pitchfork points. The non-symmetric steady states are
computed by using the algorithm detailed above. Numerical computation shows that the branch of
non-symmetric steady states connects the two pitchfork points, as it is shown in Figure 7. Moreover,
it turns out that this branch might have an S-shape, that is for certain values of τ we can have
six non-symmetric steady states. Hence the total number of steady states is nine. Two symmetric
steady states are stable, and one is unstable. Four of the non-symmetric ones are saddles and two
of them are stable. The phase portrait is shown in the top panel of Figure 8. As we can see,
there are four stable steady states (blue dots), and the boundary between their basins of attraction
are formed by the stable manifolds of the saddle points (shown with magenta dots). The time
dependence is shown in the bottom panel of Figure 8, where four solutions starting from the four
different basins are plotted. The solutions are denoted by the letter corresponding to the stable
steady state to which they converge.

4.2 Two coupled populations with general coupling

Now we return to the SIS dynamics (4.1) for a general network without forcing symmetry. Specif-
ically, we consider perturbations away from symmetric coupling to gain insight into the dynamics
and bifurcations. This allows to exploit the fact that the conditions for bistability remain approx-
imately true as the invariant subspace breaks. Indeed, the hyperbolic part of the branches are
preserved while the pitchfork bifurcations may split into bifurcations that appear more generically
(saddle-node/fold bifurcations).
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Figure 8: Illustration of the behaviour of the symmetric system (4.2) with parameters d1 = 4,
d2 = 3, γ = 1, β = 3.85, h = 1, and τ = 0.03. Top: Phase plane with stable equilibria A, B,
C, D (blue dots), unstable symmetric equilibrium (red dot, and four additonal (unstable) saddle
equilibria (magenta dots). Bottom: Time evolution of y1 and y2 of solutions converging to one of
the four labelled stable equilibria.
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As before, we can compute the steady states of the system. For (4.1), these satisfy

τ(d1y1 + d2y2) =
γy1

1− y1
− βh1y

2
1, (4.13a)

τ(d3y1 + d4y2) =
γy2

1− y2
− βh2y

2
2. (4.13b)

Dividing the first equation by the second one, we can eliminate τ and obtain a relation between y1
and y2 as

(d1y1 + d2y2)

(
γy2

1− y2
− βh2y

2
2

)
= (d3y1 + d4y2)

(
γy1

1− y1
− βh1y

2
1

)
.

This can be rearranged to

γ
(
d1 − d4)y1y2 + d2y

2
2 − d3y

2
1 + (d3 − d1)y

2
1y2 + (d4 − d2)y1y

2
2

)
(4.14a)

= β
(
h2d2y

3
2 − h1d3y

3
1 + h2d1y1y

2
2 − h1d4y

2
1y2

)
(1− y1)(1− y2). (4.14b)

These equations can be solved numerically to determine branches of equilibria. Specifically, solve the
quartic equation in y1 numerically for a given value of y2. Then (4.13) can be used to compute τ .
Hence the equilibrium curve in the (τ, y1)-plane can be obtained semi-analytically parametrised
by y2 as follows. The value of y2 is varied in an appropriate interval and the values of y1 are obtained
by solving numerically the quartic equation (4.14a). The different solutions of this equation will
lead to different branches of the bifurcation curve.

To illustrate the dynamics, we used parameter values close to those in Figure 7; hence this case
can be considered as a perturbation of the symmetric case. The bifurcation curve belonging to
non-symmetric parameter values is shown in the top panel of Figure 9. The symmetry d1 = d4 and
h1 = h2 of the parameter values is broken by choosing d1 = 4, d4 = 5 and h1 = 1, h2 = 1.01 that can
be considered as a small perturbation of the symmetric case. We can see that the pitchfork curves
splits into more generic bifurcations. The number of fold points along the branches remains the
same as in the symmetric case but an isola appears in the bifurcation diagram. One can see from
the bifurcation diagram that there is a domain of τ values for which there are 8 non-trivial steady
states, three of them are stable, four are saddle points and one is unstable with two-dimensional
unstable subspace. The phase portrait corresponding to τ = 0.03 is shown in the bottom panel of
Figure 9. This phase portrait is qualitatively equivalent to that shown in the top panel of Figure 8.

5 Discussion

Reduced mean-field equations give valuable insights into disease spreading on networks that are
challenging to obtain from high-dimensional state evolution. Here we focused on a class of models
called individual-based mean-field models which arise from considering a bottom-up approach,
starting from the evolution equations for the probability of nodes being infected at time t. Breaking
the dependency on higher-order moments early, results in an N -dimensional systems of differential
equations which can be simplified to M equations as long as nodes in any of the M populations
are topologically equivalent: The populations themselves can differ but equivalence is necessary
within each individual population. Note that the insights we obtain go beyond fully homogeneous
populations: Standard hyperbolicity considerations imply that one would expect similar dynamics
if the homogeneity is broken (cf. Section 4).

The low-dimensional equations we consider are not unique to the reduction approach we used;
they also encompass other reduced models proposed in the literature, particularly those involving
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Figure 9: Bifurcations and phase plane for two nonsymmetric populations (4.1) with parameters
d1 = 4, d2 = 3, d3 = 4, d4 = 5, h1 = 1, h2 = 1.01, γ = 1, and β = 3.85. Top panel: Branches
of equilibria curve in the (τ, y1) plane. The bifurcation curve consists of two parts, an isola and
an unbounded part. Bottom panel: Phase plane for fixed τ = 0.03 shows the stable equilibria
A, B, C, and D (blue dots), an unstable symmetric equilibrium (red dot), and four additonal
(unstable) saddle equilibria (magenta dots). The stable manifolds of the saddle points (magenta
curves) separate the basins of attractions of the stable equilibria.
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the application of downward closure. This highlights that one expects to see global dynamical be-
havior that is qualitative similar across model equations. The explicit expressions of how the model
parameters relate to the network properties gives explicit insights into how network structure—and
in particular the presence of higher-order interactions—affect the dynamics. Interaction order has
a direct influence on the possibility of multistability for one population: We showed that models
with up to three-body interactions can only give rise to either a transcritical transition or bista-
bility and this is in line with findings in [15]. Models with four-body interactions however, show
richer behaviour with the previous two possible outcomes being complemented by a multistability
regime where two strictly non-zero endemic steady states can co-exist. Furthermore, we investi-
gated a coupled two-population model with up to three-body interactions only. Here, we showed
that symmetry breaking, a well studied phenomena in population dynamics, yields a possible route
to multistability between endemic steady states. It is clear that the order of interaction affects the
degree of the polynomial, with higher-order interactions leading to polynomials of higher degree.
This in turn leads to richer behaviours, in our case up to four stable states, and this could present
opportunities for further investigation.

Our insights serve as a valuable guide as to what qualitative behavior one may expect and
where (in parameter space) it may arise. Of course, these models only serve as an approximation of
microscopic models such as individual-based stochastic models whose number of possible states scale
exponentially in the number of individuals. Indeed, given that individual-based mean-field models
apply the closure early; at the level of pairs, it means that it misses out some of the important
local correlations. Standard results that relate exact and approximate models are typically over
finite time (rather than asymptotics); see, for example, [22, 23, 18]. One typically expects that
good agreement is possible away from bifurcation points. In fact, direct simulations show that the
agreement between exact and approximate model can be surprisingly good. While our mean-field
models are thus instructive to understand how network structure shapes the contagion dynamics,
a direct comparison with stochastic simulations are beyond the scope of this article.

Complex contagion through higher-order interactions shape the dynamics and make it richer
compared to classical transmission models. In this paper, we provide a first step towards a math-
ematical classification of possible dynamics as well as an understanding of the more subtle inter-
actions between structure and dynamics. However, there is further scope to extend this work to
addressing questions around overlap between higher-order structures [17, 16, 4] and adaptivity [5]
as well as extension to variations of SIS model by including multiple disease classes leading to
models such as SEIS, SIRS or even contact tracing. Note that such extensions should be driven by
a well-defined underlying research question, rather than the mere application of existing tools to
marginally adjusted models. Finally, we believe that our approach and results underscore the utility
of bifurcation theory as a powerful tool for elucidating potential system dynamics and enhancing
the understanding of how and why certain outcomes are either promoted or constrained.
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matics. Birkhäuser Verlag, Basel, 2002.

[12] I. Iacopini, G. Petri, A. Barrat, and V. Latora. Simplicial models of social contagion. Nat.
Commun., 10(1):2485, 2019.

[13] I. Z. Kiss, I. Iacopini, P. L. Simon, and N. Georgiou. Insights from exact social contagion dy-
namics on networks with higher-order structures. Journal of Complex Networks, 11(6):cnad044,
Nov. 2023.

[14] I. Z. Kiss, J. C. Miller, P. L. Simon, et al. Mathematics of epidemics on networks. Cham
Springer, 2017.

[15] C. Kuehn and C. Bick. A universal route to explosive phenomena. Science Advances,
7(16):eabe3824, 2021.

[16] F. Malizia, L. Gallo, M. Frasca, I. Z. Kiss, V. Latora, and G. Russo. A pair-based approxima-
tion for simplicial contagion. arXiv preprint arXiv:2307.10151, 2023.

[17] F. Malizia, S. Lamata-Ot́ın, M. Frasca, V. Latora, and J. Gómez-Gardeñes. Hyperedge overlap
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