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Finite time convergence to functionally important target states is a key component of many bio-
logical processes. We previously found that the terminal approach phase of such dynamics exhibits
universal types of stochastic dynamics that differ qualitatively between noise-dominated and force-
dominated regimes of the approach dynamics. While for the noise-dominated regime the approach
dynamics is uninformative about the underlying force law, in the force-dominated regime it enables
the accurate inference of the underlying dynamics. Biological systems often exhibit substantial pa-
rameter heterogeneity, for instance through copy number fluctuations of key molecules or variability
in modulating factors. Here, we extend our theory of target state aligned (TSA) stochastic dynam-
ics to investigate the impact of parameter heterogeneity in the underlying stochastic dynamics. We
examine the approach to target states for a wide range of dynamical laws and additive as well as
multiplicative noise. We find that the distinct regimes of noise-dominated and force-dominated dy-
namics strongly differ in their sensitivity to parameter heterogeneity. In the noise-dominated regime,
TSA ensembles are insensitive to parameter heterogeneity in the force law, but sensitive to sample
to sample heterogeneity in the diffusion constant. For force-dominated dynamics, both parameter
heterogeneity in the force law and diffusion constant change the behaviour of the non-stationary
statistics and in particular the two-time-covariance functions. In this regime, TSA ensembles provide
a sensitive readout of parameter heterogeneity. Under natural conditions, parameter heterogeneity
in many biological systems cannot be experimentally controlled or eliminated. Our results provide
a systematic theoretical foundation for the analysis of target state directed dynamics in a large class
of systems with substantial heterogeneity.

I. INTRODUCTION

Biological systems often comprise a multitude of in-
teracting components, covering scales from individual
molecules, to protein complexes to cells, membranes and
whole tissues [1]. At the system level, their dynamics
can typically be summarized by one or a few collective
dynamical variables [2, 3]. Directional dynamics in living
systems (i) guide the system towards functionally impor-
tant target states [4–23]; (ii) are intrinsically stochastic
not only due to thermal fluctuations but also the effec-
tive impact of ongoing active processes [10, 16, 17]; (iii)
exhibit sample to sample variability in the details of the
machinery [24–26].

We recently addressed the first two aspects of di-
rectionality (i) and stochasticy (ii) within an inference
framework of target state aligned (TSA) dynamical en-
sembles [27, 28]. For this class of directional effective
dynamics, we proposed to analyze the ensemble in its
natural frame of reference, i.e. to align all sample paths
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to the target state and to infer the dynamics in reverse
time. The target state then becomes the initial condition
of the newly formed reverse-time ensemble.

We also examined the impact of state-dependent (mul-
tiplicative) noise [28]. State-dependent noise is a common
phenomenon, often reflecting intrinsically state depen-
dent dynamics such as reaction kinetics [29] or resulting
from the projection of high dimensional dynamics onto a
low dimensional representation [30].

In addition to intrinsic noise, biological samples typi-
cally show sample to sample heterogeneity, a feature that
needs to be thoroughly understood for the application of
TSA concepts [24, 26]. Across many samples of the same
process, the general form of the dynamics may be identi-
cal, but the effective parameters that control the overall
speed or noise intensity may vary from sample to sam-
ple [31], see Fig. 1. Such parameter heterogeneity can
significantly alter the observed ensemble statistics of the
dynamics compared to model predictions based on ho-
mogeneous dynamics.

Here we generalize our treatment of TSA ensembles in
reverse time to heterogeneous TSA ensembles with state
dependent noise statistics. We briefly recapitulate the
theory of target state alignment and key results for ho-
mogeneous dynamics [27, 28]. We then extend our theory
to heterogeneous dynamics and demonstrate the system-
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FIG. 1. Joint variability due to heterogeneity and in-
trinsic stochasticity is a hallmark of biology yet hard
to distinguish experimentally. We show three exemplary
realizations of target state directed dynamics: (a) shows an
example for homogeneous dynamics, where all variability is
due to the intrinsic stochasticity of the dynamics - here rep-
resented as multiplicative noise. (b) depicts the same pro-
cess without noise but with sample to sample variability in
the force law. This case symbolizes pure heterogeneity. Fi-
nally, (c) shows a superposition of both the heterogeneous
and stochastic dynamics. Without careful application of sta-
tistical methods the two components can not be disentangled.

atic changes which heterogeneity introduces into the ob-
served TSA ensemble statistics. Finally, we discuss the
functional form of the observed ensemble statistics in or-
der to provide an intuition about TSA ensemble statistics
as they occur in real biological systems.

II. THEORY OF TSA DYNAMICS

In biological systems the dynamics of a generalized co-

ordinate L̂ are often well approximated by a Langevin
equation

dL̂ = f(L̂)dt+

√
D(L̂) dWt . (1)

Here, f(L̂) summarizes the deterministic force contribu-

tion, D(L̂) is the state dependent diffusion “constant”
and dWt denotes the Wiener increment of a zero mean
delta correlated 〈dWt, dWt′〉 = δ(t− t′) white noise con-
tribution. Drawing from a distribution of initial values

P in(L̂in), Eq. (1) can be used to generate sample paths
that approximate the dynamics of biological processes.
Throughout this text we use the Ito interpretation of the
Langevin equation [32].

For the here relevant case of biological dynamics which
converge towards functionally important target states,
initial conditions are typically ill defined. Only close to
the target state a well defined dynamical law seems to
emerge from a background of other biological processes.

To analyze such dynamics we proposed in Lenner et. al.
[27] to align all trajectories to the target state and an-
alyze the dynamics with respect to their time to com-
pletion τ = Ti − t, where Ti is the lifetime of the i-th
samplepath. This new “reverse-time” τ is zero at the
target state and grows as we move away from the target
state. We denote time and position in such an ensem-
ble as (L, τ). The mathematically exact mapping of the
original forward dynamics to such a target-state aligned
(TSA) reverse-time ensemble R(L, τ) is given in Lenner
et. al. [27] and [28].

Typically, we are only interested in the dynamics close
to the target state measured in reverse time τ . We
showed in [27, 28], that a reverse time Langevin equa-
tion of the form

dL(τ) =
(
f(L) + fF (L)

)
dτ +

√
D(L) dWτ (2)

with the free energy force

fF (L) = D(L)
∂

∂L
log

(∫ L

Lts

dL′ e−
∫ L′ 2f(L′′)

D(L′′) dL
′′
)
,

(3)

describes the dynamics close to completion, that is the
target state, well. For infinitely far separated initial and
final states the expression is exact. Due to its form, we
call Eq. (3) a free energy force. It ensures that both the
deterministic components of the forward dynamics and
their entropy production with forward time are simulta-
neously reverted.

To form a better understanding of the general behavior
of TSA dynamics close to target states, we expand both
the force and the diffusion term in lowest order powerlaws
around a target state Lts = 0. Concretely, we study the
force

f(L) = −γLα (4)

and diffusion term

D(L) = DLβ , (5)

with γ,D > 0 and α, β ∈ R. We show in [28], that
dynamics with jointly α ≥ 1 and β ≥ 2 cannot reach the
target state at Lts = 0 in finite time. Dynamics with any
other combination of α and β will eventually reach this
target state.

In [28] we derived a unique analytic expression which
captures the alignment and time reversal of all power law
dynamics which reach the target state in finite time. For
α− β 6= −1 we found

fF (L) = (6)

= Lβ
D(α− β + 1)

(
− 2γ
D(α−β+1)

) 1
α−β+1

e
2γLα−β+1

D(α−β+1)

Θ(α− β + 1)Γ
(

1
α−β+1

)
− Γ

(
1

α−β+1 ,−
2Lα−β+1γ
D(α−β+1)

) .

Here, Θ(n) denotes the Heaviside step-function, Γ(z)
the gamma-function and Γ(n, z) the upper incomplete
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gamma-function. The connecting case at α − β = −1 is
given as fF (L) = (2γ +D)Lα.

To gain further insights into the dynamics in the vicin-
ity of the target state, we expand the free energy force
Eq. (6) for small L (see [27, 28]). Dependent on the re-
lation of the power law exponents, we find two regimes
for the respective TSA reverse-time Langevin equation.
The case α ≥ β:

dL(τ) =

(
DLβ−1 − γ α− β

α− β + 2
Lα +O

(
L1+2α−β

D

))
dτ

+
√
DLβ dWτ , (7)

and the case α < β:

dL(τ) =

(
γLα −D(α− β)Lβ−1 +O

(
D2

L2+α−2β

))
dτ

+
√
DLβ dWτ . (8)

Dependent on the powerlaw exponents α and β, the dy-
namics are either noise or force dominated. For α ≥ β,
the dynamics of Eq. (7) are dominated by the noise, that
is the D dependent term DLβ−1. The exact form of the
force f(L) and the assumed exponent α are thus irrele-
vant. The dynamics close to the target state behave as if
only noisy fluctuations lead to absorption at the target.
A detailed discussion of this case including analytical so-
lutions is provided in [28].

For α < β − 1, and β − 1 ≤ α < β in the joint limit
of small noise and small L, the dynamics are force dom-
inated. The leading order term is given as the sign in-
verted forward force law. The next leading order term is
proportional to the noise strength D. Its contribution to
the dynamics is strictly positive.

III. STATISTICS OF HOMOGENEOUS AND
HETEROGENEOUS TSA ENSEMBLES

In this section, we formally examine how the contribu-
tion of parameter heterogeneity quantitatively impacts
mean, variance and ensemble covariance of a heteroge-
neous TSA ensemble. While difficult to identify on the
single trajectory level, heterogeneity can induce clear sig-
natures in moments and correlation functions of the dy-
namics on the ensemble level. We here denote the nor-
malized ensemble distribution of the heterogeneous en-
semble as RN (L, τ ; η). The n-th moment of the full het-
erogeneous ensemble

〈(L(τ))n〉RN (L,τ ;η) =

∫ ∫
RN (L, τ ; η)LndLdη

=

∫
P (η)

(∫
RN (L, τ |η)LndL

)
dη

=
[
〈(L(τ))n〉RN (L,τ |η)

]
P (η)

(9)

can be obtained by decomposing the full average into the
homogeneous contribution subsequently averaged with

respect to a variable parameter η. Here 〈·〉RN (L,τ |η) de-
notes the homogeneous average with η fixed and [·]P (η)

the average over the heterogeneity parameter η. For read-
ability we will generally drop the probability subscript of
the respective ensemble average and use 〈·〉 for coordi-
nate averages and [·] for parametric averages. We further
denote the homogeneous mean and variance for a fixed
parameter η as

L
(η)

(τ) := 〈L(η)(τ)〉 and (10)

σ
(η)2
L (τ) := 〈(L(η)(τ))2〉 − 〈L(η)(τ)〉 . (11)

Eq. (9) is the formally correct expression to extend the
analysis of homogeneous ensembles to the heterogeneous
case. In its present form, it is however not informative
about the systematic changes heterogeneity introduces to
ensemble statistics.

A more intuitive expression can be derived from a sim-
ple decomposition of random variables which belong to
the same homogeneous ensemble denoted by η. We sug-
gest to separate

L(η)(τ) = L
(η)

(τ) + σ
(η)
L (τ) l(η)(τ) (12)

into its ensemble mean and a non-stationary stochastic

process with variance σ
(η)2
L (τ), 〈l(η)(τ)〉RN (L,τ |η) = 0 and

〈l(η)2
j (τ)〉RN (L,τ |η) = 1. Note that l(η)(τ) does not have

to be a Gaussian process.
For the mean, the decomposition defined in Eq. (12)

leads to exactly the same result as the definition provided
in Eq. (9). We find

L(τ)︸︷︷︸
ensemble mean

=
[
L

(η)
(τ)
]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
mean of means

. (13)

In some instances, including the ones discussed below,
the mean of the heterogeneous ensemble will only be a
re-scaled version of the homogeneous case. The ensemble
mean is thus of limited value for distinguishing between
heterogeneous and homogeneous dynamics.

The variance is similarly obtained as the mean. Using
the definition in Eq. (12) and after some rearrangements
we find

σ2
L(τ)︸ ︷︷ ︸

ensemble variance

=
[
(σ

(η)
L )2(τ)

]
+
[
(L

(η)
)2(τ)

]
−
[
L

(η)
(τ)
]2

=
[
(σ

(η)
L )2(τ)

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
mean variance

+
[
(δL

(η)
)2(τ)

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
variance of means

. (14)

This decomposition is typically called the law of total
variance. The variance of heterogeneous ensembles can
thus be decomposed into the mean variance of uniform
subsample and the variance of the subsample means.

The first term is simply the variance of the homoge-
neous case averaged with respect to its parameter de-
pendence. If the parameter dependence occurs only as a
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scaling factor, the functional form of this contribution to
the variance will be unchanged and only the scaling in
the heterogeneous case will be different.

The second contribution to the variance is exclusively
due to the heterogeneity in the ensemble as each subsam-
ple contributes due to its respective mean. This term
vanishes for homogeneous ensembles. In many instances,
this term can change the functional form of the variance.

The two-times-covariance can be decomposed in a sim-
ilar fashion. We find that the ensemble covariance

CL(τ, τ ′)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ensemble covariance

=
[
C

(η)
L (τ, τ ′)

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
mean covariance

+
[
L

(η)
(τ)L

(η)
(τ ′)

]
− L(τ)L(τ ′)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
covariance of means

(15)

decomposes into the mean covariance of the homogeneous
subsamples and the covariance of the subsample means.
This decomposition is typically known as the law of total
covariance. The first contributing term may often only
be a ”re-normalized” version of the covariance of homo-
geneous dynamics. For these cases only the value of the
effective parameter changes.

The contribution representing the covariance of the
subsample means can quantitatively change the ensem-
ble covariance, by introducing non–decaying long-term
correlations, that is ”quenched fluctuations”. We will
see below, that such quenched fluctuations are a telltale
signature of ensemble heterogeneity.

In the following sections we study the noise dominated
and force dominated case. For both we consider the
change in the ensemble statistics due to sample to sample
variability in the diffusion constant D and in the strength
of the force term γ.

A. The homogeneous case

We first discuss the case of homogeneous dynamics, re-
capitulating results from [27, 28]. This serves to clarify
the contrast between noise dominated and force domi-
nated target state approach, and to slightly rewrite re-
sults to make the extension to heterogeneity apparent. In
the following section, we will then discuss heterogeneity
and explore its influence on the same statistics that are
presented here.

1. The noise dominated case

The noise dominated regime occurs for the parame-
ter regime α ≥ β. In our previous work [28] we found
for the mean of in D homogeneous TSA ensembles with

multiplicative noise

L
(D)

(τ) =
2
β−1
β−2 (2− β)−

2
β−2 Γ

(
− 2
β−2

)

Γ
(

1
2−β

) (Dτ)
1

2−β (16)

=: D
1

2−βM1(τ) (17)

and for the variance

(σ
(D)
L )2(τ) =(2− β)−

4
β−2

(
3 · 4 1

β−2

Γ
(
− 3
β−2

)

Γ
(

1
2−β

)

− 4
β−1
β−2

Γ
(
− 2
β−2

)2

Γ
(

1
2−β

)2

)
(Dτ)

1
1−β/2 (18)

=:D
2

2−β
(
M2(τ)−M2

1 (τ)
)

(19)

=:D
2

2−β S2(τ) . (20)

To make the scaling with D apparent, we introduced the
scaling factor free moments Mi(τ) and variance S2(τ).
Mean and variance evaluated for β = −1, 0, 1 are shown
in Fig. 2. They are selected to show the change in the
variance from a concave dependence on τ for β < 0 to
a convex form for β > 0. Interesting for system iden-
tification, the coefficient of variation, defined as ratio of

the noise level to the mean CV (τ) = σL(τ)

L(τ)
, is constant

for all β. Only homogeneous force dominated dynamics
with β = α+ 1 can also show such a behavior.

We did not find a closed form solution of the covari-
ance for general β. For a given β, however closed form
expressions can be obtained from the joint probability
distribution of the noise dominated case which we state
in the supplementary information. As an example case
we state the intriguing case with β = 1. We find

C
(D)
L (τ, τ ′) =

D2

2
min(τ, τ ′)2 (21)

= (σ
(D)
L )2(min(τ, τ ′)) (β = 1) . (22)

For β = 1 the covariance exclusively depends on the
shorter time to completion say τ ′, and does not decay
for larger times τ . In forward time, scale free processes,
such as random walk dynamics with boundaries at ±∞
and constant D, that is β=0, show such a behavior. In
Fig. 2, we show the covariance case with β = 0. We ad-
ditionally show the ”decay” of the covariance with τ for
a fixed τ ′ = τfix and β ∈ {−1, 0, 1}. With increasing β
the decay length of the covariance becomes visibly longer
until it reverts to the increasing case for β > 1.

To demonstrate the reliability of our approach, we ad-
ditionally compare our theoretical results of mean, vari-
ance and covariance to simulations of the dynamics in
forward time, subsequently target state aligned, and eval-
uated with respect to their ensemble statistics. We find
excellent agreement, as shown in Fig. 2
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FIG. 2. Noise dominated TSA dynamics of homoge-
neous samples are distinguishable for different power
law noise models. Shown is a comparison of mean (a), vari-
ance (b) and ”covariance-cuts” (c) for dynamics with iden-
tical force law f(L) = −γLα (here α = −1), but different
multiplicative noise D(L) = DLβ with β = 0, 1,−1. We ob-
serve perfect agreement between our theory (lines) and sim-
ulations (circles). The comparison of theory and simulation
for the full covariance is shown for β = 0 in (d). The other
cases can be found in the supplementary information. The en-
semble statistics of the forward dynamics has been simulated

with 20000 trajectories starting at L̂0 = 3. The analytic ex-
pressions for the mean, variance and covariance are stated in
Eq. (16) and Eq. (18) and Eq. (21). The parameters are γ = 1
and D = 0.2.

2. The force dominated case

Force dominated target state arrival occurs for α <
β − 1 and for −1 < α− β < 0 under the additional con-
straint of small D - to be precise for D → 0 as L → 0.
We only consider cases with α < 1, where the determin-
istic dynamics terminate in finite time. In [28], we derive
small noise moments from Eq. (8) up to order D. In the
multiplicative noise case, we found for the mean

L
(γ)

(τ) = ((1− α)γτ)
1

1−α

+
D

γ

(
7α2 − α(8β + 3) + 2β(β + 1)

)
((1− α)γτ)

β−α
1−α

2(β − 2α)(1− 3α+ β)

=: γ
1

1−α L̃0(τ) +D γ
β−1
1−α 〈L̃2(τ)〉 . (23)

For use in the later discussion on heterogeneity, we ex-
plicitly separated the parametric γ-dependence from the
two expansion terms of order zero and two. We denote
these residual terms as L̃i, where i denotes the expansion
order. The term with L̃0 is the deterministic solution of
the process. Terms of order one do not contribute as we
detail in the supplementary information. The lowest or-
der β dependent term is of second order. This suggests
that the functional form of the mean is largely dominated

by α. We show this exemplary for the case α = −1 in
Fig, 3.

The variance up to order D is equivalent to the aver-
age over the squared first order term of the small noise
expansion. We find

(σ
(γ)
L )2(τ) =

D

γ

((1− α)γτ)
1−α+β
1−α

1− 3α+ β
(24)

=: D γ
β

1−α 〈L̃2
1(τ)〉 . (25)

Keeping in mind that α < 1 holds, the slope of the
variance is determined by β. For β > 0 the variance
becomes convex, for β < 0 it is concave and for β = 0 it
is linear. Three cases depicting this behavior are shown
in Fig. 3.

a d

b

c

FIG. 3. Force dominated TSA dynamics of homo-
geneous samples are distinguishable with respect to
different power law forces and noise models. We com-
pare dynamics with identical force laws f(L) = −γLα (here
α = −1), but different multiplicative noise D(L) = DLβ with
β = 0, 0.5,−0.5. We find almost perfect agreement for mean
(a), variance (b) and ”covariance-cuts” (c) of simulations
(circles) and our theory (lines) for the case with α = β − 1.
For this case, the order D contribution to the force is of the
same functional form as the force term (Eq. (8)). The ob-
served deviations increase in the variance (and the variance
dependent part of the covariance) the further we deviate from
this equality. We show the comparison of the full covariance
for the case β = 0 in (d). The other cases can be found in
the supplementary information. The ensemble statistics of
the forward dynamics has been simulated with 20000 trajec-

tories that start at L̂0 = 20. The analytic expressions for
the mean, variance and covariance are stated in Eq. (23) and
Eq. (24) and Eq. (26). Parameters are γ = 1 and D = 0.2.

The two-time covariance with multiplicative noise can
be expressed as power law scaled versions of the variance.
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We find

C
(γ)
L (τ, τ ′) = D γ

β
1−α

(
min(τ, τ ′)
max(τ, τ ′)

) α
α−1

〈L̃2
1(min(τ, τ ′))〉

=: D γ
β

1−α c(τ, τ ′) , (26)

where the last line introduces the γ and D independent
version of the covariance c(τ, τ ′). For fixed τ ′ with τ > τ ′,
the change of the covariance with τ depends exclusively
on α and is independent of β. For this choice of τ and
τ ′, the covariance always decays with large τ for α < 0
and increases for α > 0. Note that the latter case can
strictly only occur if β > 1 and for very small D if β > 0.
To demonstrate the validity of our calculations, we show
the covariance for β = 0 and α = −1 in Fig. 3. We also
show ”covariance-cuts” with one time axis τ ′ = τfix kept
fix. The effect of β is visible yet the dominant shaping
parameter of the covariance is clearly α.

For all the shown theoretical curves, we also provide
results from simulations of the underlying process in for-
ward time, which we analyzed with respect to their TSA
ensemble statistics. We find good agreement between
moments obtained from simulations and moments from
our small noise approximation.

B. The heterogeneous case

In this section, we will investigate TSA dynamics in-
cluding parameter heterogeneity.

1. The noise dominated case

In the noise dominated case and to first order, any
form of heterogeneity in the force law will be unde-
tectable. The ensemble statistics exclusively depend on
the diffusion term, that is on the power law exponent
β. Heterogeneity in noise dominated system is therefore
exclusively to be found as heterogeneity in the diffusion
constant D.

For these moments, the heterogeneous generalization
is easily obtained using Eq. (3). We find for the mean
and variance of the heterogeneous ensemble

L(τ) =
[
D

1
2−β
]
M1(τ) and (27)

(σL)2(τ) =
[
D

2
2−β
]
M2(τ)−

[
D

1
2−β
]2
M2

1 (τ) . (28)

Adding and subtracting the term
[
D

2
2−β
]
M2

1 (τ) to the

variance we find

(σL)2(τ) =
[
D

2
2−β
]
S2(τ) + Var

[
D

1
2−β
]
M2

1 (τ) (29)

which is equivalent to the mean over the homogeneous
variance plus the variance of the means.

Interestingly, both mean and variance of noise dom-
inated dynamics are insensitive to heterogeneity with
respect to their functional dependency on τ . We find

L(τ) ∼ τ 1
2−β and (σL)2(τ) ∼ τ 2

2−β . We show this behav-
ior in Fig. 4. This implies that the CV for heterogeneous

a d

b

c

FIG. 4. Heterogeneity in the diffusion constant D
of noise dominated TSA dynamics is detectable in
the covariance. We compare the homogeneous case with
D(L) = DL studied in Fig. 2 (D = 0.2), to the heteroge-
neous version with D randomly drawn from a fixed interval
for each sample path realization. We chose D ∈ [0.1, 0.3]
and D ∈ [0.1, 0.4]. While mean (a) and variance (b) show
no signature of heterogeneity, is the covariance (c), (d) a
clear readout of heterogeneity. Starting from constant non-
decaying covariance cuts for τ > τfix in the homogeneous case,
these lines gain increasing slopes with higher heterogeneity.
The other covariance cases are shown in the supplementary
information. Simulations (circles) and theory (lines) are, as
already in the homogeneous case, in excellent agreement. The
statistics of the forward dynamics are based on 15000 trajec-

tories that start at L̂0 = 6. The analytic expressions for the
mean, variance and covariance are stated in Eq. (27), Eq. (29),
Eq. (30) and Eq. (31). The parameter γ = 0 was chosen.

dynamics is constant with time analogously to the homo-
geneous case.

From our discussion above we know, that the covari-
ance decomposes in the mean of the homogeneous case
and the covariance of means. Using that the homoge-
neous covariance scales with the same factor as the ho-
mogeneous variance, defined in Eq. (18), we write

CL(τ, τ ′) =
[
D

2
2−β
]
c(τ, τ ′) + Var

[
D

1
2−β
]
M1(τ)M1(τ ′) .

(30)

For the case β = 1, which we studied above for the ho-
mogenous case, we find

CL(τ, τ ′) =
[
D2
] min(τ, τ ′)2

2
+ Var [D] ττ ′ . (31)
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For this specific case, heterogenity changes the with τ
non-decaying homogenous covariance into a case where
the covariance increases with τ . We show this effect in
Fig. 4. In general, adding heterogeneity leads to lesser
and lesser decaying covariance. For larger β-values the
introduction of heterogeneity can even lead to with τ
increasing covariance (see Fig. 4). Heterogeneity in noise
dominated dynamics is thus mostly detectable with the
help of the two-time covariance.

2. The force dominated case

The statistics of force dominated dynamics are sensi-
tive to parametric heterogeneity both in the noise and the
force law. The generalization to heterogeneous moments
is slightly more involved than the noise dominated case.
We again apply Eq. (3) to generalize our results for ho-
mogeneous dynamics to the heterogeneous case. As the
force dominated case is however built on an expansion,
and not on exact moments as for the noise dominated
case, the introduction of heterogeneity will include ex-
pansion terms of different order. A detailed account is
given in the supplementary information.

We first study the case of sample to sample hetero-
geneity in the diffusion constant. We find for the mean

L(τ) =: γ
1

1−α L̃0(τ) + [D] γ
β−1
1−α 〈L̃2(τ)〉 , (32)

variance

(σ2
L(τ) =: [D] γ

β
1−α 〈L̃2

1(τ)〉+ · · ·
+ Var [D] γ

2β−2
1−α 〈L̃2(τ)〉2 (33)

and two-time covariance

CL(τ, τ ′) =: [D] γ
β

1−α c(τ, τ ′) + · · ·
+ Var [D] γ

2β−2
1−α 〈L̃2(τ)〉〈L̃2(τ ′)〉 . (34)

Up to order D, D-Heterogeneity appears as average over
the set of diffusion constants which are present in the full
ensemble. The ”· · · ” represent all other terms of order
D3/2 or higher that were not considered. The expected
contribution due the variance of the means, readily ob-
tainable from Eq. (23), shows up if the expansion is ex-
tended to include order D2 terms (which implies to take
the expansion to forth order).

In Fig. 5, we show a comparison between homogeneous
dynamics and dynamics with sample to sample variabil-
ity in D. In the small noise regime and for dynamics
where the averaged D equals the homogeneous D we find
small differences due to the variance of the means. In the
limit of small noise, D heterogeneity therefore occurs ap-
proximately as an effective, that is averaged, diffusion
constant. For larger noise strength the contribution due
to the variance of the means will become more relevant.

In the remainder of this section we consider the case
of sample to sample variability in the force strength γ.

The aforementioned coupling of higher order terms due
to the introduction of parametric heterogeneity becomes
relevant for variance and covariance. For the mean we
find

L(τ) =
[
γ

1
1−α
]
L̃0(τ) +D

[
γ
β−1
1−α
]
〈L̃2(τ)〉 , (35)

which is the very same expression as for the homoge-
neous case (Eq. (23)), however with averages over the
γ-dependent terms.

For the variance we find

σ2
L(τ) = D

[
γ

β
1−α
]
〈L̃2

1(τ)〉 ×

×


1 +


1−

[
γ

1
1−α
]

[
γ

β
1−α
]
[
γ
β−1
1−α
]

h(α, β)




+ Var
[
γ

1
1−α
]
L̃2

0(τ) (36)

with

h(α, β) :=
7α2 − α(8β + 3) + 2β(β + 1)

β − 2α
. (37)

The order D behavior of the homogeneous multiplicative
case is preserved, that is, a convex τ -dependence for β >
0, and a concave curve for β < 0. All modifications due
to heterogeneity in γ are only in the prefactor and do not
change the dependence of this term on τ . Note that the
multiplicative factor stated in the second line of Eq. (36)
evaluates to one for β = 1. Comparing terms, the first
term contributing to the heterogeneous variance is thus
the mean of the homogeneous variance times a correction
due to the coupling of higher and lower order terms in the
expansion, which only contribute in the heterogeneous
case (see supplementary information).

The second contribution to the variance is of zero-th
order in D and only contributes for non-negligible het-

erogeneity. It is comprised of the variance of γ
1

1−α times
the squared solution of the deterministic dynamics. For
α < −1 it adds a concave in τ contribution to the vari-
ance, for α > −1 the contribution is convex and linear
in between. In the terminology from above, this term is
the contribution due to the variance of the means. We
show three cases of increasing heterogeneity in Fig. 5. In
the specific case shown, the behavior of the mean can
stay unchanged if the interval is evenly increased to both
larger and smaller γ values. In this case, the variance
increases continuously with an increase in the interval.
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FIG. 5. Parametric heterogeneity of force dominated TSA dynamics is revealed in the covariance. We com-
pare the ensemble statistics of homogeneous dynamics with f(L) = − γ

L
and D(L) = D to the heterogeneous case with D

((a),(b),(c),(d)) and γ ((a’),(b’),(c’),(d’)) randomly drawn from a fixed interval for each sample path realization. For
D-heterogeneity the chosen intervals are D ∈ [0.1, 0.3] and D ∈ [0.1, 0.4]. For γ-heterogeneity we chose γ ∈ [0.5, 1.5] and
γ ∈ [0.5, 2.5]. The homogeneous case, which serves as a reference for both cases, uses D = 0.2 and γ = 1.0. In general, we
find simulations (circles) and our small noise theory for heterogeneous dynamics (lines) are in good agreement. In the here
studied small noise regime, D-heterogeneity ((a),(b),(c),(d)) is naturally less prominent. We find small difference between
homogeneous and heterogeneous dynamics both in the variance ((b)) and in the covariance ((c),(d)). For larger noise strength
the contribution of the variance of means becomes more relevant. For cases with γ-heterogeneity ((a’),(b’),(c’),(d’)), we find
that heterogeneity induces changes in mean, variance and covariance. The mean (a’) changes depending on the mean of the
chosen interval. The variance (b’) increases with increasing heterogeneity. However, only the covariance (c’),(d’) changes its
functional form with increasing heterogeneity. The covariance is thus a clear marker for the degree of γ-heterogeneity of the
studied dynamics. The respective covariance cases, which here are only represented as ”covariance-cuts”, are shown as 2d-plots
in the supplementary information. The statistics of the target state aligned forward simulations are based on 20000 trajectories

that start at L̂0 = 20. The analytic expression for the mean, variance and covariance for the D-heterogeneous case are stated
in Eq. (32), Eq. (33) and Eq. (34). The respective equations for the γ-heterogeneous case are stated in Eq. (35), Eq. (36) and
Eq. (38).

The two-time covariance

CL(τ, τ ′) = D
[
γ

β
1−α
]
c(τ, τ ′)

+D
[
γ

β
1−α
]

1−

[
γ

1
1−α
]

[
γ

β
1−α
]
[
γ
β−1
1−α
]

h(α, β)×

× 1

2

(
〈L̃2

1(τ)〉
(
τ ′

τ

) β−α
1−α

+ 〈L̃2
1(τ ′)〉

( τ
τ ′

) β−α
1−α

)

+ Var
[
γ

1
1−α
]
L̃0(τ) L̃0(τ ′) (38)

is most telling about the heterogeneity of the dynam-
ics. At its core it is comprised of two parts, which are
the covariance due to random fluctuations (first line) and
the covariance contribution due to the heterogeneity of
the deterministic dynamics (last line). The cross-term
between both terms (second and third line) is mostly
negligible and zero for β = 1.

Fundamentally, we again find the partitioning into the
mean of the covariance, and the covariance of means. In

particular the latter leads to the interesting phenomenon
of a with τ (for τ > τ ′) non decaying covariance for suf-
ficient heterogeneity. We show this behavior exemplary
in Fig. 5.

IV. DISCUSSION

The TSA approach allows to analyse the dynamics of
a system independent of initial conditions and knowl-
edge of preceding dynamics. In this paper we general-
ize the TSA framework recently introduced in Lenner
et. al. [27, 28] for constant and multiplicative noise, to
heterogeneous dynamics. While target state alignment
provides a way to analyze otherwise hardly accessible
ensembles, it also introduces pseudo forces due to align-
ment. Our framework provides the means not only to
separate these pseudo-forces from the dynamics, but also
to characterize the forward process based on an ensemble
we study in reverse time.

For general TSA dynamics, we distinguish between
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noise-dominated and force-dominated target state ar-
rival, for which we provide analytical expressions for
mean, variance and two-time covariance. From our pre-
vious work on TSA dynamics, we know that straightfor-
ward inference based on the mean can lead to incorrect
assignment of the actual underlying force laws due to the
presence of pseudo forces. Because of this complication,
the mean is only a good proxy for force dominated dy-
namics. It provides no information about the force law
in the noise dominated case.

For the practical inference of the underlying force law
from data it is of great importance to disentangle the ef-
fects of intrinsic state-dependent noise and heterogeneity
in the effective parameters. Using our analytical expres-
sions for the variance, the form of the state dependent
noise can be directly read off for both homogeneous and
heterogeneous dynamics. This holds for both the force
and the noise dominated cases. Therefore, the intrinsic
state-dependent noise can be confidently identified within
our approach.

Using the law of total variance and total covariance,
we show how our results for the homogeneous ensemble
statistics can be generalized to the heterogeneous case.
Both the results for the homogeneous variance and co-
variance reappear in the heterogeneous case as an aver-
aged version with respect to their parameter heterogene-
ity. In addition, we find a term proportional to the vari-
ance of the means of the parametrically distinguishable
subsamples. This latter term can alter the functional
form of both the variance and the covariance and thus
be used to identify the degree of heterogeneity in the
system under study. We confirm our theoretical results

with numerical simulations performed in forward time
and subsequently analyzed as a TSA ensemble.

To classify experimentally observed TSA dynamics,
the following scheme can be applied: i) identify whether
the dynamics are noise-dominated using the coefficient
of variation. If not, ii) assume that the dynamics are
force dominated and infer the power law exponent α of
the force from the mean and the noise exponent β from
the variance. iii) Finally, the covariance reveals whether
a process is homogeneous or heterogeneous.

In summary, our framework provides the means to dis-
sect TSA ensembles with respect to their dynamics, noise
statistics and heterogeneity. It can be used both for clas-
sification of target state arrival and parameter inference.
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I. SMALL NOISE APPROXIMATION OF MOMENTS FOR FORCE DOMINATED HOMOGENEOUS
TSA ENSEMBLES

In this section we reiterate our previous calculations for the small noise expansion for force dominated homogeneous
TSA ensembles. We closely follow the version presented in Lenner et. al. [1] which is based on the small noise expansion
for Langevin equations discussed in Gardiner [2]. These calculations provide the background for the modifications
which we apply to adapt this approach to dynamics with parametric heterogeneity.

All calculations start from the small L expansion of the force dominated reverse-time Langevin equation

dL(τ) =

(
γLα −D(α− β)Lβ−1 +O

(
D2

L2+α−2β

))
dτ +

√
DLβ dWτ . (1)

which we derived in [1] and restate in the main text. It is strictly valid for α < β − 1 with β < 2 and α < 1. Its
validity can be extended to also include the interval β − 1 ≤ α < β if D → 0 as L→ 0.

Similarly, the small noise expressions we derive here, is strictly valid only for α < β − 1. The extension to α < β
will nevertheless yield good approximations for most cases as the additional requirement of D → 0 as L → 0 is by
construction, that is for a small D approximation, sufficiently fulfilled.

We start our derivation of the small noise expansion with a rewritten version of Eq. (1)

dL = a(L)dτ + ε2b(L)dτ + ε c(L)dWτ , (2)

with
√
D substituted by the order parameter ε. We next expand

L(τ) = L0(τ) + εL1(τ) + ε2L2(τ) + ... (3)

for small ε and around the deterministic solution L0(τ). Similarly we expand a(L), b(c) and c(L). Assuming that
a(L) can be written as

a(L) = a(L0 + εL1 + ε2L2 + ...) = a0(L0) + εa1(L0, L1) + ε2a2(L0, L1, L2) + ... , (4)

a general expansion reads

a(L) = a

(
L0 +

∞∑

m=1

εmLm

)
=

∞∑

p=0

1

p!

dpa(L0)

dL0

( ∞∑

p=0

εmLm

)p
. (5)

An analogous expression holds for b(L) and c(L). After sorting terms we find for the first three terms

a0(L0) = a(L0) (6)

a1(L0, L1) = L1
da(L0)

dL0
(7)

a2(L0, L1, L2) = L2
da(L0)

dL0
+

1

2
L2

1

d2a(L0)

dL2
0

. (8)

Following the same expansion scheme for b(L) and c(L) we arrive at an ordered set of stochastic differential equations

dL0 = a(L0)dτ (9)

dL1 = a1(L1, L0)dτ + c(L0)dWτ (10)

dL2 = a2(L2, L1, L0)dτ + b(L0)dτ + c(L1, L0)dWτ , (11)

which we truncate after the second contributing order to the full solution L(τ). For f(L) = −γLα and D(L) = DLβ ,
as defined above, the terms evaluate as follows. The zeroth order term

dL0 = γLα0 dτ (12)

defines the solution of the deterministic dynamics. With the target state Lts = 0 at the boundary, the solution is
given as

L0 = ((1− α)γτ)
1

1−α with α < 1 . (13)
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The equation for the first correction to the deterministic solution Eq. (10) reads

dL1 = L1k (L0(τ)) dτ + c(L0(τ))dWτ . (14)

The time dependent drift coefficient evaluates to

k (L0) =
da(L0)

dL0
= γ

dLα0
dL0

= γαLα−1
0 = γα ((1− α)γτ)

−1
, (15)

and the coefficient of the diffusion term is given as

c(L0(τ)) = L
β
2
0 = ((1− α)γτ)

β
2−2α , (16)

where for both we used the explicit solution for L0 stated in Eq. (13). The formal solution to Eq. (14) then reads

L1(τ) =

∫ τ

0

c(L0(τ ′))e
∫ τ
τ′ k(L0(s))dsdWτ ′ , (17)

or explicitly written

=

∫ τ

0

((1− α)γτ ′)
β

2−2α

( τ
τ ′

)− α
α−1

dWτ ′ , (18)

with k(L0(s)) taken from Eq. (15) and c(L0(τ ′)) from Eq. (16). As above, we assume the target state at L(0) = 0
and thus L1(0) = 0.

To formally find an analytic expression for the second order contribution L2(τ) we must solve Eq. (11). However,
as we will see below, to construct expressions for mean, variance and two-time covariance up to order D it is sufficient
to determine the ensemble average of L2(τ). Averaging over Eq. (11), we arrive at the ordinary differential equation
(ODE)

d〈L2〉
dτ

=
da(L0)

dL0
〈L2〉+

1

2

d2a(L0)

dL2
0

〈L2
1〉+ b(L0) , (19)

where b(L0) is given as

b(L0) = −(α− β)Lβ−1
0 . (20)

We next exploit the expressions for L0, L1 and 〈L2〉 to construct moments for the homogeneous dynamics. We then
use the obtained expressions to generalized the results to heterogeneous force laws.

For the ensemble mean we substitute L with its expansion up to order D to obtain

〈L(τ)〉 = 〈L0(τ)〉+
√
D〈L1(τ)〉+D〈L2(τ)〉+O(D

3
2 ) . (21)

The zero-th order term is simply the deterministic solution. The next leading order term 〈L1(τ)〉 evaluates to zero, as
the Wiener increment denotes a zero mean white noise stochastic process. The mean up to order D is thus constituted
as

= 〈L0(τ)〉+D〈L2(τ)〉+O(D
3
2 ) . (22)

For the variance

σ2
L(τ) = 〈L(τ)2〉 − 〈L(τ)〉2 = 〈

(
L0(τ) +

√
DL1(τ) +DL2(τ)

)2

〉 − 〈L0(τ) +
√
DL1(τ) +DL2(τ)〉2 +O(D

3
2 ) (23)

only one term up to order D survives. The zero-th order term is a deterministic expression and thus evaluates to
zero. Furthermore, the L0 L1 cross terms evaluate to zero with L0 deterministic and 〈L1(τ)〉 = 0. Analogously with
L0 deterministic the cross L0 L2 term cancels. The only surviving term is thus the order D term

= D〈L2
1(τ)〉+O(D

3
2 ) (24)
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For the two-time covariance the same observations as for the variance hold. Only the doubly L1 dependent term

C(τ, τ ′) = 〈(L(τ)− 〈L(τ)〉) (L(τ ′)− 〈L(τ ′)〉)〉 = D〈L1(τ)L1(s)〉+O(D
3
2 ) (25)

survives. We next evaluate all contributing expressions for mean, variance and two-time covariance. The combined
expressions are stated in the main text. For the sole contribution to the variance we find

〈L2
1(τ)〉 =

∫ τ

0

((1− α)γτ ′)
β

1−α
( τ
τ ′

)− 2α
α−1

dτ ′ =
1

γ

((1− α)γτ)
1−α+β
1−α

1− 3α+ β
. (26)

This expression is strictly valid for α < β − 1 with β < 2. This is in accordance with the range of validity of the
expanded Langevin equation (Eq. (1)). Using the more loose range of validity for Eq. (1) (α < β), the pole at
1− 3α+ β becomes attainable for α > 0.5 and the approximation breaks down.

Similar to the variance, the two time covariance is built from the product of two L1(τ) terms. Evaluating these
terms we find

〈L1(τ)L1(τ ′)〉 =

∫ min(τ,τ ′)

0

((1− α)γs)
β

1−α
(τ
s

)− α
α−1

(
τ ′

s

)− α
α−1

ds

=





((1−α)γτ ′)
− α
α−1 ((1−α)γτ)

1−2α+β
1−α

γ(1−3α+β) for τ < τ ′

((1−α)γτ)
− α
α−1 ((1−α)γτ ′)

1−2α+β
1−α

γ(1−3α+β) for τ > τ ′

((1−α)γτ)
1−α+β
1−α

γ(1−3α+β) for τ = τ ′ .

(27)

The range of validity is the same as for the variance.

In the last step we solve the ODE Eq.(19) to find the order D contribution to the mean

〈L2(τ)〉 =

(
7α2 − α(8β + 3) + 2β(β + 1)

)
((1− α)γτ)

α−β
α−1

2γ(2α− β)(3α− β − 1)
. (28)

For α < β − 1 with β < 2 none of the poles can be reached and the expression is valid. For the extended range which
only requires α < β, the pole at 2α − β can be reached for α > 0. The second pole is identical to the one of the
variance and discussed there.

The discussion of the poles in the expression for mean, variance and covariance suggests to use the derived expression
genuinely for α < β but with slightly more care in the region β − 1 < α < β if 0 < α < 1 holds.

II. SMALL NOISE EXPANSION FOR HETEROGENEOUS DYNAMICS

In this section we discuss how heterogeneity quantitatively changes the moments obtained from the small noise
expansion of homogeneous dynamics. We use the splitting of the total average into a conditional average with fixed
γ and an average with respect to P (γ), as defined in the main text. This allows us to generalize the expansion terms
obtained in section I. As in the main text, we denote averages with respect to parameters by [·]

Using this approach, the expansion of the mean for homogeneous ensembles, as stated in Eq. (21), generalizes to

L(τ) = [ 〈L(τ)〉 ] = [L0(τ)] +D [ 〈L2(τ)〉 ] +O(D
3
2 ) . (29)

As for the homogeneous case, the term of order 1, that is 〈L1(τ)〉, does not appear in Eq. (29). It denotes the
average over a zero mean stochastic process and thus evaluates to zero already on the subsample level. The two
remaining contributions can directly be substituted into Eq. (29) using the results stated in Eq. (13) and Eq. (28) for
the homogeneous case. The resulting averaged expression is stated in the main text.

Compared to the homogeneous case, the variance

σ2
L(τ) =

[
〈L(τ)2〉

]
− [ 〈L(τ)〉 ]

2
(30)
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does now also include relevant contributions of 0th order, that is L0-dependent terms. Terms linear in 〈L1(τ)〉 still
evaluate to zero. We find

=
[
L0(τ)2

]
− [L0(τ)]

2

+D
[
〈L1(τ)2〉

]

+ 2D ( [ L0(τ)〈L2(τ)〉 ]− [L0(τ)] [ 〈L2(τ)〉 ] )

+O
(
D

3
2

)
. (31)

In particular the zero-th order term, which is defined as the variance of the deterministic solution, changes the observed
ensemble variance. The second additional term is of order D and provides the coupling between heterogeneity and
stochasticity. In the final step, we rearrange terms

=
[
L0(τ)2

]
− [L0(τ)]

2

+D
[
〈L1(τ)2〉

]
(

1 +

(
1− [L0(τ)] [ 〈L2(τ)〉 ]

[ L0(τ)〈L2(τ)〉 ]

)
2 [ L0(τ)〈L2(τ)〉 ]

[ 〈L1(τ)2〉 ]

)

+O
(
D

3
2

)
, (32)

to end up with the form used in the main text.
For the covariance

C(τ, τ ′) = [ 〈 ( L(τ)− [ 〈L(τ)〉 ] ) ( L(τ ′)− [ 〈L(τ ′)〉 ] ) 〉 ] (33)

the same considerations and couplings between the expansion variables apply as for the variance. We find

= [ ( L0(τ)− [L0(τ)] ) ( L0(τ ′)− [L0(τ ′)] ) ]

+D [ 〈L1(τ)L1(τ ′)〉 ]

+D ( [ L0(τ)〈L2(τ ′)〉 ]− [L0(τ)] [ 〈L2(τ ′)〉 ] )

+D ( [ L0(τ ′)〈L2(τ)〉 ]− [ L0(τ ′)] [ 〈L2(τ)〉 ] ) +O(D
3
2 ) . (34)

Compared to the homogeneous case, the covariance of the heterogeneous deterministic solutions is added, and the
covariance coupling between heterogeneity and stochasticity. Rearranging terms

= [ ( L0(τ)− [L0(τ)] ) ( L0(τ ′)− [L0(τ ′)] ) ]

+D [ 〈L1(τ)L1(τ ′)〉 ]

+D
[
〈L1(τ)2〉

](
1− [L0(τ)] [ 〈L2(τ ′)〉 ]

[ L0(τ)〈L2(τ ′)〉 ]

)
[ L0(τ)〈L2(τ ′)〉 ]

[ 〈L1(τ)2〉 ]

+D
[
〈L1(τ ′)2〉

](
1− [L0(τ ′)] [ 〈L2(τ)〉 ]

[ L0(τ ′)〈L2(τ)〉 ]

)
[ L0(τ ′)〈L2(τ)〉 ]

[ 〈L1(τ ′)2〉 ]
+O(D

3
2 ) , (35)

we end up with the version used in the main text. With L0(τ), 〈L2
1(τ)〉, 〈L1(τ)L1(τ ′)〉 and 〈L2(τ)〉 already derived

for the homogeneous case and stated in Eq. (13), Eq. (26), Eq. (27) and Eq. (28), the heterogeneous moments can be
calculated. We state the result in the main text.

III. COVARIANCE FOR NOISE DOMINATED TSA DYNAMICS

In this section we provide the relevant distributions to calculate the covariance for the noise dominated case. For
convenience we start with a reminder of the Langevin equation

dL(τ) = DLβ−1dτ +
√
DLβ dWτ (β < 2) (36)

for which we want to obtain the covariance.



7

The covariance for the noise dominated case can be obtained from the joit-probability distribution

RN (x2, τ2;x1, τ1) = RN (x2, τ2|x1, τ1) RN (x1, τ1). (37)

For readability, and to avoid confusion between coordinates and expansion terms, we chose to use x1 and x2 to denote
the spatial coordinate L at the respective times τ1 and τ2 with τ2 > τ1. We obtained both the transition probability
density RN (x2, τ2|x1, τ1) and the density RN (x1, τ1) from a coordinate transformation of the respective distributions
for the Bessel processes as stated in [3]. The details of the transformation are stated in our previous text [1]. We
found for the joint probability density

R(x2, τ2;x1, τ1) =

=

2
1

2−β+2x
3/2
2 x

β− 3
2

1 (x1x2)−β
(

(β − 2)2Dτ1x
β−2
1

) 1
β−2−1

exp

(
− 2(x1x2)−β(τ1x2

2x
β
1 +τ2x

2
1x
β
2 )

(β−2)2Dτ1(τ2−τ1)

)
I 1

2−β

(
4x1x2(x1x2)−β/2

D(τ2−τ1)(β−2)2

)

D Γ
(
β−3
β−2

)
(τ2 − τ1)

.

(38)

Here, In (z) denotes the modified Bessel function of the first kind and Γ (n) the gamma function.
The covariance can now be calculated from the joint distribution Eq. (38). As stated in the main text, we did not

find a closed-form solution for general β. For a fixed value of β with β < 2, results are however obtainable. We state
the case β = 1 in the main text and show cuts through the covariance for β = 0 and β = −1. The covariance for
β = 0 is given as

C
(D)
L (τ2, τ1) =

2D
(
−4
√
τ1τ2 + 3

√
τ1(τ2 − τ1) + (2τ1 + τ2) sin−1

(√
τ1
τ2

))

π
(39)

where we only consider the case τ2 > τ1. The other two cases follow directly. For τ2 = τ1 the covariance becomes the
variance, and for τ2 > τ1 the same covariance expression holds with τ1 and τ2 switched.

The covariance for β = −1 is a bit more unwieldy an reads

C
(D)
L (τ2, τ1) = D2/3

9Γ( 5
6 )

2
(τ2−τ1)

(
4τ2(2τ2

1 +τ2
2 ) 2F1

(
1
3 ,

5
6 ; 16 ;

τ21
(τ1−2τ2)2

)
−(τ1−2τ2)2(τ1+τ2) 2F1

(
− 2

3 ,
5
6 ; 16 ;

τ21
(τ1−2τ2)2

))

π(−τ1(τ1−2τ2))5/3
− 4 3√2π 3

√
τ1τ2

Γ( 7
6 )

2

2 · 62/3

(40)

for the case with τ2 > τ1. The term 2F1 (a, b; c; z) denotes the hypergeometric function. The case τ1 > τ2 is simply
obtained by switching τ1 for τ2 and vice versa in expression Eq. (40). For τ1 = τ2 we obtain the variance, which in its
general form is stated in the main text.
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Appendix A: Covariance examples from simulations and theory

In this section we present supplementary figures of results for the covariance, comparing our analytical calculations
with simulations of the forward dynamics after target state alignment.

FIG. 1. Covariance for homogeneous noise dominated TSA dynamics. Shown are covariance matrices for dynamics
with identical force law f(L) = −γLα (here α = −1), but different multiplicative noise D(L) = DLβ with β = 0, 1,−1. The

ensemble statistics of the forward dynamics has been simulated with 20000 trajectories starting at L̂0 = 3. The analytic
expressions can be found in the main text. The parameters are γ = 1 and D = 0.2.
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FIG. 2. Covariance for homogeneous force dominated TSA dynamics. We here show covariance matrices for
TSA dynamics with identical force laws f(L) = −γLα (here α = −1), but different multiplicative noise D(L) = DLβ with
β = 0, 0.5,−0.5. The ensemble statistics of the forward dynamics has been simulated with 20000 trajectories that start at

L̂0 = 20. The analytic expressions can be found in the main text. Parameters are γ = 1 and D = 0.2.
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FIG. 3. Covariance for heterogeneity in the diffusion constant D of noise dominated TSA dynamics. We compare
the homogeneous case with D(L) = DL studied in Fig. 1 (D = 0.2), to the heterogeneous version with D randomly drawn
from a fixed interval for each sample path realization. We chose D ∈ [0.1, 0.3] and D ∈ [0.1, 0.4]. The statistics of the forward

dynamics are based on 15000 simulated trajectories that start at L̂0 = 6. The analytic expressions can be found in the main
text. The parameter γ = 0 was chosen here.
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FIG. 4. Covariance for heterogeneity in the noise strength D of force dominated TSA dynamics. We compare
the ensemble statistics of homogeneous dynamics with f(L) = − γ

L
, D(L) = D, to the heterogeneous case with D randomly

drawn from a fixed interval for each sample path realization. Chosen are D ∈ [0.1, 0.3], D ∈ [0.1, 0.4] and for comparison the
homogeneous case with D = 0.2. The statistics of the target state aligned forward simulations are based on 20000 trajectories

that start at L̂0 = 20. The analytic expression for the mean, variance and covariance can be found in the main text. The force
strength is chosen as γ = 1.
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FIG. 5. Covariance for heterogeneity in the force strength γ of force dominated TSA dynamics. We compare
the ensemble statistics of homogeneous dynamics with f(L) = − γ

L
, D(L) = D studied in Fig. 2, to the heterogeneous case

with γ randomly drawn from a fixed interval for each sample path realization. Chosen are γ ∈ [0.5, 1.5], γ ∈ [0.5, 2.5] and for
comparison the homogeneous case with γ = 1.0. The statistics of the target state aligned forward simulations are based on

7000 trajectories that start at L̂0 = 20. The analytic expressions can be found in the main text. The diffusion constant is
chosen as D = 0.2.


