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Recent outbreaks of COVID-19, Zika, Ebola, and influenza have renewed interest in advancing epi-
demic models to better reflect the complexities of disease spreading. Modern approaches incorporate
social norms, mobility patterns, and heterogeneous community structures to capture the interplay
between social and biological dynamics. This study examines epidemic propagation in hierarchically
structured metapopulation networks, where individuals interact within localized communities—such
as schools, workplaces, and theaters—and diffuse across them. Using mean-field averaging, we de-
rive a scaling law linking contagion rates to the mean connectivity degree, while stability analysis
identifies thresholds for infection surges. In networks with heterogeneous mean degrees, spectral
perturbation theory reveals how structural variability accelerates and amplifies disease spreading.
We find that nodes with above-average degrees are not only infected earlier but also act as key
outbreak drivers. Framing epidemic dynamics as a continuous phase transition, we apply pattern
formation theory to show that the critical eigenvectors governing system stability are shaped by the
network’s degree distribution. Crucially, by analyzing Laplacian eigenvector localization, we uncover
a one-to-one correspondence between community infection densities and the entries of the critical
eigenvector—revealing how internal community structure directly shapes global infection patterns.
This work provides a systematic framework for understanding and predicting epidemic dynamics in
structured populations, while highlighting the fundamental role of community organization.

I. INTRODUCTION

The dynamics of spreading processes characterize a
wide range of phenomena, from the dissemination of in-
formation to the contagion of infectious diseases within
populations of interacting individuals. The global health
crises of recent years have underscored the limitations
of traditional epidemic models, highlighting the need for
approaches that better capture the complexities of dis-
ease transmission [1–3]. In particular, the role of so-
cial norms and individual compliance with preventive
measures has proven to significantly influence spread-
ing outcomes, as behavioral responses can either miti-
gate or exacerbate disease propagation [4]. To capture
these dynamics, mathematical modeling often relies on
complex networks, where nodes correspond to individu-
als or entities and edges represent their interactions [5–
9]. Over the past two decades, network science has sig-
nificantly advanced our understanding of how network
topology influences spreading processes, revealing that
structural properties such as degree distribution, clus-
tering, and connectivity patterns can drastically alter
the course of propagation [10, 11]. The inherent com-
plexity of real-world spreading scenarios also raises im-
portant questions about effective intervention strategies.
Depending on the network structure, targeted immuniza-
tion [12, 13], optimizing the trade-off between preventive
measures and mobility costs [14], or considering the dy-
namic interplay between awareness and disease transmis-
sion in multiplex networks [15] can substantially impact
epidemic outcomes. These insights have driven efforts to
develop adaptive and network-aware approaches to mit-
igating disease spread, as uniform strategies are often
inadequate for the diverse and interconnected nature of

real-world populations.
One fundamental approach within this context is to

model spreading processes through contact networks,
where interactions are defined by direct, physical, or so-
cial contacts between individuals [5]. Contact networks
are particularly useful for modeling disease transmission
within a community or social group, as they represent
the local scale of interactions. The structure of these net-
works significantly impacts how a contagion spreads. For
instance, in networks with a scale-free topology, where
a few highly connected nodes (hubs) are linked to many
others, the epidemic threshold may vanish, leading to un-
bounded spreading even for low infection rates [16–18].
This highlights how the local connectivity patterns of in-
dividuals can fundamentally shape epidemic dynamics.

However, while contact networks effectively capture lo-
cal interactions, they become insufficient when the epi-
demic spreads over large spatial domains. In such cases,
the focus shifts from local contact patterns to mobility
and migration, which connect spatially separated com-
munities. This perspective introduces a fundamentally
different scale—the global scale—where the primary chal-
lenge lies in modeling how individuals move between dis-
tant locations rather than just how they interact locally.
Mobility networks, therefore, model spreading as a result
of inter-community movement, where nodes represent
spatial regions (metanodes), and edges indicate travel
or migration routes [19–23]. The contagion process in
this context is often represented using reaction-diffusion
dynamics, where individuals migrate between adjacent
patches and interact within their respective local contact
networks. These models highlight how the global connec-
tivity between spatial patches, driven by human mobility
patterns, significantly shapes the epidemic’s trajectory
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[24, 25]. The contact and mobility network perspectives
represent contrasting yet complementary approaches to
understanding spreading processes, as the former empha-
sizes local interactions shaped by direct contacts while
the latter focuses on global connectivity driven by move-
ment between communities, both of which are essential
for accurately modeling the dynamics of structured pop-
ulations.

Despite the growing body of work on epidemic spread-
ing in structured populations, most existing models tend
to focus predominantly on either the complexity of the
diffusion network or the internal topology of local con-
tact networks within metanodes, rarely integrating the
two perspectives coherently [26]. In many cases, mod-
els that incorporate structural heterogeneity of local in-
teractions often rely on simplifying assumptions such as
well-mixed populations within patches [27, 28], and the
infection rate is typically inferred empirically rather than
rigorously derived from the network structure. However,
recent works have proposed more complex metapopula-
tion dynamics that bridge the gap between local contact
structures and global mobility patterns by investigating
epidemic spreading in group-structured populations, em-
phasizing the interplay between group memberships and
outbreak severity [29], and exploring multiplex metapop-
ulation models where coexisting mobility networks inter-
act, illustrating how multiple transportation layers can
shape disease transmission [22]. In parallel, other stud-
ies have examined how the structural characteristics of
the network shape contagion patterns, while others have
specifically examined how local interactions and long-
range movements can lead to fundamentally different dy-
namical behaviors, highlighting the challenge of reconcil-
ing the dynamics on these different scales [25, 30, 31].

These contributions mark significant progress towards
a unified understanding of spreading processes in struc-
tured populations by combining local interaction dynam-
ics with large-scale mobility effects. However, these stud-
ies typically address mobility patterns or structural prop-
erties without incorporating the heterogeneity of local
contact networks thoroughly, leaving a gap in the model-
ing of structured populations. To the best of our knowl-
edge, there is still no unified framework that simultane-
ously accounts for both local contact network structures
and global diffusion dynamics. In this work, we aim to fill
this gap by proposing a comprehensive mathematical for-
malism that explicitly incorporates the dynamics of local
interactions by embedding local contact networks within
a global metapopulation structure, effectively capturing
both intra- and inter-population heterogeneity. This dual
perspective allows for a more accurate representation of
real-world spreading dynamics, where local interactions
coexist with large-scale diffusion processes. Unlike tra-
ditional approaches, which often assume parameter ho-
mogeneity, our framework systematically derives the in-
fection rate from the underlying network structure it-
self. To reduce the complexity of local contact networks,
we employ the degree-based mean field approximation, a

well-established method for analyzing spreading dynam-
ics in complex networks [16, 17]. In our recent work, we
extended this approach to opinion dynamics with polar-
ization and depolarization [32], and here we adapt it to
structured populations, deriving an effective contagion
rate for each metanode.

A key aspect of our framework lies in demonstrating
that, using spectral perturbation methods [33, 34], we
can identify that nodes with denser-than-average commu-
nities are the primary drivers of global infections within
the metapopulation network. This coarse-grained per-
spective reveals that higher-density metanodes dispro-
portionately influence the overall contagion spread. How-
ever, our approach goes beyond this coarse description by
leveraging localization properties to develop a reduction
method based on decoupling the influence of localized
modes from the rest of the network. In random com-
plex networks, it is known that the eigenvectors of the
graph Laplacian are localized, i.e., they have significant
components only on a small subset of nodes. This local-
ization phenomenon is particularly pronounced in large,
disordered networks and directly impacts the spreading
dynamics by concentrating activity within specific com-
munities or hubs [35–37]. By leveraging these localiza-
tion properties, we establish a link between the spectral
characteristics of the network and the spatial distribu-
tion of the contagion, allowing us to predict the influence
of highly connected or densely populated metanodes on
the global spreading pattern. Although we apply this
method specifically to epidemic dynamics within struc-
tured populations, the decoupling approach we develop
is general and applicable to a wide range of structured
population models beyond epidemic scenarios, making it
a versatile tool for analyzing complex dynamical systems.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec.II,
we introduce the individual-based modeling approach,
where hierarchical networks combine local contact net-
works and a global metapopulation structure. In Sec.III,
we derive the degree-based mean-field approximation for
structured population networks. In Sec.IV, we analyze
the averaged mean-field description to capture the sys-
tem’s overall behavior. In Sec.V, we extend the anal-
ysis to heterogeneous community densities, highlighting
the role of denser metanodes in global infection spread-
ing. In Sec.VI, we address pattern prediction by evaluat-
ing each metanode’s contribution to the spread, focusing
on denser and more infected communities. Finally, we
present conclusions in Sec.VII, with mathematical details
given in the Appendix.

II. INDIVIDUAL-BASED MODELING OF
SPREADING DYNAMICS IN HIERARCHICALLY

STRUCTURED METAPOPULATIONS

We start by considering a general mean-field setting of
differential equations to state a generic epidemic (infor-
mation) spreading problem. This approach is commonly
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FIG. 1. A schematic representation of the spreading process
in a hierarchically structured network. The single individuals
who can be infected I (red) or susceptible S (blue) can be
in contact with each other (dashed links) once they belong
simultaneously to the same spatial patch represented with the
metanode (light blue). They can migrate between metanodes
(through solid links) at the specific position already provided
for them in the hosting metanode. This way, they cannot
belong to more than one metanode at a time.

used in mathematical epidemiology to analyze and sim-
ulate spreading dynamics from a deterministic perspec-
tive. In what follows, we extend this framework to in-
troduce our model of hierarchically structured metapop-
ulation network, where local contact networks are em-
bedded within a larger metapopulation network, allowing
for the seamless integration of local interaction dynamics
and global diffusion processes. Said that such a fam-
ily of models could, of course, be systematically derived
from a microscopic formulation using the master equa-
tion formalism [38, 39]. Still, without any loss of gener-
ality, we will skip this passage (the interested reader can
refer to the abundant literature given in [9–11]) and fo-
cus instead on casting the mean-field models in a general
framework where metapopulation and contact networks
perfectly match together.

In a hierarchically structured network, the dynam-
ics occurring in the system consist of two main compo-
nents. First, we model the displacement of agents be-
tween metanodes as a (linear) diffusion process[40] [9].
Second, we incorporate the local contact process dynam-
ics, for which many mean-field models exist in the liter-
ature [11]. This hierarchical structure allows us to seam-
lessly integrate local interactions with global mobility,
capturing the multiscale nature of spreading processes.
For a visual anticipation of our model, the reader can re-
fer to the schematics of Fig. 1. Here we have represented
with light blue the set of metanodes between which indi-
viduals can travel as indicated by the black links (the ar-

rows show the direction of the movement). The different
metanodes represent for each of the individuals a (fixed)
local network of contacts (dashed links) that can stand
for interactions that occur in everyday social environ-
ments such as schools, workplaces, households, hospitals,
to name just a few. This way, a susceptible individual
S (blue circle) can be in contact with an infected one I
(red circle) only if they share a common link and belong
simultaneously to the same metanode. If a given indi-
vidual is not present at a specific metanode, his place is
left empty (white circle). Conversely, each individual can
travel to a metanode occupying a single vacant position
reserved exclusively to him. To simplify our analysis in
the following, we will consider that the local contacts are
fixed; this way, each individual will have a single assigned
place in each of the metanodes.

After introducing the spreading dynamics in the
hierarchically structured network, we now formulate
a specific Susceptible-Infected-Susceptible (SIS) system
that explicitly accounts for both individual-level and
metanode-level interactions. While we focus on SIS dy-
namics in this work, the framework can naturally accom-
modate other contagion models as well. The governing
equations are given by:

Ṡi,µ = −βSi,µ

∑
j

A
(µ)
ij Ij,µ + γIi,µ +DS

∑
ν

LµνSi,ν ,

İi,µ = βSi,µ

∑
j

A
(µ)
ij Ij,µ − γIi,µ +DI

∑
ν

LµνIi,ν , ∀i, µ

(1)
We will refer to Eqs. (1) as Individual-Based Mean-Field
(IBMF ) throughout this paper. Here, the equations hold
for all individuals i within each metanode µ. The dif-
fusion between metanodes is modeled using the graph
Laplacian matrix, given by Lµν = Aµν − kµδµν , where
Aµν represents the inter-metanode adjacency structure,
and kµ denotes the degree of metanode µ. The summa-
tions in the diffusion terms extend over all Ω metanodes,
ensuring that individuals can transition between different
metanodes according to the network topology.

The local network of the µ-th metanode is represented
by the contact network adjacency matrix A(µ). Such a
model depends on the local network topology only. We
have also decided to define the contagion rate β, and the
recovery rate γ. This way, once two given individuals i
and j found simultaneously inside the same metanode µ,
are in contact with each other, A(µ)

ij = 1, the contagion
will occur with a rate β. The latter parameter is also
referred also in literature also as the basic contagion rate
possible only in a fully-mixed regime [27]. The conta-
gion dynamics of the contact network can be generalized
to different mean-field approximations (e.g., individual-
based [41], degree-based [16, 17], pairwise [42], higher-
order [43, 44] etc.), allowing flexibility in the choice of
the model according to the specific needs of the conta-
gion process. Specifically, the contagion operator can be
expressed F

(
A(µ), Si,µ, I·,µ

)
N

. The function F encapsu-
lates the transmission dynamics within a metanode, in-
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corporating the adjacency matrix A(µ) that defines local
connectivity patterns. Also, to keep the analysis simple,
we are considering undirected networks at both levels of
interaction, although the same reaction-diffusion formal-
ism can be straightforwardly extended to the directed
case, which is often relevant for both contact and mobil-
ity networks [45, 46].

The model we introduce here (1) accurately captures
the mean-field dynamics of individuals by explicitly ac-
counting for the local dynamics occurring within a given
social (contact) network. In classic metapopulation mod-
els, the local interaction network, i.e., A(µ), is omitted
and instead quantified through an effective contagion
rate, a parameter typically derived empirically to capture
the heterogeneity of local contact networks based on ex-
perimental or statistical inference methods [10]. In con-
trast, our two-level description of the epidemic dynam-
ics allows for a more accurate estimation of the disease
spreading rate. It is important to emphasize that, unlike
in spreading dynamics within purely contact networks,
the sum of probabilities of being in a given state for single
individuals does not equal unity, i.e., Si,µ(t)+Ii,µ(t) ̸= 1.
This property arises because a given individual i, char-
acterized by one of the possible states, S or I, may not
be present at the metanode µ at time t. However, since
the system under consideration is closed, the individual i
must be in a given state somewhere within the metapop-
ulation network. In other words, the normalization con-
dition

∑Ω
µ=1 Si,µ(t)+Ii,µ(t) = 1 holds for every time t. In

the following, we will focus on estimating the local con-
tagion rate, which paves the way for a mathematically
rigorous analysis of the spreading dynamics.

III. DEGREE-BASED MEAN-FIELD
APPROXIMATION

In this section, we will reduce the original IBMF model
to a reaction-diffusion system using the Degree-Based
Mean-Field (DBMF ) approach. The DBMF method is a
powerful approximation technique widely used to study
complex systems on networks. By averaging the high-
dimensional interactions between individual nodes, it ef-
fectively simplifies the analysis of processes such as epi-
demic spreading and opinion dynamics [5, 16, 17, 32].
This method assumes that nodes with similar properties
(e.g. degree or state) exhibit statistically homogeneous
behavior, enabling the modeling of collective dynamics
while mitigating computational complexity.

To simplify the governing equations of the IBMF
model, we define the aggregated quantities Sµ =

∑
i Si,µ

and Iµ =
∑

i Ii,µ, that represent the probability that

individuals present in metanode µ are susceptible or in-
fected, respectively. We substitute these definitions into
the node-level equations in Eq. (??), we derive the fol-
lowing aggregated dynamics:

Ṡµ = −β
∑
i,j

A
(µ)
ij Si,µIj,µ + γIµ +DS

∑
ν

LµνSν ,

İµ = β
∑
i,j

A
(µ)
ij Si,µIj,µ − γIµ +DI

∑
ν

LµνIν .
(2)

To further analyze the contagion term,
∑

i,j A
(µ)
ij Si,µIj,µ,

we assume that the individual node-level variables Si,µ

and Ij,µ can be decomposed into their mean-field com-
ponents and fluctuations:

Si,µ = ⟨S⟩µ + δSi, Ij,µ = ⟨I⟩µ + δIj ,

where ⟨S⟩µ = Sµ/N and ⟨I⟩µ = Iµ/N represent the mean
states for metanode and δSi, δIj are the respective de-
viations from the mean. Substituting these expressions
into the interaction term, we have the following.

β
∑
i,j

A
(µ)
ij Si,µIj,µ = β

∑
i,j

A
(µ)
ij (⟨S⟩µ + δSi) (⟨I⟩µ + δIj) .

Expanding and simplifying, we obtain the following:

β
∑
i,j

A
(µ)
ij Si,µIj,µ = β⟨S⟩µ⟨I⟩µ

∑
i,j

A
(µ)
ij + β⟨S⟩µ

∑
i,j

A
(µ)
ij δIj

+ β⟨I⟩µ
∑
i,j

A
(µ)
ij δSi + β

∑
i,j

A
(µ)
ij δSiδIj .

The degree-based approximation we use here is based
on the empirical assumption that the amount density as-
sociated with a given node scales with its degree, xi ∼ ki.
Furthermore, in this paper we will consider a symmet-
ric and narrow distribution P (k) of the contact network
A. Based on these considerations, the last term in the
expression above, which involves δSiδIj , represents a
higher-order nonlinear correction, and when deviations
are small, it can be neglected under the mean-field ap-
proximation. Furthermore, for the adjacency matrix, we
note that:

∑
i,j

A
(µ)
ij =

∑
i

kµi =
∑
j

kµj = N⟨k⟩µ +
∑
i

δkµi ,

where ⟨k⟩µ is the average degree of nodes in metanode µ,
and δkµi are the symmetric degree fluctuations.
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β
∑
i,j

A
(µ)
ij Si,µIj,µ ≈ β⟨S⟩µ⟨I⟩µ

(
N⟨k⟩µ +

∑
i

δkµi

)
+ β⟨S⟩µ

∑
j

kµj δIj + β⟨I⟩µ
∑
i

kµi δSi

= βN⟨k⟩µ⟨S⟩µ⟨I⟩µ + β⟨S⟩µ⟨I⟩µ
∑
i

δkµi + β⟨S⟩µ⟨k⟩µ
∑
i

(δSi + δIi) + β⟨S⟩µ
∑
i

δkµi (δSi + δIi)

The terms containing δkµi δIi and δkµi δSi are omitted as
they are higher-order terms. Furthermore, since δkµi , δSi,
and δIi exhibit symmetry, any terms involving

∑
i δSi,∑

i δIi, and
∑

i δk
µ
i will vanish. We obtain the following.

β
∑
i,j

A
(µ)
ij Si,µIj,µ = βN⟨k⟩µ⟨Sµ⟩⟨Iµ⟩.

Rewriting in terms of the aggregated quantities, we
define an effective transmission rate β̃µ = β⟨k⟩µ/N , and
obtain the system:

Ṡµ = −β̃µSµIµ + γIµ +DS

∑
ν

LµνSν ,

İµ = β̃µSµIµ − γIµ +DI

∑
ν

LµνIν , ∀µ .
(3)

We will refer to this system, Eq. (3), as the Degree-
Based Mean-Field (DBMFµ) approximation in the big-
ger metapopulation framework. By incorporating both
local interactions and diffusion across layers, this ap-
proach provides a tractable yet comprehensive descrip-
tion of the system’s macroscopic dynamics.

IV. ANALYSIS OF THE AVERAGED
DEGREE-BASED MEAN-FIELD DESCRIPTION

To facilitate linear stability analysis, we simplify the
dynamics by averaging the degree structure across all
metanodes. The direct handling of heterogeneous trans-
mission rates βµ introduces additional complexity, mak-
ing an analytical treatment intractable. Since stability
calculations typically require a uniform formulation, we
replace the heterogeneous transmission rates with an ef-
fective averaged quantity. Specifically, we compute the
mean degree

⟨⟨k⟩µ⟩ =
1

Ω

Ω∑
µ=1

⟨k⟩µ,

which allows us to define a uniform effective transmission
rate β̃ = β⟨⟨k⟩µ⟩/N across the network. This averaging
procedure effectively homogenizes the degree heterogene-
ity across metanodes, significantly simplifying the stabil-
ity analysis while retaining the essential mean-field char-
acteristics of the system. Replacement of β̃µ with β̃ in

Eq. (4) produces the averaged Degree-Based Mean-Field
(DBMF ) equations:

Ṡµ = −β̃SµIµ + γIµ +DS

∑
ν

LµνSν ,

İµ = β̃SµIµ − γIµ +DI

∑
ν

LµνIν , ∀µ .
(4)

This average transmission rate β̃ provides a consis-
tent parameter for examining the macroscopic stability
properties of the system, allowing us to focus on the
core dynamical features while avoiding the intricacies of
metanode-specific variations. Such simplification is not
only computationally efficient but also captures the es-
sential interplay between diffusion and reaction terms in
the degree-based mean-field framework.

Figure 2 compares all the setting IBMF, DBMF and
DBMFµ frameworks numerically, illustrating how the
degree heterogeneity across metanodes influences the
disease spreading dynamics. When ⟨k⟩µ varies across
metanodes, the disease spreads more rapidly compared
to the DBMF scenario where the distribution of ⟨k⟩µ is
uniform. In panel (a), the mean equilibrium state of the
infection is plotted against the recovery rate, with each
scenario simulated multiple times. In each realization, a
distinct distribution of ⟨k⟩µ is generated, and the vari-
ability in the IBMF results is represented by shaded re-
gions capturing the range of observed values. The solid
line within this region indicates the mean outcome of the
IBMF, while the corresponding mean of the DBMFµ pre-
diction is shown with a dashed line.

When the probability of internal connections within
metanodes follows a normal distribution, reducing its
variance leads to a closer agreement between the IBMF
dynamics and the DBMF approximation. Panel (a)
shows that the impact of metanode heterogeneity on the
spreading process diminishes as the degree distribution
becomes more homogeneous. The underlying mechanism
behind this phenomenon is the central focus of this pa-
per and will be examined in detail in the following sec-
tion. Furthermore, panel (b) when the probability dis-
tribution is left-skewed, the disease spreads more rapidly
compared to a right-skewed distribution with a similar
mean. This effect arises because a left-skewed distribu-
tion concentrates the bulk of the metanodes on the right
side, where highly connected nodes are more likely to
be found. These hubs act as transmission accelerators,
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(b)(a)

FIG. 2. The mean equilibrium state, ⟨x⟩∗, is plotted against the recovery rate, γ for different networks parameters realizations.
In the metapopulation network, both the transport and contact networks are Erdős–Rényi graphs with wiring probabilities
q (between metanodes) and p (within each contact network), respectively. For both panels, each scenario corresponding to
a different p value list is simulated 10 times using both the IBMF and DBMFµ frameworks. In each simulation, a distinct
distribution of ⟨k⟩µ is generated. The shaded regions in the IBMF results represent the range of observed values across the
10 simulations, with the solid line within the shaded region indicating the mean outcome. The dashed line corresponds to
the average result obtained from DBMFµ simulations. The shaded region is constructed by setting its boundaries using the
minimum and maximum values of ⟨k⟩µ obtained from the simulations. The solid line within this region represents the mean
value obtained from the IBMF simulations. (a) The distribution of ⟨k⟩µ follows a normal distribution with a mean of 0.5 and
varying variance σ. (b) The distribution of p is systematically varied to include both left-skewed and right-skewed forms while
maintaining a similar mean. Specifically, a gamma distribution (α = 1, θ = 2) is utilized to generate left-skewed p, and the
right-skewed p is obtained by applying a reflection transformation to the left-skewed distribution. The set of parameters for
both panels are Ω = 10, N = 50, q = 0.5, β = 0.5, DS = 0.2, DI = 0.1.

maintaining strong connectivity and significantly enhanc-
ing the spread, while the few low-degree nodes in the left
tail have a limited impact.

A. Spectral properties of the Jacobian matrix

To analyze the stability of the system, we begin by as-
suming a steady-state solution and introduce small per-
turbations around the equilibrium. Specifically, we ex-
press the system variables as

Sµ = S∗
µ + δSµ, Iµ = I∗µ + δIµ, ∀µ

where the steady-state values satisfy S∗
µ = S∗ and I∗µ = 0.

Substituting these expressions into Eq. (4) and perform-
ing a linear stability analysis, we obtain:

˙δSµ =
(
γ − β̃S∗

)
δIµ +DS

∑
ν

LµνδSν ,

δ̇Iµ =
(
β̃S∗ − γ

)
δIµ +DI

∑
ν

LµνδIν , ∀µ .

We further use the eigenvalue decomposition of the
Laplacian

∑Ω
ν=1 LµνΦ

(α)
ν = Λ(α)Φ

(α)
µ , where Φ

(α)
µ is the

Laplacian eigenvector entries corresponding to the eigen-
value Λ(α). The eigenvalues of the Laplacian matrix L

satisfy the usual ordering Λ(Ω) ≤ · · · ≤ Λ(2) ≤ Λ(1) = 0,
where Λ(1) corresponds to the uniform eigenvector, and
all others are non-positive. The perturbations δSµ and
δIµ can then be expressed as follows:

δSµ =

Ω∑
α=1

bαe
λ(α)tΦ(α)

µ , δIµ =

Ω∑
α=1

cαe
λ(α)tΦ(α)

µ , (5)

where λ(α) is the growth rate, while bα and cα are con-
stants set by the initial conditions. Substituting these
expressions into the linearized equations above decou-
ples the system, yielding for each index α the following
condition for the existence of a solution, where λ(α) now
represents the eigenvalue:

det

(
DSΛ

(α) − λ(α) γ − β̃S∗

0 β̃S∗ − γ +DIΛ
(α) − λ(α)

)
= 0.

Solving this determinant leads to the characteristic equa-
tion:(

DSΛ
(α) − λ(α)

)(
β̃S∗ − γ +DIΛ

(α) − λ(α)
)
= 0.

From this equation, we determine the two eigenvalues:

λ(α) = DSΛ
(α), λ(ᾱ) = β̃S∗ − γ +DIΛ

(α), (6)
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FIG. 3. The graph illustrates the two types of eigenvalues,
λ(α) and λ(ᾱ), both corresponding to Λ(α) but differing in
slope, associated with DS and DI , respectively. Notably, only
λ(ᾱ) can become unstable or strictly stable, as illustrated by
the dashed line. The inset provides a zoomed-in view, con-
firming that in our setting, the largest eigenvalue for λ(ᾱ) is
chosen as β̃S∗ − γ = −0.01 to prevent spectral degeneracy.

where α ranges from 1 to Ω, while ᾱ spans Ω+ 1 to 2Ω,
identifying the second type of eigenvalues; for compact-
ness, we introduce η ∈ {1, . . . , 2Ω}, so that λ(η) repre-
sents all eigenvalues of the Jacobian matrix.

For the system to be linearly unstable, we require
λ(ᾱ) > 0, which leads to the condition:

β̃S∗ − γ > 0.

This inequality indicates that the effective transmission
rate β̃, the steady-state susceptible fraction S∗, or al-
ternatively the recovery rate γ, must exceed a critical
threshold for instability, marking the onset of dynamic
transitions in the system. To avoid spectral degener-
acy, it is necessary to ensure that β̃S∗ − γ ̸= 0, as
setting β̃S∗ − γ = 0 would lead to λ(1) = λ(Ω+1) = 0
when Λ(1) = 0, resulting in degenerate eigenvalues. As
demonstrated in the Appendix, such degeneracy renders
the second-order perturbation undefined, and a more de-
tailed discussion of this issue will be provided in the sub-
sequent chapter. Such considerations are schematically
illustrated in Fig. 3, where both cases of eigenvalues are
shown, with only λ(ᾱ) capable of destabilizing the sys-
tem, as highlighted by the dashed red line, while the
inset illustrates the avoidance of degeneracy.

A deeper understanding of the role of DBMFµ in the
system’s dynamics requires analyzing the spectral prop-
erties of the Jacobian matrix, not only in terms of its
eigenvalues but also its eigenvectors, which determine the
system’s modal decomposition and the nature of pertur-
bation growth. So far, we have focused on determining
the eigenvalues, which characterize stability transitions.
We now turn our attention to the corresponding eigenvec-
tors, as they reveal how perturbations evolve in different

dynamical regimes and how the system responds to in-
stability. To this end, we now shift our focus to the full
system rather than its decoupled components, analyzing
the structure of J̃ , a 2Ω× 2Ω block matrix defined as

J̃ = D +J ,

where

D =

(
DSL 0
0 DIL

)
, J =

0
(
γ − β̃S∗

)
IΩ

0
(
β̃S∗ − γ

)
IΩ

 .

The block structure of J gives rise to two sets of eigen-
values, with corresponding eigenvectors of the form

ϕ(η) =

(
ϕ

(η)
S

ϕ
(η)
I

)
,

where ϕ(η)
S and ϕ(η)

I correspond to the subspaces of δS
and δI, respectively. These components satisfy different
possible configurations depending on the spectral prop-
erties of L and the interplay between D and J . Since
the eigenvalues are distinct, the corresponding eigenvec-
tors must be linearly independent, ensuring they form a
complete basis. Consequently, either ϕ(η)

S or ϕ(η)
I may

vanish, but both cannot be zero simultaneously, as this
would violate linear independence. Alternatively, as we
will see next, they may correspond to the eigenvectors of
the Laplacian matrix.

To determine the corresponding eigenvectors, we con-
sider the eigenvalue equation J̃ϕ(η) = λ(η)ϕ(η), leading
toDSL

(
γ − β̃S∗

)
IΩ

0 DIL−
(
γ − β̃S∗

)
IΩ

(ϕ(η)
S

ϕ
(η)
I

)
= λ(η)

(
ϕ

(η)
S

ϕ
(η)
I

)
.

Expanding the matrix product, we obtain the following
equations for the two components:

First row: DSLϕ(η)
S +

(
γ − β̃S∗

)
IΩϕ(η)

I = λ(η)ϕ
(η)
S ,

Second row:
[
DIL−

(
γ − β̃S∗

)
IΩ
]
ϕ

(η)
I = λ(η)ϕ

(η)
I .

(7)

1. Case 1: Eigenvalues λα = DSΛ
(α)

Substituting λα = DSΛ
(α) into the first row and after

rearranging terms gives:(
γ − β̃S∗

)
ϕ

(α)
I = DSΛ

(α)ϕ
(α)
S −DSLϕ(α)

S .

If ϕ(α)
S is a zero vector, then ϕ(α)

I must also be a zero
vector, an occurrence we have already excluded earlier.
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Therefore, ϕ(α)
S must correspond to an eigenvector of L,

and since it has eigenvalue Λ(α), it follows that:

DS Lϕ(α)
S = DS Λ(α)ϕ

(α)
S .

Thus, the right-hand side reduces to:(
γ − β̃ S∗

)
ϕ

(α)
I = 0.

and given that γ − β̃ S∗ ̸= 0, we conclude that:

ϕ
(α)
I = 0.

The choices for ϕ(α)
S and ϕ(α)

I are consistent, as they
ensure the eigenvalue equation remains valid. In fact,
substituting ϕ(α)

I = 0 into the second row confirms this
consistency and gives:[

DIL−
(
γ − β̃S∗

)
IΩ
]
0 = λ

(α)
1 0.

This equation is trivially satisfied, imposing no fur-
ther conditions. Thus, summarizing, for the eigenvalues
λ
(α)
1 = DSΛ

(α), the eigenvectors of J̃ are:

ϕ(α) =

(
Φ(α)

0

)
, (8)

where we recall that Φ(α) is an eigenvector of L with
eigenvalue Λ(α). In particular, when Λ(1) = 0 the Jaco-
bian eigenvector becomes ϕ(1) = (1⊤,−0⊤)⊤.

2. Case 2: Eigenvalues λ(ᾱ) = −γ + β̃S∗ +DIΛ
(α)

Substituting λ(ᾱ) = −γ+β̃S∗+DIΛ
(α) into the second

row, we have:[
DIL−

(
γ − β̃S∗

)
IΩ
]
ϕ

(ᾱ)
I =

(
−γ + β̃S∗ +DIΛ

(α)
)
ϕ

(ᾱ)
I .

If ϕ(ᾱ)
I is the zero vector, both sides of the equation van-

ish. Otherwise, if ϕ(ᾱ)
I is an eigenvector of L associated

with the eigenvalue Λ(α), and the left-hand side becomes
DIΛ

(α)ϕ
(ᾱ)
I − (γ− β̃S∗)ϕ

(ᾱ)
I . Thus, the second row equa-

tion holds, confirming that ϕ(ᾱ)
I is consistent with λ(ᾱ).

Now, substituting λ(ᾱ) = −γ + β̃S∗ + DIΛ
(α) into the

first row, and after rearranging terms we have:

(γ − β̃S∗)ϕ
(ᾱ)
I = (DI −DS)Λ

(α)ϕ
(ᾱ)
S − (γ − β̃S∗)ϕ

(ᾱ)
S .

Dividing through by γ− β̃S∗ (recalling it is nonzero), we
find:

ϕ
(ᾱ)
I = Eαϕ

(ᾱ)
S .

where we have defined

Eα =
(DI −DS)Λ

(α) − (γ − β̃S∗)

γ − β̃S∗
.

Therefore, we can conclude that for the eigenvalues
λ(ᾱ) = −γ + β̃S∗ + DIΛ

(α), the corresponding eigen-
vectors of Jacobian J̃ are:

ϕ(ᾱ) =

(
Φ(α)

EαΦ
(α)

)
. (9)

Notice that if ϕ(ᾱ)
I = 0, then ϕ

(ᾱ)
S = 0, which con-

tradicts the fact that eigenvectors forming a basis can-
not be zero. As a special case of interest, let us notice
that when Λ(1) = 0, the expression for Eα simplifies to
E1 = −1. Thus, in this case, ϕ(Ω+1) = (1⊤,−1⊤)⊤, in-
dicating a specific structure of the Jacobian eigenvector
when Λ(1) = 0.

B. Stability of the DBMF scenario

The structure of the two sets of Jacobian eigenval-
ues indicates that the most favorable stability condi-
tion occurs when all eigenvalues are negative, except for
λ(1) = Λ(1) = 0. However, this scenario introduces addi-
tional analytical challenges, necessitating advanced tech-
niques such as center manifold theory. In the following,
we show that the complementarity of the two species, S
and I, naturally eliminates the need for such technical
considerations.

We begin by considering the general solution for the
evolution of perturbations:

(
δS
δI

)
=

2Ω∑
α=1

Cαe
λαtϕ(α).

Notably, due to the conservation relationship at the level
of community nodes

∑
µ Sµ + Iµ = N, it follows that

δSµ = −δIµ, ∀µ. This condition ensures that within a
single metanode, any decrease in S must correspond to
an equivalent increase in I, and vice versa. Consequently,
the perturbations at t = 0 can be expressed in terms of
eigenvectors as

(
−δI
δI

)
=

2Ω∑
α=1

Cαϕ
(α).

Expanding the Jacobian eigenvectors ϕ(α) according to
their structure, we obtain:

(
−δI
δI

)
= C1

(
1
0

)
+

Ω∑
α=2

Cα

(
Φ(α)

0

)
+ CΩ+1

(
1
−1

)

+

Ω∑
α=2

CΩ+α

(
Φ(α)

EαΦ
(α)

)
.

Separating the components −δI and δI, we have:
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First row:

− δI = C11+

Ω∑
α=2

(Cα + CΩ+α)Φ
(α) + CΩ+11,

Second row: δI = −CΩ+11+

Ω∑
α=2

CΩ+αEαΦ
(α).

After equating and simplifying, we obtain:

C11+

Ω∑
α=2

(Cα + CΩ+α)Φ
(α) = −

Ω∑
α=2

CΩ+αEαΦ
(α).

To satisfy this equation for all Φ(α), it follows that

C1 = 0.

Recalling that E1 = −1, we obtain the general relation-
ship among the integration constants:

Cα = −(1 + Eα)CΩ+α, (10)

for α = 1, . . . ,Ω.
In conclusion, in the DBMF framework, the state evo-

lution of perturbations is given by:

lim
t→∞

[(
δS
δI

)
=
∑
α>1

Cαe
λαtΦ(α)

]
= 0.

since as t → ∞, the terms eλαt → 0 for α > 1, implying
that the perturbations δSµ and δIµ decay to zero, con-
firming that the system in this scenario is asymptotically
stable.

V. PERTURBATION ANALYSIS FOR THE
HETEROGENEOUS COMMUNITY DENSITIES

Thus far, we have analyzed the stability of the DBMF
model, where the community densities represented by
the metanodes are approximated by their average, as
obtained through the more refined DBMFµ formulation
of the original IBMF approach. As previously antici-
pated, analyzing a general spatially extended model as a
reaction-diffusion system of equations becomes analyti-
cally intractable in the presence of heterogeneous param-
eters, hindering a rigorous understanding of why denser
communities facilitate disease spreading and how other
key features of the epidemic dynamics emerge. To ad-
dress this limitation, we adopt a weak formulation in
which the contact network densities deviate slightly from
their mean, allowing for a perturbative analysis of the
eigenvalues and eigenvectors of the Jacobian matrix as-
sociated with the DBMFµ model. As we will see in sub-
sequent sections, the eigenvectors, in particular, play a
crucial role in distinguishing the behavior of dense and

sparse communities during both the early and later stages
of the epidemic, while a brief review of spectral perturba-
tion theory is provided in the Appendix for completeness.

Let us begin by considering the perturbation arising
from the fact that, symbolically, DBMFµ = DBMF +
ϵδ⟨k⟩µ, where δ⟨k⟩µ represents the deviation of the com-
munity density from its average value, ⟨⟨k⟩µ⟩. This trans-
lates to the perturbation matrix J̃ 0, which appears in the
expansion:

J̃ ϵ = J̃ 0 + ϵJ̃ 1.

The perturbative matrix J̃ 1 is given by:

J̃ 1 =

(
0 κ
0 −κ

)
,

where κ is a diagonal matrix with elements:

κµ =
β · ⟨⟨k⟩µ⟩

N
− β · ⟨k⟩µ

N
.

These diagonal elements satisfy the trace-free condition:

Ω∑
µ=1

κµ =

Ω∑
µ=1

(
β · ⟨⟨k⟩µ⟩

N
− β · ⟨k⟩µ

N

)

=
β

N

(
Ω∑

µ=1

⟨⟨k⟩µ⟩ −
Ω∑

µ=1

⟨k⟩µ

)
= 0 ,

since:

Ω∑
µ=1

⟨⟨k⟩µ⟩ = Ω · ⟨⟨k⟩µ⟩ and

Ω∑
µ=1

⟨k⟩µ = Ω · ⟨⟨k⟩µ⟩.

This result holds regardless of the distribution of ⟨k⟩µ,
confirming that the perturbation matrix κ remains trace-
free under all configurations of ⟨k⟩µ.

Building on this framework, we will next explore
higher-order perturbations in the Jacobian spectrum. To
maintain consistency with the notation used in the Ap-
pendix, we redefine the previously calculated eigenvalues
and eigenvectors of the Jacobian for DBMF as the zeroth-
order perturbation, i.e., for η = 1, . . . , 2Ω, the eigenvalues
λ(η) and eigenvectors ϕ(η) are rewritten as λ(η)

0 and ϕ(η)
0 ,

respectively.

A. First Order Perturbation Analysis

The first-order correction to the eigenvalue under the
perturbation J̃ 1 is given by:

λ
(θ)
1 = ϕ

(θ)⊤
0 J̃ 1ϕ

(θ)
0 ,

where we assume the orthonormality of the Jacobian
eigenvectors [47]. We now examine the two types of
eigenvalue-eigenvector pairs.
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Case 1: Substituting (8) into the expression above:

λ
(α)
1 =

(
Φ(α)⊤ 0⊤)(0 κ

0 −κ

)(
Φ(α)

0

)
.

= Φ(α)⊤ · 0 = 0.

Thus, in this case, the first-order correction vanishes.

Case 2: In this case, we focus on the perturbation of
the largest eigenvalue, corresponding to Λ(1) = 0 of the
Laplacian L, as it is the most likely candidate to become
positive and influence the system’s stability. Substituting
the normalized eigenvector (9), and noting that for this
case E1 = −1, the first-order correction is given by:

λ
(Ω+1)
1 =

1

2

(
1⊤ −1⊤)(0 κ

0 −κ

)(
1
−1

)
= −1⊤κ1 = 0,

where the last equality follows from the trace-free prop-
erty of κ. In conclusion, the first-order perturbation of
the largest eigenvalue in the second set also vanishes.
Although the first-order correction for other eigenval-
ues in this set is generally nonzero, the corresponding
zeroth-order eigenvalues are significantly smaller than the
largest eigenvalue. As a result, these eigenvalues are un-
likely to have a significant impact on stability.

From the analysis above, we find that the first-order
eigenvalue correction λ

(α)
1 vanishes for the relevant eigen-

values. Consequently, a complete understanding of sta-
bility requires examining the second-order eigenvalue cor-
rection, particularly for the largest eigenvalue and its re-
sponse to perturbations. This underscores the necessity
of higher-order perturbative analysis in drawing accurate
conclusions about the system’s stability.

B. Second Order Perturbation Analysis

Following the second-order perturbation formula, de-
rived in the Appendix, we have

λ
(θ)
2 =

∑
η ̸=θ

(
ϕ

(η)⊤
0 J̃ 1ϕ

(θ)
0

)2
λ
(θ)
0 − λ

(η)
0

, (11)

assuming that the eigenvectors are normalized, i.e.,
ϕ

(θ)⊤
0 ϕ

(η)
0 = δθη. To analyze this expression, we consider

two distinct cases.
Case 1: In the first case, the numerator of the second-

order correction term, ϕ(η)⊤
0 J̃ 1ϕ

(α)
0 , vanishes for all

η ̸= α. This follows from the first-order perturbation
analysis, which establishes that J̃ 1ϕ

(α)
0 = 0. As a re-

sult, ϕ(η)⊤
0 J̃ 1ϕ

(α)
0 is always zero, leading to λ

(α)
2 = 0.

Case 2: As previously discussed, to prevent the degen-
erate scenario dictated by the second-order perturbation
formula (11), we adjust γ− β̃S∗ to a small negative value

close to zero. This adjustment ensures that the largest
eigenvalue, λ(ᾱ), remains slightly smaller than λ(α) while
still being larger than the other eigenvalues in the spec-
trum. Consequently, the separation between λ(ᾱ) and the
remaining eigenvalues is maintained.

To analyze the second-order perturbation, we decom-
pose the summation in (11) into two parts. First, con-
sider the term corresponding to η = 1, where the de-
nominator satisfies λ

(Ω+1)
0 − λ

(1)
0 < 0. However, due to

the structure of the eigenvectors, the numerator vanishes,

i.e.,
(
ϕ

(1)⊤
0 J̃ 1ϕ

(Ω+1)
0

)2
= 0. This follows from the com-

putation:

ϕ
(1)⊤
0 J̃ 1ϕ

(Ω+1)
0 =

1√
2

(
1⊤ 0⊤)(0 κ

0 −κ

)(
1
−1

)
= − 1√

2
1⊤κ1 = 0,

which follows from the trace-free property of κ. Conse-
quently, this term does not contribute to λ

(ᾱ)
2 .

Next, consider the case η ̸= 1,Ω + 1, where the de-
nominator λ

(Ω+1)
0 − λ

(η)
0 > 0. Since the numerator(

ϕ
(η)⊤
0 J̃ 1ϕ

(Ω+1)
0

)2
≥ 0, this part of the summation may

contribute positively to λ
(Ω+1)
2 . Specifically, we have

ϕ
(η)⊤
0 J̃ 1ϕ

(Ω+1)
0 =


− 1√

2
Φ(α)⊤κ1, η = 2, . . . ,Ω,

Eα − 1√
2 (1 + E2

α)
Φ(α)⊤κ1, η = Ω+ 2, . . . , 2Ω,

where in both cases above, α = 2, . . . ,Ω. All these terms
are, in principle, nonzero since Φ(α)⊤ ̸= 1⊤.

In conclusion, as a result of the combination of these
two contributions, the second-order correction is strictly
positive, λ(Ω+1)

2 > 0. This explains why the presence of
metacommunities that are denser than average drives the
system toward instability or, in other words, leads to a
global surge in infections.

VI. LOCALIZATION AND REDUCTION
APPROACH TO PATTERN PREDICTION

Thus far, we have examined how communities with a
higher-than-average density of connections contribute to
driving the system from a globally healthy state to an
infected one. However, this analysis provides neither in-
sight into the role of individual nodes in disease spreading
nor an understanding of how the infection is distributed
among the metapopulation network. To address this,
we employ a pattern formation approach, which enables
the prediction of spatial patterns in second-order phase
transition dynamics, recently even in the context of net-
works [32, 48–54]. As shown in Fig. 2, the bifurcation
from a fully uninfected to an infected system is contin-
uous, making such an analysis applicable. According to
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this framework, near the critical point, the system tran-
sitions to a new state with only a small pattern variation,
implying that it remains close to the linear approxima-
tion valid in the initial regime. Consequently, if there is
a single unstable mode, which in our case corresponds to
λ(Ω+1), the associated Jacobian eigenvector ϕ(Ω+1) pro-
vides a meaningful indicator of the evolution and equi-
librium distribution of the infection.

In Fig. 4, the upper section shows a metanode-level
comparison of the asymptotic infection state I∗, derived
from the IBMF simulation, with the original critical
eigenvector ϕ(Ω+1) and its different orders of approxima-
tion. As the variance of the distribution of community
densities increases, the differences between the approxi-
mations become more pronounced. However, the second-
order perturbation of the eigenvector still captures the
distribution well. This highlights the need to understand
how the Jacobian eigenvectors relate to the distribution
of metanode connectivity densities.

Building on this idea, we focus on the localization of
the Laplacian eigenvectors, which plays a key role in
shaping the spatial structure of infection patterns. The
Laplacian matrix L exhibits a set of localized eigenvec-
tors ϕ(α), forming a matrix Φ that is approximated to
be diagonal. This effect becomes stronger with increas-
ing network randomness and, consequently, with the size
of the network [35–37]. For further details on the lo-
calization properties, see Fig. 5 in the Appendix, where
a general decoupling and reduction approach in matrix
form is presented. In the following, we will derive the
result specifically focused on the current problem.

We start by considering the eigenvalue problem (7) ex-
panding the eigenvalue and eigenvectors in terms of a
small perturbation parameter ϵ, we write

λ(Ω+1) = λ
(Ω+1)
0 + ϵλ

(Ω+1)
1 +O(ϵ2),

ϕ
(Ω+1)
S = ϕ

(Ω+1)
S,0 + ϵϕ

(Ω+1)
S,1 +O(ϵ2),

ϕ
(Ω+1)
I = ϕ

(Ω+1)
I,0 + ϵϕ

(Ω+1)
I,1 +O(ϵ2).

Additionally, we expand β̃µ as β̃µ = β̃+ϵκµ. Substituting
these expansions into the governing equations, at zeroth
order O(1), we obtain

DSLϕ(Ω+1)
S,0 +

(
γ − β̃S∗

)
IΩϕ(Ω+1)

I,0 = λ
(Ω+1)
0 ϕ

(Ω+1)
S,0 ,[

DIL−
(
γ − β̃S∗

)
IΩ
]
ϕ

(Ω+1)
I,0 = λ

(Ω+1)
0 ϕ

(Ω+1)
I,0 .

Given that λ
(Ω+1)
0 = −γ + β̃S∗, ϕ(Ω+1)

S,0 = 1, and

ϕ
(Ω+1)
I,0 = −1, and since L1 = 0, it follows that the

zeroth-order contribution vanishes. Proceeding to first
order O(ϵ), we derive the system

DSLϕ(Ω+1)
S,1 +

(
γ − β̃S∗

)
IΩϕ(Ω+1)

I,1 = S∗κ1+ λ
(Ω+1)
0 ϕ

(Ω+1)
S,1 ,[

DIL−
(
γ − β̃S∗

)
IΩ
]
ϕ

(Ω+1)
I,1 = −S∗κ1+ λ

(Ω+1)
0 ϕ

(Ω+1)
I,1 .

Summing these two equations eliminates the perturba-
tion term S∗κ1, and solving for Φ

(Ω+1)
I,1 , yields

DILϕ(Ω+1)
I,1 = −S∗κ1. (12)

Starting from this equation ϕ
(Ω+1)
I,1 and −S∗κ1 can be

expressed as linear combinations of the eigenvectors of
the Laplacian matrix. Thus, we have:

DIL
∑
α ̸=1

C1
αϕ

(α) =
∑
α

bαϕ
(α),

where the former follows the same expansion of the spec-
tral perturbation of the eigenvectors as described in the
Appendix. Proceeding it simplifies to∑

α̸=1

DIC
1
αΛ

(α)ϕ(α) =
∑
α

bαϕ
(α) ,

and using the orthogonality of eigenvectors, we deduce
that

bα =

{
0 α = 1,

DIC
1
αΛ

(α) α ̸= 1.

Consequently,

C1
α =

bα
DIΛ(α)

since Λ(α) < 0 for α ̸= 1.
As anticipated, not all the eigenvectors are localized

enough, so we will assume that we have to choose the
distribution of the densities κ1. Applying these assump-
tions, we express

−S∗κ1 =

Π∑
α=1

bαϕ
(α) +

Ω∑
α=Π+1

bαϕ
(α).

Then,

bα =

{
0 α = 1, . . . ,Π,

−S∗ϕ(α)⊤κ1 α = Π+ 1, . . . ,Ω ,

which we can rewrite in matrix form

−S∗κ1 = Φ̃b̃,

where Φ̃ = [ϕ(N+1), . . . ,ϕ(Ω)] and b̃ = [bN+1, . . . , bΩ]
⊤.

At this point we will use the fact that Φ̃ is approximately
diagonal, we obtain:

S∗κα ≈

{
0 α = 1, . . . ,Π,

−bαϕ
(α)
α α = Π+ 1, . . . ,Ω.

(13)

Since ∑
α̸=1

DIC
1
αΛ

(α)ϕ(α) =

Ω∑
α=Π+1

bαϕ
(α),
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FIG. 4. The figure illustrates the distribution of metanodes along the horizontal axis, with the vertical axis divided into two
sections. The upper section represents a metanode comparison of the asymptotic infection state I∗, obtained through the IBMF
simulation, with the original critical eigenvector ϕ(Ω+1) and its different orders of approximation. The lower section compares
the densities deviation vector κ with the first-order correction of the critical vector ϕ

(Ω+1)
1 . In the localization method, we set

Π = 1, excluding only the case where Λ(1) = 0. The probability follows a normal distribution with a mean of 0.5 and standard
deviations of (a) 0.01, (b) 0.05, and (c) 0.08, respectively. To maintain distinct eigenvalues, the condition β̃S∗ − γ = −0.01

is imposed. Across all three panels, only the eigenvalue λ(Ω+1) is controlled to be positive. The parameters used are Ω = 20,
N = 50, q = 0.5, β = 0.5, DS = 0.2, and DI = 0.1.

we derive

C1
α =

0 α = 1, . . . ,Π,
bα

DIΛ(α)
α = Π+ 1, . . . ,Ω.

(14)

Thus,

ϕ
(Ω+1)
I,1 =

∑
α>Π

C1
αϕ

(α).

Finally, combining together eqs. (13) and (14), and mak-
ing again use of the near diagonality of the eigenvectors
matrix we conclude that:

ϕ(Ω+1)
α ≈

0 α = 1, . . . ,Π,

C1
ηϕ

(α)
α = − S∗κα

DIΛ(α)
α = Π+ 1, . . . ,Ω.

(15)
Eq. (15) establishes a one-to-one correspondence with

community densities. This is illustrated in Fig. 4 where
the lower panels show the comparison between the den-
sities deviation vector κ and the first-order correction of
the critical vector ϕ(Ω+1)

1 . The results demonstrate that
the first-order correction effectively captures the primary
deviations, emphasizing the influence of network struc-
ture on the spatial distribution of infection densities.

VII. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

In this work, we addressed the challenge of modeling
epidemic spreading in structured populations, where the
contribution of local contact networks within metapopu-
lation dynamics is often overlooked or simplified. While

some previous studies have integrated local contact struc-
tures with larger-scale mobility (e.g., [21, 55–57]), they
typically assume homogeneous mixing within patches or
focus on idealized mobility patterns. In contrast, we de-
veloped a unified framework that explicitly incorporates
both the heterogeneity of local interactions and the hi-
erarchical structure of the metapopulation, providing a
more accurate representation of real-world spreading dy-
namics.

To eliminate the complexity of local contact networks,
we employed a degree-based mean-field approximation,
scaling the contagion rate with the mean degree of each
metanode. This approach allowed us to obtain a sim-
plified representation where the contagion rates inher-
ently differ between metanodes due to their structural
heterogeneity. The homogenized contagion rates across
the metapopulation provided insights into the system’s
averaged behavior, establishing a baseline for compari-
son, although this approach did not account for the ef-
fects of heterogeneity. In contrast, when the contagion
rates remained heterogeneous, spectral perturbation the-
ory demonstrated that denser metanodes play a critical
role in driving the global spread of infection, highlight-
ing the disproportionate influence of communities with
higher internal connectivity. Building on this, we em-
ployed a decoupling approach based on the localization
of Laplacian eigenvectors, a known phenomenon in large
random networks, to quantify the contribution of each
metanode to the epidemic spread, demonstrating that
denser and more infected communities have a greater
impact on the overall dynamics [35, 36]. This mapping
between contagion rates and infection levels enables a
predictive understanding of how structural heterogeneity
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shapes epidemic patterns.
A central outcome of this study is the development

of a twofold framework: first, providing a detailed for-
mulation of our hierarchical epidemic model that explic-
itly accounts for the local interaction structure within
a metapopulation context, and second, paving the way
for a more general understanding of structured popu-
lation dynamics. Structured populations arise in vari-
ous contexts, reflecting heterogeneities such as age, spa-
tial distribution, network connectivity, and risk behav-
iors. Age-structured models classify individuals by age
groups [58, 59], spatially structured models account for
geographic distribution [60, 61], network-structured mod-
els capture contact patterns, and risk-structured models
address differences in susceptibility or behavior. Each of
these approaches highlights specific epidemiological sce-
narios, providing insights into how different forms of het-
erogeneity shape disease dynamics.

By leveraging the spectral localization of complex net-
works, we developed a new decoupling approach that
moves beyond traditional perturbative methods, which
typically focus on mean parameter values, and instead al-
lows for the inclusion of heterogeneous community struc-
tures and varying contagion rates. This advancement
enables us to identify how dense, highly connected com-
munities act as primary drivers of global infection spread.
By mapping contagion rates to infection levels, we es-
tablish a clear correspondence between community-level
infection densities and the components of the dominant
Laplacian eigenvector, offering a predictive tool for as-
sessing outbreak dynamics based on network structure.
These results underscore the importance of accounting
for structural heterogeneity and community organization
when modeling epidemic dynamics, offering a flexible and
general framework applicable to a wide range of complex
systems where structured populations are fundamental.

Our work situates itself within the broader context of
network theory, drawing connections to various types of
structured networks, such as multilayer networks [62, 63],
modular networks [64, 65], networks of networks [66], and
interconnected networks [67], where dynamical processes
like epidemic spreading and information diffusion have
been extensively studied [68–70]. However, our model
uniquely addresses the interplay between local contact
dynamics and global diffusion processes, aligning well
with the concept of metaplex networks [71], which cap-
tures the interaction between local and global patterns
in structured populations. By integrating these perspec-
tives, our approach contributes to a more comprehen-
sive understanding of spreading dynamics in complex sys-
tems.
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APPENDIX A: SPECTRAL PERTURBATION
THEORY

We present the general framework for spectral pertur-
bation theory, focusing primarily on second-order correc-
tions [33, 34]. Starting from a symmetric matrix M0

with known eigenvalues and eigenvectors, we introduce a
small perturbation ϵM1, such that the perturbed matrix
can be written as:

Mϵ = M0 + ϵM1

For symmetric matrices M0, the eigenvectors are orthog-
onal and can be denoted as ϕ(θ)

0 . Our objective is to com-
pute the changes in eigenvalues and eigenvectors of Mϵ,
with emphasis on second-order corrections. The continu-
ity theorem of eigenvalues guarantees that the eigenval-
ues of Mϵ vary continuously with ϵ, forming the basis
for the perturbative expansion [34].

The eigenvalues λ(θ) and eigenvectors ϕ(θ) of Mϵ are
expanded as power series in ϵ:

λ(θ) = λ
(θ)
0 + ϵλ

(θ)
1 + ϵ2λ

(θ)
2 + · · ·

ϕ(θ) = ϕ
(θ)
0 + ϵϕ

(θ)
1 + ϵ2ϕ

(θ)
2 + · · ·

A. First-Order Corrections

The first-order correction to the eigenvalue is given by:

λ
(θ)
1 =

ϕ
(θ)⊤

0 M1ϕ
(θ)
0

ϕ
(θ)⊤

0 ϕ
(θ)
0

. (16)

The corresponding correction to the eigenvector is:

ϕ
(θ)
1 =

∑
η ̸=θ

C1
ηϕ

(η)
0 (17)

where the coefficients C1
η are:

C1
η =

ϕ
(η)⊤
0 M1ϕ

(θ)
0(

λ
(θ)
0 − λ

(η)
0

)
ϕ

(η)⊤
0 ϕ

(η)
0

.

B. Second-Order Corrections

The second-order correction to the eigenvalue λ
(θ)
2 is:

λ
(θ)
2 =

ϕ
(θ)⊤
0 M1ϕ

(θ)
1

ϕ
(θ)⊤
0 ϕ

(θ)
0

. (18)

Substituting ϕ(θ)
1 into the expression yields:

λ
(θ)
2 =

∑
η ̸=θ

C1
ηϕ

(θ)⊤
0 M1ϕ

(η)
0

ϕ
(θ)⊤
0 ϕ

(θ)
0

.
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Utilizing the symmetry property of the matrix:

ϕ
(θ)⊤
0 M1ϕ

(η)
0 = ϕ

(η)⊤
0 M1ϕ

(θ)
0 ,

the second-order correction becomes:

λ
(θ)
2 =

∑
η ̸=θ

(
ϕ

(η)⊤
0 M1ϕ

(θ)
0

)2
(
λ
(θ)
0 − λ

(η)
0

)
ϕ

(θ)⊤
0 ϕ

(θ)
0

.

Assuming normalized eigenvectors, the expression simpli-
fies. The sign of the correction depends on the difference
λ
(θ)
0 − λ

(η)
0 .

The coefficient for the second-order eigenvector correc-
tion is given by:

C2
η =

ϕ
(η)⊤
0 M1ϕ

(θ)
1 − λ

(θ)
1

∑
ξ ̸=θ C

1
ξϕ

(η)⊤
0 ϕ

(ξ)
0(

λ
(η)
0 − λ

(θ)
0

)
ϕ

(η)⊤
0 ϕ

(η)
0

.

Since the first-order eigenvector correction is given by:

ϕ
(θ)
1 =

∑
η ̸=θ

C1
ηϕ

(η)
0 ,

we substitute this into the expression for C2
η :

C2
η =

ϕ
(η)⊤
0

(
M1 − λ

(θ)
1 IΩ

)
ϕ

(θ)
1(

λ
(η)
0 − λ

(θ)
0

)
ϕ

(η)⊤
0 ϕ

(η)
0

.

The second-order correction to the eigenvector then
reads:

ϕ
(θ)
2 =

∑
η ̸=θ

C2
ηϕ

(η)
0 . (19)

APPENDIX B: HIERARCHICAL NETWORK
GENERATION IN STRUCTURED

POPULATIONS

The following describes the generation process of the
hierarchical networks used in the main text. We con-
struct a hierarchical network consisting of Ω metanodes,
where each metanode contains N individual nodes. The
hierarchical structure involves two levels of networks: the
transport network, which governs the connections be-
tween metanodes, and the contact networks, which define
the connectivity within each metanode. Both the trans-
port and contact networks follow the Erdős–Rényi (ER)
topology [5, 72].

The connectivity between metanodes (transport net-
work) is governed by the probability parameter q, which
represents the likelihood of connections between metan-
odes within the local network. Meanwhile, the connec-
tivity within each metanode (contact network) is deter-
mined by the parameter p, defined as an N -dimensional
vector, where each element specifies the probability of

connections between nodes within the contact network of
a given metanode. A higher value of p indicates a greater
likelihood of intra-metanode connections, leading to an
increased average degree within that metanode.

To systematically explore different network structures,
we consider two distinct scenarios for the degree distri-
bution of nodes within metanodes. In the first scenario,
the degree distribution follows a normal distribution, re-
quiring p to be generated based on a given mean and
variance. In the second scenario, we introduce skewed
degree distributions by generating p using a gamma dis-
tribution with shape parameter α = 1 and scale param-
eter θ = 2, resulting in a left-skewed distribution. A
right-skewed distribution is then obtained by applying a
reflection transformation to the left-skewed p.

By controlling the statistical properties of p, we ensure
that the resulting networks exhibit the desired degree
distributions, enabling a comprehensive analysis of the
impact of intra-metanode connectivity heterogeneity on
network dynamics.

APPENDIX C: REDUCTION METHOD FOR
LOCALIZED EIGENVECTORS

We aim to reduce the dimensionality of a linear sys-
tem by exploiting the spectral properties of a symmet-
ric matrix, with particular emphasis on the localization
of its eigenvectors. This technique is especially relevant
in the context of complex random networks, where the
underlying operator often exhibits increasingly localized
eigenmodes as the network size and disorder increase. In
such systems, only a small subset of modes meaningfully
contributes to the overall dynamics, enabling efficient di-
mensionality reduction.

We consider the linear system

Nψ = ζ,

where N ∈ RΩ×Ω is a symmetric matrix—typically as-
sociated with the Laplacian operator of a network—and
ζ ∈ RΩ is a given vector. Due to its symmetry, N admits
an orthogonal eigenvalue decomposition,

N = ΦΛΦ⊤,

where Φ ∈ RΩ×Ω is the matrix of orthonormal eigenvec-
tors of N , and Λ ∈ RΩ×Ω is a diagonal matrix containing
the corresponding eigenvalues.

This decomposition facilitates transforming the origi-
nal system into the eigenbasis of N . Substituting into
the equation yields

ΦΛΦ⊤ψ = ζ,

and multiplying both sides by Φ⊤ results in the system
in the spectral domain:

Λ
(
Φ⊤ψ

)
= Φ⊤ζ.
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FIG. 5. Localization of Laplacian eigenvectors. The heatmaps display the eigenvector components for Laplacian matrices of
networks with (a) 20, (b) 50, and (c) 100 nodes. Each column represents an eigenvector, ranked in increasing order of the
corresponding eigenvalues.

This diagonal system can be efficiently solved once the
components Φ⊤ζ are known. To proceed, we impose two
key assumptions that enable significant simplification:

• Eigenvector localization: The matrix N has a set
of localized eigenvectors {ϕ(α)}, such that only a
small number of modes significantly contribute to
the solution ψ. This localization becomes more
pronounced with increasing network size and ran-
domness [35–37].

• Structure of the forcing term: The vector ζ is struc-
tured such that its projections onto the eigenvec-
tors of N are predominantly aligned with the most
localized modes, while contributions from other
modes are negligible.

As shown in Fig. 5, localization may not be evenly
distributed among the eigenvectors of N . We define Π ≤
Ω as the number of eigenvectors corresponding to zero
eigenvalues, i.e., those satisfying Λ(α) = 0, which do not
contribute to the solution. Additionally, we focus on the
subset of eigenvectors exhibiting strong localization, as
these dominate the solution’s structure.

Applying these assumptions, we express

ζ = Φb,

where we decompose b into two parts corresponding to
the subsets of eigenvectors associated with zero eigenval-
ues and those that are either nonzero or strongly local-
ized. In this decomposition, b and Φ are considered as a

block vector and a block matrix, respectively:

b =

[
bΠ

b̃

]
, Φ =

[
ΦΠ Φ̃

]
.

In the particular case where

bΠ = 0, b̃ = Φ̃⊤ζ,

this reduces to

ζ = Φ̃b̃.
Assuming that Φ̃ is approximately diagonal, we approx-
imate

ζ = Φ̃b̃ ≈ diag(Φ̃)b̃,

ensuring that ζ meets the conditions for dimensional re-
duction. Summarizing, we have

Φ⊤ψ =

[
0

Λ̃−1b̃

]
,

where Λ̃ is a Π×Π diagonal matrix containing the eigen-
values corresponding to the Π most significant eigenvec-
tors, either through nonzero values or strong localization.

Finally, the solution takes the form

ψ ≈ Φ̃Λ̃−1b̃.

Since b̃ = Φ̃⊤ζ, we obtain the compact expression

ψ ≈ Φ̃Λ̃−1Φ̃⊤ζ.

This final expression explicitly highlights that Λ̃ is of
dimension Π×Π, representing the eigenvectors that sig-
nificantly contribute to the solution, either through their
eigenvalues or strong localization.
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