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In this work we propose a comprehensive theoretical framework combining percolation theory
to nonlinear dynamics in order to study hypergraphs with a time-varying giant component. We
consider in particular hypergraphs with higher-order triadic interactions that can upregulate or
downregulate the hyperedges. Triadic interactions are a general type of signed regulatory interaction
that occurs when a third node regulates the interaction between two other nodes. For example, in
brain networks, the glia can facilitate or inhibit synaptic interactions between neurons. However,
the regulatory interactions may not only occur between regulator nodes and pairwise interactions
but also between regulator nodes and higher-order interactions (hyperedges), leading to higher-
order triadic interactions. For instance, in biochemical reaction networks, the enzymes regulate
the reactions involving multiple reactants. Here we propose and investigate higher-order triadic
percolation on hypergraphs showing that the giant component can have a non-trivial dynamics.
Specifically, we demonstrate that, under suitable conditions, the order parameter of this percolation
problem, i.e., the fraction of nodes in the giant component, undergoes a route to chaos in the
universality class of the logistic map. In hierarchical higher-order triadic percolation we extend this
paradigm in order to treat hierarchically nested triadic interactions demonstrating the non-trivial
effect of their increased combinatorial complexity on the critical phenomena and the dynamical
properties of the process. Finally, we consider other generalizations of the model studying the
effect of considering interdependencies and node regulation instead of hyperedge regulation. The
comprehensive theoretical framework presented here sheds light on possible scenarios for climate
networks, biological networks and brain networks, where the hypergraph connectivity changes over
time.

I. INTRODUCTION

Higher-order networks [1–6] capture the many-body in-
teractions among two or more nodes present in a large
variety of complex systems, ranging from the brain to
chemical reaction networks. Higher-order networks dis-
play a very rich interplay between topology and dynamics
[1, 2, 7] which is leading to significant progress in network
theory. Notably, higher-order interactions affect synchro-
nization [8–12], percolation [13–20], epidemic spreading
[21–23], and random walks and diffusion [24, 25].

Triadic interactions are a general type of higher-order
interactions in which one or more nodes regulate the ac-
tivity of a link between two other nodes. This type of
interaction is widely observed in nature such as brain
networks, ecological networks, and biochemical reaction
networks [26–29]. Indeed, in the brain, the glia inhibit
or facilitate the synaptic interactions between pairs of
neurons; in biochemical reaction networks, the reactions
are controlled by increasing or decreasing the activity of
enzymes. Recently, there is a growing interest in triadic
interactions from theoretical side. Importantly, triadic
interactions have been recently shown to give rise to a
paradigmatic change in the theory of percolation, accord-
ing to the recently proposed triadic percolation [13, 30]
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model. Futhermore, it has been shown that triadic in-
teractions affect learning [31, 32], signal processing and
network dynamics [33, 34].

Triadic interactions can be generalized to hypergraphs,
where one or more nodes can regulate the presence of a
hyperedge or its strength. For instance, in chemical reac-
tion networks, enzymes can regulate chemical reactions
which can be represented as hyperedges [29, 35] includ-
ing the set of their reactants. In this work, we propose
higher-order triadic percolation (HOTP) and its varia-
tions showing the important effects arising when triadic
percolation is formulated on hypergraphs.

Percolation [36–39] is one of the most fundamental crit-
ical phenomena defined on networks and has been exten-
sively used to characterize the robustness of networks[40].
Percolation on simple networks is characterized by a sec-
ond order phase transition at which the emergence of the
giant component can be observed, when nodes or links
are randomly damaged. In the last decades important
progress in network theory has demonstrated that more
general percolation problems, including k-core percola-
tion [41], and interdependent percolation on multiplex
networks [42–46] can display discontinuous hybrid tran-
sitions, higher-order critical points [47] and exotic phase
diagrams [48]. In all these problems the size of the giant
component is monitored after a (random) damage is in-
flicted to the nodes or to the links of the network, and
after the eventual cascade of failure events triggered by
the initial perturbation reaches a steady state.

Triadic percolation [13, 30], however demonstrates that
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percolation can become a fully-fledged dynamical process
in which the giant component never reaches a steady
state. If the triadic interactions are defined on top of
a random network [13], the giant component becomes in
general time-dependent and its size, that defines the or-
der parameter of the model, can undergo a route to chaos
in the logistic map universality class [49, 50]. Moreover
triadic percolation on spatial networks leads to topologi-
cal changes in the structure of the giant component gen-
erating non-trivial spatio-temporal patterns, as shown in
Ref. [30].

In this work we investigate higher-order triadic perco-
lation (HOTP) on hypergraphs. We reveal that on hy-
pergraphs, the HOTP is a fully-fledged dynamical pro-
cess whose order parameter displays period-doubling and
a route to chaos, when both positive and negative regu-
lations are present with non-zero probability. Thus the
phase diagram of HOTP reduces in this scenario to an
orbit diagram that we hereby prove to be in the univer-
sality class of the logistic map.

The critical properties of HOTP are highly non-trivial.
Here we characterize them in important limiting cases in
which there are exclusively positive or exclusively neg-
ative regulatory interactions, characterizing their dis-
continuous hybrid transitions, period-2 bifurcations, and
continuous transitions. When both positive and negative
regulations are present, we indicate the conditions for
observing unusual orbit diagrams with a reentrant col-
lapsed phase. In this case we observe a phase transition
between a collapsed state with a null giant component
and an active phase with a non-zero and time-varying gi-
ant component while the probability of down-regulating
the hyperedges increases.

Triadic interactions can also be hierarchically nested as
recognized in the context of ecological networks in Ref.
[28]. In order to study the effects of hierarchical reg-
ulation, we propose and study hierarchical higher-order
triadic percolation (HHOTP). In this scenario, the reg-
ulatory interaction between a node and a hyperedge is
controlled by other regulatory interactions and so on.
We reveal that the dynamics of HHOTP is significantly
different from the dynamics of HOTP due to the combi-
natorial complexity of their HHOTIs. Indeed as long as
the hypergraphs contains negative HHOTIs with a non-
vanishing probability, HHOTP displays a much richer dy-
namics than HOTP which can lead to period-doubling
and a route to chaos also if no positive HHOTIs are
present. Moreover, our theoretical derivation reveals that
the route to chaos of HHOTI is no longer in the logistic
map universality class.

This work includes an in depth discussion of two
other interesting variations of HOTP: the interdepen-
dent higher-order triadic percolation (IHOTP), and
the higher-order node dynamical percolation model
(HONDP). In IHOTP, we adopt the notion of interde-
pendent hypergraph giant component introduced in Ref.
[14] which in absence of regulation is already known to
display discontinuous hybrid transition. This different

nature of the underlying percolation process has dramatic
effects on the dynamics of IHOTP. In particular, here we
indicate the conditions under which the route-to-chaos
in IHOTP is impeded. The study of HONDP allows us
to discuss in detail the effect of regulating the nodes in-
stead of the hyperedges revealing important differences
with HOTP.
The paper is structured as follows. In Section II, we

introduce random hypergraphs with higher-order triadic
interactions and with hierarchical triadic interactions; in
Sections III and IV we define HOTP and HHOTP and
we investigate their critical properties; in Section V, we
discuss other generalizations of HOTP, including IHOTP
and HONDP; finally, in Section VI we provide the con-
cluding remarks. The paper also includes two Appen-
dices. In the Appendix A we prove that the order pa-
rameter of HOTP undergoes a route-to-chaos in the uni-
versality class of the logistic map. In Appendix B we
discuss HOTP and HONDP in presence of partial regu-
lation, i.e. where hyperedges (for HOTP) or nodes (for
HONDP) are regulated with probability 1− ρ0 < 1.

II. RANDOM HYPERGRAPHS WITH
HIGHER-ORDER TRIADIC INTERACTIONS

We consider random hypergraphs with higher-order
triadic interactions. These higher-order networks can be
modeled as a multilayer structure [37] formed by a struc-
tural hypergraph and a signed bipartite network encod-
ing the triadic interactions.

A. Structural hypergraphs

We consider a structural hypergraph H(V,EH) formed
by a set of nodes V and a set of hyperedges EH . Each
hyperedge α of cardinality mα = m is characterized by
the set of nodes v it contains, i.e.,

α = [v1, v2, · · · , vm] . (1)

The hyperdegree k of a node is defined as the number of
its incident hyperedges.
Hypergraphs can always be represented as factor

graphs, i.e. bipartite networks G = (V,U,E) formed by
a set of nodes V , a set of factor nodes U , and a set of
links EF between nodes and factor nodes. The factor
graph G = (V,U,E) corresponding to the hypergraph
H(V,EH) can be constructed by mapping each hyper-
edge α ∈ EH uniquely to factor nodes uα ∈ U and con-
necting node v ∈ V to the factor node uα ∈ U if the node
v belongs to hyperedge α in the hypergraphH. Thus, the
hyperdegree of a node in the hypergraph is indicated by
the degree of its corresponding node in the factor graph
and the cardinality of a hyperedge is indicated by the
degree of its corresponding factor node (see Fig. 1).

In this work we consider exclusively random hyper-
graphs with hyperdegree distribution P (k) and hyper-
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edge cardinality distribution Q(m). We denote with
⟨k⟩ =

∑
k kP (k) the average hyperdegree of the nodes

of the hypergraph and with ⟨m⟩ =
∑

m mQ(m) the aver-
age cardinality of the hyperedges of the hypergraph. We
furthermore assume that their factor graph representa-
tion is locally tree-like (see for a detailed discussion of
this assumption Ref. [14]). This assumption is generally
met by the considered random hypergraphs under very
general conditions over the distributions P (k) and Q(m),
and applies to the case in which P (k) and Q(m) have fi-
nite moments as for Poisson distributions. In the follow-
ing we make use to the hypergraph generating functions
G0(x), G1(x) and G1,m(x) defined as

G1(x) =
∑
k

kP (k)

⟨k⟩
xk−1,

G0(x) =
∑
k

P (k)xk,

G1,m(x) =
∑
m

mQ(m)

⟨m⟩
xm−1. (2)

The considered random hypergraphs reduce to networks
when all the hyperedges have cardinality m = 2, (i.e. are
edges). In terms of the cardinality distribution Q(m),
this happens when Q(m) = δm,2 where here and in the
following δx,y indicates the Kronecker delta. In this work
we provide general results for arbitrary hypergraphs but
if not otherwise explicitly stated, we will perform the
numerical analysis and the Monte Carlo simulations on
hypergraphs having hyperedges with constant cardinal-
ity m and Poisson hyperdegree distribution P (k) with
average hyperdegree c.

B. Higher-order triadic interactions

1. Higher-order triadic interactions

Higher-order triadic interactions (HOTIs) occur when
one or more nodes regulate a hyperedge. The HOTIs are
signed, i.e. they can be associated with a positive or neg-
ative regulatory role. For instance, an enzyme can speed
up or inhibit a chemical reaction. Here we consider the
simple scenario in which the HOTIs occur between the
same type of nodes (i.e. we do not distinguish between
”enzyme” and ”metabolite” in the previous example),
generalizations in this direction will be considered in fu-
ture works. In this framework, triadic interactions are
encoded by a regulatory bipartite network GT (V,EH ,W )
formed by the set of nodes V and the set of factor nodes
EH where each factor node represents a hyperedge of the
structural hypergraph. The signed HOTI are represented
by the edges W of the bipartite network GT . Specifically,
each edge in W indicates the existence of a (triadic) reg-
ulatory interaction from a node in V to a hyperedge in
EH (see Fig. 1 (a) and (b)). We call a node a posi-
tive (or negative) regulator of a hyperedge if the node

regulates the hyperedge positively (or negatively). Note
that the sign of regulation is a property of the regulatory
interaction but not of a node.
We observe that HOTIs reduce to the triadic interac-

tions investigated in Ref. [13] when the structural hy-
pergraph reduces to a network, i.e. has all hyperedges of
cardinality m = 2 (see Fig. 1 (c) and (d)).
In this work, we consider an ensemble of hypergraphs

with random HOTIs. While the structural hypergraph is
sampled from the ensemble of random hypergraphs de-
fined in the previous paragraph, the HOTIs are described
by a random bipartite regulatory network. Specifi-
cally, we assume that the regulatory interactions between
nodes and hyperedges are random and each hyperedge is
regulated by κ+ positive regulators and κ− negative reg-
ulators. The regulatory degree distributions are given
by P̂ (κ+) and P̂ (κ−), respectively. We also assume that
there are no correlations among the regulatory degree
κ±
α of a hyperedge α, its cardinality mα and the hyper-

degree ki of its regulatory nodes. Finally, we assume that
positive and negative regulatory degrees are independent,
which is a valid assumption since the regulatory networks
we consider are sparse.
As a reference for the future derivations, we observe

that we indicate with G±
0 (x) the generating function of

the degree distribution P̂ (κ±) of the positive and nega-
tive regulatory interactions of a random hyperedge, given
by

G±
0 (x) =

∑
κ±

P̂ (κ±)xκ±
. (3)

In this work we will discuss the general theory for ar-
bitrary distribution P̂ (κ±), however, if not explicitly
stated, our numerical and Monte Carlo results will be
conducted always for Poisson P̂ (κ±) distribution with
average degree c±.

2. Hierarchical higher-order triadic interactions

Triadic interactions can be nested hierarchically, lead-
ing to significant effects as it has been recognized in the
context of ecological networks [28].
Hierarchical higher-order triadic interactions (HHOTI)

can be described by a multilayer regulatory network
formed by L layers, where each layer µ ∈ {1, 2, . . . L}
is a bipartite network G[µ]

T . The first layer is formed
by nodes in V connected to factor nodes in EH , i.e.

G[1]
T = (V,EH ,W [1]). Thus the first layer reduces to the

fundamental HOTI defined in the previous paragraph.
The second layer indicates the set of regulatory interac-

tions W [2] of the regulatory interactions in G[1]
T , the third

layers indicates the regulatory interactionsW 3 of the reg-
ulatory interactions in layer 2 and so on (see Fig. 1 (e)).
Thus we can describe these further layers with µ > 1

as bipartite networks G[µ]
T = (V,W [µ−1],W [µ]) fully de-

termining the regulatory interactions W [µ] between the
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(a) (b) (c) (d) (e)

FIG. 1. Schematic diagrams of hypergraphs with higher-order triadic interactions (HOTI) and hierarchical higher-order triadic
interactions(HHOTI). In panel (a), the shaded areas represent hyperedges with cardinality 3 (yellow), 4 (purple) and 2 (green).
The green arrow denotes positive regulation and the red arrow denotes negative regulation between nodes and hyperedges.
Panel (b) shows the corresponding factor graph representation of the hypergraph in (a). Panel (c) shows an example of a
network with triadic interactions and panel (d) shows the corresponding factor graph representation. Panel (e) shows an
example of hierarchical triadic interactions. The positive regulatory interaction between a node and a hyperedge (the green
arrow) is further regulated by a fourth node (the red arrow).

nodes in V and the factor nodes representing the regula-
tory interactions W [µ−1] at the previous layer.

The bipartite networks G[µ]
T that will be considered will

be random bipartite networks. Specifically, we assume
that the regulatory interactions between nodes and factor
nodes in W [µ−1] are random and that each factor node in
W [µ−1] has degree κ± indicating the number of positive
and negative regulatory interactions, respectively each
drawn from the corresponding distribution P̂µ(κ

±).
As a reference for the future derivations, we observe

that we indicate with G±
0,[µ](x) the generating function

of the degree distribution P̂[µ](κ
±) of the positive and

negative regulatory interactions of the factor nodes in
W [µ]

G±
0,[µ](x) =

∑
κ±

P̂[µ](κ
±)xκ±

. (4)

In this work we will focus mostly on numerical results ob-
tained for distributions P̂[µ](κ

±) independent of the layer

L, i.e. P̂[µ](κ
±) = P̂ (κ±) with P̂ (κ±) being a Poisson

distribution with average c±.

III. HIGHER-ORDER TRIADIC PERCOLATION
ON RANDOM HYPERGRAPHS

A. Higher-order triadic percolation

Here we formulate higher-order triadic percolation
(HOTP) that generalizes triadic percolation, proposed
for networks in Ref. [13], to hypergraphs. In this frame-
work, nodes are active if they belong to the hypergraph
giant component, while hyperedges are upregulated or

downregulated according to the activity of their regula-
tor nodes and a stochastic noise. The hypergraph giant
component considered here is the largest extensive con-
nected component whose nodes and hyperedges satisfy
the following self-consistent and recursive conditions [14].

• A node is in the giant component if it belongs to at
least one hyperedge that is in the hypergraph giant
component.

• A hyperedge is in the giant component if

(i) it is not down-regulated,

(ii) it includes at least one node that is in the hy-
pergraph giant component.

Higher-order triadic percolation is a dynamic process
determined by a simple 2-step iterative algorithm. At
time t = 0, every hyperedge is active with probability
p0H . For t ≥ 1:

• Step 1: Given the set of active hyperedges at time
t − 1, a node is considered active at time t if it
belongs to a least a hyperedge in the hypergraph
giant component.

• Step 2: A hyperedge is deactivated if it is regulated
by at least one active negative regulator and/or is
not regulated by any active positive regulator and
it is considered active otherwise. All other hyper-
edges are deactivated with probability 1− p.

Given a random hypergraph, at each time t, Step 1
implements hyperedge percolation [14] where the proba-

bility that a hyperedge is intact is given by p
(t−1)
H . This
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process determines the fraction of nodes in the hyper-
graph giant component R(t) at time t, given by

R(t) = 1−G0(1− Ŝ(t)). (5)

where Ŝ(t) is the probability that starting from a ran-
dom node and choosing one of its hyperedge at random
we reach a hyperedge in the hypergraph giant compo-
nent. The probability Ŝ(t) together with the probability
S(t) that starting from a random hyperedge and choosing
one of its nodes at random we reach a nodes in the hyper-
graph giant component, obey the following self-consistent
set of equations

Ŝ(t) = p
(t−1)
H

[
1−G1,m(1− S(t))

]
, (6)

S(t) = 1−G1(1− Ŝ(t)). (7)

Thus Eqs. 6 and 7 together with Eq. 5 determine R(t)

starting from the knowledge of p
(t)
H and implements Step

1. Note that this step differs from the Step 1 of standard
triadic percolation [13], as here we consider nodes only
active if the belong to the hypergraph giant component
while in the standard triadic percolation defined on sim-
ple networks we define node active if the belong to the
standard giant component of their network.

Step 2 requires the formulation of an additional equa-

tion determining the probability p
(t)
H that the hyperedges

are intact given the probability R(t) that the nodes are
active, (i.e. they belong to the hypergraph giant compo-
nent at Step 1). This equations reads

p
(t)
H = pG−

0

(
1−R(t)

)(
1−G+

0

(
1−R(t)

))
, (8)

where G±
0 (x) are the generating functions defined in Eq.

3.
Note that Eq. 8 is the same equation used in Ref. [13]

to define the Step 2 of standard triadic percolation, how-

ever here p
(t)
H indicates the probability that a hyperedge

is intact while in standard triadic percolation it indicates
the probability that an edge is intact.

From this definition of higher-order triadic percolation
it is clear that this dynamical process reduces to stan-
dard triadic percolation [13] if P (m) = δm,2, i.e. if the
hypergraph reduces to a network.

B. Higher-order triadic percolation as a
fully-fledged dynamical process

Higher-order triadic percolation defines a fully-fledged
dynamical process in which the fraction of node in the
giant component R(t) is in general a non-trivial function
of time. In order to see this we can encode the dynamical
Eqs. 5-7 implementing Step 1 and determining R(t) once

p
(t−1)
H is known as a function

R(t) = fm

(
p
(t−1)
H

)
. (9)

Note that the function fm(p
(t−1)
H ) already encodes for

the result of the percolation process, thus encodes al-
ready for the percolation phase transition of hyperedge
percolation. On the other side Step 2 is determined by
the Eq. 8 that evidently can be expressed as a function

determining p
(t)
H once R(t) is known, i.e.

p
(t)
H = gp

(
R(t)

)
, (10)

The iteration of Step 1 and Step 2 occurring at time t is
thus enclosed in the one-dimensional map

R(t) = hm,p

(
R(t−1)

)
= fm

(
gp

(
R(t−1)

))
. (11)

This one-dimensional map, defines the evolution of the
percolation order parameter R of HOTP as a function of
time, i.e. R = R(t) for an infinite random hypergraph
with HOTI. This one dimensional map thus encode the
dynamical nature of HOTP, and can be used to predict
the dynamical behavior of the order parameter. Indeed,
by iterating the map we can build a Cobweb plot that ac-
curately predicts the dynamics of the order parameter on
large hypergraphs (see Fig. 2). As we will discuss below
and prove in Appendix A, this map undergoes a route
to chaos in the universality class of the logistic map. In
particular the dynamics of the order parameter can ei-
ther go to a fixed point R = R⋆, corresponding to a
static asymptotic state of HOTP, or it can display pe-
riodic oscillations or even display a chaotic dynamics in
the thermodynamic limit (see Fig. 2).
The critical behavior of the dynamics can be studied by

analysing its derivative J . A stable stationary solution
R⋆ of Eq. 11 satisfy the fix point equation

R⋆ = hm,p(R
⋆), (12)

together with the stability conditions on the derivative J
of the map,

|J | =
∣∣h′

m,p(R
⋆)
∣∣ < 1. (13)

Thus the stationary solution loses its stability for |J | = 1.
When J = 1, as long as R = R⋆ > 0, we observe a discon-
tinuous hybrid transition with a square root singularity.
When J = −1 we observe instead a bifurcation, result-
ing in period-2 oscillations. Similarly, the critical point
of the onset of period-4 oscillations can be obtained by
analysing the derivative J2 of the second-iterate func-
tion h2

m,p = hm,p ◦ hm,p. The bifurcation of period-2
oscillations takes place at J2 = −1, resulting in period-4
oscillations.
In the next paragraphs we will discuss how this these

theoretical insights shed light into the critical properties
of HOTP.

C. Critical properties of higher-order triadic
percolation

In order to investigate the critical properties of HOTP
we consider the effect induced by the sign of the HOTI.
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(a) (b) (c) (d)

(e) (f) (g) (h)

FIG. 2. Time series (panels (a)-(d)) of the order parameter R of HOTP and their corresponding Cobwebs (panels (e)-(h)) are
shown to display a variety of dynamical behavior: a steady state (panels (a) and (e)), period-2 oscillations (panels (b) and (f)),
period-4 oscillations (panel (c) and (g)) and chaotic dynamics (panel (d) and (h)). The time series are obtained by Monte Carlo
simulations on on hypergraphs of N = 106 nodes with HOTIs. The structural hypergraph has hyperedges of fixed cardinality
m = 10 and Poisson hyperdegree distribution P (k) with average c = 10. The degree distributions P̂ (κ±) are Poisson with
an average regulatory positive and negative degree c+ = 3 and c− = 5.5 respectively. In the Cobweb, the blue curves denote
function R = fm(pH) and the orange curves denote function pH = gp(R) as defined in Eq. 9 and Eq. 10. The timeseries and
the Cobweb plots are obtained for p = 0.27 (panels (a) and (e)), p = 0.35 (panels (b) and (f)), p = 0.68 (panels (c) and (g))
and p = 0.88 (panels (d) and (h)).

(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 3. Examples of the map hm,p(R) encoding for the dynamics of HOTP when the HOTIs are exclusively positive (panel
(a)); when the HOTIs are exclusively negative (panel (b)) and when the hypergraphs include both positive and negative HOTIs
with non vanishing probability (panel (c)). The map is unimodal only the scenario (c), thus we can observe a route to chaos
of the order parameter only in presence of both positive and negative HOTIs. For all three panels, the structural networks
have constant hyperedge cardinality m = 3 and Poisson hyperdegree distribution with an average c = 4. Moreover the data ar
obtained for P̂±(κ) with average degree c± given by c+ = 2, c− = 0 (panel (a)); c+ = 0, c− = 2 (panel (b)).; c+ = 2, c− = 1.5
(panel (c)).

Thus we will discuss the scenarios in which only positive
HOTIs are present, the case in which only negative HO-
TIs are present, and the case in which both positive and
negative HOTIs are present with non vanishing probabil-
ity.

1. Higher-order triadic percolation in absence of negative
HOTIs

If only positive HOTIs are present, the Eq. 8 deter-
mining the regulatory step (Step 2) reduces to

p
(t)
H = gp

(
R(t)

)
= p

(
1−G+

0

(
1−R(t)

))
. (14)

In this case we cannot have a route to chaos because the
map hm,p(R) = fm(gp(R)) is monotonically increasing
with R [50] (see Fig. 3 for an example). Indeed we have

h′
m,pc

(R) = f ′
m(gp(R))g′p(R) > 0, (15)
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as it can be easily checked that

∂fm

∂p
(t)
H

≥ 0,
∂gp
∂R(t)

> 0. (16)

Specifically, we have that the dynamics reaches a station-
ary state R = R⋆ such that

R⋆ = hm,p(R
⋆) = fm

(
gp

(
R⋆
))

. (17)

This stationary state, R⋆ displays a discontinuous hybrid
phase transition between a zero value R⋆ = 0 to a non
zero value R = R⋆ > 0 at the critical point p = pc.

The phase transition takes place at p = pc when the
stationary solution R = R⋆ = 0 loses its stability, i.e.
when

|J | =
∣∣h′

m,pc
(R⋆)

∣∣
R⋆=0

= 1. (18)

In order to show that the transition is discontinuous an
hybrid, consider expand the stationary point equation
around the critical point p = pc. Let us indicate with
δp the distance from the critical point, i.e. 0 < δp =
p − pc ≪ 1 and with δR the corresponding change in
the order parameter 0 < δR = R⋆(p) − R⋆(pc) ≪ 1.
Assuming that hm,p(R) is differentiable up to the second
order at Rc = R⋆(pc), we can expand Eq. 17 obtaining

δR = h′
m,pc

(Rc) δR+
1

2
h′′
m,pc

(Rc) (δR)2 +
∂hm,pc (Rc)

∂p
δp.

Since h′
m,pc

(Rc) = 1 at p = pc, we obtain

1

2
h′′
pc

(Rc) (δR)2 +
∂hpc (Rc)

∂p
δp = 0. (19)

Thus since h′′
pc

(Rc) and ∂hpc
(Rc)/∂p are finite and have

opposite signs, the order parameter R has a square-root
singularity for p → p+c , i.e.

δR = R⋆(p)−R⋆(pc) ∝ (p− pc)
1/2 (20)

indicating that the transition is hybrid. Our theoretical
predictions perfectly match our simulation results (see
Fig. 4). In particular we have considered a random hy-
pergraph with fixed hyperedge cardinality m (i.e. with

Q(m′) = δm′,m and Poisson distribution P (k) and P̂ (κ).
The hypergraph with larger hyperedge cardinality m is
more robust and displays simultaneously a lower critical
threshold pc, and a smaller discontinuity R⋆(pc) (see Fig.
4(b)). This result is in line with the result on simple hy-
peredge percolation [14], where hypergraphs with larger
hyperedge cardinality m are more robust, albeit in that
case the percolation transition is continuous.

2. Higher-order triadic percolation in absence of positive
HOTIs

In this paragraph, we consider the other limiting case
in which HOTP includes only negative HOTIs. In this

(a)

(b)

FIG. 4. Phase diagram of random hyperedge percolation in
absence of negative HOTIs. Panel (a) shows the size of the
giant component R as a function of pH . Solid lines indicate
theoretical predictions (Eq. 6 - Eq. 8) symbols indicate the
results of Monte Carlo simulations. Panel (b) shows the nu-
merical calculation of critical threshold pc and the non-trivial
fixed point R⋆(pc) at p = pc as a function of the hyperedge
cardinalitym. The Monte Carlo simulations are performed on
hypergraphs with HOTI having N = 105 nodes. The struc-
tural hypergraph has hyperedges of fixed cardinality m and
has Poisson hyperdegree distribution P (k) with an average

hyperdegree c = 4. The degree distribution P̂+(κ) of is Pois-
son with an average positive regulatory degree c+ = 2.

case a hyperedge is down-regulated if at least one of is
negative regulator nodes is active. This scenario can be
interpreted as HOTP in the limit in which the positive
regulatory interactions a very large. Thus in Step 2 of
HOTP we substitute Eq. 8 with

p
(t)
H = pG−

0

(
1−R(t)

)
. (21)

Indeed, according to our interpretation, this equation can
be obtained from Eq. 8 by putting G+

0

(
1−R(t)

)
identi-

cally equal to zero.
Also in this case, similarly to the precedent limiting

case, the map hm,p(R) is monotonic, thus we do not ob-
serve a route to chaos (see Figure 3). However, it can
be easily show that, differently from the precedent limit-
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ing case, in absence of any positive interactions the map
hm,p(R) is monotonically decreasing. In fact if we have

J = h′
m,p(R) =

∂fm

∂p
(t)
H

∂gp
∂R(t)

≤ 0 (22)

since it can be shown easily that

∂fm

∂p
(t)
H

≥ 0,
∂gp
∂R(t)

< 0. (23)

It follows that the only critical points of the dynamic
equations can be a period-2 bifurcation for J = −1. This
can occur at R⋆ = 0 or at R⋆ > 0. Note however that
we can additionally also observe continuous phase tran-
sitions from a stationary solution R⋆ = 0 to a stationary
solution R⋆ > 0. This transition will not occur at a spe-
cific value of J , and can occur as long as |J | < 1, condi-
tion that ensures the stability of the stationary solution.
Indeed the continuous transition occurs whereas the hy-
peredge percolation equation displays a phase transition,
as the change of solutions between R⋆ = 0 and R⋆ > 0 is
already encoded in the function fm(pH). This happens
when the maximum of pH = gp(R) which is reached at
R = 0 equals to the critical threshold of hyperedge per-
colation pcH provided that |J | < 1 (see Fig. 5.(a)). Inter-
estingly, in this scenario, the threshold for the continuous
transitions is independent of the regulatory network and
only depends on the structural hypergraph.

The period-2 oscillation emerges when the non-trivial
fixed point R⋆ loses its stability. This happens when
p > pcH and J = −1 (see Fig. 5(b)). Thus, the tri-
critical point separating the period-2 oscillation and the
continuous transition is reached when

J = −1 and p = pcH . (24)

Assuming the random structural hypergraph has a
Poisson hyperdegree distribution with an average c and
a fixed hyperedge cardinality m, the critical threshold of
hyperedge percolation is given by [14]

p = pcH = 1/c(m− 1). (25)

Furthermore considering a Poisson regulatory degree dis-
tribution P̂−(κ) with an average c− we can calculate J
at R = 0, pH = pcH obtaining

J =
∂fm

∂p
(t)
H

∣∣∣∣∣
pH=pc

H

∂gp
∂R(t)

∣∣∣∣
R=0

= −2cpc−. (26)

Thus imposing J = −1 we find that the tricritical point
occurs for

c− =
m− 1

2
, p =

1

c(m− 1)
. (27)

For a generalization of this approach to the more com-
plex scenario in which hyperedges are not regulated with
probability ρ0 > 0 we refer the reader to Appendix B.

(a)

(b)

FIG. 5. The function gp(R) and fm(pH) of HOTP and their
corresponding Cobweb are shown on hypergraphs including
only negative HOTIs. The function gp(R) with p that is be-
low, at, and above the critical threshold pc of continuous tran-
sition (a) and period-2 bifurcation (b) are shown. The struc-
tural hypergraphs have Poisson hyperdegree distribution with
an average c = 3 and fixed hyperedge cardinality m = 2. The
regulatory network is formed exclusively by negative regula-
tions with a Poisson degree distribution P̂−(κ) with an aver-
age c− = 0.4 (panel (a)) and c− = 0.78 (panel (b)).

By studying the the iteration of the map hm,p◦hm,p(R)
it can be shown that period-4 bifurcations are not possi-
ble. Thus the characterization of the critical properties
of HOTP in absence of positive regulation reveals that in
this case only period-2 bifuractions and continuous tran-
sitions can be observed.

In Fig 6 we compare our theoretical predictions with
Monte Carlo simulations performed on hypergraphs with
fixed cardinality m and Poisson hyperdegree distribution
P (k). From this figure we can observe the presence of
two period-2 bifurcations of small value of m which at
the tricritical point disappear giving rise to a continu-
ous phase transition, as predicted by our theory (see Fig.
6 (d)). Moreover, also in this case, as in the scenario
where only positive regulation are present, we observe
that for hypergraph with hyperedges of fixed cardinality
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m, hypergraphs with larger value of m are more robust.
In fact, for larger values of m, the onset of period-2 os-
cillation occurs at smaller values of p, and collapse of
the network (onset of period-2 oscillations or continuous
phase transition at R = 0) also occurs at a values of p
that decreases with m.

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

FIG. 6. The theoretical phase diagrams/orbit diagrams of
HOTP with exclusive negative HOTIs are compared to Monte
Carlo simulations (panels (a), (b), and (c)). Panel (d) shows
the critical points for period-2 bifurcation (dashed line) and
continuous transition (solid line) as a function of m. The
dashed lines join the solid line at the tricritical point. The
structural hypergraph has N = 5×105 nodes, Poisson hyper-
degree distribution P (k) with an average hyperdegree c = 10
and hyperedges with fixed cardinality m = 4 (panel (a)),
m = 5 (panel (b)) and m = 6 (panel (c)). The Poisson

distribution P̂−(κ) has average degree c− = 2.5.

3. Route to chaos in higher-order triadic percolation

When both positive and negative HOTIs are present,
the order parameter of HOTP undergoes a route to
chaos in the universality class of the logistic map and
HOTP becomes a fully-fledged dynamical process (see
Fig. 7). This can be demonstrated by considering the
map R(t) = hm,p(R

(t−1)) and, using the results of Feigen-
baumm [49, 50], showing that the map is continuous,
unimodal and displays a quadratic maximum conditions
that define the logistic map universality class of the route
to chaos (see Fig. 3 for an example and Appendix A For
a detailed discussion). This phenomenology is in line to
what happens for standard triadic percolation [13].
Interestingly, the increase of random deactivation of

hyperedges (i.e. the decrease of p) does not result in
a monotonic suppression of the giant component. In-
stead, the order parameter R in some cases displays a
non-monotonous behavior as a function of p and reen-
trant phase transitions (see Fig. 8). This consist on a
collapsed state with R(t) = 0 for all values of t, observed
in a ranges of values of p ∈ [p−, p+], while for p < p− and
for p > p+ the giant component is non zero. The reen-
trant nature of the phase implies the näıvely not intuitive
result that for a higher level of random damage (smaller
values of p) the giant component can be restored. Reen-
trant phase transitions are also observed in correlated
multilayer networks [48] and in multilayer networks with
extended-range percolation [51], however in all these ex-
ample the fraction of nodes in the giant component is
unique in the thermodynamics limit, while this is an ex-
ample of a reentrant orbit diagram of percolation. Finally
we note that such phenomenon can be also observed on
networks, (i.e. for Q(m) = δm,2), under suitable condi-
tions.
This interesting result can be physically interpreted as

follows. The random deactivation of hyperedges has two
opposite consequences. The decrease in network connec-
tivity will reduce the number of nodes in the giant com-
ponent. Meanwhile, the number of active negative reg-
ulators is also reduced, resulting in an increasing num-
ber of active hyperedges. The dynamics is driven by the
competition between these two effects. Therefore, on hy-
pergraphs with a larger number of negative regulators,
smaller value of p might result in the activation of more
hyperedges and hence might lead to a transition between
an inactive state without giant component to an active
state with non-zero giant component and a non-trivial
dynamics.
Let us provide the theoretical understanding for the

occurrence of the reentrant collapsed phase. Specifi-
cally, let us investigate the conditions for observing a
non-trivial dynamics of the order parameter. In order
to illustrate the argument, let us consider a continuous
unimodal map hm,p(R) (see Fig. 9) with maximum R̃
having compact support on a proper subinterval of [0, 1].
Furthermore, let us assume that the map has two fixed
points of R = hm,p(R) denoted R⋆ and R⋆ with R⋆ < R⋆
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(a)

(b)

FIG. 7. In presence of both positive and negative HOTIs, the
phase diagram of HOTP reduces to an orbit diagram display-
ing a route to chaos in the universality class of the logistic
map. Panel (a) displays the theoretical prediction of this
orbit diagram and panel (b) displays the results of Monte
Carlo simulations. The structural hypergraph has N = 106

nodes, hyperedges of fixed cardinality m = 10 and Poisson
hyperdegree distribution P (k) with an average hyperdegree

c = 10. The Poisson degree distribution P̂±(κ) with an aver-
age c+ = 3 and c− = 5.5.

where R⋆ is an unstable fixed point. Let us denote with
R the value of R with R > R⋆ satisfying hm,p(R) = R⋆.
This scenario is consistent for example (see Fig. 9) with
the properties of the map hm,p(R) for a random hype-
graph with Poisson hyperdegree distribution P (k) with
average hyperdegree c and constant hyperedge cardinal-
ity m where the regulatory degree distribution P̂ (κ±) are
Poisson distributions with averages c and c± respectively.
In this case the function hm,p(R) has a unique maximum

at R = R̃ at

R̃ = − 1

c+
log

c−

c+ + c−
. (28)

Moreover ∂h/∂R|R=R⋆ > 1, thus R⋆ is an unstable fixed

point, while ∂h/∂R|R=R⋆ < 1, thus R⋆ is a stable fixed
point.

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e) (f)

FIG. 8. We provide two examples of orbit diagrams showing
the reentrant phase transition on HOTP, which the hyper-
graph can be re-activated by decreasing the value of p, i.e.
increasing the probability of random deactivation of the hy-
peredges. Panels (a) and (b) show two examples of theoretical
orbit diagrams of HOTP displaying the reentrant phase tran-
sition. Panels (c) and (d) show the orbit diagrams obtained
by implementing the corresponding Monte Carlo simulations.
Panels (e) and (f) reveals that Eq. 30, i.e. the intersection be-

tween the curve y = hm,p(hm,p(R̃))−R⋆ and the orange dash
line indicates y = 0, provides the correct prediction of the
value of p at which the either the hypergraph collapse of the
reentrant phase transition are observed. In both examples,
the structural hypergraph has N = 5 × 105 nodes, Poisson
hyperdegree distribution P (k) with average c = 30 and hy-
peredges with fixed cardinality given by m = 2 (in panels
(a),(c),(e)) and m = 3 (in panels (b),(d),(f)). The Poisson

degree distributions P̂±(κ) have average positive and nega-
tive regulatory degree given by c+ = 1, c− = 2.9 (in panels
(a),(c),(e)); and c+ = 1, c− = 4 (in panels (b),(d),(f)).

Under the stated conditions of the map hm,p, if R > R
or R < R⋆, the dynamics will converge to the trivial col-
lapsed state. In order to observe a non-trivial dynamics
the interval

(
R⋆, R

)
must be mapped onto this itself un-

der the action of the map hm,p. Therefore, the condition
for having non-trivial dynamics is given by

hm,p(R̃) < R, (29)

or using hm,p(R) = R⋆,

hm,p(hm,p(R̃)) > R⋆. (30)

A graphic illustration can be found in Fig. 9.
In Fig. 8 (c) and (d) we show two examples in which

the reentrant collapsed state is observed. In panels (e)
and (f) we examine the condition of having a non-trivial
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R̃ RR* R*

h(R̃)
h(h(R̃))

FIG. 9. A graphic illustration of the critical condition for
having a non-trivial giant component in HOTP. The blue
curve indicates function hm,p(R) and the orange line indi-
cates f(R) = R. The red line shows the dynamic of iterating

from initial condition R = R̃.

dynamics for corresponding cases. We reveal that the
collapsed state emerge exactly when the mentioned con-
dition is fulfilled.

IV. HIERARCHICAL HIGHER-ORDER
TRIADIC PERCOLATION

Higher-order triadic interactions can be hierarchically
nested, as discussed in Sec. II B 2. This leads to hierar-
chical higher-order triadic percolation (HHOTP) where
the regulatory interactions of the hyperedges can be fur-
ther regulated by a hierarchy triadic interactions (see Fig.
1). These hierarchical triadic interactions (HHOTIs) are
for instance observed in ecological networks [28].

Assuming that the nested HHOTIs regulate the inter-
actions simultaneously, we define the HHOTP by a two
steps iterative dynamics, which differs from the dynamics
of HOTP only by a modification of Step 2. Indeed Step
2 becomes

Step 2′ : A hyperedge is down-regulated if

(a) it is regulated by at least one active negative regu-
lator and/or is not regulated by any active positive
regulator via active regulatory interactions in W [1],
and it is considered active otherwise. All other hy-
peredges are deactivated with probability 1− p.

(b) An active regulatory interaction in W [µ] requires
that it is not down-regulated by regulatory inter-
actions in W [µ+1].

According to this rule, the probability of retaining a

(a)

(b)

FIG. 10. The dependence of the order parameter R of HHOTI
versus p is shown for hypegraphs having exclusively positive
HHOTIs. S Panel (a) shows the dependence of the phase dia-
gram with the number of hierarchical layers L, panel (b) shows
the dependence with the value m of the hyperedge cardinal-
ity. Solid lines indicate theoretical predictions symbols indi-
cate the results of Monte Carlo simulations on hypergraphs
of N = 5 × 104 nodes. The structural hypergraphs have a
Poisson hyperdegree distribution P(k) with an average c = 2
and hyperedges of fixed cardinality m (m = 8 in panel (a)).
The regulatory network is formed exclusively by positive reg-
ulations and has a Poisson regulatory degree with an average
c+ = 2.5 (panel (a)) and c+ = 5 (panel (b)).

hyperedge is given by

p
(t)
H = pG−

0

(
1− p

(t)
H,[2]R

(t)
)

×
(
1−G+

0

(
1− p

(t)
H,[2]R

(t)
))

,

p
(t)
H,[µ] = G−

0,[µ]

(
1− p

(t)
H,[µ+1]R

(t)
)

×
(
1−G+

0,[µ]

(
1− p

(t)
H,[µ+1]R

(t)
))

(31)

for µ ∈ {2, . . . , L} with pH,[L+1] = 1. Note that here the

generating function G±
0,ℓ (x) is given by Eq. 4. These

equations that implement Step 2′ can be encoded into a
map

p
(t)
H = gp

(
R(t)

)
, (32)
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(b) (c)

(e) (f)

(g) (h) (i)

(j) (k) (l)

(a)

(d)

FIG. 11. Illustrative examples of the map hm,p(R) representing the HHOTP dynamics for specific values of p are plotted
in the first and third row together with the identity line (dashed) whose intersection with the map indicates the fix point
R⋆ = hm,p(R

⋆). The corresponding theoretical phase diagrams/orbit diagrams of HHOTI are plotted in the second and fourth
row. Panel (a) shows the HHOTP with exclusive positive regulations. Panels (b), (c), (g) and (h) show the HHOTP with
exclusive negative regulations, and panel (i) shows an example of the general case with both positive and negative regulations.
The different panels correspond to different phase transitions: a discontinuous transition (d, f), a continuous transition (e), a
period-2 bifurcations (j) and a route to chaos (k,l). The random hypergraphs have a Poisson hyperdegree distribution with an
average c and a Poisson regulatory degree distribution with an average c+ and c− for all layers. The hyperedges have a fixed
cardinality m. The hierarchical regulations have L layers. The parameters used in the figure are: c = 3, c+ = 5, m = 5, L = 10
(panel (a)), c = 5, c− = 3, m = 10, L = 2 (panel (b)), c = 3, c− = 10, m = 2, L = 50 (panel (c)), c = 3, c− = 2, m = 2, L = 4
(panel (j)), c = 3, c− = 5, m = 3, L = 100 (panel (k)), c = 30, c+ = 20, c− = 30, m = 10, L = 10 (panel (l)).

while the equations that implement Step 1 remain the
same as for HOTP and obey Eq. 9, i.e. they are given by

R(t) = fm

(
p
(t−1)
H

)
. Thus we obtain that the dynamics

of HHOTP can be encoded in a one-dimensional map

R(t) = hm,p(R
(t−1) = fm(gp(R

(t−1)). (33)

This map, in presence of negative regulations is no longer
unimodal, thus HHOTP displays a phenomenology that
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is significantly different from HOTP and displays a route
to chaos that is not any longer in the universality class of
the logistic map. Here we discuss the rich phenomenology
of this complex dynamical process by considering first
the simple case in which only positive regulations are
present, then the case in which only negative regulations
are present and finally the general case in which both
positive and negative regulations are present with non-
zero probability.

When only positive regulations are present, similarly
to what happens for HOTP under the same conditions,
HHOTP displays a discontinuous hybrid transition. In
order to illustrate this phenomenology in a simple case
we consider a random hypergraph with fixed hyperedge
cardinality m, a Poisson hyperdegree distribution P (k),

and Poisson regulatory degree distribution P̂[µ](κ
±) of a

same average degree across all layers. In this scenario
we observe that the hypergraphs with a larger hyperedge
cardinality m and a smaller number of regulatory layers
L are more robust, as indicated by their lower critical
percolation threshold pc, and their smaller discontinuity
R∗(pc) (see Fig. 10).
When only negative regulations are present, HHOTP

displays a rich phenomenology and the nature of the dy-
namics changes drastically with respect to HOTP. We
recall that when only negative regulations are present,
HOTP displays either continuous transitions or period-2
oscillations. On contrast, HHOTP can display contin-
uous transitions, discontinuous hybrid transitions, peri-
odic oscillations, and chaos (see Fig. 11). Specifically, as
long as there negative regulatory interactions and more
than one layers, i.e. L > 1, the map hm,p(R) can have
multiple local maxima and minima in general, and the
order parameter of HHOTP undergoes a route to chaos
no longer in the universality class of the logistic map (see
Fig. 11).

V. GENERALIZATIONS

A. Interdependent higher-order triadic percolation
(IHOTP)

The connectivity of hypergraphs can be probed not
only with hypergraph percolation resulting from the ran-
dom deactivation of hyperedges, but also with several
other higher-order percolation processes [14], in which
the activation of a hyperedge requires, in addition to the
regulatory rules, also cooperation among all nodes that
belong to it.

In interdependent hyperedge percolation the interde-
pendent hypergraph giant component is the extensive
connected component whose nodes and hyperedges sat-
isfy the following recursive self-consistent conditions.

• A node is in the giant component if it belongs to at
least one hyperedge that is in the interdependent
hypergraph giant component.

• A hyperedge is in the giant component if

(i) it is not deactivated,

(ii) all its nodes belong to the interdependent hy-
pergraph giant component.

Note that the difference with the hypergraph giant com-
ponent is in the requirement (ii) for the hyperedge to be
active, which imposes that all but not at least one of the
nodes belonging to the hyperedge are in the interdepen-
dent hypergraph giant component.
Here we define interdependent higher-order triadic per-

colation (IHOTP) which generalizes HOTP. As HOTP,
IHOTP is defined in terms of a two step iterative pro-
cess, the first step implementing percolation of the struc-
tural hypergraph and the second step implementing reg-
ulation of the hyperedges. The difference among HOTP
and IHOTP is that in Step 1 of IHOTP we consider in-
terdependent hyperedge percolation instead of simple hy-
peredge percolation. Specifically, in IHOTP Step 1 of the
iterative algorithm is modified as:

• Step 1’: Given the set of active hyperedges at time
t − 1, a node is considered active if it is in the
interdependent hypergraph giant component.

Step 2 of IHOTP is instead the same as for HOTP. It
follows that at time t the dynamical equations imple-
menting Step 1 in IHOTP are given by the equations
[14] determining the size of the interdependent hyper-
graph giant component R(t) when hyperedges are intact

with probability p
(t−1)
H , i.e.

Ŝ(t) = p
(t−1)
H G1,m(S(t)),

S(t) = 1−G1(1− Ŝ(t)),

R(t) = 1−G0(1− Ŝ(t)). (34)

The equation determining the regulation process occur-
ring at Step 2 is unchanged with respect to HOTP and
is given by Eq. 8 that we rewrite here for convenience,

p
(t)
H = pG−

0

(
1−R(t)

)(
1−G+

0

(
1−R(t)

))
. (35)

We observe that interdependent hyperedge percolation
is significantly different from hyperedge percolation, and
can undergo a discontinuous phase transition [14]. In-
terestingly, the discontinuous nature of the percolation
transition in interdependent hyperedge percolation dra-
matically changes the nature of the dynamics in IHOTP.
In particular, for certain parameter values, the IHOTP
cannot admit a complete route to chaos and can only
display steady states or period-2 oscillation.

In order to provide concrete evidence of the effect due
to the discontinuous hybrid transition of interdependent
hyperedge percolation on the dynamical properties of
IHOTP, let us again write Eq. 34 and Eq. 35 in the
form of one-dimensional maps

R(t) = fm

(
p
(t−1)
H

)
, p

(t)
H = gp

(
R(t)

)
, (36)
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (f)(e)

(g) (h) (i)

FIG. 12. The effect due to the discontinuous hybrid transition of interdependent hyperedge percolation on the dynamical
properties of IHOTP. The figure displays the maps gp(R), fm(pH) determining Step 1 and Step 2 of the IHOTP dynamics
(panels (a)-(c)), the one-dimensional map hm,p(R) = fm(gp(R)) encoding for the combined Step 1 and Step 2 dynamics (panels
(d)-(f)) and their corresponding phase diagrams/orbit diagrams (panels (g)-(i)). The paneld correspond to parameter values
in which the interdependent hyperedge percolation (function R = gp(pH)) displays either a continuous (panels (a)-(d)-(g)) or a
discontinuous phase transition (panels (b),(c),(e),(f),(h),(i)). In panels (a)-(f) the dashed line indicate either the discontinuous
jump of intedependent percolation (panels (a)-(c)) or the values of R that cannot be reached by the IHOTP dynamics (panels

(d)-(f)). The horizontal line in panels (a)-(c) shows the value R = R̃ at which the function pH = gp(R) reaches its local
maximum. The structural hypergraphs have Poisson hyperdegree distribution with average hyperdegree c = 10 and hyperedges
with cardinality distribution Q(m) given by Eq. 38. Here r indicates the ratio between the number of hyperedges of cardinality
m = 2 and the number of hyperedges of cardinality m = 3. The hypergraphs have regulatory degree distributions with average
degrees c+ = 4 and c− = 4.5. The adopted value of r are r = 1 (panels (a),(d),(g)), r = 0.6 (panels (b),(e),(h)) and r = 0.4
(panels (c),(e),(i)). The critical value of r = rcH of this model is rcH = 2/3 see Eq. 40. Panels (a)-(f) are plotted for p = 0.6.

and let us adopt again the notation

R(t) = hm,p(R
(t−1)) = fm(gp(R

(t−1))). (37)

We consider structural hypergraphs with a Poisson hy-
perdegree distribution P (k) with average hyperdegree c
and hyperedges of cardinality given either by m = 2 or
m = 3. Specifically we consider the cardinality distribu-
tion Q(m) given by

Q(m) = q2δm,2 + q3δm,3, (38)

where we denote with r the ratio between the number
of hyperedges of cardinality m = 2 and the number of
hyperedges of cardinality m = 3, i.e. r = q2/q3. It is

known [14] that in this ensembles of hypegraphs, inter-
dependent hypergraph percolation displays a tricritical
point at r = rcH , p = pcH given by

rcH = 2/3, pcH = 3/2c. (39)

For r > rcH interdependent hypergraph percolation dis-
plays a continuous percolation transition while for r < rcH
the model displays a discontinuous percolation transition.
It is thus instructive to investigate the behavior of

IHOTP in this scenario (see Fig. 12). Recall that the
dynamics of IHOTP encoded in the map hm,p(R) de-
fined in Eq. 37 is initialized as that at time t = 0, when
all hyperedges are active with probability p0H . When the
percolation transition is discontinuous, there will be an
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interval of values of R from 0 to a finite value R that
is not physical, i.e. cannot be achieved (see Fig. 12
(b) and (c)). Thus the corresponding map hm,p(R), is
not defined in the entire range [0, 1] as it does not have
compact support (see Fig. 12 (e) and (f)). This effect
significantly changes the dynamical properties of IHOTP.
In particular the map hm,p(R) might no longer display
a local maximum. As discussed in the case of HOTP,
(see Appendix A) in the situation in which fm(pH) is a
continuous function, i.e. when the percolation transition
is continuous, the map hm,p(R) displays a local maxi-

mum for R = R̃ where g′p(R̃) = 0. Therefore the position
of this maximum is independent of the percolation pro-
cess under consideration. Specifically, for Poisson pos-
itive and negative regulatory degree distributions with
averages c+ and c− we have that R̃ is given by Eq. 28 as
for HOTP. When the considered percolation process dis-
plays instead a discontinuous phase transition at p = pc
with a discontinuous jump R = R we cannot observe a
local maximum of the map hm,p(R) as long as

R > R̃. (40)

In addition, to have a non-trivial dynamic, there must be
at least one fixed point satisfying R = hm,p(R). There-
fore R should further satisfy

R < max g−1
p (pc). (41)

The critical value of r at which we have R = R̃ is here
indicated as r = rc. Thus for r < rc we cannot observe a
route to chaos of the order parameter of IHOTP and only
stationary states and period-2 oscillations are allowed. In
Fig. 16 we show that rc is an increasing function of the
average negative regulatory degree c−. This can be ex-
plained as follows. First we observe that R̃ given by (Eq.
28) is a decreasing function of c−. This indicates that
a smaller discontinuity of the interdependent percolation
order parameter will be enough to impede the route to
chaos. Thus this it is consistent with the monotonically
increasing behavior of rc as a function of c−.

B. Generalization to regulated nodes

An important generalization of HOTP is higher-order
node dynamic percolation (HONDP) where the nodes are
regulated instead of the hyperedges. In the context of
networks, the regulation of the nodes instead of the edges
has been already considered in Ref. [13] where it was
demonstrated that this generalization of triadic percola-
tion still leads to a route to chaos of the order parameter.
Here we explore HONDP on hypergraphs emphasizing
the peculiar properties of this dynamical percolation pro-
cess. First of all we observe a major difference between
regulating hyperedges and regulating nodes: while hyper-
edges allows can be hierarchically regulated, nodes can-
not. Thus we cannot define the node-regulation version
of HHOTP. The second observation that we make is that

FIG. 13. The critical value rc (satisfying Eq. 40) of the frac-
tion between the number of hyperedges of cardinality m = 2
and the number of hyperedges of cardinality m = 3, is plot-
ted as a function of the average negative regulatory degree
c−. Thus if if r < rc a route to chaos cannot be observed in
IHOTP. The plot is obtained by considering a random hyper-
graph with Poisson hyperdegree distribution with an average
hyperdegree c = 5, cardinality distribution Q(m) given by Eq.
38 and the regulatory interactions have a Poisson distribution
with an average c+ = 5 and c−.

HONDP admits two formulations that depend on the
higher-order nature of the hypergraph and have no cor-
respondence in HOTP. Indeed in hypergraphs, the effect
of down-regulating a hyperedge is deterministic: it sim-
ply deactivates the hyperedge. Instead down-regulating a
node can lead to two possible consequences. In hyperedge
percolation [14] with random deactivation of the nodes,
all the hyperedges involving the down-regulated nodes
will reduce their cardinality by one. For instance, in so-
cial networks, a meeting can continue to take place also if
one participant leaves. Alternatively, down-regulating a
node might lead to deactivation of all the hyperedges the
node belongs to [52]. This for instance occurs in chemi-
cal reactions where if a reactant is missing the reaction
cannot take place. Here we call this process cooperative
hypergraph percolation (CHP) (see Fig. 14 and Ref. [19]
for further details). According to these two definitions of
node hypergraph percolation, we can define two versions
of HONDP.
The dynamics of HONDP is defined as follows. At

time t = 0, every node is active with probability p0H . For
t ≥ 1:

• Step 1: Given the set of active nodes at time t− 1,
a node is considered active at time t if it is not
deactivated at time (t− 1) and if he belongs to the
giant component of (a) hyperedge percolation or
(b) cooperative hyperedge percolation.

• Step 2: A node is deactivated if it is regulated by
at least one active negative regulator and/or is not
regulated by any active positive regulator and it is
considered active otherwise. All other nodes are
deactivated with probability 1− p.
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For completeness recall here the definition of the giant
component in hyperedge percolation and in cooperative
hypergraph percolation with regulation of the nodes.

(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 14. Schematic diagrams demonstrating the effect of node
down-regulation in simple and in cooperative node hyperedge
percolation. Panel (a) shows a hypergraph. Panel (b) shows
the effect of node deactivation in simple node hyperedge per-
colation. When a node is removed (deactivated), the cardinal-
ity of the hyperedges it belongs to decreases. Panel (c) shows
the effect of node deactivation in cooperative node hyperedge
percolation. When a node is deactivated, all hyperedges it
belongs to are also deactivated.

The equations determining the size of the giant com-

ponent R(t) given the probability p
(t−1)
N that the nodes

are active depend on the considered percolation process.
In the case (a) Step 1 implements hyperedge percola-
tion with regulation of the nodes. In this model nodes
and hyperedges satisfy the following self-consistent and
recursive conditions [14].

• A node is in the giant component if it

(i) it is not down-regulated,

(ii) belongs to at least one hyperedge that is in
the hypergraph giant component.

• A hyperedge is in the giant component if it includes
at least one node that is in the hypergraph giant
component.

The equations for hypergraphs [14] can be used to obtain
the size of the giant component R(t) at of HONDP at

time t given the probability p
(t−1)
N that nodes are not

down-regulated at time t− 1. These equations are given
by:

Ŝ(t) =
[
1−G1,m(1− S(t))

]
,

S(t) = p
(t−1)
N

[
1−G1(1− Ŝ(t))

]
,

R(t) = p
(t−1)
N

[
1−G0(1− Ŝ(t))

]
. (42)

In case (b) Step 1 implements cooperative hypergraph
percolation [52]. In cooperative hyperedge percolation,
nodes and hyperedges that are in the giant component
satisfy the following self-consistent relationship:

• A node is in the giant component if

(i) it is not down-regulated with probability pN ,

(ii) it is connected to at least one hyperedge that
is in the giant component.

• A hyperedge is in the giant component if

(i) all its nodes are not deactivated by regulatory
interactions,

(ii) at least one of its node are in the giant com-
ponent.

We thus have that the equations determining the size of
giant component R(t) of HONDP at time t are given by
[52]

Ŝ(t) =
∑
m

mQ(m)

⟨m⟩

(
p
(t−1)
N

)m−1 [
1− (1− S(t))m−1

]
,

S(t) = 1−G1(1− Ŝ(t)),

R(t) = p
(t−1)
N

[
1−G0(1− Ŝ(t))

]
. (43)

In both cases Step 2 is enforced by the equation imple-
menting the regulation of the nodes, and thus expressing

the probability p
(t)
N that a node is active as a function of

the probability R(t) that its regulator nodes are in the
giant component at Step 1, which is given by,

p
(t)
N = pG−

0

(
1−R(t)

)(
1−G+

0

(
1−R(t)

))
. (44)

If the hypergraph reduces to a network, i.e. if Q(m) =
δm,2, both versions reduce to the dynamical percolation
model with node regulation introduced in Ref. [13].
The dynamics of HONDP, as the dynamics of HOTP,

is described by a percolation order parameter R = R(t)

that, in presence of both positive and negative regula-
tory interactions undergoes a route to chaos in the uni-
versality class of the logistic map, in both versions of the
model. To show this, let us adopt the same notation as
for HOTP, and express the results of Step 1 given by the
Eqs. 42 in case (a) and Eqs. 43 in case (b) as

R(t) = fm(p
(t−1)
N ), (45)

while we express the Eq. 44 implementing Step 2 as

p
(t)
N = gp(R

(t)). (46)

With this notation, the dynamics of HONDP can be re-
duced to the one dimensional map

R(t) = hm,p(R
(t−1)) = fm

(
gp

(
R(t−1)

))
. (47)

As for HOTP, also for HONDP this map is continuous
and since the function fm(R) is monotonous, the map
hm,p(R) displays a maximum only when the function
pN = gp(R) displays a maximum. This implies that only
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if both negative and positive regulatory interactions are
present with finite probability, HONDP displays a route
to chaos of its order parameter.

In order to illustrate some specific properties of
HONDP we consider here the limiting case in which there
are only positive regulations. In this scenario, similary to
what we have previously discussed for HOTP, HONDP
displays exclusively discontinuous hybrid transitions.

We first compare case (i) of HONP with HOTP. In
both cases Step 1, implements hypergraph percolation,
however in HONDP the nodes are upregulated with prob-
ability pN , while in HOTP the hyperedges are upregu-
lated with probability pH . Interestingly, when regula-
tory interactions are not present, i.e. pN = pH = p,
hypergraph percolation with deactivation of nodes and
hypergraph percolation with deactivation of hyperedges
displays a continuous phase transition at the same criti-
cal threshold [14]. However, in the presence of exclusive
positive regulatory interactions, HONDP (i) and HOTP
display discontinuous transitions and HONDP (i) has a
larger critical threshold than HOTP, indicating a less ro-
bust giant component (see Fig. 15).

Secondly we compare the properties of case (a) and
case (b) HONDP and we observe that when the hyper-
edge cardinality is constant, and is given by m, these
two models have different responses to the increase on
m. Both percolation processes display a discontinuous
phase transition, but the critical threshold of monoton-
ically decreasing with m in case (a) where Step 1 is de-
fined in terms of the hyperedge percolation process, while
is and increasing function of m in case (b) where Step 2
is defined in terms of the cooperative hyperedge perco-
lation process (see Figure 16). This different behavior is
inherently related to the different nature of the two mod-
els as the rules of cooperative hyperedge percolation are
determining the increased fragility of hypergraphs with
hyperedges of larger cardinality.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this study, we propose a comprehensive theoretical
framework that merges percolation theory with nonlin-
ear dynamics to examine hypergraphs featuring a time-
varying giant component. In higher-order triadic perco-
lation (HOTP) the dynamics is orchestrated by higher-
order triadic interactions (HOTIs) that can upregulate or
downregulate hyperedges turning percolation into a fully-
fledged dynamical process. Specifically, the order param-
eter of HOTP, indicating the fraction of nodes in the gi-
ant component, undergoes, in the most general scenario,
period-doubling and a route to chaos. Here we provide
an in depth study of the critical behavior of this model
characterizing the emergence of discontinuous transition
when only positive HOTIs are allowed; the emergence of
both continuous and discontinuous phase transitions con-
nected by tricritical points when only negative HOTIs are
allowed; and proving that, in presence of both positive

(a)

(b)

FIG. 15. Panel (a) provides a comparison among the phase
diagram of ordinary hypergraph percolation with node deac-
tivation, indicated here as node percolation (NP) and with
hyperedge deactivation, indicated here as hyperedge percola-
tion (HP). Panel (b) provides a comparison among the phase
diagram of HOTP and HONDP. Solid lines indicate theoret-
ical predictions, symbols indicate Monte Carlo simulations
conducted on hypergraphs of N = 104 nodes. The structural
hypergraph has a Poisson hyperdegree distribution P (k) with
an average hyperdegree c = 4 and the hyperedges with fixed
cardinality m = 5. In panel (b) the positive regulatory inter-
actions have a Poisson distribution with an average c+ = 4
while negative regulatory interactions are absent.

and negative HOTIs, the order parameter of HOTP un-
dergoes a route to chaos in the universality class of the
logistic map.
Higher-order triadic interactions, however, can also be

hierarchically nested giving rise to hierarchical higher-
order triadic interactions (HHOTIs) that have been ob-
served for instance in ecological networks. In this sce-
nario, it is important to consider a relevant variation
of HOTP that we call hierarchical higher-order triadic
percolation (HHOTP). Due to the improved combinato-
rial complexity of the regulatory interactions allowed in
this scenario, we observe that the critical properties of
HHOTP can be significantly more complex than those
of HOTP. Among the most relevant differences between
the two models we mention two. First, HHOTP can dis-
play a route to chaos of the order parameter also when
only negative HHOTIs are allowed. Secondly, the route
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(a)

(b)

FIG. 16. Phase diagrams of HONDP in case (a) implementing
simple node hyperedge percolation (panel (a)) and in case (b)
implementing cooperative node hyperedge percolation (panel
(b)) for hypergraphs with hyperedges of fixed cardinality m
and in absence of negative node regulations. The numerical
predictions (solid lines) obtained from Eq. 42 and Eq. 43) are
compared with Monte Carlo simulations (symbols). In both
cases we observe a discontinuous hybrid transition, however
in case (a) the percolation threshold decreases with increasing
values of m while in case (b) it increases. This demonstrates
that while in case (a) HODNP the hypergraphs become more
robust by increasing the value of m in case (b) HODNP the
hypergraphs become more fragile. The considered structural
hypergraph has N = 105 nodes and a Poisson hyperdegree
distribution P (k) with an average hyperdegree c = 6. The

Poisson degree distribution P̂+(κ) has average positive regu-
latory degree c+ = 4 while the negative regulations are absent.

to chaos associated to HHOTP is not generally in the
universality class of the logistic map.

We conclude our work presenting two other generaliza-
tions of HOTP: interdependent higher-order triadic per-
colation (IHOTI) and higher-order node dynamic perco-
lation (HONDP).

The underlying percolation process in IHOTI is the co-
operative hypergraph percolation which already displays
a discontinuous percolation transition in absence of HO-
TIs. This impedes the route to chaos of the order param-
eter for certain parameter values, where only stationary
states of period-2 oscillations of the order parameter can
be observed.

In HONDP we do not have HOTIs regulating the hy-
peredges, but only interactions up-regulating or down-
regulating the nodes. In this case hierarchical regula-
tion is not possible, we can consider however different
underlying percolation processes: the hypergraph perco-
lation with random deactivation of the nodes (case(a));
and cooperative hypergraph percolation (case (b)) which
imposes that all the nodes of a hyperedge must be intact
for a hyperedge to be intact. The dynamics of HONDP
displays interesting effects of the regulatory interactions
that are peculiar to the model and distinct from that
observed when the hyperedges are regulated by HOTIs.

In conclusion, this work provides a comprehensive
framework for studying hypergraphs with time-varying
connectivity, revealing the complex interplay between
higher-order network structures and their dynamics. The
results might shed light on the dynamics of climate net-
works, biological and brain networks.
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[7] Soumen Majhi, Matjaž Perc, and Dibakar Ghosh. Dy-
namics on higher-order networks: A review. Journal of
the Royal Society Interface, 19(188):20220043, 2022.
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Appendix A: Universality class of the route to chaos
associated with HOTP

In this Appendix our aim is to determine the univer-
sality class associated to the route to chaos associated
with HOTP. A classic result of chaos theory is that an
unimodal continuous one-dimensional map undergoes a
route to chaos in the universality class of the logistic
map if it has a uniquely differentiable quadratic maxi-
mum [49, 50].

The map hm,p(R) determining the dynamics of HOTP

is unimodal and displays a maximum at R = R̃ obeying

∂hm,p(R)

∂R

∣∣∣∣
R=R̃

= 0. (A1)

Here we want to show that the map hm,p(R) around R =

R̃ is quadratic, thus implying that the order parameter R
of HOTP undergoes a route to chaos in the universality
class of the logistic map. Specifically our aim is to show
that for |δR| ≪ 1 we have

hm,p(R̃+ δR)− hm,p(R̃) ≃ 1

2
h′′
m,p(R̃)(δR)2. (A2)

In order to derive this scaling behavior, let us write the
derivative explicitly. Starting from the self-consistent
equations

R(t) = 1−G0(1− Ŝ(t)) = F1

(
Ŝ(t)

)
,

Ŝ(t) = p
(t−1)
H

[
1−G1,m(1− S(t))

]
= F2

(
p
(t−1)
H , S(t)

)
,

S(t) = 1−G1(1− Ŝ(t)) = F3

(
Ŝ(t)

)
,

p
(t)
H = pG−

0

(
1−R(t)

)(
1−G+

0 (1−R(t)
)
= F4(R

(t−1)).

Differentiating the equations for Ŝ(t) and p
(t−1)
H we ob-

tain

dŜ(t)

dR(t−1)
=

∂F2

∂p
(t−1)
H

∂F4

∂R(t−1)
+

∂F2

∂S(t)

∂S(t)

∂R(t−1)
,

∂S(t)

∂R(t−1)
=

∂F3

∂Ŝ(t)

∂Ŝ(t)

∂R(t−1)
.

Thus we can express dŜ(t)/dR(t−1) as

dŜ(t)

dR(t−1)
=

∂F2

∂p
(t−1)
H

∂F4

∂R(t−1)

(
1− ∂F2

∂S(t)

∂F3

∂Ŝ(t)

)−1

.

We observe that the derivative h′
m,p(R

(t−1)) can be ex-

pressed in terms of dŜ(t)/dR(t−1) as

h′
m,p(R

(t−1)) =
dR(t)

dR(t−1)
=

dF1

dŜ(t)

dŜ(t)

dR(t−1)
. (A3)

Thus we obtain

h′
m,p(R

(t−1)) =
dF1

dŜ(t)

∂F2

∂p
(t−1)
H

∂F4

∂R(t−1)

×
(
1− ∂F2

∂S(t)

∂F3

∂Ŝ(t)

)−1

. (A4)

From this equation, using the fact that

∂F1

∂Ŝ(t)
= G′

0

(
1− Ŝ(t)

)
> 0, (A5)

∂F2

∂p
(t−1)
H

=
1−G1,m(1− S(t))

1− p
(t−1)
H G′

1,m(1− S(t))G′
1(1− Ŝ(t))

> 0,

it follows that the map R(t) = hm,p

(
Rt−1

)
has its max-

imum, at R = R̃ where we have

∂F4

∂R(t−1)

∣∣∣∣
R(t−1)=R̃

= 0. (A6)
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This implies that the map hm,p(R) admits a maximum
only if the equations implementing the regulatory step

are not monotonic, i.e. p
(t)
H is not a monotonic function of

R(t−1). Thus this implies that both positive and negative
HOTIs need to be present with a non vanishing density.
In order to prove that the maximum R = R̃ is quadratic,
we consider the second derivative of the map

h′′
m,p(R

(t)) =
d2R(t)

d(R(t−1))2

=
dF1

dŜ(t)

d2Ŝ(t)

d(R(t−1))2
+

d2F1

d(Ŝ(t))2

(
dŜ(t)

dR(t−1)

)2

.

Specifically we are interest in proving that the sign of
h′′
m,p(R

(t)) is negative for R = R̃. Since, for R = R̃ we

have ∂F4/∂R
(t−1) = dŜ(t)/dR(t−1) = 0 we obtain

h′′
m,p(R

(t)) =
dF1

dŜ(t)

∂F2

∂p
(t−1)
H

∂2F4

∂(R(t−1))2

(
1− ∂F2

∂S(t)

∂F3

∂Ŝ(t)

)−1

,

where we have used that

d2Ŝ(t)

d(R(t−1))2
=

∂F2

∂p
(t−1)
H

∂2F4

∂(R(t−1))2

(
1− ∂F2

∂S(t)

∂F3

∂Ŝ(t)

)−1

.

This equation implies that, given the inequalities
(A5), the sign of h′′

m,p(R̃) depends only on the form of

∂2F4/∂(R
(t−1))2. In particular, the map hm,p(R) will

always have a quadratic maximum . This demonstrates
that the map hm,p(R) will always have a quadratic max-

imum, if p
(t)
H = F4(R

(t−1)) displays a quadratic maxi-
mum. Thus in such general hypothesis the order param-
eter R = R(t) of the HOTP displays a route to chaos in
the universality class of the logistic map. Note that this
implies that the universality class of HOTP is indepen-
dent of the hypergraph structure and that also changing
the regulatory degree distribution might not affect this

result as long as p
(t)
H = F4(R

(t−1)) displays a quadratic
maximum at a non-zero value of R.
In this work we focus mostly in the relevant case in

which the regulatory (positive and negative) degree dis-
tributions are Poisson distributions with average degrees
c± respectively. This case satifies the hypothesis for ob-
serving a route to chaos of the order parameter of HOTP
in the universlaity class of the logistic map. In fact we
have

∂2p
(t−1)
H

∂(R(t−1))2

∣∣∣∣∣
R(t−1)=R̃

= −pc̃c+e−c̃R̃ < 0, (A7)

where c̃ = c− + c+, thus

h′′
m,p(R)

∣∣
R=R̃

< 0. (A8)

(a)

(b)

(c)

FIG. 17. Illustration of the functions fm(pH) (solid line) and
gp(R) (dashed lines) determining the critical properties of
HOTP when hyperedges are not regulated with probability
ρ0. In panel (a) we consider values of ρ0 above the tricritical
point, where a continuous phase transition is observed. In
panel (b) we consider values of ρ0 below the tricritical point
where a discontinuous phase transition is observed. In panel
(c) we consider values of ρ0 at the tricritical point. In each
panels, pc indicates the critical threshold for discontinuous
transition (panel (a)) continuous transition (panel (b)) and
tricritical phase transition (panel (c)). The structural hyper-
graph has fixed hyperedge cardinality m = 2 and a Poisson
hyperdegree distribution with an average c = 3. The regu-
latory network is formed exclusively by positive regulations
with a Poisson regulatory degree distribution with an average
c+ = 2.
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Appendix B: HOTP with partial regulation

In the main text we have shown that HOTP in absence
of negative regulations can only display a discontinuous
hybrid phase transition, while HOTP in absence of pos-
itive regulation can display either continuous transition
or period-2 oscillations. In order to reveal the nature
of the difference between these two scenarios, we discuss
here a general scenario of HOTP with partial regulation
where hyperedges are not regulated with probability ρ0.
Finally we discuss also the effect of partial regulation in
HONDP.

a. HOTP in absence of negative regulations

Let us consider HOTP where hyperedges are not regu-
lated with probability ρ0, i.e. the HOTIs are present with
a probability 1 − ρ0. the probability of retaining a hy-

peredge p
(t)
H at time t follow the following generalization

of Eq. 8,

p
(t)
H = p

[
ρ0 + (1− ρ0)

(
1−G+

0

(
1−R(t)

))]
. (B1)

When ρ0 = 1, we recover ordinary hypergraph percola-
tion with random hyperedge deactivation that displays a
second-order continuous phase transition. When ρ0 = 0,
we recover the HOTP in absence of negative regulation
which displays a discontinuous hybrid phase transition.

Let us investigate the general scenario when 0 < ρ0 <
1. First we observe that when R = 0, pH = ρ0p. Let us
denote the percolation threshold for for simple hyperedge
percolation as pcH (the blue line in Fig. 17) and let us
adopt the map notation for the dynamics,

R(t) = fm

(
p
(t−1)
H

)
, p

(t)
H = gp

(
R(t)

)
(B2)

and

R(t) = hm,p

(
R(t−1)

)
= fm

(
gp

(
R(t−1)

))
. (B3)

If ρ0p ≥ pcH , R⋆ = hm,p(R
⋆) has a unique stable fixed

point (see Fig. 17 (a)) and if ρ0p < pcH , R⋆ = hm,p(R
⋆)

could have three fixed points, while the smallest (R = 0)
and the largest are stable (see Fig. 17(b)). Therefore, the
discontinuous transition takes place when y = hm,p(R) is
tangent to y = R at pH = p⋆H , R = R⋆ (see Fig. 17 (b)
when p = pc), i.e.

J = h′
m,p(R

⋆) =
∂fm

∂p
(t)
H

∣∣∣∣∣
pH=p⋆

H

∂gp
∂R(t)

∣∣∣∣
R=R⋆

= 1. (B4)

If R⋆ = hm,p(R
⋆) always has a unique stable fixed point,

the transition is always continuous. The continuous tran-
sition takes place when the fixed point decreases to zero

at pρ0 = pcH . In addition, to guarantee the fixed point is
stable, it is necessary to have

∂fm

∂p
(t)
H

∣∣∣∣∣
pH=pc

H

∂gp
∂R(t)

∣∣∣∣
R=0

< 1. (B5)

Thus, the tricritical point separating continuous and dis-
continuous transition is reached when

∂fm

∂p
(t)
H

∣∣∣∣∣
pH=pc

H

∂gp
∂R(t)

∣∣∣∣
R=0

= 1, pρ0 = pcH . (B6)

To illustrate this critical behavior, let us assume that the
structural hypergraph has a Poisson hyperdegree distri-
bution with an average c and the hyperedge cardinality
m. Thus pcH = 1/c(m− 1) [14] and

∂fm

∂p
(t)
H

∣∣∣∣∣
pH=pc

H

= 2c,
∂gp
∂R(t)

∣∣∣∣
R=0

= p(1− ρ0)c
+. (B7)

Thus the tricritical point is reached when (see Fig. 17
(c))

ρ0 =
2c+

2c+ +m− 1
, p =

2c+ +m− 1

2cc+(m− 1)
. (B8)

We observe that ρ0 > 0 for any c+ and m. Therefore
in the case of HOTP in absence of negative regulations,
ρ0 = 0, the transition will always be discontinuous.

b. HHOTP in absence of positive regulations

When only negative regulations are present, the prob-
ability of retaining a hyperedge is given by

p
(t)
H = p

[
ρ0 + (1− ρ0)

(
G−

0

(
1−R(t)

))]
(B9)

Similarly, we observe that when R = 0, we have pH = p.
Thus the continuous transition is observed when p = pcH
together with |J | < 1, where pcH denotes the critical
threshold of hyperedge percolation. The period-2 bifur-
cation happens when the non-trivial fixed point loses its
stability when p > pcH and |J | = 1. Thus the tricritical
point is reached when

J = −1, pcH = p (B10)

Assuming the hypergraph has a Poisson structuralhyper-
degree distribution with an average c, a Poisson regula-
tory degree distribution with an average c− and a fixed
hyperedge cardinality m,

J = −2c(1− ρ0)pc
− = −1, p = 1/c(m− 1). (B11)

Thus the tricritical point is reached when

ρ0 = 1− m− 1

2c−
, p =

1

c(m− 1)
(B12)

Thus, when ρ0 = 0, we have c− = (m− 1)/2. Therefore,
in the case of HOTP in absence of positive regulation, as
long as c− < (m − 1)/2, the transition is always contin-
uous.
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c. HONDP with partial regulation

We we discuss also HONP when hyperedges are not
regulated with probability ρ0 observing a critical behav-
ior similar to the one of HOTP with partial regulation
discussed in the previous paragraphs of this Appendix.
The major difference between HONP and HOTP is that
the map R = fm(p) implements hypergraph percolation
(case (a)) or cooperative hypergraph percolation (case
(b)) with deactivation of the nodes instead of hypergraph
percolation with hyperedge deactivation. Let us discuss

the case (a) as an example. In this case we have

∂fm

∂p
(t)
N

∣∣∣∣∣
pN=pc

N

=
2c(m− 1)

c(m− 1) + (m− 2)
. (B13)

Thus for HONDP in absence of negative regulations, the
tricritical point is given by

ρ0 =
2c+

2c+ + c(m− 1) + (m− 2)
,

p =
c(m− 1) + (m− 2) + 2c+

2c+c(m− 1)
. (B14)

For HONDP in absence of positive regulation, we have
instead that the tricritical point is given by

ρ0 = 1− c(m− 1) + (m− 2)

2c−
, p =

1

c(m− 1)
. (B15)
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