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The dynamics of supercooled liquids slow down and become increasingly heterogeneous as they
are cooled. Recently, local structural variables identified using machine learning, such as “softness,”
have emerged as predictors of local dynamics. Here we construct a model using softness to de-
scribe the structural origins of dynamical heterogeneity in supercooled liquids. In our model, the
probability of particles to rearrange is determined by their softness, and each rearrangement induces
changes in the softness of nearby particles, describing facilitation. We show how to ensure that these
changes respect the underlying time-reversal symmetry of the liquid’s dynamics. The model repro-
duces the salient features of dynamical heterogeneity, and demonstrates how long-ranged dynamical
correlations can emerge at long time scales from a relatively short softness correlation length.

I. INTRODUCTION

Sufficiently rapid cooling of a liquid below the melting
temperature prevents crystallization and produces a su-
percooled liquid. While such a state is not in equilibrium
since the true equilibrium state is a crystal, it converges
to a well-defined metastable “equilibrium” state at suffi-
ciently long times [1], which obeys detailed balance due to
the time-reversibility of the microscopic equations of mo-
tion. This state exhibits progressively more dramatic dy-
namical phenomena with decreasing temperature T with
little accompanying change of structure, namely: (1) The
time required to reach “equilibrium,” the relaxation time,
grows rapidly with decreasing temperature [2–4]. In sys-
tems known as fragile liquids, this growth is faster than
an Arrhenius law. (2) Supercooled liquids are dynami-
cally heterogeneous, with some regions that are relatively
mobile (and that tend to relax quickly) and others that
are nearly immobile and do not relax. The strength of
this heterogeneity grows as T is decreased [5–8]. (3) At
sufficiently low temperatures, the system cannot reach
“equilibrium” and falls into the glass state, where the
properties depend on the time since the system was
quenched into the glass (the age of the glass) [9–14].

The super-Arrhenius growth of relaxation time in frag-
ile glassformers suggests that a characteristic energy bar-
rier ∆E grows as T is lowered [15]. Such an energy bar-
rier should be structural in origin. Moreover, isoconfigu-
rational ensemble simulations demonstrate that at least
part of dynamical heterogeneity is directly caused by
structural heterogeneity [16]. Nonetheless, characteriz-
ing these structural effects has posed a longstanding chal-
lenge [17–20]. To identify a useful description of struc-
ture, we follow a line of research that uses machine learn-
ing to obtain a scalar variable, the softness S, that char-
acterizes the local structure environment around each
constituent particle [14, 21–27]. Softness characterizes
the local structural environment around the particle and
correlates strongly with the probability that the parti-
cle will soon rearrange. In “equilibrium” supercooled
liquids [23] and aging glasses [14], the probability that

a particle of softness S will rearrange has an Arrhenius
temperature dependence, implying a well-defined energy
barrier to rearrangement, ∆E(S). Here we build a phe-
nomenological theory of the dynamics of supercooled liq-
uids to predict relaxation time and dynamical hetero-
geneity as functions of temperature.

Past work [23, 28] has proposed simple descriptions
of the dynamics of S in thermal systems. In particu-
lar, a softness-based version of the trap model of super-
cooled liquids, which describe dynamics in terms of non-
interacting rearrangements of single particles, has been
developed [28]. Such a description, however, does not ac-
count for anything resembling a well-known effect known
as facilitation, in which rearrangements of one particle
influence the subsequent rearrangements of other parti-
cles [29]. There are potentially two ways in which a rear-
rangement can influence subsequent rearrangements. (1)
Through elasticity. A rearrangement gives rise to a strain
field that can affect whether rearrangements elsewhere
occur [30]; such an effect is a long-ranged form of facili-
tation and is typically studied in Elasto-Plasticity (EP)
models [31]. Far-field facilitation due to elasticity has
been established as significant at temperatures below the
mode-coupling temperature [32]. (2) Through changing
local structure. A rearrangement inevitably alters struc-
ture nearby; this structural effect is a short-ranged form
of facilitation. Both far-field (1) and near-field (2) facili-
tation have been incorporated in softness-based models of
plasticity in athermal systems [33–35], called Structuro-
Elasto-Plasticity (StEP) models. However, because the
models are athermal they do not need to obey detailed
balance, and they do not.

To understand the importance of detailed balance in
quiescent supercooled liquids, consider a simple picture
for dynamical facilitation. Local rearrangements can
trigger other rearrangements, leading to an avalanche [36,
37], and increasing a particle’s softness corresponds to
increasing the probability that it will rearrange [23].
Thus one might imagine that a rearrangement might in-
crease S for neighboring particles, thereby facilitating
further rearrangements; this effect has been quantified
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in avalanches in athermal systems under shear [35].
In the “equilibrium” state of a supercooled liquid, how-

ever, such a mean change in S is forbidden by time-
reversal symmetry. A rearrangement at t = 0 represents
a transition between two locally stable states that are
structurally distinct; if properly defined, it remains a re-
arrangement at t = 0 upon reversal of time. Further-
more, although the position of a neighbor may change
during the rearrangement, in a continuum or lattice
model where S takes a value at some separation r from
the rearrangement, that site is still a distance r from the
rearrangement in the time-reversed case. Measurements
of distributions of softness changes due to a rearrange-
ment, ∆S(r), must be fit to forms consistent with this
time-reversal symmetry.

Including detailed balance in EP or StEP models is
difficult because they have no Hamiltonian [31].

Here we neglect elasticity and far-field facilitation, de-
veloping a theoretical framework for the spatiotemporal
evolution of softness that allows for near-field facilitation
and yet obeys detailed balance. The resulting Time-
Reversible Structuro-Plastic (TRSP) models should be
useful above the mode-coupling temperature. The gen-
eral approach could be used for any measure of the local
structural environment [38] that satisfies certain proper-
ties, not just softness. For such models based on soft-
ness, we identify the few model parameters using direct
measurements of the distribution of S, the probability of
particles of a given S to rearrange, and the distribution of
S changes induced by rearrangements in MD simulations
of a standard supercooled liquid model. We demonstrate
that one of these models semi-quantitatively reproduces
many features of relaxation and dynamical heterogene-
ity, and show how large observed dynamical correlation
lengths originate from a small softness correlation length
within the model.

II. MD SIMULATION MODEL AND
COMPUTATION OF SOFTNESS

We study the standard Kob-Andersen Lennard-Jones
mixture, of 80% large and 20% small particles. We simu-
late systems of N = 10, 000 particles. After equilibrating
at a given temperature T , we study the dynamics using
NVE simulations.

As in past work [23], we define the softness S by train-
ing a classifier to distinguish particles that undergo large
rearrangements from those which do not rearrange for
a long time using local structural variables. We iden-
tify rearrangements using the rearrangement indicator
phop, defined as as in [23]. We construct a training set at
T = 0.47 using rearrangements with phop > 0.6 as our re-
arranging examples and particles which have phop < 0.02
for 1000τ ≈ 2τα as the non-rearranging examples. In
later analyses we consider all particles with phop > 0.2 to
be rearranging, as justified in [23].

We then train a SVM classifier to distinguish our rear-

ranging and non-rearranging examples using M = 266
structure functions gα,i, similar to those used in [21].
These contain a combination of radial structure functions
which measure the density of neighbours of particle i and
angular structure functions which characterize the angles
between triplets of particles. Details are specified in Ap-
pendix A. This produces weights w such that the sign of
the softness

Si = w0 +
∑
α

wαgα,i (1)

is maximally predictive of whether particle i is rearrang-
ing or not.
For the MD simulations, we report lengths and energies

in units of the large-large interaction distance σAA and
scale ϵAA, and times in units of

√
mσ2

AA/ϵAA.
As in past work [14, 23, 28] we consider only the large

particles in our analyses.

III. ENFORCING TIME-REVERSAL
SYMMETRY: BUILDING A TRSP MODEL

Our aim is to build a model for the spatiotemporal
evolution of softness S directly from quantities measured
in MD data, i.e. the distribution of S, its spatial cor-
relations, its effect on rearrangement rates, and how it
changes due to a rearrangement. We follow the tradition
of elasto-plastic models [31] and implement our model on
a lattice, with its state described by a vector S, where
the vector component S(r⃗) denotes the softness of the
site at r⃗ = rr̂.
The softness distribution is approximately Gaussian

and S has short-ranged, exponentially decaying spatial
correlations CS(r) [22, 23]. We thus want to ensure that,
at equilibrium, S is drawn from a multivariate normal
distribution, with a covariance matrix K:

P (S) ∝ e−(S−µ)K−1(S−µ)T . (2)

Note that each of the diagonal terms of the covariance
matrix, Kii, has the same value, σ2, and the off-diagonal
terms depend only on the distance rij between sites i
and j so that Kij = σ2CS(rij). In our lattice model,
we approximate the dynamics of the particulate system
with a sequence of discrete “rearrangements.” These are
detected in the MD simulation as events when some in-
dicator of single-particle motion (in our case, phop, com-
puted on inherent-state positions as in [23]), rises above
some threshold. The probability of a particle rearrang-
ing is found, in simulation data, to depend on its softness
through the Arrhenius law

P (R|S) ∝ eΣ(S)−∆E(S)/T . (3)
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As in [23, 28], Σ(S) and ∆E(S) are roughly linear in
S, and deviations can be adequately treated by quadratic
corrections [28] (see Fig. 1). Thus, we also have

P (R|S) = A(T )eγ(T )S−δ(T )S2

, (4)

with γ(T ) and δ(T ) related to the linear and quadratic
coefficients in Σ(S) and ∆E(S). We assume continuous
time dynamics consisting of a series of instantaneous “re-
arrangements” that occur with a rate proportional to the
P (R|S) measured in MD simulations.
To formulate precisely how detailed balance constrains

the distribution of ∆S for a rearrangement, we construct
the distribution of S given that a site at the origin is
rearranging, using Bayes’ theorem:

P (S|R) ∝ P (R|S(0))P (S). (5)

Clearly, P (S|R) must be a normal distribution whose
mean and covariance we denote by µ′ and K′. Direct
calculation (Appendix B) shows that µ′

i at a distance ri
from the rearranging site, and K ′

ij for sites i and j at
distances ri and rj from the rearranging site and with
separation rij , are given by

K ′
ij = Kij −

2δK0iK0j

1 + 2δK00
(6)

= σ2

(
CS(rij)−

2δCS(ri)CS(rj)

1 + 2σ2δ

)
(7)

µ′
i = µ+ (γ − 2δµ)K ′

0i (8)

= µ+
γ − 2δµ

1 + 2δσ2
σ2CS(ri) (9)

Now consider the vector ∆S, the change of softness
induced by a rearrangement at the origin. We approx-
imate the distribution of ∆S as Gaussian as well, with
mean ⟨∆S⟩ and covariance matrix K∆. Fig. 3(b) shows
that ⟨∆Si⟩ is roughly a linear function of Si. The co-
variance K∆ for two sites i, j should decay both as they
become separated from each other as well as from the
rearrangement at the origin, since the effect of the re-
arrangement should be short-ranged. We find from MD
simulations that after subtracting a background we asso-
ciate with undetected rearrangements, K∆,ii appears to
be independent of Si (Fig. 3(a)). Thus, we assume that
K∆ is independent of S. The simplest possible model
therefore has the form

⟨∆S⟩ = H (A− S) . (10)

If the matrixH is taken to be diagonal, this means that
a rearrangement tends to restore a site’s softness toward
some “target” value A(r) with some “strength” η(ri) ≡
Hii; if H has off-diagonal elements then the softness of
one’s neighbor influences this mean change.

Under these assumptions, the joint distribution of
the softness field before and after a rearrangement,
(S,S′ = S+∆S), is Gaussian. This may be seen by ex-
plicitly writing out the density

P (S,S′|R) ∝ P (S)P (R|S(0))P (∆S|R,S) (11)

using our assumed forms for all three probabilities.
In order for the system to satisfy detailed balance, the

joint distributions of S for all particles before and after
the rearrangement must be equal:

P (S|R) = P (S′|R). (12)

Applying this constraint to a rearrangement at the ori-
gin places conditions on the distribution of ∆S: a generic
distribution of ∆S will not be consistent with detailed
balance between the states S and S′ = S + ∆S. In-
stead of working with Eq. 12 directly, it is far easier to
derive these conditions by using the fact that, as stated
above, S and S′ have a joint Gaussian distribution in the
case of a linear correlation between ∆S and S. We con-
struct the block covariance matrix of the random variable
S̃ = (S,S′):

K̃ =

(
K′ K2

K2 K′

)
. (13)

The fact that the rearrangement obeys time-reversal
symmetry captured by the equality of the two diagonal
blocks and the equality of the two off-diagonal blocks.
Since a linear transformation Y = AX of a Gaussian
random variable X with covariance ΣX and mean ⟨X⟩
yields ΣY = AΣXAT and ⟨Y ⟩ = A⟨X⟩, we may easily
construct the covariance and mean of y = (S,∆S)

⟨y⟩ = (µ′,0) (14)

Ky =

(
K K2 −K

K2 −K 2 (K−K2)

)
. (15)

Finally, we condition on S to construct P (∆S|S) (Ap-
pendix B). After identifying H = 11−K2K

′−1, this yields
the conditions

A = µ′ (16)

K∆ = (2−H)HK′. (17)

To understand the meaning of these conditions, con-
sider a simple model without spatial correlations in S or
∆S. In this case Hij = δijη(ri) and K∆,ij = δijσ

2
∆(ri),

and the latter condition reduces to

σ2
∆(r) = σ2η(r) (2− η(r)) . (18)
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Thus, we can see that these conditions state that the
variance of the kick, σ2

∆(r), and the degree to which S is
“restored” toward the mean S, η(r), cannot be indepen-
dent of each other. This is intuitively reasonable from
time-reversibility: if the restoring term is much stronger
(weaker) than the random kick, then the distribution at
distance r will tend to narrow (broaden) due to the re-
arrangement. But since the rearrangement is still at dis-
tance r from the site under consideration in the time-
reversed trajectory, this violates time-reversal symmetry.

If there are spatial correlations in S and ∆S, then
detailed balance constrains the relation between the co-
variance of the kick, K∆, and the degree to which S is
restored to its mean, H as in Eq. 17. In other words,
if we measure the covariances K,K∆ of S and ∆S in
simulations, detailed balance constrains the value of H.
Assuming the necessary square root exists, we have the
unique solution [39] [40]

H = 11−
√
11−K∆K′−1. (19)

For the square root to exist, the eigenvalues of K∆K
′−1

must be less than 1; this generalizes an observation in
the uncorrelated case that the variance of ∆S for the
rearranging particle must not exceed the variance σ2 of
the softness itself.

IV. GENERALIZING TRSP MODELS TO
MULTIPLE-PARTICLE REARRANGEMENTS

In the above TRSP model, we have assumed that a
single site “rearranges” at a time. This model under-

estimates the size of dynamical heterogeneity (see Ap-
pendix G). In reality, rearrangements must involve mul-
tiple neighbouring particles passing over the threshold
pc; this “rearrangement size” contributes to the measured
dynamical correlations. Note that the rearrangement size
is a same-time correlation; when a particle rearranges
there are usually neighbours rearranging with it. Indeed,
if one considers an elementary T1 event, four particles
must rearrange in tandem.

We therefore generalize our rearrangement rule based
on P (R|S) and our distribution of ∆S to allow for rear-
rangements composed of multiple particles. For simplic-
ity we assume that all rearrangements involve exactly m
particles. Once m is chosen, we consider only rearrange-
ments involving m adjacent particles. We assume that
the rate of rearrangement for a cluster of particles is de-
termined by the average S of the cluster, i.e. P0(R|⟨S⟩m).
Furthermore, we assume that the variance of ∆S for a
particle is determined by its distance from the nearest
rearranging particle. These choices are the simplest one
which preserve the symmetry between the m rearranging
particles and other basic physical considerations. In Ap-
pendix C we discuss the problems with other “obvious”
choices for the multi-particle rearrangement rule.
This change in the model requires a “renormaliza-

tion” of P (R|S). The observed P (R|S) is now related
to the “bare” function P0(R|⟨S⟩m) by an average over
the neighbour softness S′, conditioned on a given par-
ticle’s S. We carry out the necessary Gaussian integral
and solve the resulting equations for the parameters of
the bare P0(R|S) in terms of the observed parameters.
This calculation, sketched in Appendix D, results in

δ0(T ) =
δ

c2 − 2c (1− c) δσ2
=

δ

c2
+O

(
δ2σ4

)
(20)

γ0(T ) =
γ + 2c (1− c) δ0

(
µ+ γσ2

)
c

=
γ

c
+O

(
δσ2
)

(21)

A0(T ) =
A

z

√
1 + 2cδ0σ2

1 + 2δσ2
exp

(
γµ− δµ2 + γ2σ2/2

1 + 2δσ2
− γ0µ− δ0µ

2 + γ2
0σ

2/2

1 + 2δ0σ2

)
, (22)

where

c =
1

σ2
K̄RR′ (23)

is the average correlation of S between particles R, R′

in the rearranging cluster, and z is the ratio between the
number of clusters Nm and the number of sites N .

The question remains of how to implement the soft-
ness change ∆S produced by a multi-particle rearrange-
ment in a manner which preserves time-reversal symme-
try. To begin to address this question, we must compute

the distribution P (S|Ri0,i1,...im) of S conditioned on a
particular set of rearranging particles i0, i1, . . . , im. A
straightforward calculation generalizing equations 6–9 to
multi-particle rearrangements (Appendix B) shows that
the covariance matrix and mean are given by
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K ′
ij = Kij −

2δK̄RiK̄Ri

1 + 2δK̄RR′
(24)

µ′
i = µ+ (γ − 2δµ)K̄ ′

Ri (25)

= µ+
γ − 2δµ

1 + 2δK̄RR′
K̄Ri, (26)

where K̄Ri denotes the average ofKRi for every rearrang-
ing site R and K̄RR′ denotes the average over all pairs of
(not necessarily distinct) rearranging sites R,R′.

We may preserve detailed balance by choosing any
functional form for K∆ that treats the different rearrang-
ing sites R on equal footing, using our previously-derived
detailed-balance conditions 17, with the new value of
K ′

ij in equation 19, and restoring now toward the newly-
derived µ. Two obvious choices are a K∆ which depends
only on the distance to the center of mass of the rear-
rangement, and our actual choice, a K∆ which depends
only on the closest distance to any rearranging site.

Inspired by T1 events, we will consider the case m = 4,
and specifically restrict rearrangements to clusters of 4
particles arranged in a nearest-neighbor square (plaque-
tte).

V. MEASURING TRSP MODEL PARAMETERS
FROM MD SIMULATION

The model is determined by ∆E(S), Σ(S), K, K′, and
⟨S⟩, which we extract from simulations. Detailed balance
then fixes H and A(r) at each temperature.
As in [28], we assume that

∆E(S) = ϵ0 + ϵ1S + ϵ2S
2 (27)

Σ(S) = Σ0 −
ϵ1
T0

S − ϵ2
T0

S2. (28)

Here the parameter T0 is an “onset temperature”, above
which dynamics no longer depend on the structure as
measured through S [23]. Here we obtain this onset tem-
perature through the best fit of ∆E,Σ to the data and
obtain a noticeably lower temperature than in past work
(T0 ≈ 0.74 rather than T0 ≈ 0.82). The discrepancy is
likely due to the wider range of S considered; at high S
the quadratic correction to P (R|S) has a stronger effect.
Note that we find this difference in T0 both with and
without rate renormalization.

Fig. 1(a) shows P (R|S), measured in MD simulations,
at several temperatures. Fig. 1(b,c) show the fit values
of ∆E(S) and Σ(S) (white circles), and the inferred bare
values (black circles). The dashed orange lines show fits
to 27 and 28. The dashed black lines in Fig. 1(a) are the
result of passing the bare values of ∆E(S) and Σ(S) back
through equations 20-22, showing that the renormalized
fit describes P (R|S, T ) adequately. This confirms our
choices that entered into the renormalization.

We must now fit the correlation function K and the
mean softness µ(T ). (Note that alternatively the model
could be parameterized using the S at which the mean
∆S for rearranging particles is zero at each T instead of
⟨S⟩.) We measure the mean ⟨S⟩ (Fig. 2(a)) and corre-
lation function CS(r) (Fig. 2(b) of S as a function of
T . ⟨S⟩ is adequately approximated by an Arrhenius-like
form, a + b/T . We find that K is well-fit by a function
of the form

C(r) =

{
C0, r = 0

C1e
−r/ξ, r > 0,

(29)

where C0 = σ2, C1 > σ2. The correlation length ξ ap-
pears to grow slightly with decreasing temperature, as
expected, but for now we neglect this effect and fit the
correlation function at high T .
All that now remains is to measure K∆. In principle

K∆(r, r
′) may be an arbitrary function of r, r′. However,

binning the data for rearrangements in r, r′, and the an-
gle between them produces data which are too noisy for
reliable inference of K∆. To make progress we approxi-
mate K∆ by the factorization

K∆(r, r
′) = σ∆(r̃)σ∆(r̃

′)ρ(|r− r′|), (30)

where r̃ (r̃′) is the shortest distance between r (r′) and
a rearranging particle and ρ(0) = 1.
First we measure σ∆(r), i.e. the magnitude of the

softness change at distance r. To do so, we look at the
variance of ∆S for particles which are distance r to the
closest rearranging particle, over the span of that rear-
rangement. For each rearrangement we compare S at
times δt = ±5τ relative to the rearrangement. There is
a small nonzero plateau of this variance as r → ∞; this
plateau value is larger for particles with large S. This is
consistent with an interpretation of this plateau as result-
ing from undetected rearrangements below the threshold
pc. We “subtract off” this effect of undetected rearrange-
ments, as detailed in Appendix E. Doing so results in a
variance which is roughly independent of S at each r
(Fig 3(a)), as assumed above. We then average out the
fluctuations over all S bins, producing a numerical esti-
mate σ̃(r) of σ(r). We measure ρ(|r− r′|) by measuring
ρ̃(r) ≡ ⟨∆S(0)∆S(r)/σ̃(0)σ̃(r) for rearrangements at the
origin.
As shown in Fig. 3(c,d), we find that σ∆(r) and ρ(r)

are well fit by the almost-exponential function given by
Equation 29. We assume that K∆ is independent of
temperature—at high temperatures there may be many
more rearrangements, but since a rearrangement is de-
fined as a structural change of a certain magnitude, it
is reasonable to assume that the effect of an individual
rearrangement is roughly independent of temperature.
After determining the form of K∆, the form of H is

fixed by time-reversal symmetry through Eq. 19, which
we evaluate numerically. Note that since we are plac-
ing the model on a square lattice, this will in principle
produce a slightly anisotropic H.
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Figure 1. Probability of rearrangement as a function of S.
(a) P (R|S) at T = 0.7, 0.6, 0.48, 0.43. Black dashed lines are
renormalized fits, as described in the text. (b) Effective en-
ergy barrier ∆E(S), and (c) entropic factor Σ(S). In both
(b,c), white circles are values inferred directly from P (R|S),
while black circles represent “bare” values which, when renor-
malized for the cubic lattice used in the model, give the black
dashed lines in (a). Orange dashed lines are fits to a quadratic
function of S with an onset temperature T0, eqs. 27,28.

We find that, at all temperatures, the average duration
of a rearrangement, measured by the number of consecu-
tive frames (separated by τ) where phop > 0.2, given that
phop > 0.2 for at least one frame, is roughly 4τ . Thus,
the rate of rearrangement is taken to be P (R|S, T )/4.

VI. TRSP MODEL CALCULATIONS

After fitting the model parameters, we simulate the
model on a cubic lattice of linear dimension L = 20 with
periodic boundary conditions. We take the lattice spac-

1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25

1/T

−0.6

−0.4

−0.2

0.0

0.2

〈S
〉

(a)

0 2 4
r

10−2

10−1

100

C
S
(r

)

(b)

Figure 2. (a) Mean ⟨S⟩ vs. 1/T in MD simulations (points),
with the fit (dashed) used to interpolate and extrapolate in T .
(b) Softness spatial correlation function CS(r) measured from
MD simulations (points) at several different temperatures T .
Colors indicate temperatures listed in caption to Fig. 1(a).
Because the T -dependence is weak we neglect it and use the
fit shown by the black dashed line, Eq. 29.

ing to be equal to the first peak of the large particle-large
particle pair correlation function gAA(r).

We use Gillespie’s method to determine each rear-
rangement event in sequence[41] rather than using a fixed
timestep ∆t. Multivariate Gaussian random variables
are generated using a standard FFT-based technique for
translation-invariant covariance matrices [42].

At each temperature T we initialize the system
with a state drawn from the equilibrium distribution
N (µ(T ),K). We verify that ⟨S⟩ and CS(r) do not change
in time from the putative equilibrium values, as expected
from our detailed-balance conditions (Appendix F 2). We
also check explicitly that detailed balance is satisfied
(Appendix F 1). Equilibrium dynamical (i.e. two-time)
quantities are averaged both over time and over 20 (high
T ) or 40 (low T ) independent initial conditions from the
equilibrium distribution. Aging simulations are instead
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Figure 3. Softness changes ∆S measured in MD simulations
for particles at distance r from the nearest rearrangement,
after subtracting r = ∞ background as described in Appendix
E. (a) Corrected V ar[∆S] as a function of S for the same
particle for r = 1.25, . . . , 7.75, showing rough independence
of S. (b) Corrected ⟨∆S⟩ as a function of S for the same
particle for r = 1.25, 1.75, 2.25, showing rough linearity in S.
(c) Corrected standard deviation of ∆S,averaged over S, as a
function of r. (d) Correlation between rearranger’s ∆S and
∆S for a neighbor at distance r. Note that (c,d) are fit to
modified exponential decays, as described in the text.

averaged over 50 independent initial conditions.

VII. COMPARISON OF TRSP MODEL WITH
MD SIMULATIONS

A. Dynamical heterogeneity

To characterize the relaxation dynamics of the model
we compute the overlap function, Q(t), defined as

Q(t) =
1

N

∑
i

Ii(t), (31)

where Ii(t) is an indicator variable that is 1 if particle i
has not rearranged and 0 if it has.

The dynamical susceptibility is defined as

χ4(t) = NVarQ(t). (32)

We define the time at which χ4 is maximized as τχ and
its peak value to be χ∗

4.

To test our model, we compare Q and χ4 to obser-
vations from MD simulations. We adopt the picture
that the dynamics consists of transitions between in-
herent states with vibrational motion superimposed on
top [3, 43]. Since our model only seeks to describe
these inherent-state transitions, comparison to inherent-
state Q or χ4 is more natural than comparison to values
computed using instantaneous positions. Using instanta-
neous positions, for example, reduces the peak value of
χ4, which we interpret as effectively superimposing noise
upon the real correlations in the dynamics.

Figure 4 shows Q(t) and χ4(t) for various temperatures
T , showing qualitative agreement between MD simula-
tions (A,C) and the model (B,D). Fig 5(A,B) show τχ
and χ∗

4 for the MD simulations and the TRSP model as
a function of T . The agreement between the two is quan-
titatively reasonable. We note, however, that the TRSP
model clearly underestimates the fragility (strength of
non-Arrhenius behavior in τχ vs. T ) and the overall mag-
nitude of χ∗

4(T ).

Note that with the exception of the highest tempera-
ture studied, T = 0.7, the scaling of χ∗

4 with T is cap-
tured well by the model. The poor performance of the
model near T0 may be related to the breakdown of the
assumption that the dynamics can be well-approximated
by a sequence of discrete rearrangements. Alternatively,
we note that the dynamical length scale at high T ap-
proaches the lattice spacing. As a result, the observed
deviation from our theory may arise from a breakdown
of the lattice approximation or of the assumption that all
rearrangements involve m = 4 particles (see below).

For reference, note that a model of nonoverlapping
clusters of m = 4 particles that rearrange together,
each with identical rearrangement rates, would produce
χ∗
4 = m/4 = 1 [28]. The fact that the clusters in our

model are allowed to overlap reduces χ∗
4. relative to the

trap prediction. Since all correlations of rearrangement
rates vanish at T0, the rough scale of χ∗

4 near T0 pro-
duced by the model matches our expectations. Thus,
indeed, it is clear that the χ∗

4 we see near T0 in the MD
data is too high to be explained by this model of discrete
rearrangements.

In supercooled liquids, the growth of χ∗
4 with decreas-

ing temperature is associated with growth of a dynamical
correlation length ξ4, which can become quite large at low
temperatures. Since we have not included any growth of
either the softness correlation length ξS or the size m of
rearrangements in the model, it is not obvious that such
a growing length scale is the origin of the growth of χ∗

4

in our model. To investigate this, we measure ξ4 in both
the TRSP model and MD simulations.

In each case, we measure ξ4 at a single high temper-
ature by fitting the dynamical structure factor S4(q, t),
defined by
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Q̃(q, t) =
1

N

∑
i

eiq·riIi(t) (33)

S4(q, t) = N
(
⟨Q̃(q, t)Q̃(−q, t)⟩ − ⟨Q̃(q, t)⟩⟨Q̃(−q, t)⟩

)
(34)

evaluated at t = τχ, to an Ornstein-Zernicke form [44,
45], and then measure the growth of ξ4 with cooling by
performing a finite-size scaling collapse of χ∗

4 measured
in subsystems of varying size [46].

The result of this calculation is shown in Fig. 5(c).
We see that, in fact, this model does predict a dynamical
length ξ4 that grows with decreasing T , even though we
have not included growth in the static length scale.
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Figure 4. Comparison of TRSP model predictions (dashed)
with MD simulations solid) at several different temperatures
T = 0.42, 0.45, 0.47, 0.50, 0.55, 0.60, 0.70, with the highest
temperature in red. (a) Overlap function Q(t). (b) Mag-
nitude of dynamical heterogeneity, χ4(t).

How can the growing dynamical correlations ξ4(T )
originate from a fixed static length scale ξS? Intuitively,
this is because a given difference in S results in a bigger
difference in rearrangement rates at lower T ; thus, the
same static correlations “count for more” at lower T .
More precisely, the contribution of S to logPR is pro-

portional to γ(T ) ∝ 1/T − 1/T0. Thus, in Fig. 6 we plot
ξ4 in our model as a function of 1/T − 1/T0. We find the
relationship between the two to be nearly linear, support-
ing the picture that the dynamical length in this model
comes, roughly speaking, from multiplying the static cor-
relation length by this growing contribution of S to the
probability of rearrangement.

102

104

τ χ

100

101

χ
∗ 4

1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25

1/T

2

4
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8

ξ 4

Figure 5. Quantitative comparison of dynamical heterogene-
ity predicted by the model (purple dashed) and measured
from MD simulation (black solid). (a) The time τχ at which
χ4(t) peaks. (b) Peak height χ∗

4. (c) The dynamical length
scale ξ4.

B. Correlation vs. causation in TRSP model

We now turn to the origin of the growing dynamical
correlations with decreasing T within the TRSP model.
We can imagine three possible origins for the dynamics

correlations in the model:

1. The constraint that particles rearrange in groups of
m.

2. Spatial correlations in S (correlation).

3. Facilitation, or causation (∆S induced by rear-
rangements)

The first factor could be labeled as causation but re-
ally just accounts for the reality that a rearrangement
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Figure 6. ξ∗4(T ) computed for the model as a function of
1/T − 1/T0, showing a roughly linear dependence.

involves more than one particle. It certainly makes
a contribution—the single-site rearrangement version of
the TRSP model produces a much smaller value of χ∗

4

at all temperatures (see Appendix G). However, al-
though this affects the magnitude, it does not affect the
temperature-dependence significantly. We therefore fo-
cus on the second and third effects.

One virtue of the TRSP model is that the contributions
of correlation and causation to dynamical heterogeneity
are transparent. To investigate the relative roles of (2)
and (3), we take advantage of our explicit conditions for
guaranteeing time-reversal symmetry to generate alter-
nate models. Using the detailed-balance conditions, we
can construct a more general model in which the variance
of ∆S for all particles is reduced by a factor c, while hold-
ing the spatial correlations of S fixed. Thus, the contri-
bution to χ4 from static spatial correlations in mobility is
held fixed, but the effect of rearrangements on future mo-
bility (facilitation) is weakened–correlation is held fixed
by causation is reduced by a factor c. The result of this
analysis is shown in Fig. 7. Evidently, weakening facil-
itation in this model increases both τχ and χ∗

4. Thus,
it appears that the growth of dynamical correlations in
this model arises from the static softness correlations ξS ,
and facilitation (that is, changes in ∆S induced by rear-
rangements) only reduces χ∗

4.

The fact that facilitation lowers χ∗
4 may seem surpris-

ing at first but is intuitively plausible. Recall that facili-
tation must satisfy detailed balance. Thus, despite what
one might imagine from the word “facilitation”, it is just
as likely to make a neighboring particle less soft as it is

to make it softer. One can imagine that the effect of fa-
cilitation on χ4 depends on temperature. At sufficiently
high T , the neighbor of a soft particle is likely already
soft due to the equilibrium spatial correlations. Indeed,
it is likely soft enough to rearrange with high probability,
even without facilitation. If faciltation lowers its softness,
however, it will weaken the dynamical effects of the cor-
relation present in the initial structure.
From this reasoning, it seems plausible that the sign

of the effect may change at low enough T , when the av-
erage softness is lower and so that particles are unlikely
to rearrange even if they are soft. In this case, lowering
S of nearby particles may effectively make no difference,
while raising it may allow an avalanche to propagate.
Indeed, Figure 7(c) shows that weakening facilitation ac-
tually lowers ξ4 at low T , and in the finite-size collapse
(Appendix H, Figure 16), the extrapolation of ξ∗4 to in-
finite system size actually decreases at c = 0.2 for low
T (data not shown). Thus, at low T , it is possible that
TRSP calculations for larger systems (which could be
achieved by modifying the code to cut off the change in
∆S beyond a certain range) may show a crossover in the
effect of facilitation on ξ∗4 . Similarly, finite size effects
may contribute to the lack of fragility observed, since
the finite system size will cut off the growth of χ4(t) due
to growth of mobile domains when their size becomes
comparable to the system size.

C. Aging

We next investigate the behavior of our model during
aging. Although detailed balance is not satisfied out-of-
equilibrium, this does not preclude using our model to
study aging—indeed, the true dynamics do not satisfy
detailed balance out of equilibrium, but crucially, out of
equilibrium MD is still governed by the same dynami-
cal equations as in equilibrium. Aging should still be
described by dynamical equations which satisfy detailed
balance once the steady state is reached.
In the MD simulations, the aging dynamics of ⟨S⟩

as a function of waiting time t show a remarkable phe-
nomenon: for samples quenched from the same high tem-
perature TI to different final temperatures TF, ⟨S(t)⟩, is
the same at intermediate times (Fig. 8(a) and [14]).
This collapse cannot be reproduced by a model with-

out interactions between particles [28]. Intuitively, this
is because, if S(t) is the same at some time t for differ-
ent quench temperatures TF, then the colder tempera-
ture will have slower aging dynamics and thus the ⟨S(t)⟩
curves must separate as t increases.
We modified the trap-like, independent particle model

of [28] to have a T -dependent density of traps, in order to
produce the correct distribution of S at every T . We then
simulate aging in this model, showing ⟨S(t)⟩ in (8(b)).
We find that it still fails to produce the collapse of ⟨S(t)⟩
during aging which is observed in MD data. Thus, the
trap model cannot reproduce the observed MD behavior.
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Figure 7. Effect of weakening facilitation on dynamical het-
erogeneity. Black dashed lines are MD data, and dark purple
is model, as in Fig. 5. Medium and light purple correspond
to reducing the variance of ∆S to 60% or 20% of its value
(c = 0.6, 0.2). (a) Weakening facilitation raises τχ. (b) Weak-
ening facilitation increases χ∗

4, at least at the current system
size L = 20. (c) Weakening facilitation to c = 0.6 increases
ξ4 at the values of T studied, but weakening facilitation to
c = 0.2 actually decreases ξ4 at low T .

The same calculations of ⟨S⟩ can be carried out on the
TRSP model during aging (Fig. 8(c)). We find that in-
cluding interactions between sites as in the TRSP model
still fails to reproduce the collapse of ⟨S(t)⟩ at intermedi-
ate times seen in the MD data (Fig. 8(a)). However, the
different curves are much closer together than in the trap
model, suggesting that perhaps the interactions between
sites are not sufficiently strong in the TRSP model.
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Figure 8. Aging dynamics of S. (a) MD data, showing col-
lapse of ⟨S(t)⟩ at intermediate times. (b) A trap-like model of
independent particles fails to reproduce the collapse of ⟨S(t)⟩.
(c) Our model also fails to reproduce the collapse but does
better than the trap model.

VIII. DISCUSSION

A. Underestimation of fragility and χ4

We now consider possible explanations for why the
TRSP model underestimates fragility and χ4. Past work
explaining Q(t) empirically using softness [23] included
two corrections that we have neglected here. First, they
measured the fraction of rearrangements that involve a
displacement greater than the threshold used to compute
Q at each T , and corrected the prediction by this factor.
Secondly, they measured the fraction of rearrangements
that reverse themselves at each T , and corrected the pre-
diction by this factor. Both of these corrections have the
effect of increasing τ at low T , while having little effect at
high T . Thus, they tend to increase fragility. We could
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have included these effects but chose not to, in order to
present the model in its simplest form.

Another likely reason for the underestimation of
fragility and χ4 is the shortcoming of S as a structural
descriptor. More complex machine learning methods pro-
duce structural descriptors that correlate more strongly
with long-time dynamics than the linear method used
to define S [47–50]. If such methods are optimized to
predict short-time rather than long-time dynamics, they
would presumably result in stronger dependencies of ∆E
and Σ on the descriptors, increasing both the degree of
heterogeneity and fragility produced by the model. In-
deed, the range of ∆E and Σ produced by a structural
descriptor is likely to be a good indicator of the quality of
that descriptor. For example, the structural variable con-
structed using a neural network in [47] seems to correlate
extremely well with dynamical heterogeneity and could
be a better short-time descriptor than softness. (Note,
however, that the χ4(t) reconstructed in that work using
their structural variable is not the same as our χ4(t), as
it neglects certain kinds of dynamical fluctuations.)

These considerations point to the importance of test-
ing the Arrhenius dependence for P (R) for structural de-
scriptors besides softness. A TRSP-type model could be
constructed using any scalar descriptor of structure. All
that is required is that the dependence of the probability
of rearrangement is Arrhenius for particles with a given
value of the structural descriptor, and the distribution of
values of the descriptor is reasonably Gaussian. This is
why we regard the TRSP approach as a general frame-
work for constructing time-reversal-invariant structuro-
plasticity models.

A third contributing factor is that we have only in-
cluded the effects of rearrangements of large A particles
in our binary AB system on other A particles. The A
particles belong in the majority, but rearrangements of
small B particles are actually more numerous, especially
as T decreases, and can facilitate rearrangements of both
A and B particles.
Finally, recall that there is evidence that the range of

spatial correlations of S increases with with decreasing T .
Such an increase would presumably also lead to greater
fragility and larger values of χ4.

B. The role of elasticity

As noted in the introduction, we have neglected elas-
tic (far-field) facilitation. On timescales much shorter
than τα one expects the supercooled liquid to behave
as a solid (as indeed glasses do when observed out of
equilibrium). Furthermore the inherent state is, by con-
struction, a forced-balanced state and therefore pertur-
bations around it should be described on long length
scales by continuum elasticity. Recent work has demon-
strated clear anisotropies in the correlated dynamics of
supercooled liquids below the mode-coupling crossover
temperature TMCT, which provide evidence that at least

some facilitation arises from elasticity at sufficiently low
temperatures [32]. Thus at low T we expect that this
model should pick up terms which make it resemble in
spirit a thermal elastoplastic model with a softness ker-
nel in addition to an elastic kernel, in a manner similar
to [33–35].

It is not entirely obvious whether or not far-field elas-
tic facilitation should increase or decrease χ∗

4. On one
hand, on short timescales, elastic facilitation, by push-
ing neighbors over their thresholds simultaneously, effec-
tively acts like our “multi-particle rearrangements” (m),
which should increase χ∗

4. On the other hand, elasto-
plasticity also produces a long-time facilitation effect,
which in our current model tends to decrease χ∗

4. Thus
the net effect of elastoplasticity on χ4 is unclear. On
the empirical side, recent very-low T simulations of the
Kob-Andersen Lennard-Jones system appear to display
a strong-to-fragile crossover with a slowing growth of χ∗

4

at low T , which could be consistent with elastoplastic-
facilitation-weakened heterogeneity [51].

Recently, a simple thermal EPM has been studied
as an explanation of dynamical heterogeneity [52]. In
this model, which does not include near-field struc-
tural facilitation, elastic facilitation alone is found to
produce a growth of χ∗

4 with decreasing temperature.
However, there are two factors which make it unclear
how this result will generalize to more realistic models.
First, because this model reduces to the trivial “trap”
limit of uncorrelated sites when elasticity is removed,
χ∗
4 cannot, by construction, decrease when elasticity is

incorporated[53]. Second, the thermal EPM [52] does
not respect detailed balance. As we have argued in sec-
tion VIIB, our observation that facilitation decreases χ∗

4

seems to be intimately connected to detailed balance, and
indeed it is intuitively obvious that if ∆S (r) for some par-
ticular r were strictly positive then it would increase the
degree of dynamical correlation. Put differently, while
one may interpret Ref. [52] as showing that elastoplastic
facilitation increases χ∗

4, it is doing so with the spatial
correlations of the barriers not held fixed, but instead be-
ing allowed to increase by the introduction of elasticity.
Note, however, that it has been argued that the origin of
the dynamic length scale in these models is a “nucleation
and growth” process rather than any spatial correlations
of barriers [54]. It would be extremely interesting to in-
vestigate these questions in a thermal EPM that respects
time-reversal symmetry.

Another recent model, composed of discrete excita-
tions interacting elastically, very naturally respects time
reversal symmetry, and may suggest an alternate route
to adding elastic interactions to our model, as well as an-
other model in which to study the effects of facilitation
on χ4 [55].

As noted in [52], however, it remains true that dynamic
heterogeneity with similar phenomenology is observed in
systems outside of thermal equilibrium, e.g. granular sys-
tems [56, 57]. Thus, although the details of how e.g.
facilitation contributes to dynamical heterogeneity may
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depend on time-reversal symmetry as we have argued,
the basic phenomenolgy must remain. It is unclear what
principles may be used to constrain our models of the dy-
namics of S when we depart from thermal equilibrium.
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Appendix A: Structure functions used to construct
softness

We use the same structure functions as in [28]. These
are the same as those used in [14, 21, 23], but with more
radial structure functions. We use the radial structure
functions

G(i;µ, σ) =
∑

j|rij<σmax

e−(rij−µ))2/σ2

. (A1)

We take σ = 0.05σAA, µ =
0.05σAA, 0.1σAA, . . . , 5σAA, and σmax = 5σAA

We also use the angular structure functions

Ψ(r; ξ, λ, ζ) =∑
j,k|rij ,rjk<σmax

e−(r
2
ij+r2jk+r2ik)/ξ

2

(1 + λ cos θijk)
ζ
, (A2)

with ξ, λ, and ζ taking 66 combinations of values, as
in [21].

Appendix B: Details of detailed-balance condition
derivation

As stated in the main text we consider a lattice model,
where the vector S contains the softness of each site. We
assume that at equilibrium S is drawn from a multivari-
ate normal distribution, with a covariance matrix K, i.e.

P (S) ∝ e−(S−µ)K−1(S−µ)T . (B1)
The probability of a particle rearranging depends on

its softness through

P (R|S) = A(T )eγ(T )S−δ(T )S2

, (B2)

where the temperature dependence of the coefficients
is Arrhenius. The correction term δS2 is small.
To determine how detailed balance constrains the dis-

tribution of ∆S for a rearrangement, we write down the
distribution of S given that a particle at the origin is
rearranging:

P (S|R) ∝ P (R|S(0))P (S), (B3)

a normal distribution whose covariance we denote K′.
Taking the logarithm of both sides of this equation (note
that the quantities inside the exponentials are just real
numbers) yields (with C an arbitrary constant, and 0̂ the
vector with a 1 at site 0 and zeros elsewhere):

− (S− µ′)
T
K′−1 (S− µ′) + C = 2γS(0)− 2δS(0)2 − (S− µ)

T
K−1 (S− µ) (B4)

= 2γS(0)− 2δST 0̂0̂TS− (S− µ)
T
K−1 (S− µ) (B5)

= 2 (γ − 2δµ)S(0) + 2δµ2 − (S− µ)
T (

K−1 + 2δ0̂0̂T
)
(S− µ) . (B6)

Now introduce the covariance matrix of rearranging particles, K′ =
(
K−1 + 2δ0̂0̂T

)−1
, and write

− (S− µ′)
T
K′−1 (S− µ′) + C = 2 (γ − 2δµ)ST 0̂K′K′−1 + 2δµ2 − (S− µ)

T
K′−1 (S− µ) (B7)

= C + (S− µ− (γ − 2δµ)K ′
0i)

T
K′−1 (S− µ− (γ − 2δµ)K ′

0i) . (B8)

We then immediately read off the mean softness at dis- tance r from a rearranging particle, and use the Sherman-
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Morrison formula to compute K′ =
(
K−1 + 2δ0̂0̂T

)−1
.

This gives us the mean softness at a distance r from a
rearranging particle, and K′, as

⟨Si⟩ ≡ µ′ = µ+ (γ − 2δµ)K′
0,i (B9)

K ′
ij = Kij −

2δK0iK0j

1 + 2δK00
. (B10)

Now we assume that ∆S is Gaussian with mean

⟨∆S⟩ = H (A− S) , (B11)

and covariance K∆.
In the main text we asserted that this assumption gives

a distribution of (S,S′ = S+∆S) which is Gaussian. To
see this, write

P (S,S′|R) = P (S|R)P (∆S|R,S) (B12)

=∝ exp

(
−1

2
(S− µ′)

T
K′−1 (S− µ′)

)
exp

(
−1

2
(S′ − S−H (A− S))

T
K∆

−1 (S′ − S−H (A− S))

)
(B13)

= exp

(
−1

2

[
(S− µ′)

T
K′−1 (S− µ′) + (S′ − S−H (A− S))

T
K∆

−1 (S′ − S−H (A− S))
])

(B14)

What appears inside the exponential is a quadratic
form in the vector (S,S′) and thus the joint distribu-
tion is Gaussian. As sketched in the main text we will
make use of this fact to facilitate our derivation of the
detailed-balance conditions. We use the fact that S and
S′ have a joint Gaussian distribution in the case of a
linear correlation between ∆S and S, and describe this
joint distribution by the block covariance matrix of the
random variable S̃ = (S,S′):

K̃ =

(
K′ K2

K2 K′

)
. (B15)

The fact that the rearrangement obeys time-reversal
symmetry is expressed in the equality of the diagonal and
off-diagonal blocks. Since a linear transformation Y =
AX of a Gaussian random variableX with covariance ΣX

and mean ⟨X⟩ yields ΣY = AΣXAT and ⟨Y ⟩ = A⟨X⟩,
we construct the covariance and mean of y = (S,∆S)

⟨y⟩ = (µ′,0) (B16)

Σy =

(
K′ K2 −K′

K2 −K′ 2 (K′ −K2)

)
. (B17)

Finally, we condition on S to construct P (∆S|S).
For (x1,x2) with a joint Gaussian distribution, it is
known that P (y|x) is Gaussian with covariance K22 −
K21K

−1
11 K12 and mean µ2 + K21K

−1
11 (x− µx). Thus,

P (∆S|S) is Gaussian with

⟨∆S⟩ = (K2 −K′)K′−1 (S− µ′) (B18)

=
(
11−K2K

′−1
)
(µ′ − S) (B19)

≡ H (µ′ − S) (B20)

K∆ = 2 (K′ −K2)− (K2 −K′)K′−1 (K2 −K′)
(B21)

= 2HK′ −HK′K′−1HK′ (B22)

= (2−H)HK′. (B23)

which this yields the conditions

A = µ′ (B24)

K∆ = (2−H)HK′, (B25)

as claimed in the main text. As stated in the main
text, K∆ satisfying this equation is given by Equation
19.
Working directly with detailed balance instead, after a

substantial amount of algebra, yields the condition

K∆
−1 −K′−1 =

(
11−HT

)
K∆

−1 (11−H) . (B26)

H given by Equation 19 (i.e. the solution to equation
B25) also solves equation B26. This follows from the
fact that this solution is of the form H = f

(
K∆K

′−1
)

for an analytic function f . By expanding f in series and
using the symmetry of K∆ and K′ we may show that
K∆

−1f
(
K∆K

′−1
)
is a symmetric matrix for any ana-

lytic f ; with this fact it is straightforward to manipulate
equation B26 to be the same as equation B25.

Also note that, to obtain equations 24–26 in the main
text, one may simply replace 0̂ with a vector that has
value 1/m on the m rearranging sites in equations B4–
B8.
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Appendix C: Choice of multi-site rearrangement rule

To generalize the observed P (R|S) and P (∆S)into a
rule for multi-body rearrangements we must satisfy two
criteria:

1. The size of elementary rearrangements should be
independent of T , or perhaps weakly dependent on
T . In particular elementary rearrangements should
not involve 100 times as many particles just because
the relaxation time is 100 times shorter.

2. Time-reversal symmetry should remain satisfied for
P (∆S)

3. Ideally, the different particles participating in the
rearrangement should be treated in the exact same
way. At the very least, the identity of all rear-
ranging particles should affect P (∆S), to preserve
dynamical correlations.

The most obvious way to satisfy condition 3 is to
simply make the probability of a multi-particle re-
arrangement involving particles i1, i2, . . . , im equal to
P (R|Si1))P (R|Si2)) · · ·P (R|Sim)) This, however, runs
afoul of condition 1: it will produce single-particle re-
arrangements at low temperatures and many-particle re-
arrangements at high temperatures.

This naturally leads us to consider rules where the
“secondary” rearrangements S is not involved in the
probability of rearrangement—i.e. the rearrangement of
a “soft” particle can easily force a “hard” neighbor to go
along with it.

The simplest way to get a rule which satisfies condi-
tion 2 and 1 is to simply determine a “primary” rear-
ranging particle according to P (R|S), determine simul-
taneous “secondary” rearranging particles according to
some other rule, and only use the primary rearranging
particle to determine P (∆S). This is the approach of
reference [35]. This is, however, a strong violation of
condition 3.

One other idea, then, is to trigger secondary rearrange-
ments with a softness-independent probability f(r) as in
reference [35], but then allow each of these secondary
rearrangements to produce some ∆S. This still does
not give full permutation symmetry between the differ-
ent rearranging particles (the “primary rearrangement”)
is singled out), but would still preserve some dynamical
correlations caused by which rearranging neighbour re-
arranges. It is difficult, however, to ensure that such a
scheme truly satisfies time-reversal symmetry. In such a
scheme, the simultaneous rearrangement of particles A
and B can proceed by one of two “pathways”: one de-
pendent on SA and one dependent on SB . If we assume
that these two different processes produce the same dis-
tribution of ∆S then the equations of detailed balance
become analytically intractable. On the other hand, if
we assume the two processes have different distributions
of ∆S we find that full symmetry between the two single-
particle rearrangements still cannot be restored: in order

to satisfy detailed balance the distribution of ∆S for the
two rearrangements must be different.
The simplest rule which satisfies all the conditions is

to use the average S of the rearranging sites in order to
determine the probability of a rearrangement. The dis-
advantage of this rule, however, is that it offers no insight
into what sets the size of elementary rearrangements: we
must put the distribution of rearrangement sizes m in by
hand, and in our case we choose to fix the size.
We then must fix the distribution of ∆S in order to

satisfy condition 2. Using the average S still permits
this as it keeps P (R|S) Gaussian; a rearrangement prob-
ability which is exponential in any second-order polyno-
mial of S1, S2, . . . will work. One might hope that there
is a straightforward way to “build” the distribution of
∆S by the successive action of two single-particle rear-
rangements. If there was a method which allowed use to
think of the two rearrangements as “simultaneous” (e.g.
if ∆S had a distribution which was independent of the
order of rearrangements) then we could proceed as such.
One finds however, that the distribution of ∆S in such a
case depends on the order of the rearrangements. Thus,
if we wish to satisfy time-reversal symmetry we require
the rearrangement “particle A rearranges, then particle
B rearranges” to proceed by two independent pathways,
one determined by SA and one by SB , with no reference
at all to the ordering of the rearrangements. Thus, the
most straightforward approach is to construct σ∆ with no
reference to hypothetical single-particle rearrangements,
e.g. by assuming it is a function of distance from the
center of mass of the rearrangement, or from the set of
all rearranging particles as we have done.

Appendix D: Renormalization of P (R|S) for
multi-site rearrangements

As in the main text, assume that each group of m
neighbouring sites rearranges with a probability

P
(
R{i1,...im}|S, T

)
= P0(R|⟨S⟩m, T ), (D1)

for some “bare” rate P0. The apparent rearrangement
rate for each particle is thus

P̄ (R|Si1)

zm
=

∫
dm−1S{i2,...,im}P

(
S{i2,...,im}|Si1

)
P0(R|⟨S⟩m),

(D2)

where zm is the number of clusters of size m we con-
sider for rearrangement that contain a given site (e.g.
z2 = 6 and z4 = 12 on a cubic lattice).
We note that the conditional distribution

P
(
S{i2,...,im}|Si1

)
is Gaussian. Its covariance

is Kij ,ik − Kij ,i1Kik,i1/σ
2, and its mean is

µij = ⟨S⟩+Ki1,ij (Si − ⟨S⟩).
Doing the Gaussian integral yields the observed

P (R|S) in terms of the bare parameters. The result is of
the form
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P (R|S) = AeγS−δS2

, (D3)

with the “renormalized” parameters A, γ, δ determined
by the “bare” parameters A0, γ0, δ0. The set of equations
relating them may be solved to obtain A0, γ0, and δ0.
This produces the equations in the main text.

Appendix E: Subtracting off the background from
measurements of σ and η

As mentioned in the main text, we interpret the val-
ues of σ2

∆(r) and η(r) as r → ∞ in the MD data as a
background value caused by undetected rearrangements.
Here we explain in detail how the background events are
subtracted off.

Intuitively, if we imagine that the observed ∆S is a
sum of two processes, ∆S1 and ∆S2, we might suppose
that we can take advantage of the linearity of the mean
and variance, to write η = η1 + η2 and σ2

R = σ2
R,1 +σ2

R,2.
Thus, we could obtain the parameters for the rearrange-
ment by subtracting off the background. This produces
results which look reasonable at long distances and low
temperatures, but it cannot be consistent if σ2

∆ is too
large (it is unphysical to have η > 1, σ∆ > σ.)
In reality, ∆S1 and ∆S2 cannot be assumed to be

uncorrelated, since the mean ∆S2 is correlated with
S+∆S1. If we assume a gaussian distribution of ∆S and
do the integral over the possible values of ∆S1, then sub-
stitute in the approximate (uncorrelated) detailed bal-
ance condition 18, we arrive at the corrected sum formu-
lae

η = η1 + η2 − η1η2 (E1)

σ2
∆ = σ2

R,1 + σ2
R,2 −

σ2
R,1σ

2
R,2

σ2
. (E2)

These formulae are used to subtract off the background
in Fig. 3.

In the above, we have ignored the effect of spatial corre-
lations in S and the covariance structure of ∆S, under the
assumption that this is sufficient for measuring the ap-
proximate magnitude of ∆S(r). Note that, as discussed
in section C, if we wish to go beyond this approxima-
tion the idea of “adding together” the effect of multiple
rearrangements becomes poorly defined, with the result
depending on the ordering of the rearrangements.

Appendix F: Tests of model implementation

1. Direct test of detailed balance

In equilibrium the model is constructed to sat-
isfy detailed balance, i.e. P (S|R)P (S → S′) =
P (S′|R)P (S′ → S) for any S,S′ ∈ RN .

Detailed balance is preserved by any coarsening of the
state space, i.e. a mapping from S,S′ ∈ RN to A,B in
some discrete space. Thus, we may directly test detailed
balance in our model simulations by letting A represent
the binned value of S for a rearranging particle, and then
checking that P (A|R)P (A → B) = P (B|R)P (B → A).
Figure 9 shows the results of this test, plot-

ting P (A|R)P (A → B)/P (B|R)P (B → A) against
P (A|R)P (A → B) for the numerical simulation of the
model at T = 0.470. For this coarsening of the states,
detailed balance is satisfied within error bars.

10−6 10−4 10−2

P (A→ B)

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

P
(A
→

B
)/
P

(B
→

A
)

Figure 9. Check of detailed balance at T = 0.470, for tran-
sitions between states defined by binning S of a rearranging
particle. Error bars are one standard deviation over boot-
strap resamplings of independent simulation seeds. (The x-
axis value also has an uncertainty, but its precise value doesn’t
matter.)

2. Mean and correlation functions of S

The model is constructed to reproduce a known ⟨S⟩
and correlation function K(r, r′); we also verify this in
our numerical implementation of the model.
Some care is required to precisely compute any such

average over the distribution of S. The samples pro-
duced by the Gillespie algorithm are of rearrangement
events, and are thus biased toward their values for rear-
ranging particles by fluctuations in ⟨S⟩ of order ξ3S/N .
To do proper time averaging, the samples obtained must
be weighted by the time until the next rearrangement
event.
Figure 10 shows the simulated ⟨S⟩ as a function of

the theoretical ⟨S⟩ for the used parameters, showing per-
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fect agreement. Figure 11 shows the correlation function
K(|r− r′|) at T = 0.420, 0.700 alongside the target func-
tion, again showing perfect agreement. The same plot
for other simulated temperatures (not shown) shows the
same result, and the small deviations from the target cor-
relation function do not show any systematic trend with
temperature T .

1.50 1.75 2.00 2.25

1/T

−0.50

−0.25

0.00

〈S
〉

−0.004

0.004

Figure 10. ⟨S⟩ as a function of T for our model simulations
(purple circles) matches the target (black dashed line). Error
bars are one standard deviation over bootstrap resamplings of
independent simulation seeds. Inset shows deviations between
simulation and target, showing that deviations appears to be
statistical noise.

Appendix G: A model with single-site
rearrangements strongly underestimates χ∗

4

As stated in the main text, we decided assume rear-
rangements involve m = 4 particles after observing that
a model without this effect strongly underestimates the
value of χ∗

4. Figure 12 compares the χ∗
4 produced by such

a model to the values for MD data and our full model,
as shown in Figure 5.

Appendix H: Scaling collapses to extract ξ4

As in [46], we extract the scaling of ξ4(T ) by scaling
collapse of χ∗

4 computed for subsystems (“blocks”) of size
L. These collapses are shown in 13 and 14.

0 2 4 6 8
r

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

g S
(r

)

−0.001

0.000

0.001

Figure 11. The correlation function of S, CS(r) =
⟨(S(r)− ⟨S⟩) (S(0)− ⟨S⟩)⟩ in our model simulations (blue,
red circles) matches the target (black dashed line). Error bars
are one standard deviation over bootstrap resamplings of in-
dependent simulation seeds. Data are shown for our highest
and lowest T , and each point represents a specific vector r,
restricted to the plane z = 0 for clarity. Inset shows devia-
tions between simulation and target, showing that deviations
appear to be statistical noise. (In a finite sample, fluctuations
in a measured correlation function at different r are anticor-
related.)
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1/T

100

101

χ
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Figure 12. Model with single-site rearrangements (dashed
line) substantially underestimates dynamical heterogeneity.
Note that, in fact, the model with rearrangements of m = 4
particles has χ∗

4 roughly 4 times as large.
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Figure 13. Scaling collapse of block χ∗
4 for MD simulations,

used to extract ξ4(T ).
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Figure 14. Scaling collapse of block χ∗
4 for TRSP model, used

to extract ξ4(T )

100 101

L/ξ(T )

10−1

100

χ
∗ (
L
,T

)/
χ
∗ ∞

(T
))

T = 0.700

T = 0.600

T = 0.550

T = 0.470

T = 0.450

T = 0.420

Figure 15. Scaling collapse of block χ∗
4 for model with c = 0.6.

100 101

L/ξ(T )

10−1

100

χ
∗ (
L
,T

)/
χ
∗ ∞

(T
))

T = 0.700

T = 0.600

T = 0.550

T = 0.470

T = 0.450

T = 0.420

Figure 16. Scaling collapse of block χ∗
4 for model with c = 0.2.
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