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Abstract
We investigate the variation of the driving force for crystallization of a supercooled liquid
along isomorphs, curves along which structure and dynamics are invariant. The variation
is weak, and can be predicted accurately for the Lennard-Jones fluid using a recently
developed formalism and data at a reference temperature. More general analysis allows
interpretation of experimental data for molecular liquids such as dimethyl phthalate and
indomethacin, and suggests that the isomorph scaling exponent γ in these cases is an
increasing function of density, although this cannot be seen in measurements of viscosity
or relaxation time.
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1

Introduction

Some years ago the glass group at Roskilde University identified a class of liquids which we
have proposed should be considered “simple liquids” [1–8]. To make a distinction from conventional notions of liquid simplicity we refer to them as R (Roskilde)-simple liquids (or Rsimple systems—the concept is not specific to the liquid phase). R-simplicity is characterized by
how a typical configuration’s potential energy changes under a uniform scaling of coordinates:
if any two configurations with equal potential energy at one density still have equal energies
when scaled to a new density, then the system is R-simple [9]. This definition highlights a scale
invariance which is typically hidden [10]–that is, not obvious from the Hamiltonian. From it
a large number of interesting consequences follow, the most important being the existence
of isomorphs: curves in the phase diagram along which structure and dynamics are invariant when expressed in thermodynamically reduced units. Only systems with inverse power
law potentials are perfectly R-simple, but to a very good approximation all van der Waals
bonded systems and most metals [11] are R-simple, i.e. have good isomorphs. The theoretical development has mostly been validated by computer simulations, but there has also been
experimental confirmation of specific predictions of isomorph theory [12, 13]. While most of
the published work on isomorph theory is by members of our own group, broader interest has
grown steadily: examples include high-order analysis of structure in simulated glass-forming
liquids [14], simulations of bulk metallic glass [15], and a theoretical argument based on the
infinite-dimensional limit [16]. The basic concepts have also earned a page in the most recent
edition of Hansen and McDonalds’s book on liquid theory [17]. The aim of this paper is to
address the question: what are the consequences of isomorphs for crystallization kinetics? In
particular, since along an isomorph liquid dynamics are invariant, we focus on the variation of
thermodynamic driving force for crystallization. In the following subsections we give a fairly
complete introduction to isomorph theory and discuss its consequences for simple theoretical
models for crystal nucleation and and growth, before giving an outline of the remainder of the
paper.

1.1

Features of R-simple systems

The most direct experimental consequence of isomorphs emerges naturally from the theory
but was observed experimentally before its formulation: so-called density scaling of dynamics [18–25]. Having measured a liquid’s relaxation time τα , for example using dielectric spectroscopy, over a range of temperatures and pressures, one plots the data as a function of T V γ
where V is the molar volume, or equivalently of ρ γ /T ≡ Γ where ρ is the density; this collapses
the data to a single curve in many cases. The density-scaling exponent γ is an empirically determined material-specific parameter. Isomorph theory explains this collapse, while specifying
the phenomenon more precisely: the collapse works better for certain liquids, those which
are R-simple; the best collapse is obtained when plotting the relaxation time in reduced units,
τ̃α ≡ τα ρ 1/3 T 1/2 , the parameter γ can depend on density, and it can be independently deter2
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mined at a given state point from the liquid’s dynamic response functions [12]. In general the
scaling parameter is written Γ = h(ρ)/T where h(ρ) is the density scaling function, whose
logarithmic derivative is γ(ρ). If the latter is constant then we have the case of power-law
density scaling h(ρ) = ρ γ ; theoretical models featuring strictly constant γ are those with inverse power law (IPL) interactions. Non-constant γ can be observed in simulations where large
density changes can be considered, but is hard to observe experimentally [26–28]. Dynamical measurements and empirical density scaling allow isomorphs to be conveniently identified
experimentally as isochrones, curves of constant (reduced) relaxation time.
A large part of the work on R-simple systems so far has focussed on identifying which
quantities are expected to be invariant on isomorphs (when expressed in reduced units), and
which are are not, and checking the invariances for different systems. The invariant quantities include measures of structure and dynamics, some thermodynamic properties and some
transport coefficients [29]. Invariant thermodynamic properties include the configurational
or excess entropy Sex = S − Sid (where S is the total entropy and Sid the ideal gas entropy at
the same density and temperature) and the isochoric specific heat CV [30]. The more recent
formulation of the theory recognizes that Sex is particularly fundamental, and that isomorphs
should in fact be defined as curves of constant Sex (configurational adiabats) [9]; moreover the
small variation of CV on isomorphs can be accounted for within the theory. Notably absent
from the list of invariant quantities are the potential energy, the Helmholtz free energy and
its volume derivatives, pressure and isothermal bulk modulus. To understand their absence
consider the following generic expression [31] for the potential energy of an R-simple system
(not the most general possible [9], but sufficient for the present work):
U(R) = h(ρ)Φ(R̃) + N g(ρ).

(1)

Here tilde denotes reduced coordinates, which for the positions are defined by R̃ ≡ ρ 1/3 R (similarly any quantity with dimension length). The reduced coordinates are thus the coordinates
in units of the mean interparticle spacing. The function h(ρ) is the density scaling function
mentioned above, related to γ(ρ) through:
γ(ρ) ≡

d ln h(ρ)
.
d ln ρ

(2)

The last term in Eq. (1) involves an arbitrary function of density. In this formulation the
scaling properties of R-simple systems follow from the fact that scaling the coordinates of a
configuration does not change the reduced coordinates, so the function Φ is unaffected. The
energy simply gets scaled by h(ρ), which can be compensated by an equal temperature scaling
[6], and shifted by N g(ρ). The latter does not affect structure and dynamics1 , but it does
contribute to the potential energy, pressure and the other non-scaling quantities mentioned
above, hence we refer to it as the non-scaling term. These contributions do not scale with
density the same way that those from the first term do, hence the non-invariance of the abovelisted quantities.

1.2

Crystallization kinetics along isochrones

The motivation for the present work comes from recent experiments by Adrjanowicz et al.
[32–36] which have aimed to separately determine the kinetic and thermodynamic factors
controlling crystallization of supercooled liquids by fixing the liquid’s relaxation time τα . Crystallization under pressure is of interest both scientifically and in the context of industrial applications, including materials science, food and pharmaceuticals. Understanding the effect
1
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Figure 1: Revisiting isochronal crystallization data: (a) DMP crystallization rates [32], also in
reduced units, on isochrone versus isobar. To compare trends all data, both non-reduced and
reduced, have been normalized by the respective values for pressure 0.1 MPa, temperature
209 K. (b) Estimated driving force ∆µ normalised by temperature (i.e. in reduced units) for
(left) DMP, and (right) indomethacin [33]; in both cases the squares are data along the isobar
p = 0.1MPa, while diamonds are data along the isochrone τ = 0.003s. The inset shows the
data without normalisation by temperature. Dashed lines are linear fits to show trends.
of pressure on crystallization theoretically is not straightforward, however, since the kinetic
and thermodynamic factors respond oppositely: increased pressure, at constant temperature,
generally slows a liquid’s dynamics down, i.e. decreases the kinetic factor in the crystallization
rate, while it increases the driving force (since high pressure favors the crystalline phase). The
experiments of Adrjanowicz et al. sought to disentangle these effects by varying pressure, not
at constant temperature, but while simultaneously varying temperature in order to keep τα
constant. In the language of the previous subsection, they measured along isochrones, albeit
without taking reduced units into account. For the cases of indomethacin [33], a pharmaceutical, and dimethyl phthalate (DMP) [32], an increase in the crystallization rate k, was
found, assumed due to an increase in the thermodynamic driving force ∆µ, since the kinetic
factor was constant by construction. The increases in overall crystallization rates are significant, a factor of ∼ 4 and ∼ 2 for indomethacin and DMP, respectively. A separate analysis
of thermodynamic data was used to estimate ∆µ at the same state points on the isochrone.
Consistent with the crystallization rate data, an increase with increasing density, was found
both for indomethacin and DMP.
The observed crystallization kinetics quantified by the rate k involve both nucleation and
growth. In both processes, the driving force ∆µ must play an essential role since neither can
4
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proceed if it vanishes. The most common theoretical framework for describing nucleation rates
is classical nucleation theory, according to which the rate involves a Boltzmann factor [37]


16πσ3
,
(3)
exp −
3kB T (∆µ)2
with σ the interfacial free energy. While it is well known that CNT rarely gives accurate predictions for rates [38–40], and that it is not necessarily clear that the interfacial free energy is
relevant or even well-defined when the critical nucleus is small, it is reasonable to assume that
the nucleation rate depends on ∆µ more or less as in Eq. (3). The first theoretical expression
for the growth velocity, due to Wilson [41] and Frenkel [42], is given in [43] as
v=

Da
f (1 − exp(−∆µ/kB T )) ,
Λ2

(4)

where a is the layer thickness, D the self-diffusivity of the liquid, Λ the mean free path and f a
factor accounting for the fraction of sites on the interface where growth actually occurs. This
expression has the form of a kinetic factor multiplied by a thermodynamic one. Broughton et
al. [43] found that in very simple systems, including the Lennard-Jones fluid, the diffusivity
of the liquid plays no role, and the kinetic factor is simply the thermal velocity. They fitted
Lennard-Jones data using the expression (modified slightly as in Ref. [44])
v


a t 3kB T
∆S
v=
f exp −
(1 − exp(−∆µ/kB T )) .
(5)
λ
m
kB
Here λ is the distance an atom must move to join the crystal and ∆S is the entropy difference
between liquid and crystal. In experiments and simulation both nucleation and growth can
be more complex than implied by the classical models; for example the nucleated crystal may
not be the stable phase, but rather an intermediate meta-stable crystal which is energetically
more accessible from the melt. This is the Ostwald step rule [45], which has been observed in
Lennard-Jones simulations [46].
A very natural question from the perspective of isomorph theory is whether crystallization
rate is an isomorph invariant (in reduced units). If the rate is controlled by a kinetic factor,
which is invariant, and the driving force, then the question becomes whether the driving force
is invariant. There is experimental evidence that this is nearly true [35,36] but the question has
not been addressed theoretically yet. The isomorph perspective immediately suggests alternative ways to formulate the question: first, the appropriate curve to consider is one of constant
reduced relaxation time τ̃α = τα ρ 1/3 T 1/2 ; second, the measured quantities should also be
expressed in reduced units. For example the reduced crystallization rate is k̃ = kρ −1/3 T −1/2 ,
while the reduced driving force is ∆µ̃ = ∆µ/T . Third, the variation of these quantities along
the isochrone does not necessarily tell the whole story. While factors of order 2-4 can seem
substantial enough, order-of-magnitude changes appear when isotherms or isobars are considered. In that context it is potentially more interesting to investigate how close curves of
constant driving force or curves of constant crystallization rate are to isochrones [35, 36].
One can consider also the following observations: (1) free energies vary along isomorphs
(also in reduced units), so one cannot immediately expect the reduced driving force to be
invariant, although (2) differences in free energy could well be relatively invariant, if the nonscaling contribution is more or less the same for both phases and therefore cancels in the
difference; (3) in particular, since the non-scaling term g(ρ) depends only on density (at the
level of approximation of Eq. (1)), the cancellation is likely to be more effective in systems
where the density difference between liquid and crystal is relatively small. Without a detailed
analysis, therefore, the best one can say a priori is that some variation of ∆µ̃ is to be expected,
but it is likely to be small for ordinary liquids. A detailed analysis is the aim of this paper.
5
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To round off this sub-section, in Fig. 1 (a) we present DMP data from Ref. [32] where the
variation of crystallization rate along an isochrone (non-reduced) is compared to the variation
along an isobar. Both k and k̃ are plotted, and these are normalized by their values at the lowest
temperature and pressure state point. While plotting k in reduced units reduces the variation
slightly, the main point is that either way the variation along the isochrone is small compared
to that along the isobar. Note that the isochrone was determined using non-reduced units;
there is no simple analysis that can account for that and demonstrate the variation along a
reduced-time isochrone. In part (b) of the figure we show the estimated reduced driving force
∆µ/T for both DMP and indomethacin, where the insets show the unreduced version of this
quantity (∆µ). The former is more relevant not just from an isomorph theory point of view
but also in general theoretical expressions for the crystallization rate where a Boltzmann factor
involving ∆µ typically appears, see Eqs. (4) and (5). Indeed, along an isomorph, in reduced
units, and assuming the parameters a and Λ scale as ρ −1/3 , Eq. (4) becomes
ṽ = M̃ (1 − exp(−∆µ̃)) ,

(6)

where the dimensionless mobility M̃ is given by D̃ã f /Λ̃2 and is expected to be constant along
an isomorph. Using Eq. (5) the dimensionless mobility becomes
p


3a f
∆S
M̃ =
exp −
;
(7)
λ
kB
unlike the Wilson-Frenkel expression, here the dimensionless mobility can vary slightly via
∆S. Finally note that the Boltzmann factor in CNT in reduced units becomes

exp −16πσ̃3 /3(∆µ̃)2 ;
(8)
the variation of ∆µ will dominate as long as the reduced interfacial free energy can be assumed
constant, but if both vary slightly then both are relevant.
Note that in Fig. 1 ∆µ/T varies much less than ∆µ by itself along isochrones. While for
indomethacin it shows a weak increase, not much larger than the scatter in the data, for DMP
it actually decreases slightly, which is not consistent with the increase in crystallization rate.
The use of reduced units to define the isochrone would not change this apparent discrepancy:
reduced isochrones have a higher slope in the ρ, T plane than non-reduced ones (to compensate for the factor ρ 1/3 T 1/2 in τ̃, τ must decrease as ρ and T increase along the isochrone); for
any given temperature this corresponds to moving closer to the freezing line, i.e. less supercooled, and therefore a reduction in ∆µ̃. Thus the use of reduced units to define the isochrone
would decrease the slope of ∆µ/T versus T . Since ∆µ is not measured directly but estimated
using extrapolated thermodynamic data, it is not surprising that errors in this procedure could
convert a slight increase into a slight decrease. For the arguments presented in this work, we
have chosen to trust the directly measured crystallization rate. Crystallization is a complex
phenomenon, with the measured rate k at a given state point involving both nucleation and
growth processes, as well as the thermodynamic history of the sample. Nevertheless we assume for our analysis that variation of k along isochrones can be ascribed to changes in crystal
growth rate coming from changes in ∆µ. Note that the rapid increase of k on the isobar is due
to the kinetic factor whose variation far outweighs the decreasing ∆µ̃.

1.3

Recent developments of isomorph theory

Thinking about the driving force for crystallization has led to new insights into the thermodynamics of R-simple systems. These were recently applied to predicting the thermodynamics of
melting and freezing [47], in particular for the Lennard-Jones model system, for which an analytical formalism based on the existence of isomorphs was developed and used to accurately
6
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predict the shapes of the freezing and melting lines. Furthermore the variation of various thermodynamic and dynamic quantities along these lines was also predicted. The essential results
from this work are (1) the new formalism which also allows basic thermodynamic quantities
to be predicted along isomorphs, including the non-invariant ones about which little could be
said before: pressure, free energy, bulk modulus; (2) the technique of using an isomorph as
the zero-order basis of a perturbation-type calculation to make accurate calculations of thermodynamic properties. It should be noted that the new formalism is consistent with previous
results: In particular previously derived expressions for the density dependence of γ through
the density scaling function h(ρ) [30] and for the variation of the isochoric specific heat [9]
can now be derived in a more unified way. Both the analytical formalism and the perturbation
technique will be used in this work to analyze the variation of ∆µ along liquid isomorphs.

1.4

Outline of the remainder of the paper

In this paper we consider a set of state points along a given liquid isomorph in the supercooled (or super-pressurized) regime. We are interested in the corresponding crystal phases
at the same temperatures and pressures, and in particular the difference in chemical potential (Gibbs free energy per particle) between the liquid and the solid phase. With subscripts l
and s indicating liquid and solid (crystal) phase respectively, we define the chemical potential
difference as ∆µ ≡ µl − µs , which gives a positive number in the supercooled region of the
phase diagram, corresponding to a positive driving force for crystallization. In the next section
we derive a general expression for ∆µ for an R-simple system. In section 3 we derive explicit
expressions for the Lennard-Jones system and test them on simulation data. In section 4 we
work with a more general, but less accurate formulation in order to analyze the experimental
results. Finally this analysis is used to interpret the experimental data for DMP in Section 4.4
leading to the non-trivial result that its density scaling exponent γ(ρ) must be an increasing
function of density.

2

Thermodynamic driving force along a liquid isomorph: general
theory

Recent theoretical developments [47] allow us to calculate pressures, free energies and more
analytically along isomorphs for Lennard-Jones systems using simulation data at one point
as input. One application is calculating the exact melting line using the isomorphs as the
basis for a perturbation calculation [47]. The technique for calculating the crystallization
driving force is almost identical. As with the melting line, the reference state point denotes
a particular temperature and pressure. Because there are two densities it is convenient to
consider temperature as the parameter along the isomorph(s), rather than densities. The
treatment in this section is general, assuming only the existence of isomorphs described by
h(ρ)/T =const., and not necessarily the validity of Eq. (1). We first summarize the procedure.
We assume the same number of particles N in either phase, thus we can compare the total
Gibbs free energies; equivalently we could work with the Gibbs free energy per particle, i.e.
the chemical potential µ.
1. Choose a temperature T and solve h(ρ)/T = h(ρ0 )/T0 for ρ to get the liquid and crystal
densities on their respective isomorphs. Here ρ0 , T0 refer to the reference state.
2. Calculate pressures and the (relative) Helmholtz free energies F on both isomorphs.
3. Calculate the driving force as the liquid’s Gibbs free energy G on the isomorph minus the
Gibbs free energy of the crystal at the same temperature and pressure. This requires a
7

SciPost Phys. 2, 022 (2017)

3

Temperature

2.5

Freezing/melting lines
Liquid isomorph
Crystal isomorph
Crystal with same T, p as liquid

M

F

Liquid reference point

2
Crystal reference point

1.5

1
0.8

1

0.9

1.1

1.2

1.3

Density

Figure 2: Illustration of how we calculate the driving force along a liquid isomorph (thick blue
line) using data for the Lennard-Jones system. Notice that the liquid isomorph is to the right
of the freezing line, that is, it is in the supercooled region. At a reference point on the liquid
isomorph, specified by temperature T = 2.0, we know the crystal density which has the same
pressure, and we know the driving force ∆µ. We construct a crystal isomorph through that
point. At a different temperature isomorph theory tells us the free energies on both isomorphs,
but for a given temperature the pressures are the two isomorphs are no longer equal. A Taylor
expansion gives the correction to the crystal’s free energy associated with fixing the pressure,
and can also be used to find the corresponding crystal density (thick blue dashed line).
Taylor expansion to correct for the difference in pressure between the liquid and crystal
isomorphs.
The procedure is illustrated in Fig. 2. We now present the argument and procedure in
more detail. Superscripts I, l or I, s indicates temperature-pressure points on an isomorph, the
liquid or crystal one, respectively, while subscript l or s indicates the phase–because we are
considering a non-equilibrium situation of a liquid from which a crystal is driven to nucleate
and grow, we have two possible phases at a given thermodynamic state point. The notation
allows us to label a quantity pertaining to the crystal whose temperature and pressure match
those of a point on the liquid state isomorph. In terms of the Helmholtz free energy F , the G
of the liquid along the liquid isomorph is given by
I,l

I,l

I,l

Gl = Fl (T ) + p I,l (T )Vl (T ).

(9)

We are interested in the crystal Gibbs free energy at the same temperature and pressure.
Given that we know this at a reference temperature T0 , we can consider the crystal isomorph
which includes the reference temperature and density. Along this isomorph the Gibbs free
energy is
GsI,s = FsI,s (T ) + p I,s (T )VsI,s (T ).
(10)
At a given temperature the pressure for the solid phase along the solid isomorph will not
be equal to the pressure for the liquid phase along the liquid isomorph, even though they are
equal at T0 .2 On the other hand we expect the difference in pressure, ∆p ≡ p I,l (T ) − p I,s (T ),
to be small in a system with good isomorphs. We need to move off the crystal isomorph at
constant temperature to find the crystal state point which has the same pressure as the liquid—
the crystal that eventually appears if the system is held at fixed temperature and pressure. We
2

They are equal for systems with an inverse power law interaction, but not in general.
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now make a Taylor expansion to first order in ∆p, obtaining the desired crystal Gibbs free
energy at a state point on the liquid isomorph as (for clarity we omit the T -dependence in the
notation)


∂ Gs I,s
GsI,l = GsI,s +
∆p = GsI,s + VsI,s ∆p,
(11)
∂p T
where VsI,s is the volume of the crystal phase on the crystal isomorph. Note again that when we
refer to the crystal phase on the liquid isomorph we mean the crystal phase with the same temperature and pressure as the liquid phase on the latter’s isomorph. In terms of the Helmholtz
free energy we have
GsI,l = FsI,s + p I,s VsI,s + VsI,s (p I,l − p I,s )
=

FsI,s

(12)

+ VsI,s p I,l .

(13)

Hence the desired free energy difference is given by
I,l

N ∆µ = Gl − GsI,l
=
=

I,l
Fl
I,l
Fl

−
−

FsI,s
FsI,s

(14)
+
+

I,l

I,l

p Vl − VsI,s p I,l
I,l
p I,l (Vl − VsI,s ).

(15)
(16)

It is important to note that all quantities here are on isomorphs connected to the reference
states. Going to second order in the Taylor expansion is also straightforward, see the end of
Sec. 3 and Fig. 3 (b).

3

Driving force for Lennard-Jones systems

For the Lennard-Jones case, we can obtain an explicit expression for ∆µ which can be evaluated using simulation data from a reference point. Eq. (1) is not used as more precise expressions are available for the Lennard-Jones case. The required input data at reference temperature T0 consists of the pressure, density, potential energy, virial, and density scaling exponent
γ for both phases as well as ∆µ(T0 ). Starting from Eq. (16), we make further progress by
separating the Helmholtz free energy into potential energy, configurational entropy and ideal
gas contributions, the latter being [48]
  

3/2 
2πħ
h2
Fid = N kB T ln ρ
−1 .
(17)
mkB T
This gives
I,l

I,l

I,l
I,s
N ∆µ = Ul − T Sex
+ Fid (ρl , T ) − UsI,s + T Sex
− Fid (ρsI,s , T ) + p I,l (Vl

=

I,l
Ul

− UsI,s − T ∆Sex + N kB T

I,l
ln(ρl /ρsI,s ) +

p I,l (Vl

I,l

− VsI,s ),

I,l

− VsI,s )

(18)
(19)

where ∆Sex is the difference between liquid configurational entropy and crystal configurational entropy (on their respective isomorphs)–note that this is constant since isomorphs are
by definition curves of constant Sex ; the logarithm comes from the difference in ideal gas
contributions. All the quantities in this equation can be computed from their values at the
reference temperature for Lennard-Jones systems, as explained below. The reference values
are all straightforward to determine in simulations with one exception: the configurational
entropy. Therefore we need also to know ∆µ at T0 ; then we can solve Eq. (19) for ∆Sex . In
particular we have (with subscript 0 indicating the reference state point)

1 
I,l
∆Sex =
−N ∆µ0 + Ul,0 − Us,0 + N kB T0 ln(ρl,0 /ρs,0 ) + p I,l (Vl (T0 ) − VsI,s (T0 )) . (20)
T0
9
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For Lennard-Jones potentials we use the expressions derived in Ref. [47], and reproduced
in the appendix. The starting point is the key feature of isomorphs: that structure in reduced
units is preserved along curves of constant excess entropy. For a term (σ/r)n in the LennardJones potential (or its generalizations to arbitrary exponents), this means that its contribution
to the potential energy varies like ρ n/3 along an isomorph, with a coefficient which is a function
of Sex . For convenience we refer to reduced density ρ̃ ≡ ρ/ρref where ρref is a reference
density. Thus the potential energy for any state point can be expressed as
U = A12 (Sex )ρ̃ 4 + A6 (Sex )ρ̃ 2 .

(21)

Using this expression as a starting point, by taking derivatives with respect to ρ and Sex one can
obtain expressions for all the basic thermodynamic quantities, involving in total six coefficients
for each isomorph: A12 , A6 , A012 , A06 , A0012 and A006 (for the first order approximation, Eq. (19),
only the first four of these are necessary). The details are given in the appendix. In particular
for the temperature we get (Eq. (34))
T = A012 ρ̃ 4 + A06 ρ̃ 2 = T0

h(ρ)
;
h(ρref )

(22)

note that this is equivalent to the expression for h(ρ) for Lennard-Jones systems derived in
Ref. [30], with a slight difference in notation: their h(ρ̃) corresponds to our h(ρ)/h(ρref ).
Inverting this equation allows us to solve for ρ along each isomorph as a function of the
main parameter T . The resulting densities can then be used in Eq. (21) and Eq. (33) to find
the potential energy U and virial W on both isomorphs. Knowing ρ, T and W is enough to
determine the pressure; thus all quantities in Eq. (19) are determined in terms of reference
data.
Tests of Eq. (19) are shown in Fig. 3 (a) for several liquid isomorphs in the supercooled
region of the Lennard-Jones phase diagram. The points at T = 2 are reference data; the
predictions (black curves) must go through them by construction. The red squares represent
independent determination of the driving force using the interface pinning method [49, 50],
see appendix B for details. The driving force in plotted in reduced units, that is, normalized by
the temperature, and shows a mild decrease with increasing temperature. The lowest curve
was chosen to have ∆µ = 0 at the reference temperature, meaning that it intersects the freezing line there. The fact that ∆µ deviates from zero away from the reference temperature is
consistent with the freezing line not being an isomorph, although it is close to one [47,51]. Indeed the negative slope corresponds to the freezing line bending towards lower densities away
from the reference isomorph, at temperatures lower than the reference temperature [49]. The
mild decrease of ∆µ̃ is consistent with the reasoning in the introduction that for R-simple systems variation is expected to be small due to cancellation effects. The first order predictions,
the black curves, are reasonably accurate for temperatures not too far from the reference,
while small but significant deviations appear at low temperatures. These deviations could
in principle stem either from a breakdown in the first order approximation we have made, or
from a breakdown in the isomorph theory itself, meaning that we cannot trust the “zero-order”
predictions, i.e. the expressions for the thermodynamic quantities along isomorphs. Indeed
it is known that the isomorph predictions begin to fail at low temperatures in the vicinity
of the triple point [47]. We can test for this by including second order corrections involving the square of the change in pressure from crystal to liquid isomorphs, i.e. adding a term
1
2
2
2
2 (∂ Gs /∂ p ) T (∆p) to Eq. (11). The second derivative of the Gibbs free energy with respect
to pressure is essentially the isothermal bulk modulus, for which an expression involving the
A coefficients can easily be found (see appendix). The second-order predictions are plotted
in Fig. 3 (b) and show a substantially improved match with the interface pinning data. This
proves that it was not the isomorph theory that was at fault in Fig. 3 (a); we just needed to
10

SciPost Phys. 2, 022 (2017)

0.4
Reference temperature

∆µ/Τ

0.3

0.2

0.1

0
1

1.5

2

2.5

3

T

0.4

Reference temperature

∆µ/Τ

0.3

0.2

0.1

0
1

1.5

2

2.5

3

T

Figure 3: Reduced driving force along several liquid isomorphs, predictions based on data from
the reference point T0 = 2.0. Red squares were determined using thermodynamic integration
and interface pinning [49, 50]. (a) first order approximation; (b) second-order terms added.
The lowest curve corresponds to an isomorph which intersects the melting line at T = 2.0.
The others are inside the supercooled region. The liquid densities at T = 2.0 are, from the
bottom up, 1.065, 1.085, 1.105, 1.125, 1.145, 1.165.
go to higher order. Some very small systematic deviations seem to remain for T > 2 which
we have not investigated further. The convergence to constant values at high temperatures is
expected since in that limit we recover the limit of the n = 12 IPL coming from the repulsive
term of the Lennard-Jones potential–all physical quantities are invariant in reduced units for
IPL systems. It is not clear whether the IPL limit depends on exponent n; if not, then one
would expect the value to be also valid for the hard-sphere case (choosing the packing fraction by equating excess entropies for example). Probably the values are relatively close, due
to so-called quasiuniversality [31, 52]. We will next consider more general systems.

4
4.1

General R-simple systems
General isomorph equation of state

In this section we derive results for general R-simple systems with a view to being able to
interpret experimental data for the crystallization driving force along isochrones. We start
with the generic “perfect R-simple system” potential energy function given by Eq. (1). Note
that this is not the most general R-simple potential energy function. In particular it assumes
the scaling factor h(ρ) depends only on density, whereas more generally it can depend also on
11
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the potential energy itself (though not otherwise on microscopic coordinates) [9].
The form for the potential energy in Eq. (1) leads, via standard statistical mechanics (see
Appendix C), to a Helmholtz free energy function
F (N , V, T ) = N kB T φ(Γ ) + N g(ρ) + Fid (N , V, T ),

(23)

where Γ ≡ h(ρ)/T is the scaling parameter which is constant on isomorphs and Fid is the ideal
gas contribution, R
Eq. (17). The factor N (the number of particles) has been made explicit so
that φ(Γ ) ≡ − ln( d 3N R̃ exp(−Γ Φ(R̃))/N ) is an intensive quantity. There are three unknown
functions in this expression: h(ρ) (which also determines Γ ), φ(Γ ) and g(ρ). We now consider
more explicit forms for these, keeping them as simple as possible in order to make the reasoning
clear.
For h(ρ) the key question is whether it is the power law ρ γ (constant γ) or not (variable γ);
an explicit expression for the latter case is not needed. For the invariant free energy φ(Γ ), note
that we are interested in small deviations from isomorphs. Thus changes of Γ are expected to
be small, so we can make a Taylor expansion about a reference value Γref :
1
φ(Γ ) = φ0 + φ1 (Γ − Γref ) + φ2 (Γ − Γref )2 .
2

(24)

For the non-scaling term, g(ρ), we consider a simple power law form
g(ρ) = λρ α .

(25)

The exponent α must be different from γ, otherwise this term would be proportional to h(ρ)
and could be absorbed into the scaling term (essentially by adding the constant λ to the function φ(Γ )). The effect of this term, for example on the pressure variation along isomorphs,
depends on whether α is greater than or less than γ, and on the sign of λ. One might expect
physically a negative sign for λ, representing the attractive part of the potential. One must be
careful when interpreting g(ρ), however, because it is not uniquely defined—Eq. (23) could
be rewritten with an arbitrary constant added to φ(Γ ) and a corresponding multiple of h(ρ)
subtracted from g(ρ), resulting in an equally valid decomposition of the free energy into scaling and non-scaling terms. A specific choice of functional form for g(ρ) removes most of the
ambiguity though.
For analyzing the consequences of the above forms for free energy for the driving force for
crystallization, we make the additional assumption that the functions h(ρ) and g(ρ) are the
same for both solid and liquid phases. We know from the Lennard-Jones system that there are
in fact small differences, arising from the fact that isomorph theory is not an exact description,
but these should not be too important; we are not attempting here to achieve the accuracy
obtained in the Lennard-Jones case. The differences between liquid and crystal thus appear
only in different values of the coefficients φ0 , φ1 and φ2 .

4.2

Pressure in general isomorph case

We start our investigation of the consequences of the decomposition (23) by considering the
pressure, obtaining by differentiating the free energy with respect to volume:
p = ρkB T + kB T

dφ
dΓ
ρ
+ ρ 2 g 0 (ρ),
dΓ d ln ρ

(26)

where the first term is the ideal gas contribution and g 0 is the derivative of g(ρ). This can be
considered a reasonably generic equation of state for R-simple systems (not the most general
since it does not allow for CV to vary along an isomorph [9]). Using the Taylor expansion (24)
12
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Figure 4: Left panel, reduced pressure along the τ = 0.003s isochrone for DMP. Right panel,
reduced pressure along several isomorphs for the Lennard-Jones supercooled liquid. From
bottom to top their densities at T = 2.0 are 1.065, 1.085, 1.105, 1.125, 1.145, 1.165. The
variation of the reduced pressure along isomorphs gives information about the non-scaling part
of the free energy. Note that the numerical values, although they are dimensionless, cannot
be directly compared between systems since DMP is molecular, and the number density of
molecules was used, while LJ is atomic. The fact that the experimental data show near-linear
variation is likely due to the relatively small density range.
for φ(Γ ), valid near a given reference isomorph, the identity d dΓ
ln ρ = Γ γ(ρ), and Eq. (25), we
have
p = ρkB T + ρkB T (φ1 + φ2 (Γ − Γref )) Γ γ(ρ) + λαρ α+1 .
(27)
Taking the case of the pressure along the reference isomorph (i.e. Γ = Γref ) we get, converting to reduced units,
p̃ ≡

p
λαρ α
= 1 + φ1 Γref γ(ρ) +
.
ρkB T
T

(28)

From this we can see that variations in reduced pressure along an isomorph come from (1)
variation in γ, which is expected to be small, certainly in experimental conditions, and (2)
the non-scaling term. Assuming α < γ and λ < 0 the last term is negative and decreasing in
magnitude, i.e. it causes the reduced pressure to increase as a function of density along an
isomorph. This is consistent with what is observed in both Lennard-Jones systems and with
the experimental data for DMP, see Fig. 4. Note though that a positive λ together α > γ would
also give such behavior. We are therefore interested in predictions which do not assume a
specific sign of λ or size of α but rather can be related to the behavior of the reduced pressure,
which is directly measureable.
13
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4.3

∆µ in general isomorph case

Eq. (16) provides a general expression for ∆µ for a a system with isomorphs involving a firstorder Taylor expansion of the Gibbs free energy. It requires that we know how the Helmholtz
free energy varies along the liquid and crystal isomorphs. Using Eq. (23), (24) and (25) for
the Helmholtz free energy in Eq. (16) we obtain the following explicit expression for ∆µ along
a liquid isomorph, given in reduced units as:



λαρlα
ρl
∆µ
λ
(c)
(l)
(l) (l)
α
α
∆µ̃ ≡
= ln(ρl /ρs ) + φ0 − φ0 +
(1 − )
ρl − ρs + 1 + φ1 Γ γ(ρl ) +
kB T
kB T
kB T
ρs
(29)
In this expression the densities are those of the liquid and crystal on their respective isomorphs. Some rearrangement allows to see more clearly where possible variation arises:
∆µ̃ = ln(ρl /ρs ) + ∆φ0 + T3 + T4 ,

(30)



ρl
1−
,
ρs

(31)

where the third term
T3 =



(l)
1 + φ1 Γ (l) γ(ρl )

and the fourth term
T4 =




ρl
λ
λ
(1 + α(1 − ))ρlα − ρsα '
ρlα − ρsα .
kB T
ρs
kB T

(32)

To make sense of these expressions it is useful to consider the case of a system of particles
interacting through an inverse power law (IPL) interaction, for which isomorphs are exact,
γ is strictly constant and all physical properties are isomorph invariant [5]. The first term
above, the logarithm coming from the ideal gas contribution, is exactly constant for the IPL
case. Moreover it is unaffected by the presence of g(ρ) since that does not affect the scaling
properties of single-phase isomorphs and therefore the way density varies as a function of
temperature along isomorphs. Deviations from IPL scaling, i.e. non-constant γ(ρ), can cause
variations in the ratio ρl /ρs , but changes in the logarithm are expected to be very small, and
only potentially relevant near the freezing line where ∆µ ' 0.
(l)
(c)
The second term, ∆φ0 = φ0 − φ0 is exactly constant, coming as it does from the scaling
contribution to the free energies. Significant variation potentially comes therefore from the
terms T3 and T4 . The first of these, T3 , is constant for constant γ(ρ); it is hard to say in general
what happens otherwise, since the factor 1−ρl /ρs will have the opposite tendency to γ itself3 .
But for the argument below it is just necessary to note that T3 is constant if γ is.
T4 contains the variation due to the non-scaling term g(ρ). Since ρs > ρl , and assuming
as before λ < 0 and α < γ, T4 is expected to be positive and decreasing in magnitude, that is
decreasing as a function of (liquid) density (the extra term multiplying ρlα , namely α(1−ρl /ρs )
is expected to be small enough that it does not change the overall behavior of T4 ). Therefore,
assuming we can neglect variation of γ, the only contribution to changes in ∆µ̃ is from T4 , and
the sign of the variation is opposite to that of the corresponding contribution to the reduced
pressure: If the reduced pressure increases as a function of density along an isomorph, then
reduced driving force decreases as a function of density along an isomorph, and vice versa.
For non-constant γ it is hard to say a priori which of T3 and T4 vary the most. For both
of them the variation should be smaller than that of the corresponding terms in the reduced
pressure (Eq. (26)): T4 involves more or less the difference between the crystal and liquid
densities raised to the power α, and this difference varies less in absolute terms than either
3
For increasing γ(ρ) the crystal isomorph will be steeper than the liquid one at a given temperature therefore
the ratio ρs /ρl will decrease as one follows both isomorphs while increasing temperature.
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density itself, while T3 includes a factor 1 − ρl /ρs , typically of order 0.05-0.1 (the same factor, multiplied by α appears in the third term, but added to unity, where it makes a smaller
difference, assuming α is not too large).

4.4

Comparison to experimental data for DMP

The expression (30) for ∆µ̃ allows us to make a clear prediction in the case of a constant γ,
connecting the variation in reduced pressure to that of the reduced driving force. But when
we look at the experimental data for DMP—choosing to favor the crystallization rate data in
Fig. 1 (a), over the estimated ∆µ shown in Fig. 1 (b) and assuming that it reflects mainly
growth and thereby variation in ∆µ̃—we find that both the reduced pressure and the reduced
driving force increase as a function of density. The only way this can be rationalized within the
isomorph formalism presented here is by allowing the scaling exponent to vary, which makes
the T3 term above vary: in particular γ must increase as a function of density. In that case both
the non-scaling term and the variation of γ cause the reduced pressure to increase, while they
contribute oppositely to the variation in the driving force, and the variation of γ dominates.
Thus the results of the analysis in this section can be summarized as follows:
1. For constant γ, and g(ρ) = 0, ∆µ̃ is invariant.
2. When g(ρ) 6= 0 but still with constant γ, then variation of the driving force in reduced
units is inversely correlated with the variation of the pressure in reduced units. But this
does not appear consistent with experimental data.
3. Variation of γ also affects ∆µ̃. In LJ γ decreases but there is some evidence that it tends
to increase in real molecular liquids. Within the formalism described here, we must
conclude that this must also be true for DMP.
An increasing γ with density, while opposite to what is seen in Lennard-Jones-type potentials, can be obtained by simply moving the Lennard-Jones potential outward in r, so that the
repulsive part diverges at a finite separation rather than at r = 0; this is physically reasonable
for molecules constructed out of smaller units [53], although it remains to be investigated in
detail for molecular models. Experimental systems with decreasing γ(ρ) should include metals, but density scaling data for metallic systems does not exist to the best of our knowledge.

5

Conclusion

We have considered variation of ∆µ, more specifically its reduced-unit counterpart defined by
∆µ̃ ≡ ∆µ/T , along liquid isomorphs in so-called R-simple systems. The motivation for this
is the more challenging question of whether the complex process of crystallization, involving
two different phases, could be invariant along an isomorph of the liquid phase. Since the
crystallization rate k involves in principle many factors, for the theoretical analysis we focus
on ∆µ; for comparison with experimental data we have chosen to interpret variation in the
measured rate k along an isochrone as showing the variation in ∆µ̃.
Theoretically it is not obvious immediately whether in an R-simple system ∆µ̃ should be
invariant along isomorphs, but a straightforward application of the approach developed in
Ref. [47] gives a formalism for quantifying ∆µ̃. Moreover detailed predictions can be made
for the Lennard-Jones model system which are in very good agreement with simulation data.
In this case ∆µ̃ is a weakly decaying function of increasing temperature along a liquid isomorph. The experimental data for dimethyl phthalate is somewhat inconsistent: the reduced
crystallization rate increases weakly, while the reduced driving force ∆µ̃ decreases weakly,
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with increasing temperature along the isomorph. Part of the point is that the variation is
weak, and that determining whether it is increasing or decreasing is challenging. We have
chosen to trust the data for the crystallization rate k, assuming that its variation along an
isochrone gives direct information about that of ∆µ̃. For indomethacin both kinds of data indicate an increasing ∆µ̃. Analysis of a more general equation of state for systems with perfect
isomorphs allows conclusions to be drawn from the experimental data. Specifically the crystallization rate data, when combined with the variation of reduced pressure on the isomorph,
are inconsistent with the assumption of a fixed γ; in fact one can conclude that in fact γ must
be an increasing function of density. The take-home message for experimentalists is therefore
that variation of γ can be relevant and can be inferred even if not directly detectable in for
example density scaling analysis of dynamic data.
To make further progress in connecting the formalism here to experimental data requires
more data, both thermodynamic and dynamic. In particular, more precise experimental determination of ∆µ would be welcome, and both k and ∆µ should be measured along reduced-unit
isochrones τ̃ =const. This should resolve the apparent contradiction between the DMP data
in parts (a) and (b) of Fig. 1. Analysis of the pressure on several isomorphs (experimentally,
isochrones) should provide some constraints on the parameters λ and α entering into g(ρ).
Accurate measurements of thermodynamic response functions such as the isochoric specific
heat CV , the isothermal bulk modulus K T and the pressure coefficient βV = (∂ p/∂ T )V should
in principle help to fit the other parameters (for example the coefficients φ1 and φ2 for both
phases) but accounting properly for the kinetic terms is non-trivial in molecular systems. Nevertheless it would be fruitful to explore more fully (1) the formulation of equations of state
which are designed to take isomorph invariance explicitly into account, and (2) methods of
analyzing experimental data in order to constrain the parameters as much as possible.
Finally it can be discussed whether the crystallization rate k determined via dielectric spectroscopy represents primarily growth or whether nucleation also plays a role. If nucleation
plays a role then one must also consider the surface energy and its isomorph variation. This,
and the variation along isomorphs of the nucleation rate, are planned to be addressed in future
theoretical work.
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A

Analytic expressions for thermodynamic quantities along isomorphs

We reproduce here some of the derivations in Ref. [47] for the Lennard-Jones system. Starting
with Eq. (21) we differentiate with respect to ln ρ at constant Sex to get the virial,


∂U
W=
= 4A12 ρ̃ 4 + 2A6 ρ̃ 2 ,
(33)
∂ ln ρ Sex

16

SciPost Phys. 2, 022 (2017)

while differentiating Eq. (21) with respect to Sex gives the temperature


∂U
T=
= A012 ρ̃ 4 + A06 ρ̃ 2 ,
∂ Sex ρ

(34)

where a prime indicates differentiation of Am with respect to Sex . This expression is equivalent
to h(ρ) in the general formulation of isomorphs in the main text. Differentiating the last
equation with respect to ln ρ gives the variation of temperature along an isomorph (i.e. at
fixed Sex ):


∂T
γT =
= 4A012 ρ̃ 4 + 2A06 ρ̃ 2 .
(35)
∂ ln ρ Sex
For a given isomorph we can consider the A coefficients and their first derivatives as numbers rather than functions. These parameters can be determined by considering a reference
point on the isomorph with density ρref (so corresponding to ρ̃ = 1). Denoting quantities
measured in simulations at the reference state point with a subscript 0, we obtain two sets of
two equations with two unknowns
U0 = A12 + A6

(36)

W0 = 4A12 + 2A6

(37)

T0 = A012 + A06

(38)

and

γ0 T0 =

4A012

+ 2A06

(39)

Solving these equations gives explicit expressions for the coefficients
A12 = (W0 − 2U0 )/2

(40)

A6 = (4U0 − W0 )/2

(41)

A012
A06

= T0 (γ0 − 2)/2

(42)

= T0 (4 − γ0 )/2.

(43)

Note that the expressions for A012 and A06 correspond to the previously published expression
for h(ρ)/h(ρref )4 for the Lennard-Jones potential [30]. These four coefficients are sufficient
to both construct the isomorph (T (ρ)) and to calculate U, W along it. From these the pressure is also readily obtained. For some quantities, such as the isochoric specific heat and the
isothermal bulk modulus we need the second derivatives of the A coefficients. We skip the
intermediate steps here and quote the expressions (see Ref. [47]):
ex
A0012 = (B0 − 2T0 /CV,0
)/2

A006

=

ex
(4T0 /CV,0

− B0 )/2,

where we define the thermodynamic quantity B as the derivative






∂ (T /CVex )
γT
∂ ln γ
B≡
=
1+
.
∂ ln ρ
CVex
∂ ln T
S

(44)
(45)

(46)

ex

The logarithmic derivative of γ with respect to temperature appearing in the last expression
can be calculated using either a finite difference with a nearby temperature, or a fluctuation
expression [53]. These formulas refer to a given phase; determination of ∆µ requires two
4

Denoted h(ρ̃) in Ref. [30] due to their slightly different definition of h(ρ) and use of unity as refence density.
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Table 1: Coefficients in fifth degree polynomial representations of the computed chemical
potential between solid and liquid along the isotherms T = {0.8, 1.2, 1.6, 2.0, 2.4, 3.0, 3.4}.
0.8
1.2
1.6
2.0
2.4
3.0
3.4

c5
-1.1938×10−5
-3.0894×10−8
1.1902×10−8
6.6991×10−9
7.1340×10−10
-1.0109×10−9
-7.9384×10−10

c4
2.7615×10−4
3.9765×10−6
-1.0382×10−6
-9.4839×10−7
-1.4425×10−7
2.7515×10−7
2.8524×10−7

c3
-2.9270×10−3
2.0183×10−4
1.9095×10−5
4.7095×10−5
8.9532×10−6
-3.0572×10−5
-4.114×10−5

c2
2.0803×10−2
5.8332×10−3
1.1924×10−3
-4.5338×10−4
1.7960×10−4
1.9434×10−3
3.1242×10−3

c1
-0.15989
-0.13710
-9.9986×10−2
-7.1807×10−2
-7.3224×10−2
-0.11363
-0.1660

c0
0.18275
0.72842
1.1179
1.4206
1.8371
2.8781
4.1457

isomorphs, one for liquid and one for the crystal. These are constructed separately starting
from respective reference densities ρl,0 and ρs,0 at the same reference temperature T0 .
For the second order corrections to ∆µ we take the next term in the Taylor expansion (11),
namely
 I,s

1 ∂ 2 Gs
1 V
(∆p)2 =
(p I,l − p I,s )2 ,
(47)
I,s
2
2 ∂p
2
K
T
T,s

where K T,s is the isothermal bulk modulus of the crystal phase, here to be evaluated along the
crystal isomorph. The resulting correction to ∆µ is then
−

1 1
(p I,l − p I,s )2 ;
2 ρs K I,s

(48)

T,s

notice that here we also need the pressure of the crystal along its isomorph, which had otherwise cancelled out in the first-order expression. We take the following general expression for
KT


∂ W /N
KT = p + ρ
,
(49)
∂ ln ρ T
and the expression given in Ref. [47] for the derivative of the virial with respect to ln ρ,


(4A012 ρ̃ 4 + 2A06 ρ̃ 2 )2
∂W
= 42 A12 ρ̃ 4 + 22 A6 ρ̃ 2 −
.
(50)
∂ ln ρ T
A0012 ρ̃ 4 + A006 ρ̃ 2
Eqs. (48), (49) and (50) together give the second-order correction to ∆µ.

B

Calculating ∆µ in simulations

Differences in chemical potential between solid and liquid ∆µ of the LJ system (Fig. 3) are
computed by thermodynamic integration in the super-cooled regime. For this computation
we computed the volumes of the solid vs (p) and liquid vl (p) along isotherms computed in
the constant N V T ensemble (Fig. 5). Volumes along isotherms are fitted to fourth degree
polynomials in the pressure (lines in Fig. 5). The difference in chemical potential at a given
super-cooled state-point is computed by the polynomial integration
Z p
vs (p0 ) − vl (p0 )d p0 ,

∆µ(p, T ) =

(51)

pm (T )

where pm (T ) is the coexistence pressure computed with the interface pinning method [49].
The coefficients of the resulting fifth degree polynomials
∆µ(p, T ) =

5
X
n=0
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cn (T )p n

(52)
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Figure 5: Volumes along the isotherms T = {0.8, 1.2, 2.0, 3.0} of the LJ system in the solid and
liquid state. 4th degree polynomial fits (lines) are subsequently used to compute the difference
in chemical potential between solid and liquid ∆µ.
are given in Table 1.

C

Scaling form of Helmholtz free energy

Here we supply some details for the decomposition of the Helmholtz free energy into scaling
and non-scaling contributions used in subsection 4.1. In classical statistical mechanics we
can write the total Helmholtz free energy F as a sum of ideal gas and configurational terms
F = Fid + Fex , where [17]
Z 3N
d R
Fex ≡ −kB T ln
exp (−U/kB T )
(53)
VN
Z


N g(ρ)
3N
.
(54)
= −kB T ln d R̃ exp −Γ Φ(R̃) −
kB T
Here the integral is over microstates. The non-scaling term does not depend on microstate so
it comes out of the integral, giving
Z

Fex = −kB T ln d 3N R̃ exp −Γ Φ(R̃) + N g(ρ) ≡ N kB T φ(Γ ) + N g(ρ).
(55)

References
[1] U. R. Pedersen, N. P. Bailey, T. B. Schrøder and J. C. Dyre, Strong PressureEnergy Correlations in van der Waals Liquids, Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 015701 (2008),
doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.100.015701.

19

SciPost Phys. 2, 022 (2017)

[2] N. P. Bailey, U. R. Pedersen, N. Gnan, T. B. Schrøder and J. C. Dyre, Pressure-energy
correlations in liquids. I. Results from computer simulations, J. Chem. Phys. 129, 184507
(2008), doi:10.1063/1.2982247.
[3] N. P. Bailey, U. R. Pedersen, N. Gnan, T. B. Schrøder and J. C. Dyre, Pressure-energy
correlations in liquids. II. Analysis and consequences, J. Chem. Phys. 129, 184508 (2008),
doi:10.1063/1.2982249.
[4] T. B. Schrøder, U. R. Pedersen, N. P. Bailey, S. Toxværd and J. C. Dyre, Hidden scale
invariance in molecular van der Waals liquids: A simulation study, Phys. Rev. E 80, 041502
(2009), doi:10.1103/PhysRevE.80.041502.
[5] T. B. Schrøder, N. P. Bailey, U. R. Pedersen, N. Gnan and J. C. Dyre, Pressure-energy correlations in liquids. III. Statistical Mechanics and thermodynamics of liquids with hidden
scale invariance, J. Chem. Phys. 131, 234503 (2009), doi:10.1063/1.3265955.
[6] N. Gnan, T. B. Schrøder, U. R. Pedersen, N. P. Bailey and J. C. Dyre, Pressure-energy
correlations in liquids. IV. ’Isomorphs’ in liquid state diagrams, J. Chem. Phys. 131, 234504
(2009), doi:10.1063/1.3265957.
[7] T. B. Schrøder, N. Gnan, U. R. Pedersen, N. P. Bailey and J. C. Dyre, Pressure-energy
correlations in liquids. V. Isomorphs in generalized Lennard-Jones systems, J. Chem. Phys.
134, 164505 (2011), doi:10.1063/1.3582900.
[8] T. S. Ingebrigtsen, T. B. Schrøder and J. C. Dyre, What is a simple liquid?, Phys. Rev. X 2,
011011 (2012), doi:10.1103/PhysRevX.2.011011.
[9] T. B. Schrøder and J. C. Dyre, Simplicity of condensed matter at is core: Generic definition of
a Roskilde-simple system, J. Chem. Phys. 141, 204502 (2014), doi:10.1063/1.4901215.
[10] J. C. Dyre, Hidden scale invariance in condensed matter, J. Phys. Chem. B 118, 10007
(2014), doi:10.1021/jp501852b.
[11] F. Hummel, G. Kresse, J. C. Dyre and U. R. Pedersen, Hidden scale invariance of metals,
Phys. Rev. B 92, 174116 (2015), doi:10.1103/PhysRevB.92.174116.
[12] D. Gundermann et al., Predicting the density scaling exponent from Prigogine-Defay ratio
measurements, Nat. Phys. 7, 816 (2011), doi:10.1038/nphys2031.
[13] W. Xiao, J. Tofteskov, T. V. Christensen, J. C. Dyre and K. Niss, Isomorph theory prediction
for the dielectric loss variation along an isochrone, J. Non-Cryst. Solids 407, 190 (2015),
doi:10.1016/j.jnoncrysol.2014.08.041.
[14] A. Malins, J. Eggers and C. P. Royall, Investigating isomorphs with the topological cluster
classification, J. Chem. Phys. 139, 234505 (2013), doi:10.1063/1.4830416.
[15] Y.-C. Hu, B.-S. Shang, P.-F. Guan, Y. Yang, H.-Y. Bai and W.-H. Wang, Thermodynamic
scaling of glassy dynamics and dynamic heterogeneities in metallic glass-forming liquid, J.
Chem. Phys. 145, 104503 (2016), doi:10.1063/1.4962324.
[16] T. Maimbourg and J. Kurchan, Approximate scale invariance in particle systems: A largedimensional justification, EPL 114, 60002 (2016), doi:10.1209/0295-5075/114/60002.
[17] J. P. Hansen and I. R. McDonald, Theory of Simple Liquids: With applications to soft matter,
Academic Press, New York, 4rd edn. (2013).

20

SciPost Phys. 2, 022 (2017)

[18] A. Tölle, H. Schober, J. Wuttke, O. G. Randl and F. Fujara, Fast Relaxation in a Fragile Liquid under Pressure, Phys. Rev. Lett. 80, 2374 (1998), doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.80.2374.
[19] A. Tölle, Neutron scattering studies of the model glass former ortho-terphenyl, Rep. Prog.
Phys. 64, 1473 (2001), doi:10.1088/0034-4885/64/11/203.
[20] R. Casalini and C. M. Roland, Thermodynamical scaling of the glass transition dynamics,
Phys. Rev. E 69, 062501 (2004), doi:10.1103/PhysRevE.69.062501.
[21] G. Tarjus, D. Kivelson, S. Mossa and C. Alba-Simionesco, Disentangling density and temperature effects in the viscous slowing down of glassforming liquids, J. Chem. Phys. 120,
6135 (2004), doi:10.1063/1.1649732.
[22] C. Alba-Simionesco, A. Cailliaux, A. Alegria and G. Tarjus, Scaling out the density dependence of the α-relaxation in glass-forming polymers, Europhys. Lett. 68, 58 (2004),
doi:10.1209/epl/i2004-10214-6.
[23] C. M. Roland, S. Bair and R. Casalini, Thermodynamic scaling of the viscosity of
van der Waals, H-bonded, and ionic liquids, J. Chem. Phys. 125, 124508 (2006),
doi:10.1063/1.2346679.
[24] R. Casalini, U. Mohanty and C. M. Roland, Thermodynamic interpretation of the
scaling of the dynamics of supercooled liquids, J. Chem. Phys. 125, 014505 (2006),
doi:10.1063/1.2206582.
[25] C. M. Roland and R. Casalini, Entropy basis for the thermodynamic scaling of the dynamics of o-terphenyl, J. Phys.: Condens. Matter 19, 205118 (2007), doi:10.1088/09538984/19/20/205118.
[26] K. Niss, C. Dalle-Ferrier, G. Tarjus and C. Alba-Simionesco, On the correlation between
fragility and stretching in glass-forming liquids, J. Phys.: Condens. Matter 19, 076102
(2007), doi:10.1088/0953-8984/19/7/076102.
[27] L. Bøhling, T. S. Ingebrigtsen, A. Grzybowski, M. Paluch, J. C. Dyre and T. B. Schrøder,
Scaling of viscous dynamics in simple liquids: theory, simulation and experiment, New J.
Phys. 14, 113035 (2012), doi:10.1088/1367-2630/14/11/113035.
[28] R. Casalini and C. Roland, The “anomalous” dynamics of decahyroisoquinoline revisited, J.
Chem. Phys. 144, 024502 (2016), doi:10.1063/1.4940034.
[29] L. Separdar, N. P. Bailey, T. B. Schrøder, S. Davatolhagh and J. C. Dyre, Isomorph invariance of Couette shear flows simulated by the SLLOD equations of motion, J. Chem. Phys.
138, 154505 (2013), doi:10.1063/1.4799273.
[30] T. S. Ingebrigtsen, L. Bøhling, T. B. Schrøder and J. C. Dyre, Thermodynamics of condensed
matter with strong pressure-energy correlations, J. Chem. Phys. 136, 061102 (2012),
doi:10.1063/1.3685804.
[31] J. C. Dyre, Isomorphs, hidden scale invariance, and quasiuniversality, Phys. Rev. E 88,
042139 (2013), doi:10.1103/PhysRevE.88.042139.
[32] K. Adrjanowicz, A. Grzybowski, K. Grzybowska, J. Pionteck and M. Paluch, Effect of High
Pressure on Crystallization Kinetics of van der Waals Liquid: An Experimental and Theoretical Study, Cryst. Growth Des. 14, 2097 (2014), doi:10.1021/cg500049w.

21

SciPost Phys. 2, 022 (2017)

[33] K. Adrjanowicz, A. Grzybowski, K. Grzybowska, J. Pionteck and M. Paluch, Toward Better Understanding Crystallization of Supercooled Liquids under Compression:
Isochronal Crystallization Kinetics Approach, Cryst. Growth Des. 13, 4648 (2013),
doi:10.1021/cg401274p.
[34] K. Adrjanowicz, K. Kaminski, M. Paluch and K. Niss, Crystallization Behavior and Relaxation Dynamics of Supercooled S-Ketoprofen and the Racemic Mixture along an lsochrone,
Cryst. Growth Des. 15, 3257 (2015), doi:10.1021/acs.cgd.5b00373.
[35] K. Adrjanowicz, K. Koperwas, M. Tarnacka, K. Grzybowska, K. Niss, J. Pionteck and
M. Paluch, Changing the Tendency of Glass-Forming Liquid To Crystallize by Moving
Along Different Isolines in the T-p Phase Diagram, Cryst. Growth Des. 16, 6263 (2016),
doi:10.1021/acs.cgd.6b00798.
[36] K. Adrjanowicz, K. Koperwas, G. Szklarz, M. Tarnacka and M. Paluch, Exploring the Crystallization Tendency of Glass-Forming Liquid Indomethacin in the T-p
Plane by Finding Different Iso-Invariant Points, Cryst. Growth Des. 16, 7000 (2016),
doi:10.1021/acs.cgd.6b01215.
[37] G. C. Sosso, J. Chen, S. Cox, M. Fitzner, P. Pedevilla and A. Zen, Crystal Nucleation in
Liquids: Open Questions and Future Challenges in Molecular Dynamics Simulations, Chem.
Rev. 116, 7078 (2016), doi:10.1021/acs.chemrev.5b00744.
[38] S. Auer and D. Frenkel, Prediction of absolute crystal-nucleation rate in hard-sphere colloids, Nature 409, 1020 (2001), doi:10.1038/35059035.
[39] T. Kawasaki and H. Tanaka, Formation of a crystal nucleus from liquid, Proc. Natl. Acad.
Sci. U. S. A. 107, 14036 (2010), doi:10.1073/pnas.1001040107.
[40] J. Diemand, R. Angélil, K. Tanaka and H. Tanaka, Large scale molecular dynamics simulations of homogeneous nucleation, J. Chem. Phys. 139, 074309 (2013),
doi:10.1063/1.4818639.
[41] H. W. Wilson, On the Velocity of Solidification and Viscosity of Super-cooled Liquids, Philos.
Mag. 50, 238 (1900), doi:10.1080/14786440009463908.
[42] J. Frenkel, Phys. Z. Sowjetunion 1, 498 (1932).
[43] J. Q. Broughton, G. H. Gilmer and K. A. Jackson, Crystallization Rates of Lennard-Jones
Liquid, Phys. Rev. Lett. 49, 1496 (1982), doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.49.1496.
[44] K. A. Jackson, The Interface Kinetics of Crystal Growth Processes, Interface Sci. 10, 159
(2002), doi:10.1023/A:1015824230008.
[45] W. Ostwald, The formation and changes of solids, Z. Phys. Chem. 22, 289 (1897),
doi:10.1515/zpch-1897-2233.
[46] P. R. ten Wolde, M. J. Ruiz-Montero and D. Frenkel, Numerical Evidence for bcc Ordering at the Surface of a Critical fcc Nucleus, Phys. Rev. Lett. 75, 2714 (1995),
doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.75.2714.
[47] U. R. Pedersen, L. Costigliola, N. P. Bailey, T. B. Schrøder and J. C. Dyre, Thermodynamics
of freezing and melting, Nat. Commun. 7, 12386 (2016), doi:10.1038/ncomms12386.
[48] R. K. Pathria, Statistical Mechanics, Butterworth-Heinemann, 2nd edn. (1996).

22

SciPost Phys. 2, 022 (2017)

[49] U. R. Pedersen, Direct calculation of the solid-liquid Gibbs free energy difference in a single
equilibrium simulation, J. Chem. Phys. 139, 104102 (2013), doi:10.1063/1.4818747.
[50] U. R. Pedersen, F. Hummel, G. Kresse, G. Kahl and C. Dellago, Computing Gibbs
free energy differences by interface pinning, Phys. Rev. B 88, 094101 (2013),
doi:10.1103/PhysRevB.88.094101.
[51] L. Costigliola, T. B. Schroder and J. C. Dyre, Freezing and melting line invariants of the Lennard-Jones system, Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 18, 14678 (2016),
doi:10.1039/c5cp06363a.
[52] J. C. Dyre, Simple liquids’ quasiuniversality and the hard-sphere paradigm, J. Phys.: Condens. Mat. 28, 323001 (2016), doi:10.1088/0953-8984/28/32/323001.
[53] N. P. Bailey, L. Bøhling, A. A. Veldhorst, T. B. Schrøder and J. C. Dyre, Statistical mechanics
of Roskilde liquids: Configurational adiabats, specific heat contours, and density dependence
of the scaling exponent, J. Chem. Phys. 139, 184506 (2013), doi:10.1063/1.4827090.

23

