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Infections diseases are marked by recovering time distributions which can be far from the exponential
one associated with Markovian/Poisson processes, broadly applied in epidemic compartmental models.
In the present work, we tackled this problem by investigating a susceptible-infected-recovered-
susceptible model on networks with η independent infectious compartments (SIηRS), each one with
a Markovian dynamics, that leads to a Gamma-distributed recovering times. We analytically develop
a theory for the epidemic lifespan on star graphs with a center and K leaves, which mimic hubs on
networks, showing that the epidemic lifespan scales with a non-universal power-law τK ∼ Kα/µη

plus logarithm corrections, where α−1 and µ−1 are the mean waning immunity and recovering
times, respectively. Compared with standard SIRS dynamics with η = 1 and the same mean
recovering time, the epidemic lifespan on star graphs is severely reduced as the number of stages
increases. In particular, the case η → ∞ leads to a finite lifespan. Numerical simulations support
the approximated analytical calculations. For the SIS dynamics, where no immunity is conferred
(α → ∞), numerical simulations show that the lifespan increases exponentially with the number
of leaves, with a nonuniversal rate that decays with the number of infectious compartments. We
investigated the SIηRS dynamics on power-law networks with degree distribution P (K) ∼ k−γ .
When γ < 5/2 and the epidemic processes are ruled by a maximum k-core activation, the alteration
of the hub activity time does not alter either the epidemic threshold or the localization pattern. For
γ > 3, where hub mutual activation is at work, the localization is reduced but not sufficiently to
alter the threshold scaling with the network size. Therefore, the activation mechanisms remain the
same as in the case of Markovian healing.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The compartmental epidemic models have been modi-
fied to address different spreading phenomena including
migratory mobility in metapopulation models [1, 2], dif-
ferent geographical scales and locations [3], dynamics of
vector-borne diseases [4], role of multiple strains in co-
operative interactions [5], epidemic events occurring at
different time scale [6], and behavioral response to epi-
demic scenarios [7–9]. The basic stochastic methods to
deal with compartmental epidemic models consider memo-
ryless processes using Markovian dynamics [10] where the
ongoing events are independent of the history [11]. In this
approach transitions between compartments follow Pois-
son processes with exponential distributions of interevent
times that allow simplified mathematical and compu-
tational approaches. However, real epidemic data pro-
cesses are consistent with non-Markovian, thus trajectory-
dependent, processes [10, 12, 13]. For a contemporary
example, the COVID-19 viral loads are not consistent
with exponentially distributed infectious times [14], and
its period of incubation, which corresponds to the time
elapsed between infection and onset of symptoms, was
estimated as a random Weibull variable [15].

∗ These authors contributed equally to this work.

Non-Markovian epidemic models are characterized by
non-exponential distributions for interevent times [10, 12],
and epidemic outcomes, such as the epidemic thresh-
old, basic reproduction number, and epidemic incidence,
may be significantly altered compared to the Markovian
case [16–20]. While the importance of non-Markovian
dynamics is well established for susceptible-infected-
recovered (SIR) models [10, 12, 21], which do not involve
reinfections, the role of non-Markovianity in models with
recurrent infections remains challenging [17, 18, 20, 22].
For example, in susceptible-infected-susceptible (SIS) dy-
namics, which can have an active steady state, consider-
ing Gamma or Weibull distributions for infection times
and Poisson processes (exponentially distributed times)
for recovery, the mean-field prediction for the epidemic
threshold is modified [17, 18]. However, non-Markovian
distributions for recovery times do not alter the mean-
field epidemic threshold of SIS dynamics [16]. In this
mean-field case, since the recovery time is exponentially-
distributed, an effective infection rate can be defined, and
an equivalence between Markovian and non-Markovian
dynamics can be established [22].

In non-recurrent dynamics, such as susceptible-
infected-recovered (SIR) and susceptible-exposed-infected-
recovered (SEIR) models, for a fixed average recovery
period, decreasing the variance of the recovery time dis-
tribution increases the probability that the disease will
spread, and this probability is maximized with a nonran-
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dom recovery period [19], a feature observed in models
with multiple recovery stages [21]. In a simple version of
these models, an infected individual passes through η inde-
pendent and identically exponentially distributed stages
before recovering, which leads to a Gamma distribution
for the infectious period [12]. The Gamma-distributed
recovery and latent periods produce a rich bifurcation
structure, which could be associated with the effects of
vaccination and demographic trends in the seasonality of
whooping cough in England and Wales [23]. The number
of stages in such epidemic events is a key parameter [23]
in this broad diversity of scenarios.

The mean-field results for SIS dynamics, which suggest
similarity between non-Markovian and Markovian recov-
ery processes given that the infection process is Markovian,
have led to reduced interest in models with multiple stages
for recurrent infection at a constant rate. However, the ac-
tivation mechanisms of SIS and SIRS dynamics on highly
heterogeneous networks can be much more intricate than
indicated by mean-field approaches [24–31]. A central
point is the feedback mechanism of activation between
hubs and their nearest neighbors [27, 29], which can lead
to different types of localized activation [24, 25, 29], where
the actual epidemic dynamics can be triggered by a long-
range activation mechanism, depending on the network
structure and the nature of the epidemic model [27, 29, 32].
In particular, the inclusion of waning immunity in the
susceptible-infected-recovered-susceptible (SIRS) model
markedly alters the scenario for networks with a power-
law degree distribution P (k) ∼ k−γ with exponent γ > 3,
where SIS dynamics presents an asymptotically null epi-
demic threshold [27, 32, 33], while the SIRS model exhibits
a finite threshold [29, 31].

In the present work, we investigated the SIRS epidemic
model with η statistically identical infectious stages, here-
after called SIηRS, on star graphs composed of a center
and K leaves, mimicking isolated hubs in networks. Us-
ing a modified version of discrete-time dynamics for SIRS
on star graphs proposed by Ferreira et al. [29] (see also
Boguñá et al. [27] for the theory of the SIS model), we
derive an approximate analytical expression for the epi-
demic lifespan, considering an average healing time of
1/µ and a small infection rate λ ≪ µ. The analytical

expression yields an epidemic lifetime ⟨τK⟩ ∼ K− α
ηµ for

finite α, along with logarithmic corrections. In particular,
for finite α and η → ∞, this lifetime is finite. Stochastic
simulations in which a hub is modeled as an isolated star
graph support the analytical result for finite α, but the
theory does not capture the dependence with η in the limit
of instantaneous waning immunity, which corresponds to
the SIS model. We also investigated the transition from
an epidemic-free to an endemic state of the SIηRS model
on different networks. Despite the remarkable differences
in the epidemic lifespan of isolated hubs as the num-
ber of infectious states increases, stochastic simulations
on power-law networks with sizes up to 107 nodes lead
only to a reduction in epidemic localization and a dis-
placement of the epidemic threshold for γ > 3, with no

significant difference observed for scale-free networks with
γ < 3. For the case of random regular (RR) networks
with P (k) = δk,6, a reduction in the epidemic threshold
is reported. Therefore, the alterations in the epidemic
lifespan on isolated hubs for non-Markovian dynamics are
not sufficient to change the activation mechanisms of the
Markovian SIRS dynamics on networks.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In
Sec. II, the model is described, highlighting some con-
sequences of the η stages on the recovery time distribu-
tion. In Sec. III, the average lifetime feedback mecha-
nism and the hub’s mutual infection time are analytically
determined, grounded in the theoretical framework of
Refs. [27, 29, 32], and compared with (statistically exact)
stochastic simulations. The critical SIηRS dynamics is
investigated on power-law networks using stochastic simu-
lations in Sec. IV, while our conclusions and prospects are
summarized in Sec. V. Three appendices with simulation
and analytical technical details complement the article.

II. THE SIηRS MODEL

We define a general SIηRS model in which the recovery
process sequentially passes through j = 1, 2, . . . , η infec-
tious stages, represented by I1, I2, . . ., Iη, as schematically
shown in Fig. 1(a). The transition rates between infec-
tious states j and j + 1 (for j < η) are time-independent
and given by µj , while the transition from j = η to the
recovered state R occurs at rate µη. The transitions be-
tween subsequent infectious stages and recovery processes
occur spontaneously. An infectious individual in stage
j = 1, . . . , η transmits the disease to a susceptible contact
at constant rates λ1, . . . , λη, respectively, as depicted in
Fig. 1(b). A newly infected node always starts in stage
η = 1. A recovered individual returns to the susceptible
state at rate α, as shown in Fig. 1(c). For simplicity, we
will consider the same infection and recovery rates for all
stages: λj = λ and µj = µη. This choice is suitable for
comparing different values of η, as the average recovery
time is given by ⟨τ⟩ = 1/µ, irrespective of η. The SIηRS
dynamics includes the particular cases of SIR and SIS
models with η infectious stages when α→ 0 and α→ ∞,
respectively.

The convolution of identical and independent exponen-
tially distributed transition times between subsequent
infectious states given by ψ(tj) = ηµ exp(−ηµtj) leads to
a Gamma distribution for the total recovering time,

τ =

η∑
1

tj , (1)

given by [12, 34]

ψrec(τ) =
(ηµ)η

(η − 1)!
τη−1e−ηµτ . (2)

As the number of stages increases, the distribution
approaches a Dirac delta function centered at τ = ⟨τ⟩ =
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FIG. 1. Schematic representation of (a) infectious state evolu-
tion until the recovering state, (b) transmission processes of
the disease, and (c) waning of immunity returning to the sus-
ceptible state in SIηRS epidemic model with η compartments.

1/µ, as shown in Fig. 2(a) for η = 1, 2, 5, 10, and 50. The
probability of being infected up to time τ since infection
is given by

Pinf(τ) = 1−
∫ τ

0

ψrec(τ
′)dτ ′, (3)

which converges to a Heaviside step function as η →
∞ [21]; see Fig. 2(b). Household data for whooping cough
fit better with a Gamma-distributed recovery period than
with an exponential one [23].
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FIG. 2. (a) Distribution of recovering period (ψrec) and (b)
probability of remaining infected (Pinf) until a time τ for
healing processes with η stages.

III. SIηRS DYNAMICS ON STAR GRAPHS

The transition from a disease-free state to an endemic
phase can be triggered by different activation mechanisms
depending on the network structure, which is related to
the degree exponent in random networks [25, 27, 29]. A

key aspect of understanding the activation mechanism for
γ > 3 is determining the epidemic lifespan on star graphs,
which model sparse hubs in a network [27, 29, 32]. This
mechanism relies on feedback between the center (hub)
and its leaves (neighbors). The hub infects several leaves,
which can then reinfect the hub, even at low infection
rates per edge. If the infection duration is long enough
for an event starting at the hub to activate other hubs far
from the source, a long-range mutual infection mechanism
is at play.

A. Epidemic lifespan

To estimate the epidemic lifetime of a star graph for
SIηRS models, we adapt the theory of Ref. [29] considering
discrete-time dynamics where each time step has the
following sequence.

i.) At t = 0, the center is infected in the stage j = 1 and
the K leaves are susceptible.

ii) At t = t1 = 1/µ, the center is recovered and n1 leaves
are infected (stage j = 1) according to a binomial
distribution

P1(n1|K) =

(
K

n

)
pn1
1 (1− p1)

K−n1 , (4)

where p1 is the probability that the center infects a
susceptible neighbor before healing and is computed
as the complementary probability that the individual
passes through all η compartments without healing,
which is given by

p1 = 1−
η∏

j=1

[
µj

λj + µj

]
, (5)

since transitions j → j + 1 and infections are in-
dependent Poisson processes with rates µj and λj ,
respectively. For the case of interest µj = ηµ and
λj = λ, Eq. (5) becomes

p1 = 1−
[

µη

λ+ µη

]η
. (6)

The limit cases for Eq. (6) of η = 1 (Markovian healing
time) and η = ∞ (deterministic healing time) are
p1 = λ/(λ+ µ) and p1 = 1− exp(−λ/µ), respectively.
In both cases, p1 ≈ λ/µ in the limit of interest λ≪ µ.

iii) At t = t1 + t2, in which t2 follows an exponential
distribution ρ2 = α exp (−αt2), the center returns to
susceptible state while 0 ≤ n2 ≤ n1 leaves remain
infected with probability

P2(n2|n1) =
(
n1
n2

)
pn2
2 (1− p2)

n1−n2 , (7)

where p2 = Pinf(t2), given by Eqs. (3) and (2).
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iv) At the time t = t1+ t2+ t3, where t3 = 1/µ, all leaves
become susceptible synchronously, and the center is
reinfected, returning to the initial configuration, with
probability

q(n2) = 1− (1− p1)
n2 , (8)

that is the probability that at least one leaf tried to
infect the center. Otherwise, with probability 1−q(n2)
the dynamic ends.

So, the probability that the epidemic process remains
active at t = t3 = 2/µ+ t2 is given by

QK(t2) =

K∑
n1=1

n∑
n2=1

P1(n1|K)P2(n2|n1)q(n2)

= 1− [1− p21p2]
K , (9)

where we used Eqs. (4) and (7) and performed the al-
gebraic manipulations using Newton binomial formula.
Averaging over t2, one has the probability that the epi-
demic survives the sequence of steps i) to iv) is given
by

Q̄K = 1− α

∫ ∞

0

e−αt2(1− p21p2)
Kdt2. (10)

The number of steps ns that the dynamics remain active
follows a geometric distribution given by

Ps(ns) = (Q̄K)ns−1(1− Q̄K), (11)

that means the dynamics is reactivated ns − 1 times in a
row and ends at the step ns. So the activity lifetime of a
hub and its K nearest neighbors, ⟨τK⟩ assumes the form

⟨τK⟩ = τ(⟨ns⟩) =
τ

1− Q̄K
. (12)

in which, τ = t1 + ⟨t2⟩+ t3 = 2/µ+ 1/α is the average
duration of a cycle.
To determine the epidemic lifespan ⟨τK⟩ is necessary

to evaluate the integral given by Eq. (10). For a finite
number of stages η, the asymptotic limit can be computed
by applying the saddle-point method (see appendix B),
which results in

⟨τK⟩ ∼ (Kp21)
α
ηµ

(
ln
(
Kp21

)) η−1
η

α
µ , (13)

in the limit of large K. In particular, when η = 1, Eq. (13)
corresponds to the result of Ref. [29] for the Markovian
SIRS dynamics, where ⟨τK⟩ ∼ Kα/µ.
In the limit case η → ∞, the saddle-point method

can not be applied to evaluate Eq. (10). In this limit,
the healing processes becomes deterministic ψrec(τ) =
δ(τ − 1/µ) and p2 = P (t2) becomes a step function

p2 =

{
1, if t2 < 1/µ
0, if t2 > 1/µ.

(14)
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FIG. 3. Epidemic lifespan ⟨τK⟩ as function of the star graph
size K, for different number of infectious stages η = 1, η = 5,
η = 10, and η = ∞ (deterministic recovering time). The
parameters of the dynamics are λ = 0.05, µ = 1, (a) α = 1,
(b) α = 2 and (c) α = ∞ (SIS). Symbols are simulations while
dashed lines correspond to Eqs. (12) and (16) for finite and
infinite η, respectively.

Plugging Eq. (14) into (10), one obtains

1− Q̄K =α

∫ 1/µ

0

e−αt2e−p2
1Kdt2 + α

∫ ∞

1/µ

e−αt2dt2

=e−p2
1K

(
1− e−α/µ

)
+ e−α/µ,

(15)
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where we have used (1 − p21)
K ≈ exp(−Kp21) valid for

p1 ≪ 1. Now, substituting Eq. (15) in Eq. (12) we obtain

⟨τK⟩ = τ

e−Kp2
1

(
1− e−α/µ

)
+ e−α/µ

, (16)

which assumes the constant value ⟨τK⟩ = τ exp (α/µ) for
K → ∞ and α/µ finite.

The theoretical predictions obtained by the numerical
integration of Eq. (10) or analytical expression Eq. (16)
are in very good agreement with continuous-time stochas-
tic simulations (see appendix A) on a star graph for large
K and distinct values of η, as shown in Fig. 3(a) and (b).
The only difference is the prefactor which is not a relevant
issue given the approximated discrete-time dynamics used
for derivation of the analytical results.

The limit case α→ ∞, corresponding to the SIS dynam-
ics, can be directly obtained using limα→∞ α exp(−αt) =
δ(t) in Eq. (10):

1−QK =

∫ ∞

0

δ(t2)(1− p21p2)dt2

= (1− p21)
K ≃ e

−K λ2

µ2 ,

(17)

where the last approximation is valid λ/µ ≪ 1 where
p1 ≈ λ/µ. So, in the SIS dynamics, the analytical average
lifetime is independent of η and given by

⟨τK⟩ ≈ 2

µ
e
K λ2

µ2 ,

in agreement with the Markovian SIS result of Ref. [27].
Simulations agree with the exponential increase in the
star graph size. However, the exponential’s slope varies
slightly with η as can be seen in Fig. 3(c). Thus, the feed-
back activation mechanism of Markovian SIS dynamics on
star graphs [27] is not significantly altered by the Gamma
distribution of the recovering period and one expects
that the activation mechanism by hubs in power-law net-
works is not significantly altered. Indeed, this result is in
agreement with Ref. [17], in which, at a mean-field level,
the epidemic threshold is independent of the recovery
time distribution once the healing times are exponentially
distributed.

B. Mutual infection time

Another essential aspect of the activation mechanism is
the long-range mutual infection of hubs, which is driven
by fluctuations [27, 29, 32]. To estimate the average
time ⟨τKK′⟩ for infections in a hub of degree K to reach
another hub of degree K ′, we analyze a path of length d
connecting a source of degree K and a target of degree
K ′ (see figure 4). In this calculation, the source does
not recover, representing an upper bound for the actual
probability of long-range infection. The probability that
a node in the path infects its neighbor before recovering
is given by Eq. (6). Thus, an infection that starts at the

source reaches the target with probability pd−1
1 , which

corresponds to an effective infection rate given by λpd−1
1 .

Infectious

Recovered

k1
k5 k6

k 7

k2
k3 k3

k4

FIG. 4. An illustrative case of communication between hubs.
The infection starts at the center of the left hub of degree
K1 (source) and travels through this path to reach the right
hub of degree K7 (target). The shaded nodes represent other
connections that are not relevant for the infection propagation.

For random uncorrelated networks with N nodes, the
average distance between nodes of degree K and K ′ is
given by [35]

d = 1 +
ln(N⟨k⟩/KK ′)

lnκ
, (18)

in which,

κ =
⟨k2⟩ − ⟨k⟩

⟨k⟩
. (19)

Therefore, the estimated average time required for the
source to activate the target is given by,

⟨τKK′⟩ = 1

λpd−1
1

=
1

λ

(
N⟨k⟩
KK ′

)b(λ,η)

, (20)

in which,

b(λ, η) = − ln p1
lnκ

≥ 0. (21)

Since, in a network, there are other paths linking hubs,
⟨τKK′⟩ is an upper bound to mutual infection time. This
expression is essentially the same derived for Markovian
SIS and SIRS dynamics in Refs. [27, 29] with the only
difference of using the modified p1. Since in the limit of
low infection λ/µ≪ 1, p1 = λ/µ independently of η, we
have that the result is indeed equivalent to Refs. [27, 29].

IV. SIηRS DYNAMICS ON NETWORKS.

The analytical results for the epidemic lifetime and
mutual infection time indicate that alterations in relation
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FIG. 5. Epidemic threshold (top) and IPR of activity (bottom) as function of network size for (a,d) α = 0.5, (b,e) α = 1,

and (c,f) α = 2 and different numbers of stages η. The dashed lines are power-law decays Y4 ∼ N (3−γ)/2 corresponding to a

maximum k-core localization. The simulations were run on power-law networks with γ = 2.3, kmin = 3 and kc = 2
√
N .

to Markovian spreading may occur in the dynamics since
the epidemic lifetime on hubs is modified by the number
of infectious stages η, while the mutual long-range infec-
tion time is not. To analyze these possible effects, we
consider uncorrelated networks with a power-law degree
distribution, P (k) ∼ k−γ , generated with the uncorre-
lated configuration model (UCM) [36], where an upper

cutoff kc ∼
√
N is used to ensure the absence of degree

correlations in simple graphs without self-loops or multi-
ple connections. The most connected node of the network
will have an average degree ⟨kmax⟩ ∼ N1/2 for γ < 3 and
⟨kmax⟩ ∼ N1/(γ−1) for γ ≥ 3 [37]. Finally, the scaling of
κ, Eq. (19), is given by

κ ∼
{

⟨kmax⟩(3−γ)/2 ∼ N (3−γ)/2 , γ < 3
const , γ ≥ 3.

(22)

Plugging Eq. (22) into Eq. (21), we obtain b(λ, η) → 0,
and ⟨τKK′⟩ increases slower than algebraically for γ < 3
in the limit of large network size, regardless of η. Thus,
Eq. (13), which holds for finite η, implies that ⟨τK⟩ >
⟨τKK′⟩. This means that an epidemic spreading starting
in a hub would remain active long enough to communicate
the disease to other hubs, thereby triggering an outbreak.
To explicitly check the effect of the multiple infection

stages, we ran stochastic simulations (see appendix A)
of SIηRS dynamics on UCM networks with γ = 2.3. For
this exponent, the Markovian dynamics is activated by
a densely connected core formed of hubs, as identified
by an innermost component of k-core decomposition, the

maximum k-core [25, 38]. We analyzed the dynamical
susceptibility [33], defined as χ = N

(
⟨ρ2⟩ − ⟨ρ⟩2

)
/⟨ρ⟩, as

a function of the infection rate. For systems undergoing
a transition to absorbing states in complex networks,
the position of the principal peak in these curves is an
estimate of the epidemic threshold [28, 33].

When γ = 2.3, the introduction of infectious stages
does not yield any appreciable effect on the threshold for
the investigated network sizes (up to 107) and values of α
adopted, as shown in the top panels of Fig. 5. Thus, the
same activation mechanism triggered in the maximum
k-core, as in the SIS model [24, 25], seems to be at work
irrespective of η. To validate this hypothesis, we evaluated
a normalized activity vector ϕi introduced in Ref. [39],
which is given in terms of the probability ρi that node i
is infected in the quasistationary state (see Appendix A):
ϕi ∝ ρi and

∑
i ϕ

2
i = 1. We compute the inverse partition

ratio (IPR) [26], defined as Y4 =
∑

i ϕ
4
i . Regardless of η,

we observed Y4 ∼ N−(3−γ)/2 for all α/µ considered, as
shown in the bottom of Fig. 5. This scaling is associated
with the maximum k-core localization [40]. Note that a
finite lifetime of hubs in the case η = ∞ is not able to
alter the scenario.

For γ > 3, a long-range mutual activation of hubs may
be present in place of the maximum k-core activation, as in
the case of Markovian SIS [27]. However, this mechanism
does not rule the epidemic activation of the Markovian
SIRS dynamics, which instead happens collectively, in-
volving an extensive part of the network [29]. Since the



7

10
4

10
5

10
6

10
7

N

10
-1

η=1

η=5

η=10

η=∞

10
4

10
5

10
6

10
7

N

10
-1

10
4

10
5

10
6

10
7

N

10
-4

10
-3

10
-2

10
4

10
5

10
6

10
7

N

10
-4

10
-3

10
-2

10
4

10
5

10
6

10
7

N

10
-1

λ
c

10
4

10
5

10
6

10
7

N

10
-5

10
-4

10
-3

10
-2

Y
4

(a) (b)

(d)

(c)

(e) (f)

α=0.5 α=1.0 α=2.0

FIG. 6. Epidemic thresholds (top) and IPR of activity (bottom) as functions of network size for (a,d) α = 0.5 , (b,e) α = 1, and
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epidemic lifespan on star graphs decreases with η, the
hubs have shorter-lived activity for η > 1 compared to the
Markovian case η = 1, while the scaling with network size
of mutual infection time is independent of η. Therefore,
the collective activation where ⟨τKK′⟩ ≫ ⟨τK⟩ remains
valid. Figure 6 presents the analysis of the SIηRS dynam-
ics for γ = 3.5. For α ≤ 0.5, the epidemic threshold is only
slightly altered with respect to the Markovian SIRS, as
shown in Fig. 6(a). The impact of non-Markovian dynam-
ics on the epidemic threshold becomes more evident as α
increases, as illustrated in Figs. 6(b) and (c), where we
observe an increase in the epidemic threshold with η. This
is consistent with the analysis of epidemic lifetime on star
graphs since a shorter activity duration on hubs implies
slower epidemic spreading. In particular, when η → ∞,
from Eq. (16) and Eq. (20), we find that ⟨τKK′⟩ ≫ 1,
while ⟨τK⟩ remains finite for λ/µ≪ 1. Figure 6, however,
does not indicate the limit of threshold saturation as a
function of size. Indeed, as in the Markovian case [29],
this regime is observable, for the investigated values of α,
only for exceedingly large sizes, much larger than those
that can currently be simulated. The saturation can be
seen for smaller values of α, but in this regime, the effects
of multiple stages are very small, as in the case of γ = 2.3
show i Fig. 5.

In the SIS model (α→ ∞), the existence of hubs can
trigger multiple peaks in the susceptibility curves, indicat-
ing the activation of different parts of the networks [28, 33].
Figure 7 confirms the existence of multiple peaks in the
susceptibility curves for all values of η studied in networks

with γ > 3 and the presence of outliers in the degree dis-
tribution, as shown in Fig. 7(b). The observable effect
is the slight shift of the curves and peaks compared to
the Markovian case η = 1, implying that the localization
pattern holds regardless of η. This result aligns with
the effects of the number of stages on the epidemic life-
time shown in Sec. III A, supporting the resilience of the
long-range hub mutual activation mechanisms.

We conclude the results section by considering random
regular networks (RRNs), where each node has the same
degree k and edges among them are formed randomly
without self-loops or multiple connections. A homoge-
neous mean-field theory to compute the epidemic thresh-
old of the SIηRS on RRNs is developed in Appendix C.
Multiple stages do not alter the epidemic threshold in a
mean-field approach, given by λc/µ = 1/k, irrespective of
the number of stages η. This result is consistent with the
non-Markovian SIS model [16, 41]. However, in stochastic
simulations, the introduction of several infectious stages
shifts the epidemic threshold to lower values. Incorporat-
ing dynamical correlations into the mean-field approach
can enhance the precision of the theoretical framework,
as seen in the Markovian case [31].

V. CONCLUSION

We investigated the role of non-Markovicity in the recov-
ering processes of the SIRS epidemic model, considering
j = 1, . . . , η infectious stages that evolve sequentially
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from j to j + 1 towards the recovered state R. We con-
sider the simplest case where all infectious stages have
the same infection rates as well as the transition rates
between subsequent stages, implying that the recovery
time follows a Gamma distribution [12] with the same
average time as the Markovian SIRS model, which has
exponentially distributed recovery times. Our focus is
on the activation mechanisms that trigger the endemic
phase. Therefore, we investigated the epidemic dynamics
on star graphs of size K + 1, which mimic the sparsely
distributed hubs in the network and serve as a proxy for
determining whether the activation mechanism is gov-
erned by the mutual activation of sparsely distributed
hubs or by a densely connected set of hubs determined
by the maximum k-core [38] of the network.
An approximated analytical calculation based on

discrete-time dynamics predicts that the non-Markovicity
of the recovering processes drastically alters the SIRS
dynamics on star graphs, strongly reducing the average
epidemic lifespan compared to the Markovian case. In-
deed, the larger the number of infectious stages η, the
lower the scaling of the epidemic lifespan with the star
graph size, while the mutual long-range infection among
hubs remains essentially unaltered. In particular, the
limit η → ∞, which corresponds to a deterministic recov-
ery time, leads to a finite epidemic lifespan even in the
limit of infinite star graph size. The analytical results are

supported by stochastic simulations for different values of
the waning immunity rate α. However, for the SIS limit
where α→ ∞, the lifespan increases exponentially with
the graph size, similar to the Markovian case.
In order the evaluate of effects of the activity lifes-

pan of hubs on the epidemic spreading on networks, we
considered stochastic simulations on large random net-
works with power-law degree distributions in two regimes:
γ = 2.3 which is characterized by a maximum k-core
activation [25, 29, 40] and γ = 3.5 where k-core structure
is not present [38]. In the former, the epidemic localiza-
tion pattern and, consequently, the epidemic threshold
are unaltered by multiple infectious stages in consonance
with mean-field analysis for non-Markovian SIS on net-
works [16]. In the latter, a shift in the epidemic threshold
towards values smaller than the Markovian ones and a re-
duction of the epidemic localization are observed, but not
sufficient to change the qualitative conclusions reported
previously for the Markovian SIRS [29, 31], at least for
the range of networks size attainable in this work.
In a nutshell, although the non-Markovicity through

multiple infectious stages alter significantly the lifespan
of localized epidemic activity, it is not relevant to the na-
ture of the activation processes ruling recurrent infection
dynamics on the whole networks. As prospects of the
present work, we can consider the effects of viral-load [18]
and multiple stages in the recovering compartment [42].

Appendix A: Stochastic simulations

Since all infectious stages evolve according to Poisson
processes, one can perform stochastic simulations of the
SIηRS epidemic model following similar steps to the opti-
mized Gillespie algorithm presented in Ref. [43]. In the
investigated model, the rates µi = µη and λj = λ are
uniform across all stages. Thus, we can group all infec-
tion events and transitions between infectious stages into
broader events as follows. The total number of infected
individuals Ninf (regardless of the infectious stage), the
total number of edges emanating from them NSI, and the
total number of recovered individuals Nrec are computed
to determine the probabilities of each group event.

In each time step, one of three broader events is chosen
as follows. With probability

PI =
µηNinf

µηNinf + λNSI + αNrec
, (A1)

one infected node is selected at random. If it is in the last
infectious state j = η, it recovers: Iη → R. Otherwise, if
j < η, it progresses to the next infectious stage: Ij → Ij+1.
Note that recovery and progression through infectious
stages are treated equally in terms of rates.
With probability

PR =
αNrec

µηNinf + λNSI + αNrec
, (A2)
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one recovered node is chosen at random and becomes
susceptible: R → S.
Finally, with probability

PIS =
λNSI

µηNinf + λNSI + αNrec
, (A3)

one infected node i is selected with probability propor-
tional to its degree. A nearest neighbor of i is chosen
at random and, if susceptible, becomes infected. If the
neighbor is infected or recovered, no state alteration oc-
curs, and the simulation proceeds to the next step. The
time is incremented by

δt =
− lnu

µηNinf + λNSI + αNrec
(A4)

where u is a pseudo-random number uniformly distributed
in the interval (0, 1). The SIS simulations use the same
algorithm, replacing the transition Iη → R with Iη → S.

To address some difficulties related to finite-size effects
in absorbing state dynamics, we implemented the hub
reactivation method [44], where the node with the largest
degree is reinfected whenever the number of infected
individuals reaches zero.

Appendix B: Saddle point method to compute
Eq. (10)

To compute the asymptotic limit of Eq. (10), we define

Zη(K) = α

∫ ∞

0

e−αt2(1− p21p2)
Kdt2. (B1)

where p1, given by Eq. (4), is a constant and p2, according
to Eqs. (2) and (3), is given by

p2 = Pinf(t2) = 1− γ̃(η, ηµt2)

(η − 1)!
, (B2)

where γ̃ is the incomplete Gamma function [45] given by

γ̃(n, x) =

∫ x

0

yn−1e−ydy = (n− 1)!

[
1− e−x

n−1∑
m=0

xm

m!

]
.

(B3)
where the right-hand side is the series expansion of γ̃ [45].
Now, replacing (1 − p21p2)

K ≃ exp(−Kp21p2), Eq. (B2),
and Eq. (B3) in Eq. (B1) we obtain

Zη(K) =
α

ηµ

∫ ∞

0

exp

[
−αz
ηµ

−Kp21e
−z

η−1∑
m=0

zm

m!

]
dz,

(B4)
where we performed the change of variable x = ηµt2.
Notice that Eq. (B4) has the proper form to apply the
saddle-point method [46]:

Zη(K) =
α

ηµ

∫ ∞

0

exp (−f(z)) dz, (B5)

where

f(z) =
αz

ηµ
+Kp21e

−z

η−1∑
m=0

zm

m!
. (B6)

The extrema of Eq. (B6), f ′(z∗) = 0, are given by the
solutions of transcendent equation

z∗
η−1e−z∗ =

(η − 1)!

η

α

µKp21
. (B7)

For η = 1, Eq. (B7) has a single solution which is a
minimum:

z∗ = ln

(
µKp21
α

)
. (B8)

For η ≥ 2, there are two solutions since Kp21 ≫ 1. Since

f ′′(z∗) =
α

µη

(
1− η − 1

z∗

)
, (B9)
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the solution for small z∗ is a local maximum, not relevant
for the saddle-point method. So, to the leading order in
K, the minimum is then given by

z∗ ≃ ln
(
Kp21

)
+ (η − 1) ln

[
ln
(
Kp21

)]
. (B10)

The saddle-point methods consists of expanding f(z)
around its minimum z∗ up to second order and plug it
into Eq. (B5) to obtain

Zη(K) =
α

ηµ
e−f(z∗)

√
2π

f ′′(z∗)
. (B11)

Since z∗ ≫ 1, using Eq. (B9), we have f ′′(z∗) ≃ α/µη
and, using Eqs. (B6) and (B7),

f(z∗) =
αz∗
ηµ

+
α

µη

(η − 1)!

zη−1
∗

η−1∑
m=0

zm∗
m!

=
αz∗
ηµ

[
1 +

1

z∗
+O(z−1

∗ )

]
≃ αz∗

ηµ
.

(B12)

to the leading order. Therefore, introducing f(z∗) and
f ′′(z∗) in Eq. (B11) leads to

Zη(K) ∼ exp

(
−αz∗
µη

)
= [Kp21]

− α
ηµ

[
ln
(
Kp21

)]−α(η−1)
ηµ .

(B13)

Appendix C: Homogeneous mean-field analysis for
SIηRS

Since the transition between infectious stages are Pois-
son process, the set of mean-field equations for the SIηRS
dynamics for k contacts is given by

dI1
dt

= λk(1− I −R)I − µηI1,

dIj
dt

= µηIj−1 − µηIj , j = 2, . . . , η

dR

dt
= µηIη − αR, (C1)

where I =
∑η

j=1 Iη and S + I + R = 1 for a closed
population. Performing a linear stability around the
absorbing state fixed point R = Ij = 0, we obtain the
Jacobian matrix given by,

L =



λk − µη λk λk · · · λk λk 0
µη −µη 0 · · · 0 0 0

0 µη −µη
. . . 0 0 0

...
. . .

. . . −µη 0 0
0 0 · · · 0 µη −µη 0
0 0 · · · 0 0 µη −α


. (C2)

The epidemic threshold corresponds to the value of λ in
which the largest eigenvalue of this matrix is null. Note
that, from a linear stability analysis, one can see that
the Eq.C1 converges to the SIηS model. Therefore, the
results in Ref. [41] holds and the epidemic threshold is
given by λc = µ/k.
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