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Rescaled mode-coupling scheme for the quantitative description of experimentally

observed colloid dynamics
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We describe experimentally observed collective dynamics in colloidal suspensions of model hard-
sphere particles using a modified mode coupling theory (MCT). This rescaled MCT is capable to
describe quantitatively the wave-vector and time-dependent diffusion in these systems. Intermediate
scattering functions of liquid-like structured dispersions are determined by means of static and
dynamic light scattering experiments. The structure and short-time dynamics of the systems can be
described quantitatively employing a multi-component Percus-Yevick ansatz for the partial structure
factors and an effective, one-component description of hydrodynamic interactions based on the semi-
analytical δγ-expansion. Combined with a recently proposed empirical modification of MCT in
which memory functions are calculated using effective structure factors at rescaled number densities,
the scheme is able to model the collective dynamics over the entire accessible time and wave-vector
range and predicts the volume-fraction-dependence of long-time self-diffusion coefficients and the
zero-shear viscosity quantitatively. This highlights the potential of MCT as a practical tool for the
quantitative analysis and prediction of experimental observations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Understanding the intricate connection between a mate-
rial’s macroscopic properties and the microscopic structure
and dynamics of its constituents stands as a key endeavor in
modern condensed matter physics. The quantitative predic-
tion of a system’s dynamics from its structural characteristics
holds pivotal importance, serving as a fundamental step to-
ward tailored material design [1].

Mode-coupling theory (MCT) is a widely recognized frame-
work for calculating time-dependent correlation functions
solely relying on static, time-independent inputs [2–6]. This
theory, based on the Mori-Zwanzig projection-operator for-
malism [7–10], explains the trapping of strongly interacting
particles within nearest-neighbor cages as a vitrification mech-
anism which causes structural relaxation processes to occur
on two distinct time-scales: The rapid β-relaxation is fol-
lowed by the gradual α-relaxation separated by an intermedi-
ate plateau. In strongly correlated fluids, arrested states are
formed which are characterized by a diverging α-relaxation
time [11]. MCT’s significance lies not only in predicting an
ideal glass transition but also in offering non-trivial descrip-
tions of the transition between β- and α-relaxation through
characteristic power-laws and scaling relations [12, 13]. These
predictions align well with empirical observations of glass-
forming liquids [14–16].

A recognized limitation of MCT is the quantitative discon-
nect of predicted glass transition temperatures or densities
for various systems in comparison to experimental or com-
putational results [17]. MCT effectively reproduces the qual-
itative behavior of numerous dynamical observables such as
coherent and incoherent density correlation functions [18, 19],
long-time collective- and self-diffusion coefficients [20–22] or
various rheological properties [23–28]. Achieving complete
quantitative agreement, however, remains elusive. This dis-
crepancy is attributed to MCT’s tendency to overestimate
correlations within the memory functions [29, 30]. Notable
counter-examples in this context are the correct quantitative
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prediction of the non-ergodicity parameter of liquid silica [31]
and of hard spheres, either in bulk [32, 33] or in confinement
[34].

While it is evident that at least one of the underlying ap-
proximations of MCT (for a detailed derivation of the equa-
tions see e.g. Ref. 6) must be the reason for this exaggeration
of correlations, precise insights have long been missing. Only
very recently, Pihlajamaa et al. [35] were able to dissect the
effects of each separate approximation along the derivation
of the MCT equations. Based on their findings, they iden-
tify routes to systematically improve standard MCT, but also
highlight that many past attempts to extend MCT while up-
holding its foundational principles have not yielded wholly
satisfactory results [36–39].

With the systematic improvement of MCT still being an
ongoing effort, in the meantime, developing simplified heuris-
tic schemes for an improved MCT is valuable from a more
practical perspective. Several past studies have proposed ad-

hoc solutions to match MCT calculations to experimental or
computational outcomes, such as employing effective temper-
atures or packing fractions [29, 30], wave vector cutoffs or
shifts [29], or combinations thereof [18, 19, 40]. Banchio et.

al. [20, 21, 23, 24] found a rescaling of the density depen-
dence of certain transport properties like viscosity or self-
diffusion coefficient to be effective. Their approach not only
accounts for MCT’s limitations, but also for deviations in-
duced by solvent-mediated hydrodynamic interactions (HIs),
crucial in colloidal dispersion dynamics [41]. Incorporating
HIs directly into the MCT equations, while feasible in certain
cases, remains a challenging endeavor [42–44].

Recently, Amokrane et al. [45] proposed a scheme in which
the MCT equations are solved employing an effective struc-
ture factor as static input. By using a structure factor evalu-
ated at lower density, the systematic overestimation of corre-
lations in the memory function can approximately be compen-
sated. Contrary to just using an overall effective temperature
or density, this approach explicitly takes into account a pos-
sible wave-vector-dependence of the deviations introduced by
the MCT approximations, beyond simply scaling the memory
function by a factor. This method has been demonstrated
to yield excellent agreement between MCT calculations and
simulation data for various dynamic properties in uniform and
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binary hard-sphere fluids [46].
In this work, we go beyond a comparison with com-

puter simulations and apply this scheme directly to describe
the experimentally observed collective dynamics of a model
hard-sphere suspension. Direct comparisons between full,
wave-vector-dependent MCT calculations and experimental
data of density correlation functions have been reported
[16, 19, 21, 33] but remain relatively rare compared to in-
vestigations involving simulations. Most investigations which
interpret experiments in the scope of MCT either exploit uni-
versal scaling laws [33, 47, 48] or rely on schematic, wave-
vector-independent models [49], most often for quantities in-
directly coupled to density relaxation as for example obtained
from quasi-elastic scattering [50–53], dielectric relaxation [54]
or rheological [55–58] experiments.

When working with real colloidal suspensions, both the
particle size distribution and the HIs mediated by the sur-
rounding medium need to be taken into account. While
the explicit incorporation of continuous size distributions has
gained popularity in both theoretical and simulation works
[18, 39, 59–61], an accurate treatment of HIs, especially in
polydisperse systems, remains challenging [21, 44, 62, 63].

It was recently demonstrated that the structure and short-
time dynamics of dense, model hard-sphere suspensions
consisting of silicone-stabilized poly(methyl methacrylate)
(PMMA) particles can be modeled quantitatively employing
a multi-component Percus-Yevick ansatz in combination with
an effective one-component treatment of HIs within the semi-
analytical δγ-scheme [64]. Based on this approach, we show
the capability of MCT as a quantitative tool to describe the
full, wave-vector- and time-dependent collective dynamics of
this system and also test the predictive powers of this method
by calculating self-diffusion coefficients and shear viscosities
explicitly based on the accurate collective dynamics.

II. RESCALED MODE-COUPLING SCHEME

Static structure factors S(Q) and intermediate scattering
functions S(Q, t) (ISF) of model hard-sphere suspensions con-
sisting of sterically stabilized PMMA particles are determined
by means of static and dynamic light scattering experiments
for a range of volume fractions in the liquid-like region. For
details on the preparation and experimental procedures we
refer to Ref. 64, where the here investigated suspensions were
extensively characterized by means of static and dynamic light
scattering.

The optical properties of the studied particles are well-
understood. Their scattering amplitude b(Q) which for light
scattering is essentially the Fourier transform of the refractive
index distribution within a particle [65] can be described by a
core-shell model which also takes into account a slightly inho-
mogeneous distribution of the refractive index inside the core,
induced by the partial penetration of the particles by the sur-
rounding medium. This model of the scattering properties
in combination with multi-component hard-sphere Percus-
Yevick theory [66–69] is able to describe quantitatively the
scattered intensity of the suspensions over the whole accessi-
ble wave vector range.

The suspensions consist of particles with a mean radius
〈R〉 ≈ 285 nm which is a size well suited for light scatter-
ing experiments. It was shown that the effective hard-sphere

radius of the particles somewhat decreases with increasing
number density, most likely caused by changes in the chain
conformation of the stabilizer chains when spheres come into
close contact. This effect is accounted for during further anal-
ysis. The model fits additionally give access to the particle
size distribution, which can be well described by a Schulz-
Flory distribution [70, 71] with probability density function

c(R) =
1

Γ(Z + 1)

(

Z + 1

〈R〉

)Z+1

RZ exp

(

−
Z + 1

〈R〉
R

)

, (1)

where the dispersity (〈R2〉 − 〈R〉2)1/2/〈R〉 = (Z + 1)−1/2

amounts to approximately 7% in our particular case. The
different samples were assigned effective hard-sphere volume
fractions in a range between 0.24 ≤ ϕ ≤ 0.52 based on the
fit results from the combined form factor and structure factor
model. A volume fraction range still comparatively far from
the glass transition at ϕ ≈ 0.58 [32] constitutes a clean initial
test case for the application of the proposed MCT scheme to
analyze experimental results. Testing the same procedure in
the deeply supercooled region close to the glass transition is
the topic of ongoing investigation.

For our theoretical model, we consider a multi-component
system comprising n species of isotropically interacting,
spherical particles. Following the method of D’Aguanno and
Klein [72], an n-component system representative for the con-
tinuous Schulz-Flory distribution is constructed, where al-
ready n = 5 yields results which are indistinguishable from
finer discretizations. The system is then specified by the
radii Rα and number densities ρα of each species of iden-
tical particles. The total number density ρ =

∑

ρα, the
number fractions xα = ρα/ρ and the total volume fraction
ϕ = 4π/3

∑

ραR
3
α can then be inferred from this informa-

tion.
Photon correlation spectroscopy probes time-dependent

fluctuations of the scattered intensity I(Q, t) from which the
normalized, measurable ISF φM(Q, t) = SM(Q, t)/SM(Q) is
determined [73]. φM(Q, t) is also termed density correla-
tion function (DCF), since it is essentially the autocorrela-
tion function of the Fourier components of the microscopic
density [4]. We employ the descriptor “measurable” to em-
phasize that observables directly derived from scattering ex-
periments always in some form involve an average over the
scattering amplitudes b(Q) and do not constitute simple ther-
modynamic averages like when accessed for example by com-
puter simulations. The static structure given by the partial
structure factors Sαβ(Q), the composition expressed by the
number fraction xα and the scattering amplitudes bα(Q) of
the suspension are considered to be known quantities for our
multi-component system during further analysis. With this
in mind, the time dependence of the measurable ISF

SM(Q, t) =

∑

αβ

(xαxβ)
1/2 bα(Q) bβ(Q)Sαβ(Q, t)

∑

α

xα b2α(Q)
, (2)

is given by a weighted average of the elements Sαβ(Q, t) of
the matrix of partial ISFs S(Q, t) [74]. Note that the partial
structure factors Sαβ(Q) in our convention follow the property
Sαβ(Q → ∞) = δαβ , with δαβ being the Kronecker symbol.

The problem of calculating SM(Q, t) is thus shifted to com-
puting S(Q, t). Within MCT, the time evolution of S(Q, t) is,
neglecting HIs, determined by [44]
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∂

∂t
S(Q, t) +Q2

DS
−1(Q)S(Q, t) +D

t
∫

0

M(Q, t− t′)
∂

∂t′
S(Q, t′)dt′ = 0, (3)

where M(Q, t) is the matrix of irreducible memory functions with elements

Mαβ(Q, t) =
1

16π3 (ραρβ)
1/2

∑

γγ′δδ′

∫

Vαγδ(Q,k)Vβγ′δ′(Q,k)Sγγ′ (k, t)Sδδ′(|Q− k|, t)dk. (4)

The vertices are given by

Vαγδ(Q,k) =
Q · k

Q
δαδCαγ(k) +

Q · (Q− k)

Q
δαγCαδ(|Q− k|), (5)

with the dimensionless, weighted partial direct correlation
functions Cαβ(Q) = (ραρβ)

1/2cαβ(Q) = δαβ − (S−1)αβ(Q)
which are related to the partial structure factors by the multi-
component Ornstein-Zernike relation [75]. D is a diagonal
matrix of Stokes-Einstein diffusion coefficients of species α.

In a single-component system, hydrodynamic interactions
lead to a rescaled short-time diffusion coefficient

Deff(Q) = −
1

Q2
lim

t→”0”

∂

∂t
S(Q, t) = H(Q)

D0

S(Q)
(6)

where the notation t → ”0” indicates a short time limit
of structural relaxation times beyond momentum relaxation.
The dimensionless scaling factor H(Q) in the resulting ex-
tended de Gennes relation is the hydrodynamic function [76].
Based on ideas by Medina-Noyola [77] and Brady [78, 79], re-
cently recompiled by Riest et al. [80], it is an adequate approx-
imation to assume that HIs in hard-sphere systems mostly
influence the short-time behavior of any relaxation process,
which is strengthened by the observation that for many trans-
port properties, it is sufficient to rescale theoretical out-
comes of non-HI methods with HI-included short-time/high-
frequency contributions to quantitatively match experimen-
tal data [20, 23]. The hydrodynamic function of hard-sphere
dispersions can in principle be calculated via computationally
expensive accelerated Stokesian dynamics simulations [62, 63]
or the approximate δγ-scheme introduced by Beenakker and
Mazur [81, 82]. The latter is restricted to uniform dispersions
but offers the advantage of a semi-analytical treatment.

The collective short-time diffusion of the here presented
experimental system was thoroughly investigated in Ref. 64.
Therein, it was discussed that the measurable hydrodynamic
function HM(Q), acquired from quasi-elastic scattering exper-
iments, can be well described by the effective one-component
formulation

HM(Q) = Hs +Hd(Q) = Hs + AHδγ
d

(Q∗), (7)

with Q∗ = α(Q−Qm) whereQm is the wave vector at the prin-
cipal peak’s location. HM(Q) separates into a wave-vector-
independent self part Hs and a wave-vector-dependent dis-
tinct part Hd(Q). The function Hδγ

d
(Q) is the distinct part

calculated within the one-component δγ-scheme [81, 82], sup-
plied with the size-average of the partial structure factors
〈S(Q)〉 as static input. The self-part Hs and the empirical
parameters A and α are treated as fit parameters to match
the experimental data.

To include this effective one-component formulation in
the MCT scheme of a multi-component system, the time-
dependence of the dynamic structure factor needs to be
rescaled by a matrix Heff(Q) with effective hydrodynamic
functions

[Heff(Q)]αβ = δαβHs + (xαxβ)
1/2Hd(Q) (8)

as elements. Herewith, Eq. (3) reads as

∂

∂t
S(Q, t) +Q2

Heff(Q)DS
−1(Q)S(Q, t)

+Heff(Q)D

t
∫

0

M(Q, t− t′)
∂

∂t′
S(Q, t′)dt′ = 0 . (9)

This approximation neglects the influence of the scattering
amplitudes b(Q) on HM(Q) which, however, only causes a
very small disturbance of the overall measurable relaxation
rate, not noticeable within experimental uncertainty: Since
size-dispersity effects were found to mostly influence the po-
tential part of the interparticle interactions in the systems
studied here [64], the differences in scattering power of differ-
ently sized species are predominantly mediated by the struc-
ture factors and not by the hydrodynamic functions. With
the scheme constructed in this way, the short-time limit of
the resulting measurable ISF SM(Q, t), calculated via Eq. (2),
matches the experimental data from Ref. 64.

Table I. Hard-sphere volume fractions ϕ for all suspensions
investigated and optimum rescaled volume fractions ϕ∗ used
to describe experimental data. The relation between ϕ and
ϕ∗ can be conveniently expressed either via a scaling factor
α = ϕ∗/ϕ or a shift ∆ϕ = ϕ− ϕ∗.

ϕ ϕ∗ α = (ϕ−∆ϕ)/ϕ ∆ϕ = (1− α)ϕ

0.52 0.447 0.86 0.073

0.50 0.420 0.84 0.080

0.48 0.393 0.82 0.087

0.47 0.381 0.81 0.089

0.44 0.349 0.79 0.091

0.38 0.292 0.77 0.088

0.33 0.250 0.76 0.080

0.24 0.173 0.72 0.067
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The empirical modifications proposed by Amokrane et al.

[45] can now be incorporated into the memory function
[Eq. (4)]. For this, we first define a scaled volume fraction
ϕ∗ = αϕ = ϕ − ∆ϕ which is connected to the original
volume fraction ϕ either via a scaling factor α or equiva-
lently via a shift ∆ϕ and later needs to be determined by
matching the MCT outcome to the experimental data. Now,
a set of effective partial structure factors S∗

αβ(Q) is calcu-
lated with ϕ∗ instead of ϕ as an input parameter and subse-
quently, every occurrence of the weighted partial direct cor-
relation functions Cαβ(Q) in the vertex [Eq. (5)] is replaced
by C∗

αβ(Q) = δαβ − (S−1)∗αβ(Q).

III. COLLECTIVE DYNAMICS

The MCT equations for the presented scheme are nu-
merically solved employing common methods [30, 83, 84].
From the resulting partial ISFs Sαβ(Q, t), the measurable ISF
SM(Q, t) is then calculated according to Eq. (2). The opti-
mum scaled volume fraction ϕ∗ used in the model was evalu-
ated by minimizing deviations between experimental data and
theory in the whole accessible time and wave-vector range.
Optimum rescaled volume fractions ϕ∗ and actual volume

10−3 10−2 10−1 100 101
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0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

φ
M
(Q

m
,t
)

(a)
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ϕ=0.33

ϕ=0.24
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1.00

φ
M
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m
,t
)

(b)

rescaled MCT

original MCT

ϕ=0.50

ϕ=0.38

ϕ=0.24

Figure 1. a) Time dependence of the measurable density cor-
relation function φM(Qm, t) at the principal structure factor
peak’s location Qm for volume fractions as indicated in the
legend. The solid lines are the results of the rescaled mode-
coupling scheme described in the text. b) Comparison be-
tween φM(Qm, t) calculated with rescaled volume fractions
and results from the original MCT with an unmodified mem-
ory function.

fractions ϕ are compared in Table I.
Fig. 1(a) shows a comparison of the time dependence of

experimentally obtained measurable DCFs φM(Qm, t), eval-
uated at the wave vector Qm corresponding to the princi-
pal structure-factor peak, and theoretical results according
to the rescaled mode-coupling scheme. In conjunction, in
Fig. 2, the wave-vector dependence of the same correlation
functions is displayed for several delay times. For all investi-
gated volume fractions, the experimental relaxation functions
can be described quantitatively by the theory over almost the
whole accessible time and wave-vector range. As expected
from liquid-like systems relatively far from the glass transi-
tion, the relaxation is profoundly stretched for the larger vol-
ume fractions, but a separation into two different relaxation
regimes is not yet observable. The rescaled theory captures
this stretched decay accurately. While some minor deviations
are noticeable, these can be well explained by statistical fluc-
tuations of the experimental values, most apparent at long
delay times where φM(Qm, t) . 0.2. The theoretical predic-
tion itself is technically also subjected to uncertainties from
the input parameters propagated through the scheme, how-
ever, the precise estimation of an uncertainty range is difficult
due to the complexity of the model.

Fig. 1(b) additionally displays for chosen densities a com-
parison between the predictions of the MCT scheme with
and without scaling factors for the volume fraction. It is
evident, especially at larger volume fractions, that stan-
dard MCT significantly overestimates the structural relax-
ation time. Clearly, this emphasizes the considerable im-
provements enabled by this comparatively simple rescaling
approach, especially considering that the experimental values
are matched not only for a conveniently chosen wave vector,
but for all wave vectors simultaneously.
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φ
M
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)
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,t
)
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Figure 2. Wave vector dependence of the measurable density
correlation function φM(Q, t) for chosen waiting times as in-
dicated. The symbols are the same as in Fig. 1, with the solid
lines being results of the rescaled mode-coupling scheme.
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IV. PREDICTION OF TRANSPORT

PROPERTIES

Beyond the successful quantitative description of the ex-
perimentally observed collective relaxation, we test if related
transport properties can be predicted correctly based on the
parameterized scheme without further adjustable parameters.

The shear viscosity η in the limit of small shear rates can
be directly calculated within MCT from the partial ISFs and
is given by [43]

η − η∞
η0

=
kBT

60π2

∞
∫

0

∞
∫

0

Q4 Tr

[

(

dC(Q)

dQ
· S(Q, t)

)2
]

dQdt,

(10)

with η0 being the viscosity of the surrounding medium and

η∞ being the hydrodynamic high-frequency contribution. We
use the accurate parameterization given by Eq. 36 in Ref. 80
to calculate η∞. The resulting predictions for η/η0 in de-
pendence on the volume fraction ϕ are displayed in Fig. 3
where they are compared to independent results of experi-
mental [85, 86] and simulation studies [87] from the literature
along with a theoretical prediction based on a generalized
Stokes-Einstein relation [80]. Strikingly, the values predicted
from the collective dynamics fit nicely among these results
which clearly shows that if a mode-coupling scheme can cor-
rectly describe the collective density relaxation of a realistic
suspension, the viscosity calculated via Eq. (10) is consistently
also quantitatively correct.

The self-dynamics of the system are also accessible within
MCT. This however, requires the self-consistent solution of a
supplementary set of equations. For the self-ISFs Ss

α(Q, t),
these are given by [41]

∂

∂t
Ss
α(Q, t) +Q2HsD

0
αS

s
α(Q, t) +HsD

0
α

∫ t

0

Ms
α(Q, t− t′)

∂

∂t′
Ss
α(Q, t′) dt′ = 0, (11)

with the memory-kernels

Ms
α(Q, t− t′) =

1

8π3ρα

∫ (

Q · k

Q

)2

Ss
α(|Q− k|, t)

∑

δδ′

Cαδ(k)Cαδ′(k)Sδδ′(k, t) dk. (12)

The scheme for the self-dynamics relies on the short-time
self-diffusion coefficients Ds

α which in the same spirit of an
effective one-component treatment of the HIs are constructed
to be Ds

α = HsD
0
α where Hs is the self-part of the one-

component hydrodynamic function [Eq. (7)]. The rescaling
procedure from Amokrane et al. [45] is again incorporated
by calculating the density-weighted partial direct correlation

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

ϕ

100

101

102

η/
η 0

This work (MCT prediction)

exp. Weiss

exp. Segrè
sim. Foss and Brady

Theory

Figure 3. Reduced zero-shear viscosity η/η0, as predicted
by the rescaled mode-coupling scheme, compared to experi-
mental data by Segrè et al. [85] and Weiss et al. [86] and re-
sults from Stokesian dynamics simulations by Foss and Brady
[87]. Additionally, a theoretical prediction based on a modi-
fied scaling expression proposed by Brady [Eq. 56 in Ref. 80]
is given by the solid line.

functions Cαβ(Q) with the scaled volume fraction ϕ∗, exactly
using the same values as for the collective dynamics. From
the self-ISFs, we compute long-time self-diffusion coefficients
Ds

L,α from the long-time, low-wave-vector limit of Eq. (11), as
described, e.g., in Ref. 30. Fig. 4(a) shows the MCT predic-
tion for the average long-time self-diffusion coefficient 〈Ds

L〉α
along with outcomes from independent computer simulations
[88] and experiments on a similar model system [89, 90]. This
is in accordance with a theoretical prediction based on the HI
rescaling proposed in Medina-Noyola [77]. Again, the val-
ues calculated via the mode-coupling scheme are in excel-
lent agreement, both with literature data and theory which
demonstrates the applicability of this rescaled MCT ansatz to
consistently also describe tagged-particle motion, despite an
additional layer of approximations within the theory. Further-
more, this especially emphasizes the intricate link between
self-dynamics and cooperative effects.

On a final note, we want to point out a convenient by-
product of the employed scheme: Since the procedure is
based on a multi-component approach, automatically, species-
resolved analyses become possible. In Fig. 4(b), this is demon-
strated by revealing what is essentially the distribution of
long-time self-diffusion coefficients in the disperse suspension.
Particularly intriguing is the evolution of the width of this dis-
tribution with increasing particle concentration. Compared to
the width at ϕ = 0 which is essentially just a representation
of the particle size distribution [Fig. 4(c)] expressed via the
Stokes-Einstein relation, the distribution significantly broad-
ens with increasing ϕ, up to a threshold value of ϕ ≈ 0.45,
beyond which the relative diffusivities again converge towards
the average value. The same convergence towards a shared
time scale at high volume fractions was similarly observed re-
cently in a quasi two-dimensional, binary hard sphere fluid
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[91]. However, the exact mechanisms, especially the initial
broadening of the distribution, are still not entirely clear.

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6

ϕ

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

〈 D
s L

〉 /〈 D
0
〉

(a)

This work (MCT prediction)

exp. van Megen

sim. Phung

Theory
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D
s L
,α
/〈 D

s L

〉

(b)

0.75 1.00 1.25

R/
〈
R
〉

0.0

0.2

0.4

x
α

(c)

Figure 4. (a) Average long-time self-diffusion coefficient 〈Ds
L〉

relative to the average Stokes-Einstein diffusion coefficient
〈D0〉 as predicted by the rescaled mode-coupling scheme com-
pared to direct measurements by van Megen and Underwood
[90] on a similar model system and Stokesian dynamics sim-
ulations by Phung [88]. Additionally, a theoretical prediction
based on parameterized simulation data in conjunction with
the factorization approximation by Medina-Noyola [77] [Eq.
45 in Ref. 80] is given by the solid line. (b) Single-species
long-time self-diffusion coefficient Ds

L,α relative to the aver-
age 〈Ds

L〉 in dependence on the volume fraction ϕ. The dashed
lines are a guide to the eye. (c) Distribution of particle radii
in relation to the mean, with each symbol in correspondence
to (b). Additionally, the continuous Schulz-Flory distribu-
tion, which is approximated by the n-component mixture, is
represented by the solid line.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we describe quantitatively experimental col-
lective density correlation functions φM(Q, t) of liquid-like or-
dered model hard-sphere suspensions with a multi-component

mode-coupling scheme based on the rescaled structure factor
method proposed by Amokrane et al. [45]. Hydrodynamic
interactions are approximately incorporated using Medina-
Noyola’s [77] short-time factorization. Based on these re-
sults, long-time self-diffusion coefficients and zero-shear vis-
cosities are derived from the collective dynamics without
further adjustable parameters. Both quantities excellently
agree with independent experiments and established theoret-
ical predictions from the literature. Altogether, this demon-
strates mode-coupling theory’s capability as a tool for the con-
sistent and quantitatively correct characterization of experi-
mentally observed collective dynamics and transport proper-
ties in dense colloidal dispersions.

As an obvious downside, the first-principles character of
MCT is lost within our approach due to the introduction of an
empirical parameter without real physical significance. How-
ever, as already noted by Amokrane and Germain [46], such
a treatment is, beyond just being a practical solution for a
complicated problem, certainly meaningful. Results such as
these emphasize the immense potential of MCT if eventually,
systematic advancements of the theory are indeed realized. A
promising roadmap for this challenge was just recently laid
out by Pihlajamaa et al. [35].

Additional investigations are required to further test the
limitations of the here employed scheme. We restricted our-
selves to the analysis of liquid-like or only mildly supercooled
suspensions with volume fractions ϕ ≤ 0.52. A natural ex-
tension is thus the investigation of the more deeply super-
cooled and also the glass-like regime which probably requires
the use of samples with broader size distributions to prevent
an eventual crystallization even over long observation times
[60]. If the here employed multi-component treatment is gen-
erally applicable to such very disperse systems is in itself a
question of interest. Equally important is testing the predic-
tions of such schemes for a more extensive set of dynamical
observables, e.g., by probing the full, wave-vector-dependent
self-dynamics or frequency-dependent viscoelastic properties.

Undoubtedly also desired is the application to model sys-
tems beyond hard spheres in bulk, with just a few examples
being particles with long-range repulsive [21] or competing
interactions [92], self-propelled particles [93, 94] or systems
in confinement [34]. From a technical perspective, this in-
volves additional efforts to further develop methods for the
fast evaluation of partial structure factors in multi-component
systems, for example via advanced integral-equation schemes
[95], and of partial hydrodynamic functions, where the only
reasonably applicable analytic multi-component framework is
based on Rotne-Prager-Yamakawa hydrodynamics, only suit-
able for dilute systems [96].
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[22] G. Nägele, A. J. Banchio, M. Kollmann, and R. Pesché,
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M. Laurati, K. J. Mutch, and K. H. Samwer,
Colloid Polym. Sci. 298, 681 (2020).

[28] O. Henrich, F. Weysser, M. E. Cates, and M. Fuchs, Phi-
los. Trans. R. Soc., A 367, 5033 (2009).

[29] M. Nauroth and W. Kob, Phys. Rev. E 55, 657 (1997).
[30] E. Flenner and G. Szamel,

Phys. Rev. E 72, 031508 (2005).
[31] F. Sciortino and W. Kob,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 86, 648 (2001).
[32] W. van Megen, S. M. Underwood, and P. N. Pusey,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 67, 1586 (1991).
[33] W. van Megen and S. M. Underwood,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 70, 2766 (1993).
[34] G. Jung and T. Franosch,

Phys. Rev. E 107, 054101 (2023).
[35] I. Pihlajamaa, V. E. Debets, C. C. L. Laudicina, and

L. M. C. Janssen, SciPost Phys. 15, 217 (2023).
[36] P. Mayer, K. Miyazaki, and D. R. Reichman,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 97, 095702 (2006).
[37] L. M. C. Janssen and D. R. Reichman,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 115, 205701 (2015).
[38] G. Szamel, Phys. Rev. Lett. 90, 228301 (2003).
[39] C. C. L. Laudicina, C. Luo, K. Miyazaki, and L. M. C.

Janssen, Phys. Rev. E 106, 064136 (2022).
[40] Th. Voigtmann, A. M. Puertas, and M. Fuchs,

Phys. Rev. E 70, 061506 (2004).
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[44] G. Nägele, J. Bergenholtz, and J. K. G. Dhont,
J. Chem. Phys. 110, 7037 (1999).

[45] S. Amokrane, F. Tchangnwa Nya, and J. M. Ndjaka,
Eur. Phys. J. E 40, 17 (2017).

[46] S. Amokrane and Ph. Germain,
Phys. Rev. E 99, 052120 (2019).
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[53] B. Rufflé, C. Ecolivet, and B. Toudic,
Europhys. Lett. 45, 591 (1999).

[54] M. Domschke, M. Marsilius, T. Blochowicz, and T. Voigt-
mann, Phys. Rev. E 84, 031506 (2011).

[55] J. J. Crassous, M. Siebenbürger, M. Ballauff,
M. Drechsler, D. Hajnal, O. Henrich, and M. Fuchs,
J. Chem. Phys. 128, 204902 (2008).

[56] M. Siebenbürger, M. Fuchs, H. Winter, and M. Ballauff,
J. Rheol. 53, 707 (2009).

[57] J. M. Brader, M. Siebenbürger, M. Ballauff, K. Rein-
heimer, M. Wilhelm, S. J. Frey, F. Weysser, and
M. Fuchs, Phys. Rev. E 82, 061401 (2010).

[58] J. Diaz Maier and J. Wagner,
J. Chem. Phys. 157, 114901 (2022).

[59] E. Zaccarelli, S. M. Liddle, and W. C. K. Poon,
Soft Matter 11, 324 (2014).

[60] A. Ninarello, L. Berthier, and D. Coslovich,
Phys. Rev. X 7, 021039 (2017).

[61] I. Pihlajamaa, C. C. L. Laudicina, and L. M. C. Janssen,
Phys. Rev. Res. 5, 033120 (2023).

[62] A. Sierou and J. F. Brady,
J. Fluid Mech. 448, 115 (2001).

[63] A. J. Banchio and J. F. Brady,
J. Chem. Phys. 118, 10323 (2003).

[64] J. Diaz Maier and J. Wagner,
Soft Matter 20, 1309 (2024).

[65] O. Glatter, Scattering Methods and their Application in Colloid and Interfac

(Elsevier, 2018).
[66] A. Vrij, J. Chem. Phys. 69, 1742 (1978).
[67] A. Vrij, J. Chem. Phys. 71, 3267 (1979).
[68] L. Blum and G. Stell, J. Chem. Phys. 71, 42 (1979).
[69] L. Blum and G. Stell, J. Chem. Phys. 72, 2212 (1980).
[70] G. V. Schulz, Z. Phys. Chem. 43B, 25 (1939).
[71] P. J. Flory, J. Am. Chem. Soc. 58, 1877 (1936).
[72] B. D’Aguanno and R. Klein,

Phys. Rev. A 46, 7652 (1992).
[73] B. J. Berne and R. Pecora, Dynamic Light Scattering:

With Applications to Chemistry, Biology and Physics

(Dover Publications, 1976).

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.44.8215
https://doi.org/10.1093/ptep/pts036
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-5468/2005/05/P05013
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1731409
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.124.983
https://doi.org/10.1143/PTP.33.423
https://doi.org/10.1143/PTP.34.399
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01469695
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01304439
https://doi.org/10.1088/0953-8984/2/42/025
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.52.4134
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.51.4626
https://doi.org/10.1088/0953-8984/11/10A/002
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.76.785
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.82.011504
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.68.051401
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1286964
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5017969
https://doi.org/10.1080/00268970110109880
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.480212
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.82.1792
https://doi.org/10.1122/1.4871474
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.3240345
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00396-020-04654-z
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.55.657
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.72.031508
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.86.648
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.67.1586
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.70.2766
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.107.054101
https://doi.org/10.21468/SciPostPhys.15.5.217
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.97.095702
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.205701
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.90.228301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.106.064136
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.70.061506
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-4371(97)00307-5
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.476405
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.476428
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.478609
https://doi.org/10.1140/epje/i2017-11506-8
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.99.052120
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.480154
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.75.2770
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1489895
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.55.3183
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-3093(98)00583-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-3093(98)00645-0
https://doi.org/10.1209/epl/i1999-00208-x
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.84.031506
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.2921801
https://doi.org/10.1122/1.3093088
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.82.061401
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0097841
https://doi.org/10.1039/C4SM02321H
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.7.021039
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.5.033120
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022112001005912
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1571819
https://doi.org/10.1039/D3SM01510F
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-813580-8.00016-X
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.436750
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.438756
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.438088
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.439328
https://doi.org/10.1515/zpch-1939-4304
https://doi.org/10.1021/ja01301a016
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.46.7652


8

[74] J.-P. Hansen, D. Levesque, and J. Zinn-Justin, Liquids,
Freezing and Glass Transition (North Holland, 1991).

[75] J.-P. Hansen and I. R. McDonald, eds.,
Theory of Simple Liquids (Academic Press, Oxford,
2013).

[76] We use here a slightly different notation with H(Q) as
a dimensionless scaling factor, whereas in [44] H ′(Q) =
H(Q)D with the dimension of a diffusion coefficient is
used.

[77] M. Medina-Noyola, Phys. Rev. Lett. 60, 2705 (1988).
[78] J. F. Brady, J. Chem. Phys. 99, 567 (1993).
[79] J. F. Brady, J. Fluid Mech. 272, 109 (1994).
[80] J. Riest, T. Eckert, W. Richtering, and G. Nägele,
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