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Abstract

Using molecular dynamics simulations, we systematically investigate supercooled
liquids formed at cooling rates below and above the critical cooling rate (CCR). By
analyzing the distribution of short-time averaged potential energies (DoPE) and
crystallization behaviors, we identify two distinct dynamical regimes in supercooled
liquids: the glass-forming regime (GFR) and the crystal-forming regime (CFR). For
systems cooled below CCR (CFR), the DoPE exhibits a sharp peak, indicative of
reduced configurational entropy. In contrast, liquids cooled above CCR (GFR) display
a broad DoPE distribution, reflecting higher configurational entropy. These findings
establish a robust classification framework for supercooled liquids. Further analysis
reveals a crossover temperature (T, ) in both regimes, consistent with the freezing
temperature (Ty). Near Ty, crystallization barrier-temperature relationships exhibit
abrupt changes. Below T,, CFR crystallizes marginally faster than GFR, whereas
above T,, the influence of cooling rates on crystallization rates diminishes. These
results further categorize GFR and CFR into high and low-temperature sub-regimes,

highlighting the interplay between thermodynamics and kinetics in supercooled liquids.
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l. Introduction

In the field of glass research, the existence of a critical cooling rate (CCR) is an
undisputed fact [1-9]. When the cooling rate falls below the CCR, the supercooled
liquid experiences a first-order phase transition, leading to crystallization. Conversely,
when the cooling rate surpasses the CCR, the supercooled liquid undergoes vitrification,
resulting in the formation of glass [10-18]. The origin of the CCR has been attributed
to the competition between two characteristic timescales: the available relaxation time
Ty and the intrinsic relaxation time 7. These models (hereafter labeled as the two-
time model) propose that as the cooling rate increases, t,, decreases, diminishing the
opportunity for the system to revert to equilibrium [19-21]. According to this
perspective, vitrification seems to be a purely kinetic phenomenon. However, if this
statement holds true, it requires that there is no fundamental distinction between the
supercooled liquid formed below and above the CCR. To our best knowledge, this
assumption has been the subject of limited research. Without a doubt, the validity of
this assumption is pivotal: it determines whether vitrification should be regarded as a
purely kinetic issue or as a complex interplay between thermodynamics and kinetics.
In our previous work [22], we found that, the CCR classifies supercooled liquids into
two distinct regimes: glass-forming regime (GFR) and crystal-forming regime (CFR).
Specifically, supercooled liquids formed below the CCR correspond to the CFR, while
those formed above the CCR correspond to the GFR. The fundamental difference
between these two types of supercooled liquids lies in the nature of atomic motion: in
the GFR, atomic motion may exhibit stronger correlations compared to that in the CFR.
The aim of this paper is to further investigate the differences between the GFR and CFR,
focusing on both their thermodynamic properties and crystallization behaviors.

From a thermodynamic perspective, the distinction between GFR and CFR should
stem from the accessible regions of the potential energy landscape (PEL) [23-25].
Therefore, GFR and CFR can be scrutinized through the lens of their respective PELs.

The information about accessible PEL should be manifested in in the distribution of

average potential energies (DOPE). The DoPEs (p(E)) allow us to examine the



differences between GFR and CFR in terms of their configurational entropy and
average energy [26-28].

From a kinetic standpoint, for any supercooled liquid, the crystallization will
inevitably occur over a sufficiently long period of time [29-34]. Thermodynamically,
the fluctuations enable the supercooled liquid to surmount the nucleation barrier and
initiate the nucleation [35-39]. Thus, the rate of nucleation provides direct insights into
the nucleation barrier. Considering the PEL of the corresponding crystal is well define,
data on nucleation rates also yields insight into the accessible PELs of supercooled
liquids.

In this study, we conducted systematic molecular dynamics (MD) simulations of
copper and aluminum supercooled liquids at various cooling rates. By analyzing
thousands of samples, we discovered that the DoPE of GFR is significantly flatter than
that of CFR, leading to a higher configurational entropy for GFR. Through the analysis
of crystallization dynamics, we identified a characteristic temperature, denoted as T,
at which the relationship between nucleation barrier and temperature exhibits a sudden

change.

Il.  Computational Detalil

The embedded atom method (EAM) potential was used to model interactions
between copper atoms [40]. The many-body potential was adopted to characterize the
interactions between atoms in aluminum [41]. The LAMMPS code [42] with a time
step of 2 femtoseconds was employed for MD simulations. The simulation consisted of
2048 atoms in a cubic box with periodic boundary conditions applied in three directions.

GFRs exist in the temperature range from the glass transition temperature (T,) to
the melting point (T;,,). While, CFRs can exist in a shorter temperature range, i.e.,
between the freezing temperature (Ty) and T,. Ty is defined as the temperature, at
which crystallization initiates during uniform cooling of the system. In contrast, T, is
the specific temperature, at which the free energies of the crystal and liquid are equal.

Owing to the potential barrier separating the solid and liquid, Ty is generally observed



to be lower than T,,. To help readers to better understand the current work, Figure 1
provides a schematic illustration of the various supercooled liquids under investigation.

Four typical cooling rates (10'°K/s, 10''K/s, 10'2K/s and 10'°K/s) are investigated
for copper, and two typical cooling rates (10!°K/s and 10'2K/s) are investigated for
aluminum. According to previous study, the CCR for copper and aluminum is
approximately 10'2K/s and 10''K/s, respectively [22, 43-45]. The supercooled liquids
formed at the cooling rates higher than CCR are associated with GFR, while that formed
at the cooling rates lower than CCR correspond to CFR.

The systems were initially equilibrated at much higher temperature to ensure a
well-defined liquid state. Then, the systems were cooled to 300K using the isothermal-
isobaric ensemble (NPT) at zero pressure. For each cooling rate, a minimum of 300
independent NPT simulations are performed starting from different initial states. The
extensive number of independent samples ensures thorough exploration of the
accessible regions on PELs within the available simulation time. After the cooling
process, at each temperature of interest, the long-time canonical ensemble (NVT)
simulation was then engaged, in which the state obtained from NPT simulations is taken
as the initial state. Therefore, there are also 300 independent NVT simulations at each
temperature. Each simulation lasts for 50ns. With this protocol, the NVT simulations
incorporate the effect of the cooling rate by inheriting the state information from the
NPT ensemble. All data used to calculate DoPE and crystallization behaviors were
taken from the NVT simulations.

In order to filter out the fluctuations that obscure the information from PELs, the
short-time average of potential energy (E) were calculated over every 10ns. The
previous studies have shown that the short-time averaging technique is indeed effective
in eliminating the effects of thermal fluctuations [46]. In the rest of this paper, the DoPE
refers the distribution of E. For samples crystallized during NVT simulations, only the
time interval before crystallization occurs, as indicated by At in the right panel of
Figure 1, is used to calculate the DoPE. For those that do not crystallize, the DoPE is

calculated over the entire NVT simulations.



Previously, many studies have probed the PEL of supercooled liquids through
inherent structures (ISs) by rapidly annealing the system from relatively high
temperature [24, 47-56]. Our approach diverges from this method. Firstly, we focus on
the short-time average of potential energy at a given temperature, rather than the energy
of ISs. The short-time average of potential energy provides an instant reflection of the
PEL and includes the effect of entropies. Secondly, we include the ensemble average
over many independent samples, reducing the error on final results induced by long-
time relaxations. Thirdly, few previous studies have emphasized the issue on cooling
rates. On the contrary, the current studies specifically examine the issue of cooling rates.

To calculate the crystallization ratio (P.), we define a "crystallization observation

windows (w;)", as illustrated in the right panel of Figure 1. P. is defined as the

proportion of crystallized samples within wy,i.e., P, = with n. and ny asthe

ne+ng
number of crystallizing and non-crystallized samples, respectively. Here w; is taken
as 5ns. The crystallized samples are defined as those in which crystallization occurs
within the crystallization observation windows. Conversely, samples in which
crystallization does not occur within these windows are defined as non-crystallized
samples. The schematic plot in the right panel of Figure 1 illustrates this classification.
Specifically, if the energy does not exhibit a noticeable jump, the sample is considered
as non-crystallized samples (shown as the blue line in the right panel of Figure 1). If
the energy shows an evident jump, characteristic of a first-order liquid-solid phase
transition, the sample is labeled as a crystallizing sample (shown as the red line in the
right panel of Figure 1). The final value of P, is obtained by averaging the results
across numerous crystallization observation windows, each characterized by the same
w; but with distinct starting points. It should be noted that, the crystallized samples,
referring to supercooled liquid that crystallizes during the extended NVT simulation,
can be either CFR or GFR.
Similarly, we also calculate the survival probability (Q(t)) of the supercooled

liquid as a function of time, which is defined as the proportion of non-crystallized

ng(t)
ng(o)

samples at time t, namely Q(t) = . Here ny(t) and ny(0) are the number of



non-crystallized samples at time t and 0. Using Q(t), we can investigate how the

crystallization barrier changes with temperature.
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Figure 1. Left panel: a schematic plot of the supercooled liquids under investigation.
T, Ty and Ty refer the melting point, the glass transition temperature and the
freezing temperature, respectively. The blue dash line denotes the critical cooling rate
(CCR). The supercooled liquids formed above CCR were designated as GFR, while
those formed below CCR were designated as CFR. T, is a characteristic time within
both GFR and CFR identified in this work. T, further delineates both GFR and CFR
into two distinct regions. For GFR, the high-temperature and low-temperature
supercooled liquids are referred to as HGR and LGR, respectively. Similarly, for CFR,
they are referred to as HCR and LCR, respectively. Right panel: schematic plot of the
energy variation of supercooled liquids over time at a certain temperature. The blue
line represents a uncrystallized sample, as indicated by the nearly constant average
energy. The red line represents a crystallized sample, where the average energy begins
to jump at certain time. At is the time used to calculate the average potential energy
for the crystallized sample. For uncrystallized samples, the average potential energy is

calculated over the entire time.

I1l. Result and Discussion

1) Crystallization and Glass Transition



Figure 2 shows the potential energy as a function of temperatures for copper and

aluminum. For GFR, the average potential energy exhibits a continuous change with
temperature, reflecting a typical glass transition. The glass transition temperature (Tg)

can be determined by linearly extrapolating the variation of energy or volume with
temperature at high and low temperatures. T, corresponds to the intersection of these
two extrapolated lines. We find that, T, obtained based on energy is typically lower
than that based on volume. For copper, T, is around 670K when determined from
energy and 894K when determined from volume. For aluminum, T, is around
554K and 612K for energy and volume, respectively. In this paper, we adopt the
average value of these two measurements as the representative Tj. In contrast, for CFR,
Ty is around 900K and 610K for copper and aluminum, respectively, as indicated
by the energy or volume starting a sharp decrease in the average potential energy. It is
noteworthy that, the value of Ty and T, are averaged over more than 300 independent
cooling samples. For an individual cooling process, both Tr and T, can vary by as

much as 30K.
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Figure 2. Temperature dependence of the potential energy at different cooling rates for
copper (upper panel) and aluminum (lower panel). For cooling rates higher than CCR,
the system undergoes a glass transition. For cooling rates lower than CCR, the system

crystallizes.

As illustrated in Figure 2, despite significant variations in cooling rates, no
substantial differences in potential energies are observed between GFR and CFR prior
to T;. In fact, as discussed in previous studies [22], conventional thermodynamic
guantities and structural analysis are incapable of distinguishing between CFR and GFR.
Similar to previous work, we also found that the cooling rate also exerts a negligible

influence on the radial distribution function of supercooled liquids.



It is important to note that the data depicted in Figure 2 encompass not only time
averages but also ensemble averages over at least 300 independent cooling samples. A
number of previous studies have concentrated on the impact of cooling rates on the
physical properties of supercooled liquids [14, 57-61]. These investigations have
revealed that, in certain systems, cooling rates can significantly affect specific
thermodynamic quantities of supercooled liquids. Our results indicates that, the impact
of cooling rate on macroscopic thermodynamic quantities becomes markedly

diminished when the ensemble averaging is taken into account.
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Figure 3. Distribution of the average potential energy E of supercooled liquids at
different cooling rates for copper and aluminum. The distribution of average potential
energies of GFR is generally much broader than that of CFR, indicating that GFR may

have a larger configurational entropy than CFR.

2) Distribution of Average Potential Energies
Figure 3 illustrates the DoPE of CFR and GFR for both copper and aluminum at
two different temperatures. From this figure, it becomes apparent that the DoPE for

GFR is considerably broader, whereas CFR exhibits a pronounced main peak with only



a minimal number of secondary peaks. By calculating the standard deviations of these
two distributions, we find that the effective width of GFR is approximately four times
that of the CFR. Given the fact that the DoPE is intrinsically linked to the topological
structure of the accessible PEL, DoPE should fundamentally reflect the distribution of
local minima on the accessible PEL. This observation suggests that CFR resides in a
steep region of the PEL, while GFR is found in a relatively flat area. Accordingly, GFR
should possess a larger configurational entropy compared to CFR. As depicted in Figure
3, it can be observed that the cooling rate exerts a slightly more pronounced impact on
GFR than on CFR. This is mainly reflected in the shift of the main peak, rather than in
the change of the distribution width. The much dissimilar behavior between GFR and
CFR implies that the glass transition is not simply determined by kinetic factors, rather
thermodynamic effect is also indispensable.

The vitrification is usually discussed based on the two-time model [19-21]
mentioned above. We have noticed that, in using this model, the dynamics issue is often
highlighted, while the thermodynamics is usually neglected. Our results indicate that,
the competition between two characteristic times, the available relaxation time 7y, and
the intrinsic relaxation time 7y , may exert a more significant influence on
thermodynamic behavior. The significant differences in thermodynamics, in turn, may
also affect the relaxation behavior, thereby further amplifying the effect of the cooling
rate. Thus, we guess that, this two-time competition mechanism is responsible for the
localization of CFR and GFR in two different regions of the PEL, thereby
differentiating vitrification from crystallization.

As illustrated in Figure 3, the DoPE of both CFR and GFR exhibit a slight
broadening as the temperature decreases. This phenomenon may be attributed to the
fact that at higher temperatures, the system has a shorter relaxation time (tg), which
allows it to more readily explore and locate more stable regions on the PEL.
Conversely, at lower temperatures, the system appears to become "trapped" on the
PEL due to the scarcity of available stable regions. This is in stark contrast to the
equilibrium distribution, where a higher temperature typically results in broader

distributions.



Many previous studies have calculated the energy distribution of ISs in
supercooled liquids [62-66]. The energy distribution of ISs closely resembles the
standard Gaussian form. Although this distribution can change with the environment,
the general Gaussian form remains largely invariant. The energy distribution of ISs
observed in those studies markedly contrasts with the DoPE reported in the present
work. This divergence suggests that the underlying physics governing these two
distributions are distinct, and consequently, the insights they offer regarding the PEL
are also different.

The Kauzmann paradox stands as a seminal issue in the study of supercooled
liquids [28]. Based on the findings of this research, we anticipate that GFR would not
persist across all cooling rates. Specifically, once the cooling rate dips below the CCR,
the supercooled liquid inherently adopts the characteristics of CFR, leading to an abrupt
reduction in configurational entropy. This transition circumvents the emergence of the
Kauzmann paradox and redirects the entropy-temperature curve away from the scenario
predicted by Kauzmann. This also supports some similar arguments in the literature
[67].

Finally, our previous study [22] was the first to identify two distinct types of
supercooled liquids: GFR and CFR. In that work, we uncovered the difference in
scaling behaviors and dynamic correlations between GFR and CFR. However, the
specific differences in their PELs remain unclear. This study addresses this gap by
demonstrating that the differences between the two supercooled liquids are not only
dynamic in nature but also thermodynamic, particularly in terms of the accessible

regions of their PELs.
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Figure 4. Left panel: The crystallization rate (P.) as a function of temperature for
copper and aluminum with the crystallization observation window of 5ns. Right panel:
The survival probability Q(t) at a few selected temperatures for copper and aluminum.

The dotted lines are the results fitted with exponential functions.

3) Crystallization Dynamics

The left panel of Figure 4 illustrates P. for copper and aluminum, measured with
w; = 5ns. Notably, cooling rates exert only a modest influence on P. (see the left
panel of Figure 4). Despite spanning three orders of magnitude in cooling rates, P,
varies by less than 15% at the same temperatures. For all cooling rates studied, as
expected, P. decreases with the increase of temperatures. A characteristic temperature
T.., approximately 890 K for copper and 615 K for aluminum, emerges as a pivotal
threshold. Above T,, P. for CFR and GFR is nearly indistinguishable. Below T,
however, CFR exhibits consistently higher P, than GFR, indicating accelerated
crystallization in CFR. Subsequent analysis reveals that T, coincides with a

discontinuity in the temperature dependence of nucleation barriers (discussed below).



The right panel of Figure 4 presents the survival probability Q(t) of supercooled
liquids at selected temperatures. As the temperature decreases, Q(t) decays more
rapidly, reflecting shorter lifetimes (7) of the metastable liquid. Fitting Q(t)) to an

t
exponential decay function (Q(t) = Ae ) yields excellent agreement (dashed lines in
Figure 4), validating the use of 7 to quantify nucleation kinetics.
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temperature. A linear fitting with Eq. (1) is indicated by solid lines. The slopes at high

and low temperatures are different, with the slope being precisely the parameter y of
Eq. (1).

According to statistical mechanics, the life time (7) of a supercooled liquid at
A(T

temperature T can be expressed as T = Toexp (k—), where 1y and A(T) are the
characteristic time and nucleation barrier, respectively. Based on classical nucleation
theory, A(T) is a function of temperature and decreases as temperature decreases [68,

69]. Generally, A(T) cannot be a linear function of temperature; otherwise, T would

not depend on temperature, which is clearly inconsistent with experimental

observations. Considering only the leading term, we assume A(T) = kgo + vkgT +

vksT? + O(T?), where o, v, and y are constants. Given that the temperatures of



interest in this study are all in the high-temperature region, we can neglect the zero-
order term (o). MD results also support this approximation. If dropping o, we obtain:

Int = Inty + v+ yT =y, + T, (1D
with yo = Inty +v.

Figure 5 plots the logarithmic lifetime (log,,7) against temperature for both CFR
and GFR. A linear relationship emerges, consistent with the theoretical expression of
Eq. (1) (solid lines in Figure 5). The slope y—Ilinked to the temperature dependence of
the nucleation barrier—differs markedly between high- and low-temperature regimes
(Table I). Above T,, y is remarkably larger, implying a steeper decrease in A(T)
with temperature. This finding suggests that, supercooled liquids not only can be
classified into two regimes (GFR and CFR), but each can also be divided into two sub-
regimes with distinct crystallization behaviors, as shown in the left panel of Figure 1.

T, is only slightly changed as cooling rates varying, and very close to the freezing
temperature Ty (Table 1). Although current work is hard to establish a direct
theoretical connection between T, and Ty, this bifurcation does underscore a
fundamental shift in accessible regions of the PEL near T, likely tied to ergodicity-

breaking transitions predicted by mode-coupling theory [70, 71].

Although y for GFR is larger than that for CFR, we cannot conclude that the
crystallization barrier for GFR is lower. This is because y, also differs between the
two types of supercooled liquids, as shown in Table 1. Considering that both types of
liquids belong to the same material class, 7, should not differ by orders of magnitude.
Thus, we can infer that v differs considerably between the two types of supercooled
liquids (note y, = Inty + v). Considering the data shown in the left panel of Figure 4.
we believe that the difference in the first-order term still ensures that CFR has a lower
effective barrier in the temperature higher than T,, despite the fact that the second-

order term in A(T) changes more rapidly for GFR than for CFR.



Table I. The obtained parameters using Eq. 1 fitting to the logarithmic lifetime (Int)

against temperature.

Cooling HighT | LowT | HighT LowT T¢(K)

T (K)

Rate(K/s) Y 14 Yo Yo

1x 1010 0.094 | 0.076 -81.0 -64.7 897

Cu | 1x10' | 0.089 | 0.062 -76.7 -52.4 883
5 x 1012 0.099 | 0.069 -85.5 -58.6 895 o0

1x 10 | 0.086 | 0.068 -74.2 -57.6 887
Al 1x 1010 0.193 | 0.130 -113.5 -74.5 609 600

1 x 10*? 0.164 | 0.093 -95.3 -53.2 595

Summary

From both thermodynamic and dynamic perspectives, we systematically
investigated the differences between supercooled liquids formed above CCR and below
CCR. Our findings reveal that the distribution of the average potential energies in CFR
is notably steep, whereas that of GFR is significantly broader. Consequently, we suggest
that CFR possesses a lower configurational entropy. By comparing the crystallization
rates and relaxation times of the two types of supercooled liquids, we have identified a
characteristic temperature T, for both liquids, at which the relationship between the
nucleation barrier and temperature undergoes a discontinuous change. This implies that
within a specific type of supercooled liquid, the system can be delineated into two
distinct regions, high temperature and low temperature regions, based on its

crystallization barrier. Furthermore, T, is close to the freezing temperature T5.
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