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We apply microcanonical ensemble considerations to posit that, whenever it may thermalize, a general
disorder-free many-body Hamiltonian of a typical atomic system harbors solid-like eigenstates at low ener-
gies and fluid-type (and gaseous, plasma) eigenstates associated with energy densities exceeding those present
in the melting (and, respectively, higher energy) transition(s). In particular, the lowest energy density at which
the eigenstates of such a clean many body atomic system undergo a non-analytic change is that of the melt-
ing (or freezing) transition. We invoke this observation to analyze the evolution of a liquid upon supercooling
(i.e., cooling rapidly enough to thwart solidification below the freezing temperature). Expanding the wavefunc-
tion of a supercooled liquid in the complete eigenbasis of the many-body Hamiltonian, only the higher energy
liquid-type eigenstates contribute significantly to measurable hydrodynamic relaxations (e.g., those probed by
viscosity) while static thermodynamic observables become weighted averages over both solid- and liquid-type
eigenstates. Consequently, when extrapolated to low temperatures, hydrodynamic relaxation times of deeply
supercooled liquids (i.e., glasses) may seem to diverge at nearly the same temperature at which the extrapolated
entropy of the supercooled liquid becomes that of the solid. In this formal quantum framework, the increasingly
sluggish (and spatially heterogeneous) dynamics in supercooled liquids as their temperature is lowered stems
from the existence of the single non-analytic change of the eigenstates of the clean many-body Hamiltonian
at the equilibrium melting transition (and associated translational and rotational symmetry breaking) present in
low energy solid-type eigenstates. We derive a single (possibly computable) dimensionless parameter fit to the
viscosity and suggest testable predictions.

PACS numbers: 75.10.Jm, 75.10.Kt, 75.40.-s, 75.40.Gb

The enigmatic “glass transition” [1, 2] appears in nearly all
liquids. The basic observation (employed for millennia) is that
liquids may be cooled sufficiently rapidly (or, so-called, “su-
percooled”) past their freezing temperatures so that they may
bypass crystallization and at sufficiently low temperatures
(T < Tg) form an amorphous solid like material, a “glass”.
This “transition” into a glass differs significantly from con-
ventional thermodynamic transitions in many ways. Perhaps
most notable is the disparity between dynamic and thermody-
namic features. It is not uncommon to find a capricious, e.g.,
1014-fold, increase in the relaxation time as the temperature of
a supercooled liquid is dropped [3, 4] (see, e.g., panel (a) of
Fig. 1). However, such a spectacular change in the dynamics
is, typically, not accompanied by matching sizable changes in
thermodynamic measurements (such as that of specific heat).
There have been many penetrating works that provided illumi-
nating ideas (see, e.g., [5–25] for only a small subset of a very
vast array) to address this question. Collectively, the concepts
that these works advanced have proven to be of great utility
in numerous fields. There has been ample evidence in support
of many ideas introduced by these theories yet no model is
currently universally accepted. A vexing complication fac-
ing many classical descriptions of glasses is rooted in the
plethora of low energy states. The most celebrated fit for the
viscosity of supercooled liquids (claimed by most, yet not all
[9, 18, 19, 21–25] theories) is the Vogel-Fulcher-Tammann-
Hesse (VFTH) fit [26], ηVFT H = η0eDT0/(T−T0), where η0,D,
and T0 are liquid dependent constants. Thus, the VFTH func-
tion asserts that at T = T0 the viscosity (and relaxation times)
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diverge. Theories deriving VFTH and most others imply vari-
ous special temperatures. Our approach to the problem is dif-
ferent. We suggest that genuine phase transitions must either
coincide with (i) non-analytic changes in the eigenstates of
the Hamiltonian governing the system (such as the far higher
melting temperature Tmelt > T0) or (ii) are associated with
a singular temperature dependence of a probability distribu-
tion function that we introduce. In this work, we will explain
how the increasing relaxation times can appear naturally with-
out a phase transition at any positive temperature T , Tmelt.
Our investigation will lead to a fit very different from that of
VFTH that, in its minimal form, will have only one parame-
ter. More broadly, we will illustrate that quantum considera-
tions for “classical” (i.e., non-cryogenic) liquids mandate that
upon supercooling, dramatically increasing relaxation times
may appear without concomitant large thermodynamic signa-
tures. We do not claim that glassiness hinges on quantum
effects- it does not. Rather, we suggest that quantum mechan-
ics affords a practical “computational shortcut” to this elu-
sive (semi-)classical problem.

The disorder free many-body Hamiltonian. Unlike “spin-
glasses” [27, 28] harboring quenched disorder, the super-
cooled liquids described above have no externally imposed
randomness; these liquids would crystallize if cooled slowly
enough. For emphasis, we write the exact many-body Hamil-
tonian of disorder free liquids,
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FIG. 1. (a) Published viscosity data (and earlier attempted fits) [29] of o-terphenyl (OTP), a quintessential “fragile” glass former. (A “fragile”
liquid [3] is one in which the viscosity increases dramatically at low temperatures.) Tg is the glass transition temperature. Dynamically, the
glass transition temperature Tg is phenomenologically defined as the temperature at which η(Tg) = 1012 Pa · s. (b) Result of a simplified
rendition of our theory provided by Eq. (17). This fit has only a single parameter. In Eq. (17), we set the melting temperature to its
experimental value Tm=329.35 K and the effective width to be σ = AT with the single fitting parameter A ≈ 0.049. (c) A numerical evaluation
of the effective width σ when equating Eq. (17) to the experimental value in panel (a). The linear increase in σ in T is manifest in (c).

In Eq. (1), Mi,Ri, and Zi are, correspondingly, the mass, posi-
tion, and atomic number of the i−th nucleus, while r j is the lo-
cation of the j−th electron (whose mass and charge are me and
(−e) respectively). In systems of practical interest, the number
of ions and electrons is very large. Finding tangible exact (or
even approximate) eigenstates to the Hamiltonian of Eq. (1)
is impossible (or, at best, is extremely challenging). Insightful
simplified renditions of this Hamiltonian have been extremely
fruitful in disparate arenas of physics and chemistry. Our far
more modest goal is not to solve the spectral problem posed
by Eq. (1) nor to advance any intuitive approximations in var-
ious realizations. Rather, we will, far more weakly, rely on the
mere existence of this Hamiltonian and that of its correspond-
ing eigenstates.

The general character of the eigenstates at different ener-
gies. For our purposes, it will suffice to know the distinctive
features of the eigenstates of Eq. (1). To this end, we will
“read off” traits of these eigenstates from knowledge of the
thermodynamic behavior of equilibrated systems defined by
Eq. (1) at different temperatures. In the microcanonical (mc)
ensemble, the average of any operator O at an energy E is

〈O(E)〉mc ≡
1

N[E − ∆E, E]

∑
E−∆E≤En≤E

〈φn|O|φn〉. (2)

In Eq. (2), ∆E is a system size independent energy window,
N[E−∆E,∆E] is the number of the eigenstates |φn〉 of energy
En lying in the interval E − ∆E ≤ En ≤ E. Typically, we de-
mand that ∆E/E → 0 in the thermodynamic limit. In many
instances, however ∆E may be taken to be very large or small
so long as self-consistently the computed internal energy den-
sity E/V will have a unique value. As is well known, e.g.,

[30] in many systems (e.g., the ideal gas, simple harmonic
oscillators, and others) in which the number of micro states
increases exponentially with the energy E, the width ∆E may
be set equal toO(E) without influencing the computed internal
energy density or entropy density. In such systems a compu-
tation with a sum over all micro states in the interval [0, E]
(where the ground state energy is set equal to zero) leads to
results identical to those computed for arbitrarily small ∆E.
In the opposite extreme case of small ∆E, only a single eigen-
state lies in the interval [E−∆E, E], i.e., 〈O(E)〉mc = 〈φn|O|φn〉.
Stated equivalently if, in the thermodynamic limit, the micro-
canonical and canonical ensembles yield the same results then

Tr(ρO) = 〈φn|O|φn〉. (3)

Here ρ is the (micro-canonical) density matrix associated with
energy E = En or temperature T such that the internal energy
E(T ) = En. Within the canonical ensemble at temperature
T , the density matrix ρ = exp(−βH)/Z with β = 1/(kBT ) the
inverse temperature and Z the partition function. When Eq.
(3) holds, the system satisfies the “Eigenstate Thermalization
Hypothesis” [31–34]. “Many body localized” systems [35–
40], particularly those with disorder, do not thermalize and
may violate Eq. (3) even at infinite temperature.

We now start with our first, very simple, observation. The
disorder free Hamiltonian of Eq. (1) is experimentally known
to typically lead to an equilibrated solid at low temperatures
and an equilibrated liquid (or gas) at higher temperatures or
energies. In the low energy solid phase, the system breaks ro-
tational and translational symmetries and is not fully ergodic;
there are degenerate states |φn〉 related to each other by such
symmetry operations. In these low energy states, we may ap-
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FIG. 2. A schematic of the eigenstates of Eq. (1). From Eqs. (2, 3), we establish that at energy densities below that of melting, the
eigenstates are localized solid-like states while at energies above melting the eigenstates are delocalized fluid type states. In the vicinity of
the melting temperature Tmelt, there is (in general) an interval of energies associated with latent heat. We plot a schematic of Gaussian type
probability density pT (E′) at different temperatures that must adhere to Eq.(5). At very low temperatures, only a small cumulative probability∫ ∞

Emelt
pT (E′)dE′ is associated with energies above the melting transition. Thus at extremely low T the system may be nearly localized and

consequently exhibit extremely large relaxation times.

ply the microcanonical ensemble relation of Eq. (2) when the
lefthand side is confined to a subvolume of phase space (as-
sociated with quantum numbers defining |φn〉) over which the
system is ergodic and thermally equilibrated. Eq. (2) and the
more refined Eigenstate Thermalization equality of Eq. (3)
may then be invoked for computing thermodynamic observ-
ables whose behaviors are empirically known. As the char-
acter of the averages on the lefthand sides of Eqs. (2, 3) is
empirically known, we will be able to ascertain the nature
of the expectation values on the righthand sides of Eqs. (2,
3). The equilibrium problem posed by Eq. (1) leads to solids
at low temperatures (or energy densities), liquids at energies
above melting, gases above the boiling temperatures, and so
on. With V the volume, it follows that, as a function of the
energy density (En/V), the eigenstates |φn〉 of Eq. (1) undergo
corresponding transitions. Thus,

(A) Eigenstates of Eq. (1) of energy density larger than
(Emelt/V) are delocalized liquid like states.

(B) Eigenstates of Eq. (1) of energy density smaller than
(Emelt/V) are localized solid like states.

In Fig. 2, we sketch this conclusion. If the lowest eigen-
states of Eq. (1) correspond to a crystalline solid then as en-
ergy is increased the first non-analyticity will appear at the
melting energy, E = Emelt. Whenever a latent heat of fu-
sion ∆Q f usion is absorbed/released during heating/cooling be-
tween the equilibrium solid and liquid phases, by Eqs. (2, 3),
there must be a range of energy densities (and correspond-
ing energies) where the eigenstates of Eq. (1) exhibit coex-
isting liquid and solid-type structures (as highlighted by the
shaded region in Fig. 2). More precise than the broad-brush
statements of (A) and (B) above, the energy density bounds
on the solid like and liquid states are set by (E±melt/V) where
E±melt correspond to the upper and lower limits of this latent
heat energy region. Albeit not wishing to complicate our dis-
cussion, we further remark, for completeness and precision,
that in general glassformers, the above latent heat region does
not correspond to a single melting temperature T = Tmelt,
but is rather bounded between the so-called “liquidus” tem-
perature (above which the system is entirely liquid) and the
“solidus” temperature (below which the equilibrium system is

completely solid), Tliquidus ≥ T ≥ Tsolidus. If there are addi-
tional crossover temperatures in the liquid then these imply
corresponding crossovers in the eigenvectors at the associated
energy densities. For instance, it has been found that liquids
may fall out of equilibrium at temperatures below TA > Tmelt
(as evidenced by e.g., the breakdown of the Stokes-Einstein
relation in metallic liquids [41, 42]). If this falling out of equi-
librium is not a consequence of rapid cooling, it must be that
the eigenstates of H change character at the energy density as-
sociated with TA. Determining these and other crossover tem-
peratures (if they are indeed there) is not an easy task. The
system exhibits liquid flow (and thermodynamics) above the
liquidus or melting temperature while it is completely solid
below the solidus temperature and cannot flow at all. To avoid
the use of multiple parameters and temperatures, in the calcu-
lation and the viscosity fit that we will derive we will simply
assume that the eigenstates change character at the unambigu-
ous well measured liquidus temperature.

Supercooling as an evolution operator. Formally, an equi-
librated liquid in an initial state |ψ(tinitial)〉 is supercooled to a
final state |ψ〉 at time t = t f inal via an evolution operator, |ψ〉 =

Ũ(t f inal, tinitial)|ψ(tinitial)〉; Ũ(t f inal, tinitial) = T e−
i
~

∫ t f inal
tinitial

dt′H̃(t′),
where T denotes time ordering. The time dependent Hamil-
tonian H̃(t) supersedes the Hamiltonian of Eq. (1) during the
time interval tinitial < t < t f inal and includes coupling to exter-
nal heat sources. In order to allow for a change in the energy
〈H〉, the commutator [H̃(t),H] , 0. Regardless of specific
model Hamiltonians H̃(t) emulating particular cooling proto-
cols, after supercooling we may expand |ψ〉 in the complete
eigenbasis of the Hamiltonian H of Eq. (1),

|ψ〉 =
∑

n

cn|φn〉. (4)

By Eq. (3), an eigenstate of H corresponds to an equilibrated
system. Similar conclusions may be drawn, via the micro-
canonical ensemble, for a superposition of eigenstates over a
narrow energy interval ∆E. As the supercooled liquid is, by
its nature, out of equilibrium, a broad range of energy densi-
ties must appear in the sum of Eq. (4). The probability density
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pT (E′) =
∑

n |cn|
2δ(E′ −En) may, simultaneously have its sup-

port from both (i) low energy solid-like states (En < Emelt) and
(ii) higher energy fluid-type eigenstates (En > Emelt). As the
temperature T to which the liquid is supercooled corresponds
to an internal energy E f inal = E(T ) of the equilibrated system,

E(T ) = 〈ψ|H|ψ〉 =

∫
dE′ pT (E′)E′ ≡ 〈E〉. (5)

The temperature of the non-equilibrium supercooled liquid
may be measured by, e.g., by pyrometry. The emitted photons
probe the average effective temperature of the supercooled liq-
uid. Thus, even though the supercooled system is out of equi-
librium (and exhibits fascinating memory and aging effects)
and the notion of temperature is subtle, the energy as given by
Eq. (5) is well defined. At temperatures T > Tmelt, experi-
mentally, the specific heat of the supercooled liquid is equal
to that of the equilibrated liquid. This implies that, up to ex-
perimental accuracy, when T > Tmelt, the internal energies of
the supercooled liquid and the annealed liquid may be set to
be the same, E(T ) = E′(T ). Here and in the equations that
follow, we will use a prime superscript to denote quantities
when they are evaluated for the equilibrium thermal system
associated with the Hamiltonian of Eq. (1). At all times after
the cooling, t > t f inal, the Hamiltonian becomes again that of
Eq. (1) and |ψ(t)〉 = e−iH(t−t f inal)/~|ψ〉.

Spatial structure. From Eq. (5) and the positivity
of the probability density, E(T ) ≥ Emelt

∫ ∞
Emelt

pT (E′)dE′ +

E′(0)
∫ Emelt

E′(0) pT (E′)dE′ = Emelt
∫ ∞

Emelt
pT (E′)dE′ + E′(0)(1 −∫ ∞

Emelt
pT (E′)dE′). Here, E′(0) is the ground state energy (the

zero temperature energy of the equilibrated system) which we
define to be the zero of the energy, E′(0) = 0. Thus, at suffi-
ciently low T , the cumulative probability of being in any liq-
uid state,

Pliquid ≡

∫ ∞

Emelt

dE pT (E) ≤
E(T )
Emelt

. (6)

If the energy density of the supercooled liquid at low enough
T is strictly bounded from above then given Eq. (6), Pliquid
can be made small. Thus, any many body system includ-
ing amorphous glass of sufficiently low energy 〈ψ|H|ψ〉 must
consist mostly solid like eigenstates when decomposed as in
Eq. (4). From Eq. (6) and the experimental fact that low
T glasses do not exhibit crystalline structure it is evident
that a high probability (1 − Pliquid) of being in solid eigen-
states does not imply that that the system has crystalline or-
der. Experimentally, the scattering intensity associated with
momentum transfer ∆~p = ~~k is given by the structure factor
S (~k) = |

∫
dd x ei~k·~x〈n(~x)〉|2 with 〈n(~x)〉 the spatial density of

the scatterer. In the current case, contributions from differ-
ent solid type eigenstates in |ψ〉 of Eq. (4), e.g., those of (a)
degenerate solid type eigenstates related by symmetries such
as rotations and spatial shifts (~x → ~x + ~a with any displace-
ment ~a restricted to the unit cell) and, notably, (b) the spread
of energies in pT (E′) may lead to a heterogeneous 〈n(~x)〉. As
we will elaborate, not only the structure will be non-trivial
but also other counterintuitive properties will appear in sys-
tems with a broad energy density distribution. While single

crystals as well as powder samples of crystallites (large on an
atomic scale such that each crystallite on its own leads to a
finite S (~k) only if ~k = ~K where ~K is a reciprocal lattice vec-
tor) lead to sharp diffraction patterns, Eq. (6) requires that the
converse does not follow. Low energy states need not display
crystalline structure. The amplitudes {cn} in Eq. (4) may span
many distinct eigenstates. Regarding item (a) above, unlike
the uniform sign observables that we will largely focus on in
the next sections that are smooth single valued functions of the
energy, the density is not the same in degenerate eigenstates.
One cannot determine the density 〈n(~x)〉 at a specific point ~x
in a crystal given only its temperature. The low temperature
solid states splinter into multiple “ergodic sectors”; each of
these sectors has a different value of 〈n(~x)〉 [43]. Contrary to
typical thermal states with spontaneously broken symmetries,
the superposition in Eq. (4) mixes degenerate states. The rela-
tive nonuniform phase contributions from the different eigen-
states in S (~k) can lead to interference effects. Given the su-
perposition in Eq. (4), structure computed from the real space
ψ(~x) or structure factor measurements of the supercooled liq-
uid (albeit containing solid like eigenstates) will generally dif-
fer from that of the low T equilibrated solid (associated with
eigenstates over a vanishing energy density interval).

As |ψ〉 is not an eigenstate of H, it evolves nontrivially with
time. Nonetheless, its long time averages may simplify.

Long time averages of local observables in the supercooled
state. Given Eq. (4), we next invoke standard quantum me-
chanical calculations similar to those appearing in works on
the Eigenstate Thermalization Hypothesis [31–33]. The long
time average (l.t.a.) of a quantity O which we may consider to
be a local operator (or derived from a sum of such operators),

Ol.t.a. = lim
T̃→∞

1
T̃

∫ t f inal+T̃

t f inal

dt′ 〈ψ(t′)|O|ψ(t′)〉

= lim
T̃→∞

1
T̃

∑
n,m

c∗ncm〈φn|O|φm〉

∫ t f inal+T̃

t f inal

dt′ ei(En−Em)t′/~. (7)

The long time average of the phase factor,

limT̃→∞
1
T̃

∫ T̃
0 dt′ei(En−Em)t′/~, vanishes if En , Em. Thus,

barring special commensuration, in the long time limit of Eq.
(7), only (i) diagonal matrix elements of O and (ii) matrix
elements of O between degenerate states will remain. If in
the thermodynamic limit, off-diagonal matrix elements of
the local operators O vanish between degenerate orthogonal
eigenstates of Eq. (1), then the long time average in the
supercooled state of Eq. (4) will read

Ol.t.a.;s.c.=
∑

n

|cn|
2〈φn|O|φn〉 =

∫ ∞

Eg.s.

dE′ pT (E′) O(E′)

=

∫ ∞

0
dT ′ O(T ′) pT

(
E′(T ′)

)
C′V (T ′)

+

∫
PTEI

dE′ pT (E′) O(E′). (8)

In the last equality, the integrand of the first term is evalu-
ated for an equilibrated system at a temperature T ′; E′ is
the internal energy of the equilibrated system at a temperature
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T ′ and C′V (T ′) = (dE′/dT ′) is the specific heat of the equili-
brated system at constant volume. When a latent heat interval
is present, the last integral in Eq. (8) spans the corresponding
“phase transition energy interval” (PTEI) at T = Tmelt (in-
dicated by the shaded region in Fig. 2). The empirical value
of E at all temperatures and within the PTEI region may be
obtained by integrating the specific heat to obtain total heat
transferred to the system. The key Eq. (8) transforms the av-
erage of a general operator O in the supercooled state into a
weighted integral over the expected values of O for an equi-
librated solid or liquid at temperatures T ′ augmented by con-
tributions from equilibrium states with latent heat. The distri-
bution pT is the only quantity not known from experimental
measurements of the equilibrated system. By Eq. (8), if the
range of energies over which an assumed analytic pT (E′) has
its pertinent support does not correspond to an energy density
(or associated T ′ such that the energy is that of the equilibrium
internal energy at that temperature, E′ = E′(T ′)) at which the
equilibrated system exhibits a phase transition then, all ob-
servables O will not display the standard hallmarks of a phase
transition. Thus, we now substantiated the claim made at the
beginning of the current work. Namely, for conventional liq-
uid state realizations of Eq. (1), the lowest temperatures at
which transitions may be discerned by probes O must either
(1) correspond to the conventional melting or freezing tem-
perature or (2) are associated with a singular temperature de-
pendence of the distribution pT (E′) generated by supercool-
ing. Eq. (8) is quite powerful. For instance, if O is set to
be the spatially averaged particle density operator, Eq. (8)
states that the long time density in the supercooled liquid can
be computed from that in the equilibrated solid. Stronger still,
when the operators O are general functions of the Hamilto-
nian, O = g(H) and are diagonal in the basis of the eigen-
states of the Hamiltonian, Eq. (8) becomes an identity that
does not necessitate a long time average. When O are such
general functions of H, phase transition singularities of the
equilibrated system will, due to the distribution pT (E′), now
be smeared over a finite temperature range. Thus, e.g., as a
function of temperature, changes in such observables in the
supercooled fluid (and their T derivatives such as the specific
heat) may exhibit crossovers at the melting temperature (in-
stead of sharp changes as they do in the equilibrium system).
Additional features associated with pT (E′) may be examined
by using other judicious single-valued measurable functions
O(E).

Relating viscosity to a long time velocity average. We now
turn to dynamics and relaxation rates governing the viscos-
ity. Traditionally, the viscosity of supercooled liquids is ex-
perimentally measured by finding the terminal velocity v∞,s.c.
of a dropping sphere. By Stokes’ law, a sphere of radius
R dropped into a viscous fluid reaches a terminal velocity
v∞;s.c. = vl.t.a.;s.c. set by the gravitational acceleration g, the
viscosity η, and the mass densities ρsphere and ρ f luid of the
sphere and fluid respectively. We may include the gravita-
tional potential and external sphere in Eq. (1). Using Eq.
(8) for the operator of vertical (z-component) velocity of the

sphere, O = vz,

vl.t.a.;s.c.=
2
9
ρsphere − ρ f luid

η
gR2

=

∫ ∞

0
dT ′ v′∞(E′(T ′)) pT

(
E′(T ′)

)
C′V (T ′)

+

∫
PTEI

dE′ pT (E′) v′∞(E′). (9)

Here, v′∞(E′(T ′)) (or simply v′∞(E′)) is the terminal velocity
of the sphere for an equilibrated system at a temperature T ′

(or internal energy E′). The first equality in Eq. (9) is that
of Stokes’ law. In any given eigenstate of Eq. (1), the long
time average of the sphere velocity vz (or any other quantity
O) is equal to its expectation value in that eigenstate. Eq. (9)
follows from Eq. (8) and relates the terminal sphere velocity
(and thus the measured viscosity) in the supercooled liquid to
terminal velocities (set by viscosities) in equilibrated liquids
at temperatures T ′.

Relaxation rates. We next discuss a more general, yet
weaker, semi-classical calculation for dynamical quantities in
which off-diagonal contributions (in the eigenbasis of H) are
also omitted at finite times. In such a calculation, the relax-
ation rates rs.c. from |ψ〉 to unoccupied states {|φm〉} generated
by a time dependent perturbation Upert.(t) are, similarly,

rs.c.=
d
dt

∑
m

|〈φm|Upert.(t)|ψ〉|2 =
∑

n

|cn|
2 d

dt

∑
m

|〈φm|Upert.(t)|φn〉|
2

≡
∑

n

|cn|
2rn =

∫ ∞

0
dT ′ r′(T ′) pT

(
E′(T ′)

)
C′V (T ′)

+

∫
PTEI

dE′ pT (E′) r̃′(E′). (10)

The second equality in Eq. (10) is valid only if off-diagonal
terms are neglected. rn is the relaxation rate of a particular
eigenstate |φn〉 to the set of states {|φm〉} subject to the same
time dependent perturbation Hamiltonian that defines the evo-
lution operator Upert.(t). With this same perturbation, the tem-
perature dependent relaxation rate r′(T ′) is that of an equi-
librated solid or liquid at the temperature T ′ for which the
internal energy E′(T ′) = En. The rate r̃′(E′) = rn for en-
ergies E′ = En in the PTEI. The rates r′(T ′) may be de-
termined from experimental measurements. Commonly, the
liquid (T ′ > Tmelt) equilibrium relaxation is governed by an
Eyring type rate [44],

r′(T ′) = r′(Tmelt)
T ′

Tmelt
e( ∆G(Tmelt )

kBTmelt
−

∆G(T ′ )
kBT ′ )

, (11)

with ∆G(T ) a Gibbs free energy barrier. Because the viscos-
ity ηs.c ∝ 1/rs.c. changes in the hydrodynamic relaxation rate
with temperature may be evaluated from the corresponding
changes in the terminal velocity of Eq. (9). We remark that
when Tmelt + σ > T ′ > Tmelt with σ � Tmelt, the Gibbs free
energy barrier varies weakly, ∆G(T ′) ≈ ∆G(Tmelt), and the
equilibrium relaxation rate r′(T ′) ≈ r(′Tmelt). As may be read-
ily rationalized, e.g., [45], the same dominant relaxation times
τ = r−1

s.c. that govern the viscosity are also phenomenologically
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present in other response functions such as the frequency de-
pendent dielectric function, e.g., ε(ω) = (1 − iωτ)−β with an
exponent 0 < β < 1 [46] associated with a perturbing electric
field. Qualitatively, these frequency forms emulate a real-time
“stretched exponential” (e−(t/τ)a

with a < 1) type behavior that
may formally be expressed as an integral over a broad distri-
bution ρ(τ′) of relaxations of the e−t/τ′ type. The evaluation
of the viscosity that we will shortly embark on does not rely
on the neglect of finite time off-diagonal terms as in Eq. (10).
This is so as, quite rigorously, Eq. (9) enables the determina-
tion of the viscosity from long time measurements (when in-
deed the off-diagonal terms may identically drop due to phase
cancellations as in Eqs. (7,8)).

Internal energy and specific heat of the equilibrium solid.
The internal energy E′(T ′) in Eqs. (8,9,10) may be deter-
mined by specific heat measurements performed on the equi-
librated (i.e., non-supercooled) system. At high T ′, the spe-
cific heat of a simple equilibrated harmonic solid of N atoms
is C′v = 3NkB (and E′(T ′) = 3NkBT ′). As T ′ is lowered,
the specific heat decreases. In the Debye model (e.g., [47])
E′(T ′) = (3NkBT ′)FD( TD

T ′ ) with FD(z) = 3
z3

∫ z
0

t3 dt
et−1 . At high

temperatures, limz→0 FD(z) = 1. For many solids, the De-
bye temperature TD setting the cross-over scale to the limiting
high T ′ form of the energy E(T ′) lies in the range [ Tmelt

2 , Tmelt
4 ].

Across many glass formers, Tg ∼ 0.7 Tmelt [2] while, e.g., in
metallic glasses, Tg ∼ 0.55Tmelt [48]. As, typically, (Tg/TD)
is of order unity, we will set

E′(T ′) = CT ′ (12)

with C a constant (equal to the specific heat of the solid at
high T ′). More generally, we may define the averaged specific
heat C(T ′) ≡ 1

T ′
∫ T ′

0 dT ′′ C′v(T ′′) dT ′′. At high T ′ (i.e., T ′ ≥
TD), we approximate C(T ′) by a constant C. As noted earlier,
Eq. (5) is an exact equality with the aid of which we can
compute all thermodynamic quantities. The specific heat of
the supercooled liquid may be evaluated with this relation as
well as Eq. (8) with O set to the Hamiltonian H (whence
it becomes an identity). In the calculations that follow, we
will set the equilibrium C to a constant for temperatures below
Tmelt.

For simplicity, we will further ignore contributions from
the PTEI which can trigger additional changes both to the
specific heat and the dynamics. In Eq. (5), internal energy
terms from the liquid like states (E > Emelt or, equivalently,
T ′ > Tmelt) might be of a form different from than those of
the solid like eigenstates discussed above; we will not need to
invoke these energetic contributions in any of our final expres-
sions for the viscosity.

Computing viscosity via the eigenstate distribution. As an
application of Eq. (10), we examine the relaxation rate (for
temperatures T < Tmelt) following an external shear. We
may derive the relation that we obtain below without assum-
ing vanishing off-diagonal matrix elements at finite times .
This can be done by using the stronger equality of Eq. (9) for
the asymptotic long time average of the velocity of a sphere
dropped into the supercooled liquid. In both Eqs. (9, 10), only
the higher energy (E′ = CT ′ > Emelt = CTmelt) liquid like

states {|φm〉} enable hydrodynamic flow favored by the pertur-
bation. The integral

∫ ∞
Emelt

dE′ pT (E′) has most of its support
in a narrow region of width σT near Emelt (the high energy
tail of pT (E′) thins out very rapidly for E′ > Emelt). Using
Eq. (10), we may then estimate the relaxation rate of the su-
percooled liquid, rs.c.(T ) ' r′(Tmelt)

∫ ∞
Emelt

pT (E′) dE′. The
viscosity scales with the relaxation time τ = 1/r. As hydro-
dynamic relaxation due to shear is largely absent in the solid
phase (i.e., rhydro(T ′ < Tmelt) = 0), the viscosity of a super-
cooled liquid is

ηs.c.(T ) '
η′(T +

melt)∫ ∞
Emelt

pT (E′) dE′
, (13)

where η′(T +
melt) is the viscosity of an equilibrated liquid at tem-

peratures infinitesimally above melting. If latent heat effects
are incorporated from the PTEI of Eq. (10), the resulting
lower cutoff in Eq. (13) may be less sharp- partial contribu-
tions appear from a range of energies that have eigenstates
with spatially coexisting liquid and solid regions. By the con-
straint of Eq. (5), the energy distribution pT (E′) will be cen-
tered about the internal energy of the equilibrated liquid at
a temperature T . By Eq. (5), when T is far smaller than
Tmelt, the denominator in Eq. (13) is a near vanishing integral
enabling a very large viscosity. At these temperatures T at
which the viscosity grows, the attendant thermodynamic and
other static observables of Eq. (8) need not exhibit a striking
change.

A Gaussian pT (E′) and the central limit theorem. The prob-
ability density has curious characteristics triggered by the su-
percooling: (i) pT cannot be a delta function as function of
the energy density E′/V . This is so as otherwise the liquid
will have a unique energy density E(T )/V and, accordingly
the computed free energy density and all other state functions
will agree with those of a system in thermodynamic equilib-
rium with this energy density (or associated temperature T ).
The lack of thermalization mandates a spread of energy densi-
ties in |ψ〉. (ii) By its non-equilibrium nature and as it is gener-
ated by external supercooling, it may be impossible to derive
pT (E′) by thermodynamic considerations associated with the
Hamiltonian H alone.

To obtain a functional form of pT (E′) and the viscosity and
to better understand the supercooled fluid, we briefly review
energy distribution in equilibrated systems. We consider the
standard case of equilibration between a liquid and a heat bath
(B) such that the combined (liquid-bath) system has an energy
Etot. The equilibrium probability density pT (E′) = P(EB =

Etot−E′) ∝ eS (EB=Etot−E′)/kB with S = S B+S liquid, the entropy of
the combined liquid and thermal bath system. Taylor expan-
sion of S in the energy of the small liquid system E′ � Etot

yields that P(EB = Etot − E′) = Ñe
− 1

2kBT2Cv
(E′−E(T ))2

and Ñ is
a normalization constant. A linear in E′ term in the Taylor
expansion of the entropy S (EB = E − E′) is identically absent
as in equilibrium the temperatures of the bath and the liquid,
i.e., the first derivatives ∂S B/∂EB = ∂S liquid/∂E′ = 1/T . The
function P(EB = Etot − E′) is the probability for the liquid
to have an energy E′ or, equivalently, for the bath to have an
energy (Etot − E′)- it is not the probability that a particular
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state be of energy E′ (the latter is, of course, proportional to a
Boltzmann weight e−E′/(kBT )). The sum of Botlzmann weights
over all such states is pT (E′). Thus, as well known, the energy
probability distribution is a Gaussian,

pT (E′) =
1√

2πσ2
T

e
−

(E′−E(T ))2

2σ2
T . (14)

In thermalized systems, σ2
T = kBT 2C′v. Since both the inter-

nal energy of the E′ and the specific heat C′v are extensive, in
equilibrium, the dimensionless ratio

Aequilibrium≡
( σT

E(T )

)
equilibrium

=
kBT

E′(T )

√
C′v
kB
→V→∞ 0 (15)

tends to zero in the thermodynamic limit. That is, the prob-
ability distribution for the energy density (E′/V) is a delta
function about E(T )/V . This delta function form in the ther-
modynamic limit is consistent with our arguments thus far:
thermalization corresponds to a narrow distribution of energy
densities. When the Hamiltonian is a sum of decoupled terms
(and the Boltzmann probability distribution accordingly be-
comes a product of independent (not necessarily identical)
probabilities), Eq. (14) reduces to the central limit theorem of
statistics of large but finite size systems. In its most common
formulation, the central limit theorem [49] states that the arith-
metic average X of n independent variables X = 1

n
∑n

i=1 Xi fol-
lows a Gaussian distribution with a relative error σX

X
∼ n−1/2

where σX is the standard deviation of X. In Eqs. (14,15),
E′(T ) =

∫ T
0 dT ′C′v(T ′). If the specific heat Cv is temperature

independent for a finite size system, then Aequilibrium is finite
and does not change with T .

We now examine our case of the supercooled fluid. Prior
to supercooling, the liquid was in an equilibrated state with a
specific energy density (Eq. (15)). Supercooling is achieved
via numerous virtual heat exchange events between the liq-
uid and the surrounding bath. The temperature of the liquid
rapidly changes as these events proceed. Thus, by compari-
son to the annealed equilibrated liquid, there is a smaller ac-
cumulated number n of effectively independent heat exchange
events during intermediate short intervals when the liquid has
a particular transient energy density. Heat bath fluctuations
(that may not completely average out during the short cool-
ing time) will leave their imprint on pT (E′). In the context of
the central limit theorem, {Xi}

n
i=1 represent energy exchanges

with the external bath supercooling the fluid. Thus, unlike Eq.
(15), to thwart equilibrization (see characteristic (i)), in su-
percooled liquids, the dimensionless probability density width
must be non-zero,

A ≡
( σT

E(T )

)
s.c.

> 0. (16)

In the simplest approximation, this ratio is T independent just
as it is in finite size equilibrated systems if Cv is nearly con-
stant. This dimensionless non-equilibration parameter A de-
pends on the cooling protocols. Non-zero values imply devi-
ations from equilibrium; as such, this parameter constitutes a

dimensionless measure of the effect of supercooling (i.e., the
widening of pT ). The finite spread of energy densities (the
non-vanishing dimensionless constant A in Eq. (16)) is in-
timately tied to the deviation of structure of the supercooled
liquid from that of equilibrated solids and crystals. Of course,
at high enough T when the system just started to be super-
cooled and/or the thermalization rate is very high relative to
the cooling rate, the width of pT (E′) should tend to zero.

We may write the distribution in terms of effective temper-
atures of the equilibrated system instead of energy densities.
Temperature measurements (such as those involving pyrome-
ters) do not directly probe the energy E(T ) of the supercooled
liquid but rather an effective temperature T (associated with
photon emission). As we noted earlier, since the supercooled
liquid is not an equilibrated thermal system, its temperature is
somewhat ill-defined. The supercooled liquid may, at best, be
described by a (narrow) distribution p̃T (T ′) of effective tem-
peratures T ′ of the equilibrated system. Given a recorded tem-
perature T of the supercooled liquid, instead of being a delta
function distribution (as it would have been for equilibrated
systems), the probability distribution may be a narrow Gaus-
sian about T ′ = T when expressed in terms of the equilibrium
temperature T ′. That is, a viable minimal form involving the
effective temperatures alone is p̃T (T ′) ≡ Cv(T ′)pT (E′(T ′)) ≈

1√
2πσ2

T

e
−

(T ′−T )2

2σ2
T . Here, p̃T (T ′) is the probability distribution

for the effective temperature T ′. Thus,
∫

dT ′ p̃T (T ′) = 1.
Similar to Eq. (16), the dimensionless ratio quantifying the
spread σT in the effective equilibrium temperatures T ′ is fi-
nite, A = (σT

T )s.c. > 0. If, upon supercooling, locally stable
low energy microstates (so-called “inherent structures” [51])
form and persist to lower temperatures or other features ap-
pear at specific temperatures then these may further amend
the distributions that we are considering.

In all studied supercooled liquids (silicates, metallic, and
organic liquids) [50], the small dimensionless fraction A did
not vary much (more precisely, 0.05 . A . 0.12). While
our definition of pT (E′) and the decomposition of Eq. (4) are
quantum, the results that they imply may be checked in (and
the approximate pT (E′) inferred from) classical simulations
for realistic glass formers. The probabilities of obtaining an
energy density E′/V in the classical simulations is equal to
pT (E′). With in mind, we may study earlier classical calcula-
tions. Inspecting Fig. 2 of [52] (for two-dimensional liquids),
we see that the probability density in this classical system is
indeed Gaussian with a width σT ∝ T consistent with our
considerations (yet the internal energy is not linear in T [53]).

The viscosity below melting. With the substitution of Eqs.
(14, 16) or of the Gaussian p̃T above, the viscosity of Eq. (13),

ηs.c.(T ) =
ηs.c.(Tmelt)

er f c
(

Emelt−〈E〉)
σT
√

2

) =
ηs.c.(Tmelt)

er f c
(

Tmelt−T
AT
√

2

) . (17)

The first equality of Eq. (17) follows from Eq. (14). The
final result in the above equation is obtained from s substitu-
tion of a minimal effective temperature Gaussian distribution
p̃T (T ′) into Eq. (13). This relation is also an outcome of Eq.
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(16) and the first equality in Eq. (17) with A ≡ A
Cs.c.

. The
average effective specific heat of the supercooled system Cs.c.
links the energy of the supercooled liquid to the temperature
Emelt − E(T ) = Cs.c.(Tmelt − T ) for T< ≤ T ≤ Tmelt. Here,
T< is the lowest temperature for which viscosity data exist.
In nearly all measurements of viscosity of different materials,
this temperature is not far lower than Tg [54]. In the approxi-
mation of Eq. (13), valid for a Gaussian pT when σT � Tmelt,
at T = Tmelt, a “half” of the distribution pT includes localized
solid states while the other half is comprised of delocalized
liquid states (see Fig. 2b), the relaxation rate of the equili-
brated liquid is double that of the supercooled fluid. Accord-
ingly, the viscosity of the supercooled liquid at T = Tmelt is
double that of the equilibrated liquid just above melting, i.e.,
ηs.c.(Tmelt) = 2η′(T +

melt) [55].
In Fig. 1b, we plot Eq. (17) with a single fitting parameter

A � 1 (consistent with our assumption of σT � Tmelt). In
the Gaussian approximation to pT , we may determine the T
dependence of σT by equating the numerical value of ηs.c.(T )
in measured data (Fig. 1a) with the theoretical prediction of
Eq. (17). As implied by a nearly constant value of the di-
mensionless parameter A in Eq. (16), the linearity of σT in
T is evident in Fig. 1c. Since er f c(z � 1) ∼ e−z2

z
√
π
, when

(Tmelt − T ) � σT = AT ,

ηs.c.(T ) ∼

√
2
π
σT

e
(Tmelt−T )2

(2σ2
T )

(Tmelt − T )
ηs.c.(Tmelt)

= A

√
2
π

T
Tmelt − T

e
(Tmelt−T )2

2(AT )2 ηs.c.(Tmelt). (18)

Thus, asymptotically at temperatures far below melting, ηs.c.
scales exponentially in ( Tmelt

T − 1)2 similar to fits in [19]. We
derived Eqs. (17, 18) having only the single parameter A. We
find other related forms over an extended T range if (I) Eyring
type relaxation times are employed and (II) a specific relation
[44] between the viscosity and the relaxation time τ, average
spatial particle density n, and temperature T is assumed for
the supercooled liquid (ηs.c. = nkBTτs.c.) [56]. The use of
Eyring instead of Arrhenius dynamics (the factor of T ′

Tmelt
in Eq.

(11) does not appear for Arrhenius dynamics) leads to results
identical to Eq. (17) in the limit of small A � 1. Eq. (13) is
valid when pT has most of its E′ > Emelt weight concentrated
at E′ = E+

melt. Thus, apart from the conditions for the validity
of the distribution p̃T (T ′), we anticipate that Eq. (17) holds
for T < Tmelt(1 − A).

Cooperative effects and estimate of the single parameter
in the fit. A consequence of the present theory is that there
exists a temperature TA > Tmelt, such that for T < TA, co-
operative effects onset and the liquid may violate the Stokes-
Einstein and other relations that hold for thermal systems. As
we noted earlier, at low T ′ < Tmelt, an equilibrated solid is
no longer fully ergodic. Instead, the solid exhibits ergodicity
in disjoint phase space regions or the earlier noted “ergodic
sectors” [43]. In that regard, the system is reminiscent of lo-
calized systems below the “mobility edge” [57] that is set, in
our case, by the melting energy density. As the distribution

pT (E′) may generally have a significant spread of energy den-
sities, it follows that already at some temperature TA > Tmelt,
the distribution pT (E′) may start to have substantial weight
associated with the solid-like states. More generally, a finite
relative width of the energy density distribution pT (E) indi-
cates a deviation from the equilibrium result of Eq. (15) yet
that deviation might not be obvious if the equilibrium observ-
ables do not change significantly over this energy range. The
variation may be pronounced once low energy solid-like states
appear. For a Gaussian pT (E′) such as that discussed earlier,
(TA − Tmelt) = O(σT ) with σT the corresponding width in
temperatures previously introduced. Indeed, concurrent nu-
merical simulations of metallic glass formers [41, 42] indicate
the breakdown of the Stokes-Einstein relation at temperatures
only slightly above that of melting. Interestingly, a low tem-
perature deviation from an Arrhenius behavior for the viscos-
ity typical of equilibrated liquids above melting [41] onsets
at the same temperature TA at which the Stokes-Einstein rela-
tion is violated. Within the framework of the current theory, a
larger than Arrhenius (super-Arrhenius) viscosity must appear
when pT (E′) includes low-temperature solid type states (as
indeed occurs below the same temperature TA > Tmelt) and/or
liquid type eigenstates that are not ergodic and may thus break
the Stokes-Einstein relation. In the viscosity fits displayed in
[23] for multiple types of glass formers, a deviation from Ar-
rhenius behavior appeared at a temperature that, on average,
for the 11 glass formers investigated therein, was 0.096 times
higher than the melting temperature [24]. A similar average
value of (TA − Tmelt)/Tmelt (of 0.075) was found [44] for the
23 metallic glass formers analyzed in [48]. We speculate that
for each liquid, this scale may coincide with A. Indeed, for
the glass forming liquid o-terphenyl (see Fig. 1), we found
when contrasting the simple theoretical prediction of Eq. (17)
with data, a value A = 0.049 while, experimentally, deviations
from bare Arrhenius behavior are indeed already observed at
a temperature 0.057 higher than melting [23, 24]. Given the
above, we may estimate the single parameter A in the tem-
perature regime of Eq. (17). Specifically, at TA the Gaussian
pT (E′) extends into energy densities below that of melting.
One can approximate this single parameter in the superooled
fit of Eq. (17) from the viscosity data above melting via

A ≈
TA − Tmelt

Tmelt
. (19)

As we remarked earlier, in all liquids that we examined [50],
A ≈ 0.05 − 0.12. If Eq. (19) is correct then it enables an es-
timate of the single unknown parameter in our expression for
the viscosity below melting (Eq. (17)) from viscosity mea-
surements at high T . For completeness, we remark that an-
other possibility is that TA marks a genuine property of the
equilibrated liquid and is not, at all, an outcome of supercool-
ing. As noted, at high enough temperatures, the system is
thermal. At these temperatures, the distribution pT must be-
come narrow and cannot be described a Gaussian of finite rel-
ative width set by the constant non-thermalization parameter
A. The specific heat of the supercooled liquid is very close to
that of the annealed fluid at temperatures above melting.

Dynamical heterogeneities. As Eq. (4) and characteristic
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(i) highlight, non-thermalization implies that there must be a
distribution of energies in the relevant eigenstates that com-
prise the supercooled liquid. We may associate an effective
temperature T ′ = U−1(E′) to eigenstates of energy E′. Here,
U−1 is the inverse function associated with the internal en-
ergy U(T ′) ≡ E′(T ′) at temperature T ′ of the equilibrium
system defined by Eq. (1). The mixture of effective tem-
peratures T ′ (associated with the states appearing in Eq. (4))
each with its own characteristic dynamics may lead to spa-
tially non-uniform motion. For exponentially activated and
other common dynamics, in the equilibrated solid, the local
instantaneous relaxation rates differ more substantially at low
T ′. By contrast, at high T ′, small variations in the temperature
will not lead to a significant change in the dynamics. We may
thus expect, the dynamics to be more spatially heterogeneous
at low temperature T of the supercooled liquid as has been
experimentally observed [58].

Viscosity above the melting temperature. In equilibrated
liquids, the relaxation rate is given by Eq. (11). We may ap-
ply Eqs. (9, 10) for liquids supercooled to a final temperature
T & TA > Tmelt. In this case, we only have liquid like eigen-
states in the decomposition of Eq. (4) and the lower T ′ > Tmelt
cutoff in the integrals of Eqs. (9, 10) becomes essentially irrel-
evant. Because typically, the Gibbs free energy does not vary
strongly with T ′ for temperatures close to “TA”, the viscosity
of the supercooled liquid may be approximated by an Arrhe-
nius form with an activation barrier ∆G, i.e., the equilibrium
viscosity is η(T ′) = η0 exp(∆G(T ′)/(kBT ′)) with a constant η0
and nearly constant ∆G(T ′). By Eqs. (9,10), if PTEI contri-
butions may be ignored then

ηs.c.(T ) =
η0∫ ∞

Tmelti
dT ′ Cv(T ′) e−

∆G(T ′ )
kBT ′ pT (E′(T ′))

. (20)

Elsewhere, it was illustrated (both theoretically (for general
liquids using WKB [44]) and experimentally (for metallic
glass formers [48])) that η0 ' nh with n the average spa-
tial particle number density and h Planck’s constant. Since
∆S = − ∂

∂T ∆G [44],

∆S = −
∂

∂T
(kBT ln η(T )), (21)

while the energy (or, more precisely, enthalpy) barrier is

∆H = kBT ln(
η

η0
) − T

∂

∂T
(kBT ln η(T )). (22)

The entropy difference ∆S associated with enthalpy barriers
∆H may be probed by invoking the measured T dependence of
the viscosity. A nearly constant free energy activation barrier
implies that ∆S ∼ 0. The temperature TA may be found by
setting Eq. (21) to zero. For equilibrium liquids [44] ∆S ≥ 0.

Dependence of hydrodynamic modes on geometrical
boundaries. For equilibrated liquids in bounded volumes,
long time flow depends on the temperature and the bound-
ary conditions. Hydrodynamic modes of liquid type eigen-
states may have larger spatial amplitudes in larger volumes.
More generally, we may anticipate Airy [59] and other types
of waves to depend on system size and be more constricted in

smaller spatial volumes. These qualitative ideas may broadly
rationalize concrete effects found in glass formers, e.g., [60].

Predictions and conclusions. The central prediction of our
approach is that the experimental thermodynamic and dy-
namic measures of supercooled fluids will, respectively, be
given by Eqs. (5,8) and Eqs. (9, 10). In these equations,
all quantities are measurable for the equilibrated system apart
from the probability density pT (E′). This density is con-
strained by Eq. (5). Although pT (E′) is a quantum mechanical
object it may be computed by conventional standard classical
simulations (i.e., examining the energy densities over a large
ensemble of many independent runs of the same system). If
the equilibrium system does not exhibit any transitions apart
from that near melting and if the specific heat is nearly con-
stant in the equilibrium high temperature solid then the prob-
ability distribution for the energy density may be a simple
Gaussian. We assume that this Gaussian is peaked about an
internal energy density that is linear in the temperature T and
has a width that is linear in the temperature (σT = AT ), see
Eqs. (14,16). This probability distribution leads to a very
simple expression for the predicted viscosity of supercooled
liquids (Eq. (17)) below the melting (or liquidus) tempera-
ture. As a proof of principle of our simple ideas, in Fig. 1b
we fitted viscosity data of a glass forming liquid with the sin-
gle parameter A potentially linked with a deviation from an
Arrhenius behavior. In a companion work [50], we will re-
port that the single parameter in our theory is nearly constant
across many different glass formers, A ∼ 0.05−0.1. If correct,
Eq. (17) requires that viscosity data from different glass for-
mers may be made to universally collapse with the use of the
single dimensionless parameter A. In particular, if the dimen-
sionless scaled viscosity data η/η(Tmelt) is plotted for different
fluids as a function of the dimensionless “reduced” tempera-
ture Tmelt−T

AT
the data should be made to collapse with the single

adjustable parameter A. In [50], we demonstrate that this in-
deed exactly occurs for many different types of glass formers-
silicates, metallic glass formers, and organic glasses. The
quantities in Eqs. (8, 10) may be varied by applying external
magnetic fields in metallic glass systems or external strains on
more general systems; these will then trigger changes in mea-
sured thermodynamic and dynamic response as predicted by
these equations. Each measurement of a different observable
O or a relaxation rate will lead to an additional independent
constraint on pT (E′). A natural prediction of our theory is
that the photon emission spectrum be related to that of equi-
librium systems at different temperatures T ′ when weighted
by the distribution pT (E′(T ′)). Specifically, the energy den-
sity us.c., ω(T ) associated with photons of a given frequency ω
emitted by the supercooled liquid is given by

us.c., ω(T ) =

∫
dT ′ p̃T (T ′)u′ω(T ′), (23)

augmented by PTEI contributions. Here, u′ω(T ′) is the en-
ergy density carried by photons of frequency ω when they are
in equilibrium with the thermal system at a temperature T ′.
Thus, the emission spectrum from the glass at a temperature
T may be related to that in the equilibrium solid at tempera-
tures T ′ via a smearing given by the distribution p̃T .
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Our theory relies on the thermodynamics and dynamic be-
haviors of equilibrated systems. Thus, if the equilibrium tran-
sitions associated with different equilibrated systems are no-
tably distinct from one another then it is natural to anticipate
different dynamics in the corresponding systems when they
are supercooled. We speculate that this may reconcile numer-
ical observations concerning the seeming lack of correlation
between structure and dynamics, e.g., [61]. In the Supple-
mentary Information, we qualitatively sketch how the concept
advanced in this work may naturally lead to the empirical facts
underlying the Kauzmann paradox and “liquid-liquid” transi-
tions and further discuss many body localized eigenstates and

low temperature glasses.
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Supplementary Information.

In this addition, we briefly expand on qualitative aspects.
The referenced numbered equations are those of the main text.

Hallmarks of the Kauzmann paradox. Eqs. (8,10) tie both
the thermodynamics and dynamics of supercooled liquids to a
single object- the probability density pT (E′). As we now de-
scribe, this dependence seems to qualitatively give rise to the
phenomenology inderlying the “Kauzmann paradox” [1]. The
crux of this paradox is that when the measured entropy of a su-
percooled liquid is extrapolated to low temperatures, it nearly
coincides with that of the equilibrium solid at the (Kauzmann)
temperature T = TK . At yet lower temperatures, T < TK , the
extrapolation will lead to the paradoxical situation that the en-
tropy of the supercooled liquid would be lower than that of
the equilibrated solid. Empirically, TK is close to T0 of the
VFTH viscosity fit. A commonly held viewpoint is that an
“ideal glass” transition intervenes as T is lowered (leading to
a divergent relaxation time) thus resolving the paradox for the
unaccessible temperatures T < TK .

Our framework specifically rationalizes the essential
phenomenology without assuming an ideal glass transi-
tion. Suppose (as consistent with the constraint of
Eq. (5)) that seemingly, by extrapolation, the integral
limT→T0

∫ ∞
Emelt

pT (E′) dE′ = 0 then, by Eqs. (10, 13),
limT→T0 rs.c.(T ) = 0. Consequently, only within the above
noted extrapolation, limT→T0 ηs.c.(T ) = ∞. On the other hand,
from Eq. (8), when the above extrapolated integral vanishes,
the long time average of a thermodynamic quantity O in the
supercooled liquid must coincide with its average over equili-
brated low-temperature solid-like states. This is so as pT (E′)
has all of its support from the solid like states once the above
integral vanishes. With Eq. (8), we may calculate the inter-
nal energy and general thermodynamic functions. Integration
of (Cp(T )/T ) yields the entropy. Thus, the entropy (similar
to static measures O) of the supercooled liquid may approach
that of the solid when T → T0. This suggests that TK ' T0
yet not necessarily as a precise equality as the phenomenon
concerns a low T extrapolation of pT (E′) as it appears in Eqs.
(8, 10). Experimentally, for different liquids, (TK/T0) is, in-
deed, not exactly unity but rather lies in the range 0.9 − 1.1
[2]. We emphasize that within our approach, the viscosity at
any positive temperature is finite.

A bimodal probability density. In the main text, we moti-
vated the minimal Gaussian distribution consistent with Eq.
(5). This led to the single parameter fit (“A”) of Fig. 1b fol-
lowing Eq. (17). In principle, far richer pT (E′) are possible.
In this brief section, we would like to suggest that these may
naturally lead to seeming “strong” to “fragile” liquid and sim-
ilar “liquid-liquid” transitions [3] as we now explain.

Illuminating simulations, e.g., [4] demonstrate that the
effective free energy barriers may follow a bimodal distribu-
tion. Within our framework, these results would suggest that
the probability density pT (E′) may, similarly, be bimodal. We
remark that one may justify such a distribution. For instance,
if upon supercooling, (a) spatially jammed solid regions
nucleate and grow and become progressively quiescent
as T is lowered while (b) the remaining unjammed fluid

regions occupy a diminishing volume within which they
retain their mobility then pT (E′) may be the sum of (a) a
Gaussian at low energies (denoted below by “E2”) of weight
x(T ) and (b) another Gaussian of weight (1 − x(T )) with its
support at energies near the melting energy. Thus, pT (E′) =(

x(T )√
2πσ2

1(T )
e−(E′−Emelt)2/(2σ2

1(T )) +
1−x(T )√
2πσ2

2(T )
e−(E′−E2(T ))2/(2σ2

2(T ))
)

with the functions x(T ), E2(T ), σ1(T ), and σ2(T ) subject to
Eq. (5). If, at low temperatures, x → 0 then a dramatic
(so-called “fragile” [3]) rise of the viscosity with decreasing
temperature (as in, e.g., Eq. (17)) is anticipated. In the
diametrically opposite limit (that of x ≈ 1), a near Arrhenius
(or “strong”) ηs.c. arises. Such cross-overs in x(T ) may give
the impression that phase transitions occur from strong to
fragile liquids and for general x(T ) also fragile to fragile
or strong to strong transitions [3]. For non-analytic x(T )
such changes will lead to real transitions. Other changes in
dynamic and thermodynamic behavior may result from tem-
perature dependence of the specific heat of the equilibrated
system (which, for simplicity and to have the minimal number
of parameters (i.e., one) we set to a temperature independent
constant in the tex, Eq. (12)t). We reiterate that according
to Eqs. (8, 10), all true singularities are either triggered by
(a) the melting/liquid transition at Tmelt or (b) all finite T
singularities in the probability density pT (E′) (if and when
these are present).

Many body localized states. As the reader hopefully may
have noted, making use of the microcanonical ensemble for
the thermal system defined by Eq. (1) greatly simplified all of
our calculations. We next explicitly ask if our results differ if
H has athermal “many body localized” eigenstates [5–10] for
which Eq. (3) fails. We argue that our results will not change
at all even if such states exist. For special rare decompositions
of |ψ〉 exclusively in terms of these putative states, we will
obtain a trivial bound.

As we underscored earlier, empirical observations attest
that equilibrated liquids and solids described by Eq. (1) ther-
malize: the micro-canonical ensemble equality of Eq. (2)
holds for these systems. That is, for a system size indepen-
dent large energy interval ∆E, all observables satisfy Eq. (2).
Many body localized can still exist. However, since the mi-
crocanonical ensemble applies to thermal systems (including
the standard disorder free liquids of Eq. (1)), the average over
all eigenstates in energy intervals [E − ∆E, E] must lead to
an equilibrium thermodynamic average. Now, here is an im-
portant point that permeates our entire reasoning and that we
repeatedly touched on throughout this work: If the probabil-
ity density pT (E′) spans an interval that is extensive in the
system size- i.e., it does not correspond to a unique energy
density then we may tessellate this extensive energy interval
with many segments of width ∆E. In each of these intervals,
Eq. (2) holds and our previous calculations are valid. Typ-
ically the spread in energies associated with Eq. (4) cannot
be a finite system independent width ∆E. If the spread in
energies were system size independent then the supercooled
system (which is out of equilibrium) would satisfy the micro-
canonical ensemble relation of Eq. (2). However, satisfying
Eq. (2) implies that the supercooled liquid is in equilibrium
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which is not the case. A highly unlikely loophole to this rea-
soning is still possible. If in a decomposition of the super-
cooled state (formed by a Hamiltonian different from H) we
will miraculously end up with a pure eigenstate of H or a spe-
cial sparse set of eigenstates of H which do not cover a finite
size energy window yet constitute a large weight of |ψ〉. For an
arbitrary cooling operator Ũ(t f inal, tinitial) leading to |ψ〉, even
if Eq. (1) exhibits many body localized eigenstates (for which
the relaxation rates rn = 0), the likelihood of having such a
special, highly nonuniform, covering is exceedingly low. If
such coverings do arise in special circumstances then our re-
sult of Eq. (17) may provide a lower bound on the viscosity
(because fewer relaxations occur when many body localized
states appear).

Low temperature glasses. From Eq. (5), at low tempera-

tures only the ground and proximate low lying excited states
have a measurable weight amplitude |cn|

2 in Eq. (4). The
system may then emulate two-level theories of low T glasses
[11–13] and other related approaches. Thus, our quantum the-
ory, very naturally, links high and low temperature behavior in
a general unified manner. More directly related to our fits, we
anticipate that while the first equality of Eq. (17) may still
hold at low T and σT is linear in E(T ), the second equality
in Eq. (17) may break down as the specific heat is not con-
stant at low temperatures and thus the internal energy 〈E〉 will
increase faster than linearly in T . n general, changes in the
specific heat with T ′ as well as crossovers in the probability
density pT (E′) with T may lead to effective crossovers in the
form for observables computed via Eqs. (8,9,10) (and thus to
departures from Eq. (17) in the main text).
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