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Abstract—Laplacian dynamics on a signless graph char-
acterize a class of linear interactions, where pairwise co-
operative interactions between all agents lead to the con-
vergence to a common state. On a structurally balanced
signed graph, the agents converge to values of the same
magnitude but opposite signs (bipartite consensus), as
illustrated by the well-known Altafini model. These interac-
tions have been modeled using traditional graphs, where
the relationships between agents are always pairwise. In
comparison, higher-order networks (such as hypergraphs),
offer the possibility to capture more complex, group-wise
interactions among agents. This raises a natural ques-
tion: can collective behavior be analyzed by using hyper-
graphs? The answer is affirmative. In this paper, higher-
order Laplacian dynamics on signless hypergraphs are first
introduced and various collective convergence behaviors
are investigated, in the framework of homogeneous and
non-homogeneous polynomial systems. Furthermore, by
employing gauge transformations and leveraging tensor
similarities, we extend these dynamics to signed hyper-
graphs, drawing parallels to the Altafini model. Moreover,
we explore non-polynomial interaction functions within
this framework. The theoretical results are demonstrated
through several numerical examples.

Index Terms— Higher-order networks, Hypergraphs, Col-
lective behavior, Bipartite consensus, Structural balance

I. INTRODUCTION

FLOCKING The study of Laplacian dynamics has long

served as a fundamental behavior framework for networks
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or multi-agent systems, especially in understanding how inter-

actions between agents lead to converging behaviors [1]. In

addition, Laplacian dynamics have attracted the attention of

researchers among different disciplines due to their potential

application in biology [2], [3], social sciences [4], [5] and con-

trol engineering [6]–[9]. Particularly relevant for this work are,

for example, [10]–[14] that have focused on the convergence

of systems through cooperative interactions.

Networks are generally represented using either signless or

signed graphs. In a signless graph where the weight of each

edge is nonnegative, Laplacian dynamics typically describe

cooperative interactions, leading to a state where all agents

converge to a common identical value. However, in a signed

graph, where edges can have both positive and negative

weights, Laplacian dynamics result in more complex collec-

tive behaviors [15]–[18]. Researchers have taken antagonistic

interactions into account and showed convergence behavior

on a signed network. One of the most well-known models

in this context is Altafini’s model [19], which shows that all

agents reach bipartite consensus; to be more precise, all agents

converge to a value the same in modulus but different in signs

if and only if the underlying signed network is structurally

balanced. Otherwise, all agents converge to zero. Developing

upon Altafini’s model, [20]–[23], have further extended it,

in discrete time and continuous time, respectively, into the

time-varying digraph case. While Altafini’s model adopts the

definition of Laplacian L = [ℓik] as:

ℓik =

{

∑

j∈adj(i) |aij | k = i

−aik k 6= i
;

some other researchers let ℓii =
∑

j∈adj(i) aij instead. It has

been shown that the latter definition leads to more complicated

system behaviors (convergence, clustering, divergence) [16].

So far, all the aforementioned works are based on a con-

ventional network and all interactions between agents are

pairwise. However, in reality, the interactions are not always

pairwise. For example, in social networks, people commu-

nicate with each other not only via one-on-one private chat

but also via group chat [24]. In ecology, the influence of one

species on another is usually correlated to a third species [25],

[26]. All these facts lead to a need for higher-order interactions

(HOIs), which can be captured by higher-order networks [27]

http://arxiv.org/abs/2502.08276v1
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(simplicial complexes or hypergraphs).

Recently, more and more works concentrate on how the

consensus behavior emerges on a hypergraph and how to

design a consensus protocol over a signless higher-order

network [28]–[33]. All such works adopt a model in the form

of

ẋi =

N
∑

j,k=1

Aijk s (|xj − xk|) [(xj − xi) + (xk − xi)] , (1)

where Aijk are entries of the adjacency tensor of a hypergraph.

However, the nonlinearity of the system mainly comes from

the scaling function s (|xj − xk|) rather than the higher-order

network, and so, the effect of higher-order interactions has

not been fully revealed. In essence, the dynamics of (1) are

not governed by a higher-order Laplacian structure, which

will be properly defined and introduced later in this paper

(section IV). Furthermore, there is a gap in understanding the

potential (bipartite) collective behavior on signed higher-order

networks. In other words, what types of higher-order structures

can lead to bipartite convergence is still unclear.

In the context of conventional graphs, linear dynamics are

typically associated with the Laplacian matrix, where the

system takes the form ẋ = −Lx. Regarding higher-order

interactions, the concept of a Laplacian tensor of a uniform

hypergraph is proposed by, for example, [34], [35]. They show

that a Laplacian tensor shares many useful properties similar

to a Laplacian matrix. Thus, the natural way to investigate

the collective behavior and convergence property of a higher-

order network on hypergraphs is to consider the system in the

higher-order Laplacian form of ẋ = −Lxk−1, where L is a

Laplacian tensor of order k (we will introduce the concept of

hypergraph Laplacian later in section IV of this paper).

The contributions of our paper are summarized as follows.

First, we investigate a class of higher-order networks on

hypergraphs where the corresponding tensor is an irreducible

Metzler tensor with a zero Perron-eigenvalue. This result is

then utilized to analyze the convergence property of the system

with the help of a Laplacian tensor on a signless hypergraph.

The concept of a Laplacian tensor originates from the study of

undirected, unweighted uniform hypergraphs. We extend the

definition of an undirected, unweighted Laplacian tensor to

a weighted directed hypergraph. By exploiting the properties

of similar tensors and a gauge transformation, we finally

investigate the collective behavior of higher-order Laplacian

dynamics over a signed hypergraph and further utilize it

to design a collective protocol on a signed hypergraph that

ensures bipartite convergence. For the first time, we extend

the concept of structural balance into the hypergraph context.

Moreover, we leverage our results and consider also non-

polynomial interaction functions for higher-order Laplacian

dynamics. Finally, numerical examples are given to highlight

the theoretical contributions.

Notation: R denotes the set of real numbers, R+ denotes

the set of nonnegative real numbers and R++ denotes the set

of positive real numbers. Given a square matrix M ∈ R
n×n,

ρ(M) denotes the spectral radius of M , which is the largest

absolute value of the eigenvalues of M . For a matrix M ∈

R
n×r and a vector a ∈ R

n, Mij and ai denote the element in

the ith row and jth column and the ith entry, respectively. For

any two vectors a, b ∈ R
n, a > (<)b indicates that ai > (<

)bi, for all i = 1, . . . , n; and a ≥ (≤)b means that ai ≥ (≤)bi,
for all i = 1, . . . , n. These component-wise comparisons are

also valid for matrices or tensors with the same dimension. The

vector 1 (0) represents the column vector, matrix, or tensor of

all ones (zeros) with appropriate dimensions. In the following

section, we introduce the preliminaries and further notations

regarding tensors.

II. PRELIMINARIES ON TENSORS AND HYPERGRAPHS

A tensor T ∈ R
n1×n2×···×nk is a multidimensional array.

The order of a tensor is k, which represents the number of its

dimensions, and each dimension ni, where i = 1, . . . , k, is a

mode of the tensor. If all the modes of a tensor have the same

size, we call it a cubical tensor, denoted as T ∈ R
n×n×···×n.

A cubical tensor T is supersymmetric if Tj1j2...jk is invariant

under any permutation of its indices.

The identity tensor of order k dimension n, is defined by

δi1···ik =

{

1 if i1 = i2 = · · · = ik

0 otherwise
.

Throughout the rest of this paper, the term ’tensor’ will

always refer to a cubical tensor unless explicitly stated oth-

erwise. For a tensor, we consider the following homogeneous

polynomial equation:

Axk−1 = λx[k−1], (2)

where Axk−1 and x[k−1] are vectors, and their i-th compo-

nents are defined as follows:

(

Axk−1
)

i
=

n
∑

i2,...,ik=1

Ai,i2···ikxi2 · · ·xik ,

(

x[k−1]
)

i
= xk−1

i .

If there exists a real number λ and a nonzero real vector

x that are solutions of (2), then λ is referred to as the H-

eigenvalue of A, and x is called the H-eigenvector of A
associated with λ. We further classify λ and x as H++-

eigenvalue and H++-eigenvector, respectively, if x is strictly

greater than the zero vector. Throughout this paper, we use

eigenvalues and eigenvectors as well as H-eigenvalues and

H-eigenvectors interchangeably.

It is straightforward to see that if Axk−1 = k1x
[k−1] and

Bxk−1 = k2x
[k−1], then Axk−1 +Bxk−1 = (A+B)xk−1 =

k1x
[k−1] + k2x

[k−1] = (k1 + k2)x
[k−1] . We will utilize these

properties later in the technical part.

The spectral radius of a tensor A is defined as ρ(A) =
max{|λ| : λ is an eigenvalue of A}. A tensor C =
(ci1 . . . cik) of order k and dimension n is termed reducible if

there exists a nonempty proper index subset I ⊂ {1, . . . , n}
such that

ci1···ik = 0 ∀i1 ∈ I, ∀i2, . . . , ik /∈ I.
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If C is not reducible, it is referred to as irreducible. A tensor

with all non-negative entries is called a non-negative tensor.

Let A and B be two tensors of order k and dimension n.

The tensors A and B are diagonally similar if there exists

an invertible diagonal matrix D such that B = D−(k−1)AD,

where the tensor-matrix multiplication is introduced in [36].

Lemma 1 ( [36]): Suppose that the two tensors A and B
are diagonally similar, namely B = D−(k−1)AD for some

invertible diagonal matrix D. Then x is an eigenvector of B
corresponding to the eigenvalue λ if and only if y = Dx is

an eigenvector of A corresponding to the same eigenvalue λ.

We briefly introduce here the results regarding the Perron–

Frobenius Theorem of an irreducible Metzler tensor [37]. The

diagonal entries of a tensor are the entries with the same

indices, such as Aiiiiii . Entries with different indices are

referred to as off-diagonal entries. In a manner similar to the

definition of a Metzler matrix, a Metzler tensor is defined as a

tensor whose off-diagonal entries are non-negative [37]. It is

straightforward that any Metzler tensor A can be represented

as A = B − sI, where s is a scalar, and B is a non-negative

tensor.

Lemma 2 ( [37]): A Metzler tensor A = B − sI always

has an eigenvalue that is real and equal to λ(A) = λ(B)− s,

λ(A), λ(B) is an H-eigenvalue of A,B respectively.

Next, we show the Perron-Frobnius theorem for an irre-

ducible Metzler tensor.

Lemma 3 ( [37]): If B is an irreducible nonnegative tensor

of order k dimension n with ρ(B) the spectral radius of B,

then A = B − sI is an irreducible Metzler tensor of order k
dimension n and λ(A) = ρ(B)−s is the Perron-H-eigenvalue

of A; furthermore the following hold:

(1) There is a strictly positive eigenvector x > 0 correspond-

ing to λ(A).
(2) If λ is an eigenvalue of A with nonnegative eigenvector,

then λ = λ(A). Moreover, the nonnegative eigenvector is

unique up to a multiplicative constant.

In the following paragraph, we provide definitions related

to hypergraphs.

The notion of a hypergraph is formally introduced in

[38]. In this context, we leverage a collection of tensors to

describe the weight information associated with a hypergraph.

A weighted and directed hypergraph is defined as a triple

H = (V , E , A). Here, V represents a set of vertices, and

E = {E1, E2, . . . , En} denotes the set of hyperedges. Each

hyperedge can be represented as an ordered pair E = (X ,Y),
consisting of disjoint subsets of vertices, where X corresponds

to the tail of the hyperedge, and Y corresponds to the head. In

the context of modeling, a directed hyperedge often symbol-

izes the collective influence of a group of agents on a single

agent. Consequently, it is sufficient to work with hyperedges

having a single tail [37]. So, from now on, we assume that

each hyperedge possesses only one tail but can have one or

more heads. This framework is in line with the approach

presented in [39] and offers the advantage that a directed

uniform hypergraph can be efficiently represented using an

adjacency tensor. To represent the weights associated with

hyperedges, we introduce the set of tensors A = {A2, A3, . . .}.

Here, A2 = [Aij ] captures the weights of second-order

hyperedges, A3 = [Aijk] represents the weights of third-

order hyperedges, and so on. For example, Aijkl denotes the

weight of the hyperedge where i serves as the tail, and j, k, l
are the heads. To simplify our exposition, we use the weight

notation (e.g., A•) to refer to the respective hyperedge. If all

hyperedges in the hypergraph consist of an equal number of

nodes, we classify the hypergraph as uniform. A k-uniform

hypergraph is a hypergraph, where all hyperedges consist of k
nodes. For comprehensive discussions on this, please refer to

[40] for insights into undirected uniform hypergraphs and to

[39] for a detailed treatment of directed uniform hypergraphs.

Conventionally, an undirected k-uniform hypergraph can be

described using a supersymmetric adjacency tensor of order

k. A directed k-uniform hypergraph can be represented by

using an adjacency tensor of order k. A uniform undirected

hypergraph is connected if its adjacency tensor is irreducible.

A uniform directed hypergraph is strongly connected if its

adjacency tensor is irreducible. A non-uniform (un)directed

hypergraph can be regarded as a composition of several

uniform (un)directed hypergraphs. Thus, we can use a set

of tensors (of different orders) to represent a non-uniform

hypergraph.

III. POSITIVE METZLER SYSTEMS WITH A ZERO

PERRON-EIGENVALUE

Before we go further into higher-order Laplacian dynam-

ics and consensus-convergence dynamics on hypergraphs, we

introduce a series of results regarding a positive Metzler-

tensor-based system. Later, we leverage these results to study

Laplacian dynamics and design a convergence protocol. We

consider a positive Metzler system [37] of n nodes or agents.

The dynamical system is given by

ẋ = Axk−1, (3)

where A is an irreducible Metzler tensor of order k dimension

n, and x ∈ R
n is the state variable. Component-wise, (3) reads

as

ẋi =

n
∑

i2,...,ik=1

Ai,i2···imxi2 · · ·xik . (4)

Firstly, we show that the system (3) is a positive system.

Lemma 4: The positive orthant Rn
+ is positively invariant

with respect to the flow of (3).

Proof: If xi = 0, then ẋi =
∑

i2,...,im 6=iAi,i2···ikxi2 · · ·xik ≥ 0.
Next, we present the following main result of our paper.

Proposition 1: Consider the system (3) on a k-uniform

hypergraph. If the tensor A has a zero Perron-eigenvalue, then

(3) has a line of equilibria spanned by the corresponding Perr-

eigenvector x∗; that is, the line of equilibria can be written as

αx∗, α ≥ 0. Such a line of equilibria is globally attractive.

Furthermore, for any positive initial condition, the correspond-

ing solution of (3) is bounded and does not converge to the

origin.

Proof: Suppose that the tensor A has a zero Perron-

eigenvalue, and let x∗ be the corresponding positive eigenvec-

tor. Then, according to equation (2), we have A(x∗)k−1 = 0.

This shows that x∗ is a positive equilibrium of system (3).
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Now, let α ≥ 0 be a constant. According to (2), αx∗ is

also a positive eigenvector corresponding to the zero Perron-

eigenvalue. Notice that the origin is always an equilibrium.

Since the constant α ≥ 0 can be arbitrary, αx∗ forms a line

of equilibria.

Next, we show that this line of equilibria is globally attrac-

tive. Define the Lyapunov-like function Vm = maxi

(

xi

x∗

i

)k−1

.

Let m = argmaxi

(

xi

x∗

i

)k−1

. We can see that Vm ≥ 0.

Moreover, Vm = 0 if and only if x = 0, and Vm is radially un-

bounded. In addition, the function Vm is Lipschitz continuous

in a bounded set because it is a polynomial function.

Next, for any i, we have

xi ≤ max
i

(

xi

x∗
i

)
k−1

k−1

x∗
i = V

1

k−1

m x∗
i . (5)

This inequality (5) holds as a strict equality only when xi

x∗

i

is

maxj

(

xj

x∗

j

)

.

Let Ti = (k − 1)xk−2
i for i = 1, . . . , n. Then we get

V̇m =
Tmẋm

(x∗m)k−1
=

Tm

(x∗m)k−1





n
∑

i2,...,ik=1

Am,i2···ik
xi2 · · ·xik





=
Tm

(x∗m)k−1

(

∑

i2,...,ik 6=m

Am,i2···ik
xi2 · · ·xik

+ Am,m,··· ,m x
k−1
m

)

≤ Tm





∑

i2,...,ik 6=m

Am,i2···ik
V

1

k−1

m x
∗
i2
· · ·V

1

k−1

m x
∗
ik

1

(x∗m)k−1

+ Am,m,··· ,m Vm )

= TmVm





∑

i2,...,ik 6=m

Am,i2···ik

x
∗
i2

· · ·x
∗
ik

(x∗m)k−1
+ Am,··· ,m





= TmVmλ(A) = 0
(6)

Since V̇m ≤ 0, then 0 ≤ Vm ≤ Vm(x(0)). Thus, the solution

of the system (3) will converge to the largest invariant set of

M = {x|V̇m(x) = 0} from lemma 9 (the index of m may

swap). Recall that the inequality (5) holds as an equality when

xi = xm. Then, by further considering that A is irreducible,

V̇m(x) = 0 implies xi

xm
is maxj

(

xj

x∗

j

)

for all i. For any i, j,

it holds xi

x∗

i

=
xj

x∗

j

. Therefore, the solution of (3) converges to

αx∗ with α ≥ 0.

Since xi ≤ V
1

k−1

m x∗
i and Vm is non-increasing, xi is

bounded by sup(Vm)
1

k−1 x∗
i , which is the last statement.

Now, we show that the solution of the system (3) does

not converge to the origin from any positive initial condition.

Firstly, we derive an error dynamic by a change of coordinate

y = x − x∗: ẏ = A(y + x∗)k−1. Componentwise, it is ẏi =
∑n

i2,...,ik=1 Ai,i2···im(yi2+x∗
i2
) · · · (yik+x∗

ik
). We continue the

proof by showing that the error dynamic is a positive system.

Clearly, if yi = 0 for an arbitrary i, ẏi =
∑

i2,...,ik=1 Ai,i2···im(yi2 + x∗
i2
) · · · (yik + x∗

ik
). Consider

the only negative term is Aii···i(x
∗
i )

k−1. Considering that

∑n

i2,...,ik=1 Ai,i2···imx∗
i2
· · ·x∗

ik
= 0 and A is a Metzler tensor,

all the rest terms are non-negative.

Thus, ẏi ≥ 0. The error dynamic is a positive system.

We know that αx∗ is also an equilibrium. Thus, from a

positive initial condition x ≥ αx∗, the solution of the system

(3) remains non-smaller than x∗. Since we can choose α
arbitrarily small, one completes the proof.

Remark 1: The paper [37] provides the analytical results

regarding system (3) but doesn’t cover the case when the

tensor A has a zero eigenvalue. Our result of Proposition 1

provides further details under such a case.

Next, we consider a more complicated scenario. Consider a

Metzler positive system on a general non-uniform hypergraph:

ẋ = Ak−1x
k−1 +Ak−2x

k−2 + · · ·+A1x, (7)

where all the tensors Ak−1, · · · , A1 are irreducible Metzler

tensors.

Theorem 1: Consider the system (7) and suppose all tensors

have a common Perron-eigenvector associated with the zero

Perron-eigenvalue. The system has a line of equilibria. The line

of equilibria is globally attractive in the positive orthant and

the solution of the system (7) doesn’t converge to the origin

from any positive initial condition. If the initial condition is

finite, the solution remains bounded.

Proof: Suppose that all tensors Ai have a zero Perron-

eigenvalue, and let x∗ be the corresponding positive eigenvec-

tor. Then, according to equation (2), we have Ai(x
∗)k−1 = 0.

This shows that
∑k−1

i=1 Ai(x
∗)k−1 = 0 and thus x∗ is a

positive equilibrium of system (7). Now, let α > 0 be a

constant. According to the equation (2), αx∗ is also a positive

eigenvector corresponding to the zero Perron-eigenvalue. Since

the constant α ≥ 0 can be arbitrary, thus αx∗ forms a line of

equilibria.

Define a Lyapunov function as Vm = maxi

(

xi

x∗

i

)k−1

. Let

i = argmaxk

(

xk

x∗

k

)k−1

. Let Ti = (k − 1)xk−2
i .

We now obtain

V̇i =
Tiẋi

(x∗
i )

k−1
=

Ti

(x∗
i )

k−1





n
∑

i2,...,ik=1

(Ak−1)i,i2···ikxi2 · · ·xik

+

n
∑

i2,...,ik=1

(Ak−2)i,i2···ik−1
xi2 · · ·xik−1

+ · · ·





≤ Ti

(x∗
i )

k−1





n
∑

i2,...,ik=1

(Ak−1)i,i2···ikx
∗
i2
· · ·x∗

ik
Vm

+
n
∑

i2,...,ik=1

(Ak−2)i,i2···ik−1
x∗
i2
· · ·x∗

ik−1
V

k−2

k−1

m + · · ·





=
Ti

(x∗
i )

k−1

(

k−1
∑

i=1

V
i

k−1

m λ(Ai)(x
∗
i )

i

)

= 0.

(8)

The rest of the proof is analog to the proof of Proposition

1.
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IV. LAPLACIAN TENSORS, HIGHER-ORDER LAPLACIAN

DYNAMICS, AND CONSENSUS DYNAMICS ON A SIGNLESS

HYPERGRAPH

In this section, we propose higher-order Laplacian dynamics

by using Laplacian tensors. Then, we further utilize the results

from the previous sections to study higher-order Laplacian

dynamics.

The convergence problem on a signless k-uniform hyper-

graph can be formulated as the following. Consider the system

of integrators:

ẋ = u, x ∈ R
n, u ∈ R

n. (9)

The goal of the convergence problem is to design a dis-

tributed feedback control law ui = f(xi, xi1 , · · · , xit,···),
where xi1 , · · · , xit , · · · are in the hyperedge that contains i
(i’s neighbor on a hypergraph), so that the system converges

to an identical value, i.e. xi = xj = a for any i and j, where a
is a constant. The distributed feedback control law is based on

the node itself and its neighbors in the sense of a hypergraph.

When k = 2, the hypergraph becomes a graph, and

the corresponding convergence dynamics can be designed as

Laplacian dynamics:

ẋ = −Lx,

where L is a Laplacian matrix of a graph.

Inspired by this fact, we propose here a higher-order Lapla-

cian dynamic, and we further show that it can be used as the

convergence protocol on a signless k-uniform hypergraph un-

der some appropriate assumptions. The higher-order Laplacian

dynamic reads as

ẋ = −Lxk−1, (10)

where L is a Laplacian tensor of a uniform hypergraph. The

higher-order terms −Lxk−1 capture how agents interact with

each other inside a group of k agents (a hyperedge with k
agents). There are multiple definitions of the Laplacian tensor.

We will introduce them with details later in this section. When

k = 2, all such definitions reduce to the classical Laplacian

dynamics on a conventional graph. The interaction function

−Lxk−1 is in a multiplicative form component-wise. Note that

the multiplicative form is very suitable to describe the higher-

order interactions among agents. For example, the probability

of two events that happen simultaneously is the product of their

probabilities [24], [40]. In ecology, the multiplicative form

represents the influence of one species on another correlated

to a third species [25], [26]. In addition, the higher order

Laplacian dynamic (10) is suitable for example for opinion

dynamics. Recall that the componentwise representation of the

model (10) is

ẋi =

n
∑

i2,...,ik=1

−Li,i2···imxi2 · · ·xik .

The product xi2 · · ·xik can be understood as either a joint

influence of i2, · · · , ik on i’s opinion or the influence of ik
on i’s opinion accompanied with some indirect effects due

to i2, · · · , ik−1. At the end, we want to emphasize that the

product Lxk−1 is a vector, which is suitable for the modeling

of a vector field. If the power is not k − 1, the product will

be a matrix or a tensor and is potentially not suitable for the

modeling purpose.

In [35], the following definition of an adjacency tensor for

an undirected uniform hypergraph and a Laplacian tensor is

proposed:

Definition 1 ( [35]): The adjacency tensor A = A(H) of

H, is a k th order n-dimensional symmetric tensor, with A =
(Ai1i2···ik), where Ai1i2···ik = 1

(k−1)! if (i1, i2, . . . , ik) ∈ E,

and 0 otherwise. For i ∈ V , its degree d(i) is defined as

d(i) = |{ep : i ∈ ep ∈ E}|. We assume that every vertex has at

least one edge. Thus, d(i) > 0 for all i. The degree tensor D =
D(H) of H, is a k-th order n-dimensional diagonal tensor,

with its i-th diagonal entry as d(i). The Laplacian tensor is

simply defined by L = D −A.

The Laplacian tensor as defined by Definition 1 has the

following properties:

Lemma 5 (Theorem 4 [35]): Assume that k ≥ 3. Zero is

the unique H++-eigenvalue of L with H-eigenvector 1, and

is the smallest H-eigenvalue of L.

Corollary 1: Consider the system (10) on a connected

hypergraph with the Laplacian as given in Definition 1. The

system converges to an identical value from any positive initial

condition, i.e. limt→∞ xi = α > 0, ∀i = 1, · · · , n.

Proof: This is a direct consequence of Lemma 5 and

Proposition 1.

In the paper [34], there is another way of defining an

adjacency tensor for an undirected uniform hypergraph and

a Laplacian tensor.

Definition 2 ( [34]): Let H be a k-uniform hypergraph

with vertex set [n] = {1, . . . , n} and edge set E. The normal-

ized adjacency tensor A, which is a symmetric nonnegative

tensor of order k dimension n, is defined as

Ai1i2...ik :=

{

1
(k−1)!

∏

j∈[k]
1

k
√

dij

if {i1, i2 . . . , ik} ∈ E,

0 otherwise.

The normalized Laplacian tensor L, which is a symmetric

tensor of order k dimension n, is defined as

L := D −A,

where D is a diagonal tensor of order k dimension n with the

i-th diagonal element Di...i = 1 whenever d(i) > 0, and zero

otherwise.

Lemma 6: Consider the Definition 2. Assume that k ≥ 3.

Zero is the unique H++-eigenvalue of L with H-eigenvector

d̃ = ( k
√
d1, · · · , k

√
dn)

⊤, and is the smallest H-eigenvalue of

L.

Proof: The statement, zero is the unique H++-eigenvalue

of L and is the smallest H-eigenvalue of L, is proven by

Corollary 3.2 of [34]. It is easy to check that Ld̃k−1 = 0.

Therefore, d̃ is the corresponding eigenvector.

Corollary 2: Consider the system (10) on a connected hy-

pergraph with the Laplacian as in Definition 2. From any posi-

tive initial condition, the system admits a clustering consensus

solution based on the degree of the nodes, i.e. limt→∞ xi >
0, ∀i = 1, · · · , n and limt→∞ xi = xj , ∀d(i) = d(j).

Proof: This is the direct consequence of Lemma 6 and

Proposition 1.
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Note that both Definitions 1 and 2 require the normaliza-

tion of the weights and thus only apply to the unweighted

hypergraph. Next, we can deal with a more general case of an

arbitrary directed weighted hypergraph. We propose a formal

definition of a Laplacian tensor for a signless hypergraph as

follows:

Definition 3: Let H be a k-uniform hypergraph with vertex

set [n] = {1, . . . , n} and edge set E. The adjacency tensor

A, which is a nonnegative tensor of order k dimension n, is

defined as Ai1i2...ik ∈ R+ if {i1, i2 . . . , ik} ∈ E;Ai1i2...ik =
0 if otherwise. The Laplacian tensor L, which is a symmetric

tensor of order k dimension n, is defined as

L := D −A,

where D is a diagonal tensor of order k dimension n with the

i-th diagonal element Di...i =
∑n

i2,...,ik=1 Ai,i2···ik .

This definition can be regarded as an extension to the

definition of a Laplacian matrix of a directed weighted graph.

Lemma 7: Assume that k ≥ 3. Zero is the unique H++-

eigenvalue of L with H-eigenvector 1, and is the smallest

H-eigenvalue of L.

Proof: It is straightforward to check that L(1)k−1 = 0.

Since 1 is strictly positive, then zero is the unique H++-

eigenvalue and the smallest H-eigenvalue of L according to

Theorem 3.

Corollary 3: Consider the system (10) on a strongly con-

nected signless hypergraph with the Laplacian as in Definition

3. From any positive initial condition, the system converges

to an identical value, i.e. limt→∞ xi = α > 0, ∀i = 1, · · · , n.

Proof: This is the direct consequence of Lemma 7 and

Proposition 1.

The general non-uniform hypergraph up to the leading order

k can be regarded as a multilayer network consisting of a 2-

uniform hypergraph up to a k-uniform hypergraph. Now, we

consider the following system:

ẋ = −Lk−1x
k−1 − Lk−2x

k−2 + · · · − L1x, (11)

where all the tensors Lk−1, · · · , L1 are Laplacian tensors of

each layer of uniform sub-hypergraph.

Corollary 4: Consider the system (11) on a non-uniform

signless hypergraph with each Laplacian tensor Li as in

Definition 3. Assume that each uniform sub-hypergraph is

strongly connected. From any positive initial condition, the

system converges to an identical value, i.e. limt→∞ xi = α >
0, ∀i = 1, · · · , n.

Proof: This is the direct consequence of Lemma 7 and

Theorem 1.

According to our findings, we can draw a conclusion that

the collective behavior on a signless hypergraph is similar to

that on a conventional signless graph in the positive orthant.

V. HIGHER-ORDER LAPLACIAN DYNAMIC AND BIPARTITE

CONSENSUS ON A SIGNED HYPERGRAPH

In this section, we further study the higher-order Laplacian

dynamics on signed hypergraphs and we show that they can

be used to analyze the collective behavior on higher-order

networks. Firstly, one of the general collective behavior that

we can observe from a graph model (such as an Altafini model

[19]) is usually bipartite consensus, i.e. limt→∞ |xi| = α >
0, ∀i = 1, · · · , n.

Inspired by [19], we propose the Laplacian tensor for a

signed directed uniform hypergraph as follows:

Definition 4: Let H be a k-uniform hypergraph with vertex

set [n] = {1, . . . , n} and edge set E. The adjacency tensor

A, which is a nonnegative tensor of order k dimension n, is

defined as Ai1i2...ik ∈ R if {i1, i2 . . . , ik} ∈ E;Ai1i2...ik =
0 otherwise. The Laplacian tensor L, which is a symmetric

tensor of order k dimension n, is defined as

L := D −A,

where D is a diagonal tensor of order k dimension n with the

i-th diagonal element Di...i =
∑n

i2,...,ik=1 |Ai,i2···ik |.
We consider the system (10) with the Definition 4 of the

Laplacian. Firstly, we perform a gauge transformation z = Gx
, where G is a diagonal matrix with diagonal entries being

either −1 or 1, for the system (10). Notice that G = G⊤ =
G−1. Via the gauge transformation, we have

żi = −G−1
ii

n
∑

i2,...,ik=1

Li,i2···imGi2i2zi2 · · ·Gikikzik .

Then, the system after the gauge transformation can be

written as

ẋ = −LDx
k−1, (12)

where LD is defined as (LD)i,i2···im =
G−1

ii Li,i2···imGi2i2 · · ·Gikik .

Recall that if a tensor A is diagonally similar to a tensor

B, then there exists an invertible diagonal matrix P such that

B = P 1−kAP [36]. Then

Bi1i2...ik =
(

P 1−kAP
)

i1i2...ik

= Ai1i2...ikP
1−k
i1i1

Pi2i2 . . . Pikik .

Thus, if k is even, LD and L are diagonally similar and

have the same eigenvalues.

Similar to the convergence dynamics on a signed graph

(Altafini model [19]), we now introduce the notion of the

structural balance of a signed uniform hypergraph.

Definition 5: A signed k-uniform hypergraph H(A) is said

to be structurally balanced if it admits a bipartition of the

nodes V1,V2, with V1 ∪ V2 = V , V1 ∩ V2 = ∅ and with σi =
1, ∀i ∈ V1, σj = −1, ∀j ∈ V2 such that sgn(Ai1,··· ,ik) =
σi1σi2 · · ·σik . The signed k-uniform hypergraph H(A) is said

to be structurally unbalanced otherwise. We call the choice

of V1,V2 the faction formation. The vector σ is the vector of

faction formation.

Then, we have the following result of bipartite consensus.

Proposition 2: Consider the system (10) on a signed k-

uniform hypergraph H with the Laplacian given by Definition

4. Assume that k is even and let G = Diag(σ), where σ is a

vector of faction formation. If H is structurally balanced with

vector of faction formation σ and strongly connected, then

from any initial condition x such that Gx ∈ R
n
++, the system

admits a bipartite consensus solution, i.e. limt→∞ |xi| = α >
0, ∀i = 1, · · · , n and in addition Sign(xi(t)) = Sign(xi(0)),
where Sign(y) denotes the sign of y.
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Proof: Let the gauge transformation be consistent with

the faction formation of the balanced structure of the hy-

pergraph, i.e, G = Diag(σ) where σ is the vector of fac-

tion formation given in Definition 5. From Definition 5, the

hypergraph admits a bipartition of the nodes V1,V2,V1 ∪
V2 = V ,V1 ∩ V2 = 0 and let Gii = σi = 1, ∀i ∈
V1, Gjj = σj = −1, ∀j ∈ V2. Thus, (LD)i,i2···im =
G−1

ii Li,i2···imGi2i2 · · ·Gikik = −G−1
ii Ai,i2···imGi2i2 · · ·Gikik

for i2 · · · im not equal to i at the same time. By Definition

5, sgn(Ai1,··· ,ik) = Gi1i1Gi2i2 · · ·Gikik . This implies that

−LD is an irreducible Metzler tensor. Since the hypergraph

is structurally balanced with the vector of faction formation

σ, the system after the gauge transformation (12) becomes a

system on a signless uniform hypergraph. From Corollary 3,

we obtain that the system (12) converges to an identical value

from any positive initial condition and thus the original system

(10) reach bipartite consensus from any initial condition Gx >
0.

Remark 2: Notice that one faction could be empty, and

this will lead to a consensus case. The case of a consensus

convergence behavior is a special case of bipartite consensus.

It is clear that when k = 2, the Definition 5 is the Definition

of structural balance on a signed graph, and in such a case,

the model (10) becomes the famous Altafini model [19] on a

signed graph.

Now, we can further consider the collective behavior on a

signed non-uniform hypergraph.

Theorem 2: Consider the system (11) on a signed non-

uniform hypergraph H with the Laplacian of each uniform

sub-hypergraph given by Definition 4. From any initial con-

dition Gx ∈ R
n
++, if each uniform sub-hypergraph H is of

even order, structurally balanced with respect to the same

faction formation, and strongly connected, the system admits

a bipartite consensus solution, i.e. limt→∞ |xi| = α > 0, ∀i =
1, · · · , n.

Proof: We again perform gauge transformation to the

system (11). We obtain that

ẋ = −(LD)k−1x
k−1 − (LD)k−2x

k−2 + · · · − (LD)1x,

where [(LD)m]i,i2···im = G−1
ii (Lm)i,i2···imGi2i2 · · ·Gikik .

The rest of the proof is analog to the proof of Proposition

2 by further using Theorem 1.

In case the uniform hypergraph is structurally unbalanced,

the system behavior is challenging to analyze, because the

system is no longer a Metzler system (after a gauge transfor-

mation). However, [41] suggests if the tensor is orthogonally

decomposable (odeco), then the solution of the system can be

solved explicitly. This implies that the solution may converge

to zero or a fixed value or diverge. However, the main

drawback of the technique is that not every tensor is odeco.

Hence, such an approach can be only applicable to a special

class of the system (odeco homogeneous polynomial system).

However, a non-odeco homogeneous polynomial system may

still be approximated by an odeco homogeneous polynomial

system [41]. The remaining details of a structurally unbalanced

case generally remain a topic for future work. So far, we have

investigated the collective behavior of higher-order Laplacian

dynamics given that the initial condition is located in a desired

orthant Gx ∈ R
n
++. The system behavior outside this orthant

is usually similar to the structurally unbalanced case. Thus,

we see that the bipartite consensus may break outside the

orthant of interest. For the case of non-uniform hypergraphs,

the system behaviors of the unbalanced case or beyond the

desired orthant are even more challenging because of the high

nonlinearity.

However, the condition on the initial condition has a clear

physical meaning in the context of opinion dynamics. The

condition on the initial condition Gx ∈ R
n
++ implies that all

agents from the same faction believe a common opinion that

the faction believes in (how strongly they believe the common

opinion is not important). In other words, there is no agent

from a faction who holds a different opinion from the faction

it is in. Otherwise, it may break the bipartite consensus. In

reality, since the agent no longer believes in what its faction

believes in, it may change the faction. This leads to a new

structurally balanced case with a proper initial condition. This

finally brings a new bipartite consensus state.

Thus, compared with the classical Altafini model on a graph

[19], the bipartite consensus of the higher-order Laplacian

dynamics (12) is less robust. The reason is not difficult to see.

While the classical Altafini model is a linear model on a graph,

the higher-order Laplacian dynamics is a homogeneous (non-

homogeneous) model on a uniform (non-uniform) hypergraph,

and from its nonlinear structure, it naturally induces a more

complicated system behavior. However, we successfully found

out that the desired collective behavior of bipartite consensus

will remain for an appropriate orthant and structurally bal-

anced network setting. The results will help us to understand

the similarities and differences between collective behavior on

a graph and a hypergraph.

VI. INTERACTION FUNCTIONS OTHER THAN

POLYNOMIALS

In this section, we adopt a non-polynomial interaction

function into the framework of the higher-order Laplacian

dynamic. Firstly, we discuss the system in the form of

ẋi =
∑

i2,··· ,ik

−Li,i2,··· ,ikf(xi2) · · · f(xik ). (13)

We make the following assumptions on the function f(xi).
Assumption 1: The function f(xi) is strictly increasing,

continuous and satisfies that f(xi) > 0 if xi > 0.

Lemma 8: The positive orthant Rn
+ is positively invariant

with respect to the flow of (13).

Proof: If xi = 0, then ẋi ≥ 0 due to the assumption 1.

Next, we show that the system (13) has a similar collective

behavior in a desired orthant.

Corollary 5: Consider the system (13) under Assumption 1

on a strongly connected signless hypergraph with the Defini-

tion 3 of Laplacian. From any positive initial condition, the

system converges to an identical value, i.e. limt→∞ xi = α >
0, ∀i = 1, · · · , n.

Proof: The proof is similar to the proof of Proposition

1. Now one takes Vm = maxi(
fi(xi)
x∗

i

)k−1 as the Lyapunov
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function. Also, note that a continuous function on a compact

set is uniformly continuous on that set. Following the same

proof of Proposition 1, we finally know that the solution of

(13) converges to the largest invariance set where f(xi) =
f(xj) for any i and j. Because f(xi) is increasing, this leads

to xi = xj for any i and j.

The bipartite consensus can be achieved under a further

assumption on the interaction function.

Assumption 2: The function f(xi) is an odd function.

Corollary 6: Consider the system (13) under Assumptions

1 and 2 on a signed k-uniform hypergraph H with the Defi-

nition 4 of Laplacian. Assume that k is even. From any initial

condition Gx ∈ R
n
++, if the hypergraph H is structurally

balanced and strongly connected, the system admits a bipartite

consensus solution, i.e. limt→∞ |xi| = α > 0, ∀i = 1, · · · , n.

Proof: Notice the fact that f(xi) is an odd function,

which means that f(−xi) = −f(xi). Thus, all the techniques

in the proof of Proposition 2 apply.

Remark 3: In many related works of nonlinear consensus

dynamics [9], [42], they consider a protocol in the form of

ẋi =
∑

j∈Ni

φij(xj − xi), (14)

where Ni denotes the set of agent j on a graph and φ is

symmetric such that φij = φji. For example, if we assume

φij(xj − xi) = (xj − xi)
k for any i and j, then the

whole system (14) is also a homogeneous polynomial system.

However, we can check that the system (14) generally can not

be represented as a Metzler tensor, which makes (14) a totally

different system from the dynamics studied in this paper. The

main difference is that (14) has a conserved quantity, which is

the mean value of its initial condition, while the mean value

generally is not a conserved quantity of the dynamics in this

paper. Another example of conserved quantity is the consensus

dynamics studied in [43]. Again, we emphasize that this model

[43] is generally not in a Metzler-tensor-based structure.

VII. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

In this section, we use a simulation scenario of 4 agents to

illustrate our theoretical results.

Firstly, we consider the case in line with Corollary 3. We set

the adjacency tensor as an all-one tensor of order 4 dimension

4, which corresponds to a 4-uniform hypergraph with 4 nodes.

Figure 1a shows that all agents finally converge to an identical

value from a positive random initial condition.

Secondly, we consider the case in line with Corollary 4.

We consider a non-uniform hypergraph, which contains a 3-

uniform sub-hypergraph and a sub-graph. For the 3-uniform

sub-hypergraph, the adjacency tensor A is an all-one tensor of

order 3 dimension 4 except A231 = A232 = A233 = A234 = 2
and A241 = A242 = A243 = A244 = 3. The adjacency matrix

of the sub-graph is an all-one matrix in R
n×n. In this way,

the hypergraph is a signless network. Figure 1b shows that all

agents finally converge to an identical value from a positive

random initial condition.

Thirdly, we consider the case in line with Proposition 2. Let

σ = (1, 1,−1,−1)⊤. We set the adjacency tensor A of order

4 dimension 4 such that sgn(Ai1,i2,i3,i4) = σi1σi2σi3σi4 . It

corresponds to a 4-uniform hypergraph with 4 nodes. Figure

1c shows that all agents finally reach bipartite consensus from

a random initial condition satisfying diag(σ)x ∈ R
n
++. The

simulation result is consistent with Proposition 2.

Then, we consider the case in line with Theorem 2. We con-

sider a non-uniform hypergraph, which contains a 4-uniform

sub-hypergraph and a sub-graph. Let σ = (1, 1,−1,−1)⊤.

We set the adjacency tensor A of order 4 dimension 4 such

that sgn(Ai1,i2,i3,i4) = σi1σi2σi3σi4 . It corresponds to a 4-

uniform sub-hypergraph with 4 nodes. Furthermore, we set the

adjacency matrix B as sgn(Bi1,i2) = σi1σi2 , which represent a

sub-graph with 4 nodes. Figure 1d shows that all agents finally

reach bipartite consensus from a random initial condition

satisfying diag(σ)x ∈ R
n
++. The simulation result is consistent

with Theorem 2.

Finally, we consider the non-polynomial case in line with

Corollary 6. We consider a non-uniform hypergraph, which

contains a 4-uniform sub-hypergraph and a sub-graph. Let

σ = (1, 1,−1, 1)⊤. We set the adjacency tensor A of order

4 dimension 4 such that sgn(Ai1,i2,i3,i4) = σi1σi2σi3σi4 .

It corresponds to a 4-uniform sub-hypergraph with 4 nodes.

Furthermore, we set the adjacency matrix B as sgn(Bi1,i2) =
σi1σi2 , which represents a sub-graph with 4 nodes. We choose

a non-polynomial interaction function as f(xi) = arctan(xi).
Figure 2 shows that all agents finally reach bipartite consensus

from a random initial condition satisfying diag(σ)x ∈ R
n
++.

The simulation result is consistent with Corollary 6.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS

Here, we summarize the paper as follows. In this paper, we

consider collective behavior and design convergence dynamics

on a signless hypergraph by exploiting a Metzler-tensor-based

homogeneous polynomial system. The proof techniques are

novel, which include the Perron–Frobenius Theorem of an ir-

reducible Metzler tensor and an extended invariance principle.

We further give a formal definition of a Laplacian tensor of a

signless directed uniform hypergraph. The result reveals that

the collective behavior on a hypergraph is generally similar

to that on a conventional graph in a positive orthant, while

the behavior may be different outside the positive orthant.

Then, we consider the case on a signed hypergraph. We

give a formal definition of a Laplacian tensor of a signed

directed uniform hypergraph. We further extend the concept

of structural balance on a hypergraph. With the help of a

gauge transformation and similarities of tensors, we achieve

a result of bipartite consensus. We finally find out that the

collective behavior on a hypergraph is still similar to that on

a conventional graph in a desired orthant determined by the

balanced structure of the hypergraph, while the behavior may

be different outside the orthant. All these analytical results

will help us to understand the collective behavior on a higher-

order network with cooperative and antagonistic interactions.

In addition, we also take the non-polynomial interaction func-

tion into account and obtain some similar results with the

polynomial case. Finally, we use some numerical examples

to highlight our contributions.
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Fig. 1: The horizontal axis is the time t. (a) The consensus example on a 4-uniform hypergraph. (b) The consensus example on

a non-uniform hypergraph containing both a 3-uniform sub-hypergraph and a sub-graph. (c) The bipartite consensus example

on a 4-uniform hypergraph. (d) The bipartite consensus example on a non-uniform hypergraph containing both a 4-uniform

sub-hypergraph and a sub-graph.
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Fig. 2: The bipartite consensus example of a non-polynomial

interaction on a non-uniform hypergraph containing both a 4-

uniform sub-hypergraph and a sub-graph. The horizontal axis

is the time t.

As potential future works, we may further study the system

behavior of an unbalanced case on a signed hypergraph.

This may require one to consider and utilize further tensor

properties (not necessarily for a Metzler tensor) to go on the

study.
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APPENDIX

Here, we introduce an extended invariance principle [44].

We consider discontinuous dynamic systems governed by

differential equations of the form

ẋ = f(x),

where f : Rn → R
n is a piecewise continuous function that

undergoes discontinuities on a set N of measure zero.

Lemma 9 ( [44]): Suppose that there exists a positive def-

inite, Lipschitz-continuous function V (x) such that

d

dt
V (x(t)) =

d

dh
V (x(t) + hẋ(t))

∣

∣

∣

∣

h=0

6 0 (15)

almost everywhere. Let M be the largest invariant subset of the

manifold where the strict equality (5) holds, and let V (x) →
∞ as dist(x,M) → ∞. Then all the trajectories x(t) of (1)
converge to M , that is,

lim
t→∞

dist(x(t),M) = 0.

Lemma 10 ( [44]): Condition (15) of Theorem 1 is fulfilled

if d
dt
V (x(t)) = d

dh
V (x(t) + hẋ(t))

∣

∣

h=0
is nonpositive at the

points of the set NV where the gradient ∇V of the function

V (x) does not exist, and in the continuity domains of the

function f(x) where (4) is expressed in the standard form

d

dt
V (x) = ∇V (x) · f(x), x ∈ R

n\ (N ∪NV )

Although the Theorem is designed for a discontinuous dy-

namical system, we can still use it for a continuous dynamical

system if we want to adopt a not continuously differentiable

Lyapunov function.
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