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Higher-order networks are used to model complex contagion processes in social groups of varying sizes,
where heterogeneity and microscopic group arrangements can critically influence the dynamics. However, ex-
isting frameworks fail to fully capture the interplay between these features. Here, we introduce group-based
compartmental modeling (GBCM), a mean-field framework for irreversible contagion that incorporates hetero-
geneity and captures correlations across group sizes. Validated through numerical simulations, GBCM analyt-
ically disentangles the contributions of different interaction orders to global epidemic dynamics. Our results
reveal how heterogeneity and inter-order correlations shape epidemic thresholds and demonstrate that high het-
erogeneity in group membership drives rapid infection growth, leading to abrupt phase transitions. This provides
an explanation for the emergence of explosive contagion in higher-order networks.

The propagation of contagions and behaviors in complex
systems often involves repeated or simultaneous stimuli that
individuals receive from their social contacts [1, 2]. One way
to mechanistically encode these non-linear effects into conta-
gion models is to consider interactions that go beyond simple
pairwise connections [3–5]. Recent studies have highlighted
the critical role of these higher-order interactions—group in-
volving three or more individuals—in shaping the dynamics
of spreading processes [6–8], but also in synchronization [9–
11], and game theory [12–15]. In fact, higher-order mecha-
nisms [16] on complex networks give rise to a variety of new
phenomena [17, 18], such as explosive transitions [19], van-
ishing size of critical mass [20], multi-stability [8, 21, 22] and
chaos [23]. Crucially, it has been shown that the way these
group interactions are distributed across the system plays a
central role in determining its behavior [24–28]. From a
macroscopic point of view, the presence of hubs in higher-
order structures significantly impacts the onset and evolution
of spreading processes [29, 30]. More recently, the role of the
microscopic arrangement of groups has been studied via two
key structural concepts: intra-order correlations, describing
dependencies within interactions of the same order [31], and
inter-order correlations for the interplay across orders [32].
While intra-order correlations mainly depend on the micro-
scopic arrangement of groups of the same size, inter-order
correlations [33] depend on the full hierarchy of groups, and
can profoundly influence collective dynamics. For instance,
higher-order networks with uncorrelated sets of hyperedges
behave fundamentally differently from those structured as
simplicial complexes—where the downward closure require-
ment maximizes correlations across orders [32, 34, 35]. Al-
though significant progress has been made in characterizing
the impact of structural network properties on the contagion
dynamics that unfolds over it [8, 24, 28–32, 36], capturing at
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the same time inter- and intra-order correlations, degree distri-
butions, and state dependencies across different orders of in-
teractions remains a challenge. These features introduce sub-
stantial complexity, and existing frameworks often fail to bal-
ance analytical tractability with the need to account for both
structural and dynamical heterogeneity [32, 37].

Here, we introduce a group-based mean-field framework
to study the dynamics of the Susceptible-Infected-Recovered
(SIR) model in systems with higher-order interactions. Our
model explicitly accounts for both the heterogeneity in con-
nectivity distributions across interaction orders and the inter-
order hyperedge overlap [33], a metric which quantifies cor-
relations between different orders of interactions. Using this
framework, we derive analytical expressions for the epidemic
threshold, uncovering the intricate interplay between struc-
tural heterogeneity and the microscopic arrangement of group
interactions. Additionally, our model predicts the emergence
of explosive phenomena in the temporal evolution of infected
individuals, driven by the combined effects of inter-order cor-
relations and high heterogeneity in group membership. We
validate our analytical findings with numerical simulations
on synthetic hypergraphs featuring tunable heterogeneity and
inter-order overlap. Finally, we validate our approach on hy-
pergraphs constructed from real-world data, demonstrating
that higher-order structures play a decisive role in shaping the
onset and progression of epidemic processes.

Modeling higher-order interactions.—We model a system
with higher-order interactions as a hypergraph H = (N , E),
where N is the set of N = |N | nodes that interact via E = |E|
hyperedges, i.e., groups of two or more nodes. Each hyper-
edge e ∈ E , a subset of N , can be characterized by its order
m = |e| − 1, with m = 1 representing pairwise interactions,
m = 2 corresponding to group interactions of three nodes,
etc. Its counterpart it’s km, the generalized degree of order
m, also called k-hyperdegree, that denotes the number of m-
hyperedges connected to a node [38]. We call P (km) their
probability distribution, whose first and second moment, ⟨km⟩
and ⟨k2m⟩, can thus be used to jointly quantify the mean con-
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FIG. 1. Group-based compartmental modeling. (a) Graphical rep-
resentation of the model for M = 2. A test node u is connected
to four infectious (red) and two susceptible (blue) nodes via two 1-
hyperedges and two 2-hyperedges. Arrows show the different chan-
nels of infection through the rate parameters in Eq. (4). (b) Final
epidemic size (R∞) as a function of infectivity λ1, with λ2 = 3.
Model results (lines) are compared with Gillespie simulations (mark-
ers) on Scale-free and an Erdős-Rényi simplicial complexes, respec-
tively with 2000 and 10000 nodes (see characteristics in Table I).

nectivity and degree heterogeneity of higher-order networks.
Notice, however, that these distributions alone provide no in-
formation about the microscopic arrangement of hyperedges
or the correlations among different order of interactions. To
quantify such correlations, we need to assess the extent to
which a given structure adheres to or deviates from the inclu-
sion property of simplicial complexes [39]. Calling F(E(n))
the set of m-cliques within n-hyperedges, and given two or-
ders of interaction m and n (m < n), the inter-order hyper-
edge overlap is then expressed as [33]

α(m,n) =

∣∣E(m) ∩ F(E(n))
∣∣∣∣F(E(n))

∣∣ , (1)

where the numerator counts the m-cliques within n-
hyperedges that are also m-hyperedges, and it’s normalized
by the total number of m-cliques in n-hyperedges. This
yields α(m,n) ∈ [0, 1], with α(m,n) = 0 indicating no over-
lap, and α(m,n) = 1 maximum overlap—when all m-cliques
in n-hyperedges are also m-hyperedges. By construction,
α(m,n) = 0 for m > n.

Group-based compartmental modeling (GBCM).—To un-
derstand how correlations between different orders of interac-
tions affect the onset and outcome of outbreaks, we propose
a mathematical framework that explicitly includes inter-order
overlap of Eq. (1) as a free parameter. To this aim, we con-
sider the edge-based compartmental modeling approach for
the SIR process [40, 41] defined in [42, 43], generalizing it
to capture infection dynamics within groups of different or-
ders. Each order m, with m = 1, 2, . . . ,M , corresponds to
an infection rate βm, the rate at which a susceptible node is
infected via a “contagious” m-hyperedge—one where all oth-
ers m nodes are infectious. The recovery rate for infected
nodes is denoted by µ, and once a node recovers it cannot be
infected again. Our formalism relies on two key quantities de-
fined from the point of view of a test node u which is part of
hyperedges of different orders: θm(t), the probability that u
at time t has not yet been infected by any of the infectious m-
hyperedges it is part of; Φ(m)

s,i (t), the probability that u is still
susceptible and member of an m-hyperedge containing other

s susceptible and i infected nodes at time t. With these defini-
tions, θm(t) can be expressed as θm(t) =

∑
(s,i)∈Ω Φ

(m)
s,i (t),

where Ω = {(s, i) | 0 ≤ s + i ≤ m} is the set of all
possible combinations of s susceptible and i infected mem-
bers of an m-hyperedge. The variables Φ

(m)
s,i (t) are thus

used to describe the progression of the epidemics within m-
hyperedges, transitioning from fully susceptible to fully in-
fected states. It is worth stressing that their dynamics directly
depend on the inter-order overlap α(m,n), which contributes
to the progression of infection within hyperedges—in addi-
tion to contagion events originating from groups of different
orders. Henceforth, for simplicity, we omit the obvious time
dependence. The evolution of θm depends on the probability
that u is not infected by any of the m-hyperedges, as given
by θ̇m = −βmΦ

(m)
0,m. Let us now leverage the formalism of

probability generating function (PGFs) [44, 45] to account for
the fact that a node can take part of different hyperedges with
a probability distribution P (km). The PGF of order m reads

Gm(θm) =

∞∑
km=0

P (km)θkm
m . (2)

Given that, and assuming independence among orders of in-
teraction, the probability of having a given susceptible popu-
lation at time t is given by ⟨S⟩ =

∏M
m=1

∑
km

P (km)θkm
m . In

contrast to classical SIR dynamics on dyadic networks, here
we can disentangle the contribution of each interaction order
to the overall epidemic. Hence, differentiating Eq. (2), disag-
gregated by order, and accounting for recovery, leads to

˙⟨Im⟩ = −G′
m(θm)θ̇m − µ⟨Im⟩. (3)

Finally, the total density of infected and recovered popula-
tion at time t is, respectively, ⟨I⟩ =

∑M
m=1⟨Im⟩ and ⟨R⟩ =

1 − ⟨S⟩ − ⟨I⟩. To fully appreciate and explicitly show all
the components of the GBCM, we restrict our analysis to
interactions up to order m ≤ 2 (see Appendix for a gen-
eral formulation up to any order M ). In this case, the inter-
order hyperedge overlap introduced in Eq. (1) is captured by
a single value, α(1,2). To simplify the notation, we define
G(θ1) ≡ G1(θ1), H(θ2) ≡ G2(θ2), and α ≡ α(1,2). Sim-
ilarly, we also redefine ϕS ≡ Φ

(1)
1,0, ϕI ≡ Φ

(1)
0,1, ϕSI ≡ Φ

(2)
1,1,

and ϕII ≡ Φ
(2)
0,2. We now have a single parameter of interest,

α, quantifying the extent to which 2-body interactions are con-
tained within 3-body interactions. Under these assumptions,
the resulting system of coupled equations for the group-based
approximation with M = 2 is given by

θ̇1 = −β1ϕI ; θ̇2 = −β2ϕII ,

ϕ̇I = B1ϕS − (β1 + µ)ϕI − 2αβ1ϕII ,
˙ϕSI = 2B2ϕSS − (B2 + µ)ϕSI − 2αβ1ϕSI ,
˙ϕII = B2ϕSI − (β2 + 2µ)ϕII + αβ1(ϕSI − 2ϕII),

(4)

where ϕS = G′(θ1)H(θ2)/⟨k1⟩ and ϕSS =
(G(θ1)H

′(θ2)/⟨k2⟩)2, with ⟨km⟩ =
∑

km
kmP (km),

corresponding to the first derivative of the PGF, defined
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FIG. 2. The role of inter-order hyperedge overlap. Epidemic
thresholds in the (λ1, λ2) plane predicted by the GBCM, Eq. (14):
(a) for simplicial complexes (α = 1) in Table I; (b) for Erdős-Rényi
hypergraphs with different α values. (c) Epidemic threshold λ∗

1 as
a function of α (fixed λ2 = 3) for the three classes of hypergraphs.
(d)-(f) Comparison of the final epidemic size R∞ from the GBCM
model (lines) and simulations (markers) on ER hypergraphs with
N = 10, 000 nodes, for different α. In (d) we show R∞ against λ1

for different overlap values. In (e) and (f), we consider the extreme
cases α = 0 and α = 1 and show R∞ disaggregated by contribu-
tions from 1- and 2-hyperedges. In all cases, µ = 1.

in Eq. (2), when θm(t) = 1. Moreover, B1 and B2 in
Eq. (4) represent the rate of infection from external 1- and
2-hyperedges, respectively (see Appendix for their detailed
expressions). Notice how α appears explicitly in the equa-
tions for the evolution of ϕI , ϕSI and ϕII . In particular, the
term −2αβ1ϕSI accounts for the potential infections coming
from pairwise interactions nested within 2-hyperedges—with
similar arguments for the other terms involving α. The ability
of the formalism to capture both independent contributions
from different orders and their interplay (through α) is ex-
emplified in Fig. 1(a). In Fig. 1(b), we validate our approach
by comparing the final epidemic size (R∞) predicted by the
GBCM with average values of 500 Gillespie simulations over
different higher-order networks, both featuring α = 1 (i.e.,
simplicial complexes). The structures used to run simulations
exhibit scale-free (SF) and Erdős-Rényi-like (ER) degree
distributions at both orders m = 1 and m = 2, with their
characteristics summarized in Table I. The ER simplicial
complex was generated following the methodology in [6],
while the SF one was constructed using the model in [46]. In
both cases, the GBCM predictions show excellent agreement
with the simulated results, demonstrating the capability of the
model to capture the behavior of systems with higher-order
interactions.

The role of inter-order hyperedge overlap.—Here, we
study the stability of the disease-free state of the system in
Eqs. (4) by evaluating the Jacobian around the disease-free

Higher-order networks ⟨k1⟩ ⟨k2
1⟩ ⟨k2⟩ ⟨k2

2⟩
Regular 6.00 42.00 1.00 2.00
Erdős Rényi 11.83 169.51 2.90 14.30
Scale-Free 11.98 649.76 9.00 610.10

TABLE I. Characteristics of different higher-order networks consid-
ered in the study, where ⟨k1⟩ and ⟨k2⟩ denote the mean generalized
degrees of pairwise and higher-order interactions, respectively, while
⟨k2

1⟩ and ⟨k2
2⟩ are the second moments of the degree distributions.

steady state (θ1, θ2, ϕI , ϕSI , ϕII) = (1, 1, 0, 0, 0). We rescale
the infectivity parameters for both orders as λ1 = ⟨k1⟩β1/µ
and λ2 = ⟨k2⟩β2/µ. Despite the complexity of the model, it
is possible to find an analytical expression for the epidemic
threshold, revealing its explicit dependence on the interplay
between structural overlap and heterogeneity of the degree
distributions. This, in turn, allows us to map the critical
relationship between λ1 and λ2 at the epidemic threshold
(see Appendix for the exact analytical expression). This is
explored in Fig. 2(a), where we plot the epidemic threshold
in the (λ1, λ2) plane by numerically evaluating our analytical
threshold on simplicial complexes (α = 1) with three differ-
ent levels of heterogeneity (as detailed in Table I). Dashed
lines indicate λ1 = λc

1, where λ2 → ∞, showing that no
outbreak is possible if λ1 ≤ λc

1, regardless of the value of
λ2. Thus, the pairwise infection rate λ1 plays a dominant
role in determining the outbreak. In Fig. 2(b), we consider
the case of ER hypergraphs with different levels of overlap,
and we observe that increasing values of α consistently lower
the epidemic threshold. To further explore the dependency of
the epidemic threshold on α, we rearrange it as a third-order
polynomial in λ1. The solution of this polynomial, λ∗

1, which
represents the value of λ1 at which an epidemic occurs, can
be approximated using an asymptotic expansion for small α
(see SM for details). This yields

λ∗
1 ≈ ⟨k1⟩2

∆1
− αλ2

2⟨k1⟩5⟨k2⟩
∆3

1 (2⟨k2⟩+ λ2)
, (5)

where ∆m = Πm − ⟨km⟩ and Πm = ⟨k2m⟩ − ⟨km⟩ =∑
km

km(km − 1)P (km). The latter expression represents
the second derivative of the PGF evaluated at θm(t) = 1. It
is worth noting that ∆m represents the difference between the
second and first derivatives of the PGF at θm(t) = 1. This
result highlights that stronger inter-order correlations (α > 0)
make the system more sensitive to outbreaks. Furthermore,
for α ̸= 0, λ∗

1 depends on the strength of higher-order inter-
actions (λ2), in agreement with recent findings [32, 37]. Ad-
ditionally, Eq. (5) demonstrates that increasing heterogeneity
in the pairwise degree distribution, captured by ∆1, reduces
the influence of higher-order interactions on λ∗

1. The depen-
dence of the exact epidemic threshold λ∗

1 on α, evaluated nu-
merically from the Jacobian matrix of the system in Eq.(4),
is shown in Fig. 2(c) for λ2 = 3—where the case α = 0 is
reported as a dashed-dotted line for reference.

Next, we focus on the behavior of the final epidemic size.
In Fig. 2(d)-(f), we compare the final epidemic sizes pre-
dicted by the GBCM with those obtained from the average
of 500 simualtions on ER hypergraphs with different values
of α. To create a continuous spectrum of higher-order net-
works with varying inter-order overlap (α) ranging from 1 to
0, we rewired the layer of 1-hyperedges in the original ER
simplicial complex, while preserving the initial degree distri-
bution of 1-hyperedges and the structure of the 2-hyperedges
(see SM for details on network generation and rewiring). In
Fig.2(d), we observe that the GBCM accurately predicts the
epidemic threshold, which depends on the level of inter-order
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FIG. 3. Explosive behavior in SIR processes. (a) Final epidemic
sizes (R∞) from GBCM predictions (solid lines) and Gillespie sim-
ulations (circles), showing excellent agreement. Panels (b)-(d) illus-
trate a double-transition process: (b)-(c) compare R∞ for two lev-
els of heterogeneity in 2-hyperedges, with (c) revealing continuous
transitions at λ∗

1 for pairwise interactions and abrupt transitions at
λ̂1 driven by high heterogeneity. (d) Contribution of 2-hyperedges
to R∞ for ∆2 ≈ [100, 250, 600], demonstrating that higher het-
erogeneity amplifies abrupt epidemic growth. All panels above use
λ2 = 6. Panels (e)-(h) show the temporal evolution of total in-
fected density (orange) and contributions from pairwise (blue, 1-HE)
and three-body (red, 2-HE) interactions for ∆2 ≈ 100, with vary-
ing λ2, obtained from the GBCM. Panels (i)-(l) show the same for
∆2 ≈ 600, highlighting abrupt dynamics dominated by higher-order
interactions. Hypergraphs are generated with negative binomial de-
gree distributions with α = 0, as detailed in the main text.

overlap in the underlying higher-order networks. Namely, as
shown before, with increasing values of α the epidemic starts
earlier. Additionally, in Fig.2(e)-(f) we explicitly separate the
contributions coming from contagions via 2- and 3-body in-
teractions to the overall final epidemic size, for α = 0 and
α = 1, respectively. For α = 0, the impact of three-body
interactions is delayed, requiring a critical mass of total infec-
tions to initiate higher-order contagion. In contrast, for α = 1,
both pairwise and higher-order processes commence simulta-
neously at the critical value λ∗

1 predicted by Eq. (14).
High heterogeneity of group interactions leads to explo-

sive phenomena.—We now systematically analyze the im-
pact of heterogeneity in higher-order interactions on the epi-
demic dynamics. Specifically, we investigate how variations
in the degree distribution of higher-order interactions influ-
ence both the final epidemic size and the temporal evolu-
tion of the outbreak. We consider three synthetic hyper-
graphs, each composed by N = 10000 nodes, whose pair-
wise (1-hyperedge) and three-body (2-hyperedge) interactions
are modeled with uncorrelated negative binomial hyperdegree
distributions [47]. This allows to independently tune the vari-
ance of the 2-hyperdegree distribution while keeping the mean
degrees fixed. The mean pairwise degree is ⟨k1⟩ = 20 with
⟨k21⟩ = 327. For three-body interactions, we study three sce-
narios with ⟨k2⟩ = 9 and varying heterogeneity, which, for
simplicity, we indicate in terms of the difference between the
second and first derivative of the PGF at θ2(t) = 1, namely
∆2 ≈ [100, 250, 600] (see SM for more details). Since gen-
eralized degree distributions are uncorrelated, the inter-order
overlap is zero (α = 0) in all cases. Figure 3(a) shows the
final epidemic size as a function of λ1 for three levels of

heterogeneity in P (k2), where predictions from the GBCM
are compared to averages from 500 simulations, for λ2 = 6
(β2 ≈ 0.66). Again, the GBCM accurately reproduces the
system’s behavior across all scenarios. Notably, as hetero-
geneity increases, epidemic transitions changes, leading to
more abrupt growth in R∞. Figures 3(b) and 3(c) further
decompose the contributions of 1- and 2-hyperedges to the
final epidemic size for ∆2 ≈ 250 and ∆2 ≈ 600. In both
cases, a double transition occurs due to α = 0. At λ∗

1, corre-
sponding to the epidemic threshold derived from Eq. (14), the
system exhibits a continuous transition primarily driven by 1-
hyperedges. However, as shown in Fig. 3(b), a secondary shift
in the final epidemic size occurs at λ̂1, reflecting outbreaks
driven by 2-hyperedges. In contrast, Fig. 3(c) reveals hybrid
transitions for ∆2 ≈ 600, where abrupt changes in the con-
tribution from 2-hyperedges dominate the dynamics. Finally,
Fig. 3(d) highlights the role of heterogeneity in driving explo-
sive phenomena. As ∆2 increases, the growth of R∞ driven
by 2-hyperedges becomes progressively more abrupt.

Characterizing the temporal evolution.—We are now in-
terested in exploring the behavior of the system through the
temporal evolution of the epidemic. We fix the pairwise in-
fectivity to λ1 = 1, while varying varying λ2, and we fol-
low the prevalence ρ in time, accounting for the contributions
to the infections coming from the different orders. Figure 3
shows the curves for the total prevalence (orange) and contri-
butions from pairwise (blue) and three-body (red) interactions
obtained from the GBCM. For ∆2 ≈ 100 [(e)-(h)], the growth
of infections in 2-hyperedges is delayed until a critical mass of
infections from pairwise interactions is reached. By contrast,
higher values of ∆2 ≈ 600 [(i)-(l)] lead to an abrupt increase
in prevalence as higher-order interactions amplify the dynam-
ics. Notably, in Figs. 3(k)-(l), the rapid growth in infections
is driven by 2-hyperedges, which are triggered when pairwise
interactions excheed a critical mass. It turns out that the equa-
tion governing the density of infected individuals through 2-
hyperedges, given by ˙⟨I2⟩ = −H ′(θ2)θ̇2−µ⟨I2⟩, provides an
intuitive explanation for explosive phenomena and how these
are driven by heterogeneity. Our analysis focuses on iden-
tifying the conditions under which an abrupt change, or ex-
plosion, occurs in the temporal evolution of ⟨I2⟩ at a specific
time t̂ > 0, which also coincides with high values of ˙⟨I2⟩ at
and around this time point. This occurs when 2-hyperedges
with two infectious nodes proliferate, and we assume that this
corresponds to a peak in ϕII (ϕ̂II ), when ϕ̇II = 0, at t̂ (see
Eq. (4)). This can be solved to obtain ϕ̂II , which then via
equation θ̇2 = −βϕII , can be substituted in Eq. (3) to ob-
tain an approximate expression for ˙⟨I2⟩. This in turn leads to
an explicit critical condition which, if satisfied, implies that
˙⟨I2⟩ → ∞. Rearranging this, leads to a condition for the crit-

ical value of λ̂2 as given below

λ̂2 ≈ 2⟨k2⟩2 (⟨k1⟩+ αλ1)

⟨k1⟩
(
∆2ϕ̂SI + ⟨k2⟩(ϕ̂SI − 1)

) , (6)

where ϕ̂SI represents the critical density of ϕSI required for
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(a) (b)

FIG. 4. Explosive behavior of SIR processes on real-world hyper-
graphs. Final epidemic sizes disaggregated by mode of contagion
(via 1- or 2-hyperedges) for different values of λ2. Curves are av-
eraged over 500 simulations on an empirical hypergraph of social
contacts at University (α = 1). (a) For λ2 = 5, the system exhibits
continuous transitions, consistent with classical SIR models on net-
works. (b) For λ2 = 20, an abrupt transition emerges, driven by the
contagion process on 2-hyperedges, highlighting the role of higher-
order interactions in shaping epidemic dynamics.

infection propagation through 2-hyperedges, constrained by
ϵ ≤ ϕ̂SI ≤ 1. Eq.(6) represents the condition at which
the growth of the density of infections through 2-hyperedges
tends to infinity (See SM for the detailed derivation).

For t < t̂, the dynamics of ϕSI are dominated by pair-
wise interactions, resulting in θ̇2 ≈ 0. However, at t ≥
t̂, higher-order interactions start to dominate, leading to an
abrupt change in the temporal evolution. This marks a criti-
cal transition where the dynamics shift from being almost ex-
clusively pairwise-driven to a regime where the higher-order
infection shapes the onset of the epidemic outbreak. Fur-
thermore, Eq. (6) shows that in case of α = 0, i.e., uncor-
related sets of 1- and 2-hyperedges, the onset of explosive
behavior depends exclusively on ∆2. Higher values of ∆2

reduce λ̂2, making explosive behavior more likely, whereas
lower ∆2 suppresses such phenomena by increasing λ̂2. How-
ever, due to the inherent analytical complexity of the GBCM
and implicit dependencies in the dynamical variables, an ex-
act closed-form solution for ϕ̂SI is not analytically feasible.
Despite this, Eq. (6) provides an important explanation of the
role of heterogeneity in the three-body interactions, both from
a structural and dynamical viewpoint.

Explosive behavior in real-world hypergraphs.— We now
examine epidemic dynamics on an empirical hypergraph con-
structed using contact data between university students col-
lected by the Copenhagen Network Study [48] and processed
as in [31]. The obtained structure is a hypergraph with maxi-
mal inter-order hyperedge overlap (simplicial complex), α =
1, with ⟨k1⟩ ≈ 23, ⟨k21⟩ ≈ 740, ⟨k2⟩ ≈ 23 and ⟨k22⟩ ≈ 1300
(see SM for more details). In Fig. 4, we show the final epi-
demic sizes averaged over 500 simulations for two values of
λ2: panel (a) corresponds to λ2 = 5 (β2 ≈ 0.2), and panel
(b) corresponds to λ2 = 20 (β2 ≈ 0.8). Remarkably, for
sufficiently high values of λ2, an abrupt transition in R∞
emerges, driven by the contributions of 2-hyperedges. Due to
the maximal overlap between 1- and 2-hyperedges (α = 1),
the epidemic process on both interaction types initiates simul-
taneously at λ∗

1. This phenomenon aligns with the predictions
from the GBCM. For a comprehensive study involving real-
world datasets, including the detailed procedure for hyper-
graph construction from these data, and an in-depth compari-

son with GBCM predictions, we refer the reader to the SM.
Conclusions.—We introduced a mean-field framework for

irreversible epidemic processes on higher-order networks,
able to capture the effects of heterogeneity in degree distri-
butions and correlations between interactions of different or-
ders. Focusing on 2- and 3-body interactions, our model accu-
rately captures the influence of groups and reveals that higher
inter-order overlap increases epidemic sensitivity, though hin-
dered by high levels of heterogeneity on pairwise connectiv-
ity. We also predict and validate the emergence of explosive
temporal outbreaks, driven by strong higher-order interactions
and high levels of degree heterogeneity in group membership,
which provide a pathway leading to the well-studied abrupt
phase transitions observed in epidemic processes on higher-
order networks [6, 17, 19, 36, 49–51].

These findings, supported by Gillespie simulations on syn-
thetic and empirical hypergraphs, show the impact of higher-
order interactions on irreversible contagion processes and
highlight the importance of structural and dynamical correla-
tions in shaping epidemic behavior. More in general, our ap-
proach provides the foundation for the development of more
sophisticated ways to capture key structural features proper of
real-world systems, that could be further extended to account
for their dynamic [52] and temporal [53, 54] nature, or to ac-
cess their impact on multiple interacting processes [55–57].

Acknowledgments.— Authors acknowledge useful discus-
sion with Joel C. Miller on the capabilities and features of the
edge-based compartmental model.

Appendix A: Group-based approximation modeling up to
order M .— We consider a Susceptible-Infected-Recovered
(SIR) process with higher-order interactions of size m =
1, . . . ,M . Each order m has an associated infection rate
βm, which represents the rate at which a susceptible node be-
comes infected when connected to an m-hyperedge where all
m neighbors are infected. The recovery rate is given by µ.

To describe the infection dynamics in a general way, we
define θm(t) as the probability that a test node u has not been
infected by any of the m nodes connected to it through an
m-hyperedge at time t. If the test node u is connected to
km m-hyperedges, the probability that u has not received the
disease via an m-hyperedge is θm(t)km . Using the probabil-
ity generating function (PGF) Gm(x) of the m-hyperedge de-
gree distribution, the probability that a randomly chosen node
has not received the disease via any m-hyperedge is given by
Gm(θm(t)) =

∑∞
km=0 P (km)θm(t)km . The probability of a

node being susceptible at time t is the product of these prob-
abilities across all orders of interaction, which corresponds to
the average susceptible population:

⟨S(t)⟩ =
M∏

m=1

Gm(θm(t)) =

M∏
m=1

∞∑
k=0

Pm(k)θm(t)k. (7)

If a test node u is in an m-hyperedge containing s suscepti-
ble, i infected, and m− (s+ i) recovered neighbors, the prob-
ability that u remains uninfected through this m-hyperedge is
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defined as Φ(m)
s,i (t). Thus, θm(t) can be decomposed as:

θm(t) =
∑

(s,i)∈Ω

Φ
(m)
s,i (t), (8)

where Ω = {(s, i) | 0 ≤ s + i ≤ m}. For example, Φ(5)
1,3(t)

represents the probability that a test node is in a 5-hyperedge
with 1 susceptible, 3 infected, and 1 recovered neighbor, and
has not being infected up to time t.

The temporal evolution of θm(t) is governed by:

θ̇m(t) = −βmΦ
(m)
0,m(t), (9)

since infections through an m-hyperedge occur only when all
its m neighbors are infected. The evolution of Φ

(m)
0,m(t) de-

pends on transitions between all Φ(m)
s,i states in Ω. These tran-

sitions are influenced by external infections, internal infec-
tions, and recoveries, leading to recursive dependencies.

At the start of the epidemic, θm(t) ≈ Φ
(m)
m,0(t) ≈ 1 for

m > 1. Transitions from Φ
(m)
m,0 to Φ

(m)
m−1,1 occur due to ex-

ternal infections, where a susceptible neighbor of u becomes
infected through another group. The rate of external infections
for an m-hyperedge, denoted Bm, can be expressed as:

Bm = −
G′′

m(θm)
∏

n ̸=m Gn(θn)θ̇m +
∑

n ̸=m G′
m(θm)G′

n(θn)
∏

p ̸=m,n Gp(θp)θ̇n

G′
m(θm)

∏
n ̸=m Gn(θn)

. (10)

The probabilities Φ(m)
s,i are treated as compartments, and the

transitions between them are described by a set of differential
equations. For a generic probability Φ

(m)
s,i , the rate of change

Φ̇
(m)
s,i accounts for eight terms: four increasing (external in-

fection, internal infection, and recovery) and four decreasing

(infection of a susceptible neighbor or the test node itself, and
recovery of an infected neighbor). For some Φ

(m)
s,i , certain

terms may not apply, depending on the states.
Considering these transitions, the differential equation for

Φ̇
(m)
s,i is:

Φ̇
(m)
s,i =− sBmΦ

(m)
s,i −

i∑
j=1

s

(
i

j

)
αj,mβjΦ

(m)
s,i − δ∗i,0

i∑
j=1

(
i

j

)
αj,mβjΦ

(m)
s,i − δi,mδ∗M,m

M∑
k=m+1

k−1∑
j=1

(k − j + 1)αj,kβjΦ
(k)
0,k

− µiΦ
(m)
s,i + (s+ 1)BmΦ

(m)
s+1,i−1 + δ∗s+i,mµ(i+ 1)Φ

(m)
s,i+1 + δ∗i,0

i−1∑
j=1

(s+ 1)

(
i− 1

j

)
αjmβjΦ

(m)
s+1,i−1,

(11)

where αi,j is the inter-order overlap between i- and j-
hyperedges, δi,j represents the Kronecker delta and δ∗i,j =
(1− δi,j).

The system is solved numerically using the following equa-
tions:

Θ̇ = −βΦI ,

Φ̇
(1)

= f(β,B,Φ(1),Φ(2)...Φ(M)),

...

Φ̇
(M)

= f(β,B,Φ(1),Φ(2)...Φ(M))),

(12)

where we used the following notations β = (β1, β2...βM ),
B = (B1, B2...BM ), Θ = (θ1, θ2...θM ),ΦI =

(Φ
(1)
0,1,Φ

(2)
0,2...Φ

(M)
0,M ) and Φ(m) represents the set of Φ(m)

s,i such
that (s, i) ∈ Ω.

Appendix B: Derivation of the epidemic threshold for M =
2.— To derive the epidemic threshold for the GBCM in the
case of M = 2, we consider the system in Eqs.(4). Here,
B1 and B2 represent the rates of infection to a susceptible
node connected to the test node u through 1-hyperedges and
2-hyperedges, respectively. From Eq. (10), they are defined
as:

B1 = −G′′(θ1)H(θ2)θ̇1 +H ′(θ2)G
′(θ1)θ̇1

G′(θ1)H(θ2)
,

B2 = −G′(θ1)H
′(θ2)θ̇1 +G(θ1)H

′′(θ2)θ̇2
G(θ1)H ′(θ2)

.

(13)

To assess the stability of the system, we substitute the equa-
tions for θ̇1 and θ̇2 given by Eqs. (4) and evaluate the Ja-
cobian matrix of the system around the disease-free equilib-
rium (θ1, θ2, ϕI , ϕSI , ϕII) = (1, 1, 0, 0, 0). By considering
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the free term in the characteristic polynomial of the Jacobian matrix, we derive the epidemic threshold as

λ2 =
2⟨k2⟩2

[
(⟨k1⟩+ αλ1) (⟨k1⟩+ 2αλ1)

(
⟨k1⟩2 − λ1∆1

)
−Π1(⟨k1⟩ − 1)⟨k1⟩2λ1 + 2α2⟨k1⟩4λ3

1

]
⟨k1⟩ [⟨k1⟩3⟨k2⟩ − ⟨k1⟩⟨k2⟩∆1λ1 − 2⟨k1⟩2∆2αλ1 + 2 [Ω1,2 − 2 (⟨k1⟩Π2 + ⟨k2⟩Π1)]αλ2

1]
, (14)

where Πm = ⟨k2m⟩−⟨km⟩ =
∑

km
km(km−1)P (km) repre-

sents the second derivative of the PGF evaluated at θm(t) = 1.
Additionally, ∆m = Πm − ⟨km⟩ captures the difference be-
tween the second and first derivatives of the PGF at θm(t) =
1, and Ωm,n = ⟨k2m⟩⟨k2n⟩ − ⟨km⟩2⟨kn⟩2. The detailed calcu-
lations are provided in the Supplementary Material (SM).

Appendix C: Derivation of the Condition for Explosive Dy-
namics for M = 2.— Here, we provide a detailed deriva-
tion of the condition in Eq. (7) of the main text, which repre-
sents the critical point at which the system exhibits an abrupt
change in the temporal evolution of the infected densities, oc-
curring at time t̂.

We begin with the equation governing the density ϕII , as
provided in Eq. (4) of the main text:

˙ϕII = B2ϕSI − (β2 + 2µ)ϕII + αβ1(ϕSI − 2ϕII). (15)

Assuming that the peak of ϕII occurs at time t̂, where
ϕ̇II = 0, we solve for the peak value ϕ̂II :

ϕ̂II =
ϕ̂SI

(
G(θ1)⟨k2⟩αβ1 −G′(θ1)H

′(θ2)θ̇1

)
G(θ1)

[
⟨k2⟩ (2αβ1 + β2 + 2µ)−H ′′(θ2)β2ϕ̂SI

] ,
(16)

where ϕ̂SI represents the density of ϕSI at t = t̂. This
quantity corresponds to the critical density required for infec-
tion propagation through 2-hyperedges and is constrained by
ϵ ≤ ϕ̂SI ≤ 1.

For t < t̂, the dynamics of ϕSI are dominated by pairwise
interactions, leading to θ̇2 ≈ 0. Consequently, θ2 ≈ 1, im-
plying H ′(θ2) → ⟨k2⟩ and H ′′(θ2) → Π2. Additionally, we
assume ⟨I2⟩ ≈ 0 for t < t̂. At t ≥ t̂, higher-order interac-
tions begin to dominate, resulting in an abrupt change in the
temporal evolution of the system.

The temporal evolution of the density of nodes infected
through 2-hyperedges is governed by:

˙⟨I2⟩ = −H ′(θ2)θ̇2 − µ⟨I2⟩. (17)

At t = t̂, substituting θ̇2 = −β2ϕ̂II and the assumptions for
H ′(θ2), H ′′(θ2) and ⟨I2⟩ ≈ 0 for t < t̂, we find:

˙⟨I2⟩ ≈
⟨k2⟩β2

ˆϕSI

(
G(θ1)⟨k2⟩αβ1 −G′(θ1)⟨k2⟩θ̇1

)
G(θ1)

[
⟨k2⟩ (2αβ1 + β2 + 2µ)−Π2β2ϕ̂SI

] . (18)

The condition for explosive growth is defined by ˙⟨I2⟩ →
∞, leading to:

2⟨k2⟩αβ1 + ⟨k2⟩β2 + 2⟨k2⟩µ−Π2β2ϕSI = 0. (19)

Rewriting this condition in terms of the rescaled infectivities
λ1 = ⟨k1⟩β1/µ and λ2 = ⟨k2⟩β2/µ, we obtain the critical
value λ̂2:

λ̂2 ≈ 2⟨k2⟩2 (⟨k1⟩+ αλ1)

⟨k1⟩
(
Π2ϕ̂SI − ⟨k2⟩

) . (20)

By expressing Π2 in terms of ∆2 = Π2 − ⟨k2⟩, the critical
condition becomes:

λ̂2 ≈ 2⟨k2⟩2 (⟨k1⟩+ αλ1)

⟨k1⟩
(
∆2

ˆϕSI + ⟨k2⟩(ϕ̂SI − 1)
) , (21)

which corresponds to Eq. (7) of the main text.

[1] Damon Centola and Michael Macy. Complex contagions and
the weakness of long ties. American journal of Sociology,
113(3):702–734, 2007.

[2] Nathan O Hodas and Kristina Lerman. The simple rules of
social contagion. Scientific reports, 4(1):4343, 2014.

[3] Federico Battiston, Giulia Cencetti, Iacopo Iacopini, Vito La-
tora, Maxime Lucas, Alice Patania, Jean-Gabriel Young, and
Giovanni Petri. Networks beyond pairwise interactions: Struc-
ture and dynamics. Physics reports, 874:1–92, 2020.

[4] Leo Torres, Ann S Blevins, Danielle Bassett, and Tina Eliassi-
Rad. The why, how, and when of representations for complex
systems. SIAM Review, 63(3):435–485, 2021.

[5] Christian Bick, Elizabeth Gross, Heather A Harrington, and
Michael T Schaub. What are higher-order networks? SIAM
Review, 65(3):686–731, 2023.

[6] Iacopo Iacopini, Giovanni Petri, Alain Barrat, and Vito Latora.
Simplicial models of social contagion. Nature communications,
10(1):2485, 2019.

[7] Guilherme Ferraz de Arruda, Alberto Aleta, and Yamir Moreno.
Contagion dynamics on higher-order networks. Nature Reviews
Physics, 6(8):468–482, 2024.

[8] Guilherme Ferraz de Arruda, Giovanni Petri, Pablo Martin Ro-
driguez, and Yamir Moreno. Multistability, intermittency, and
hybrid transitions in social contagion models on hypergraphs.
Nature communications, 14(1):1375, 2023.

[9] Takuma Tanaka and Toshio Aoyagi. Multistable attractors in a
network of phase oscillators with three-body interactions. Phys-
ical Review Letters, 106(22):224101, 2011.

[10] Ana P Millán, Joaquı́n J Torres, and Ginestra Bianconi. Explo-
sive higher-order kuramoto dynamics on simplicial complexes.
Physical Review Letters, 124(21):218301, 2020.

[11] Per Sebastian Skardal and Alex Arenas. Higher order interac-
tions in complex networks of phase oscillators promote abrupt
synchronization switching. Communications Physics, 3(1):218,
2020.



8

[12] U. Alvarez-Rodriguez, F. Battiston, G.F. de Arruda, Y. Moreno,
M. Perc, and V. Latora. Evolutionary dynamics of higher-order
interactions in social networks. Nat Hum Behav, 5:586, 2021.

[13] Andrea Civilini, Nejat Anbarci, and Vito Latora. Evolutionary
game model of group choice dilemmas on hypergraphs. Phys.
Rev. Lett., 127:268301, Dec 2021.

[14] Andrea Civilini, Onkar Sadekar, Federico Battiston, Jesús
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phase transition of epidemic spreading in simplicial complexes.



9

Physical Review Research, 2(1):012049, 2020.
[50] Alain Barrat, Guilherme Ferraz de Arruda, Iacopo Iacopini, and

Yamir Moreno. Social contagion on higher-order structures. In
Higher-order systems, pages 329–346. Springer, 2022.

[51] Guilherme Ferraz de Arruda, Giovanni Petri, and Yamir
Moreno. Social contagion models on hypergraphs. Physical
Review Research, 2(2):023032, 2020.

[52] Giulio Burgio, Guillaume St-Onge, and Laurent Hébert-
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