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Water is well-known for its anomalous thermodynamic behavior at both normal and extreme
(such as supercooled and negative pressure) conditions. However, in contrast to the abundance
of work on the anomalous behavior of water, the relationship between the water’s thermodynamic
anomalies and kinetics of phase transition from metastable (supercooled and/or negative pressure)
water is relatively unexplored. In this work, we have employed classical density functional the-
ory to provide a unified and coherent picture of nucleation (both vapor and ice) from metastable
water, especially at negative pressure conditions. Our results suggest a peculiar non-monotonic
temperature dependence of liquid-vapor surface tension at temperatures where liquid-vapor coexis-
tence is metastable with respect to the ice phase. The vapor nucleation barrier on isochoric cooling
also shows a non-monotonic temperature dependence. We further note that, for low density iso-
chores, the temperature of minimum vapor nucleation barrier (T∆Ω∗

v/min
) does not coincide with

the temperature of maximum density (TMD) where metastability is maximum. The temperature
difference between the T∆Ω∗

v/min
and the TMD, however, decreases with increasing the density of

the isochore, suggesting a strong correlation between the propensity of cavitation and metastability
of the liquid water at high densities. The vapor nucleation barrier along isobaric cooling shows an
interesting crossover behavior where it first increases on lowering the temperature and then shows a
non-monotonic behavior in the vicinity of the Widom line on further lowering the temperature. Our
results on the ice nucleation from metastable water show an anomalous retracing behavior of the ice
nucleation barrier along isotherms and theoretically validate the recent findings that the reentrant
ice(Ih)-liquid coexistence can induce a drastic change in the kinetics of ice nucleation. Thus, this
study establishes a direct connection between the water’s thermodynamic anomalies and the (vapor
and ice) nucleation kinetics. In addition, this study also provides deeper insights into the origin of
the isothermal compressibility maximum on isochoric cooling.

I. INTRODUCTION

Freezing (ice formation) and boiling of liquid water
are unarguably the most ubiquitous phase transitions
in nature [1, 2]. The ice formations are relevant to a
wide range of disciplines ranging from materials to bi-
ological to food and climate & earth sciences [3–10].
Recently, phase transitions in water at extreme condi-
tions, such as cavitation transition at negative pressure
(P ) conditions, have drawn considerable interest [11–16].
The cavitation transitions are also relevant to many pro-
cesses in nature, like water transport in natural and syn-
thetic trees [17, 18], poration of cell membranes [19], and
sonocrystallization of ice [20, 21]. The cavitation transi-
tions are also used in experiments to locate the temper-
ature of the maximum density (TMD) line at negative
pressure conditions [11, 15]. The shape of the TMD line
at negative pressures has the potential to provide impor-
tant insights into the origin of water’s thermodynamic
anomalies and distinguish different competing scenarios
proposed to explain the origin of water’s anomalies at

∗ rssingh@iisertirupati.ac.in

supercooled conditions [1, 22–27].

The pioneering work of Angell and coworkers [11] on
water trapped in mineral inclusions suggests that water
can sustain strong negative pressure up to −140 MPa
before it breaks by cavitation. This ability to withstand
strong negative pressure is attributed to the strong co-
hesive forces between the molecules in the liquid. Re-
cent computational and experimental studies further sug-
gest rich anomalous thermodynamic behavior of liquid
water at negative pressure conditions, including doubly
metastable states where liquid water is simultaneously
metastable with respect to both vapor and ice phases.
The thermodynamic anomalies at negative pressures in-
clude the retracing behavior of the TMD line, the anoma-
lous increase of the thermodynamic response functions
(such as isothermal compressibility κT , and isobaric heat
capacity CP ) on isobaric cooling, and the sound velocity
minimum and isothermal compressibility maximum on
isochoric cooling [28–33]. The anomalous increase of the
thermodynamic response functions on isobaric cooling at
ambient and negative pressures is often attributed to the
existence of a hypothetical liquid-liquid transition (LLT)
at high pressures and the associated Widom line [31, 33–
37]. The anomalous temperature (T ) dependence of the
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sound velocity and isothermal compressibility along iso-
chores at negative pressures was attributed recently to
the peculiar reentrant behavior of the liquid-vapor (LV)
spinodal in the temperature-density (ρ− T ) plane [32].

In contrast to the water’s anomalous phase behvaior
which is well-studied at ambient as well as extreme condi-
tions in both the computer simulation and experimental
studies [28, 29, 31–44], very few studies have explored
the nucleation (vapor and ice) from metastable liquid
water near ambient [45–57] and negative pressure condi-
tions [11, 15, 16, 58–60] and even fewer have explored the
interplay between the observed water’s thermodynamic
anomalies and the nucleation barrier from metastable liq-
uid water [11, 15, 61–63]. In a recent seminal study, us-
ing computer simulations of TIP4P/Ice water, Vega and
coworkers [61] studied ice nucleation from metastable liq-
uid water at pressures ranging from high to negative pres-
sures close to the LV spinodal. They reported an anoma-
lous (non-monotonic) dependence of the ice nucleation
barrier on pressure along isotherms where the nucleation
barrier reaches a minimum at negative pressures in the
doubly metastable region. This study also predicted an
anomalous reentrant behavior of the homogeneous ice nu-
cleation line.

In the fluid inclusion in minerals experiments, Angell
and coworkers [11] estimated the TMD for low-density
isochores at negative pressures by measuring the tem-
perature variation of the cavitation rate. The assumption
was – at the TMD, liquid water is maximally stretched
and is expected to be more prone to cavitation (vapor nu-
cleation). Thus, the temperature of the minimum barrier
of nucleation on isochoric cooling would be the TMD. In
subsequent work on a single low density isochore, Caupin
and coworkers [15] observed that the temperature of the
minimum barrier does not coincide with the TMD sug-
gesting that maximally stretched water is not necessarily
more prone to cavitation. Thus, these studies suggest an
interesting interplay between anomalous thermodynamic
behavior (such as, TMD) and the (vapor) nucleation bar-
rier. It is also worth noting that the classical nucleation
theory (CNT) [1, 64–66] was used to estimate the nu-
cleation barrier in the cavitation experiment by Caupin
and coworker [15], and also in the computational study
by Vega and coworkers [61]. Although CNT provides a
physically simple framework to estimate the nucleation
barrier, its validity at deeply metastable conditions is
questionable as the thermodynamic properties of the crit-
ical cluster may differ substantially from the stable bulk
phase at these conditions [2, 66–70].

In this work, we have employed classical density func-
tional theory (CDFT) [1, 71, 72] to provide a unified and
coherent picture of nucleation (both vapor and ice) in
metastable liquid water, especially at negative pressure
conditions. The main aim of this work is to study the in-
terplay between the water’s rich thermodynamic anoma-
lies (such as, isothermal compressibility maximum on iso-
baric and isochoric cooling, TMD, and reentrant behavior
of ice-liquid coexistence line) and the free energy barrier

of nucleation (vapor and ice) from the negative pressure
(or, stretched) water. The computational studies of ice
nucleation from the metastable water is turned out to be
a challenging task due to the sluggish structural relax-
ation of water at low temperatures, and direct estima-
tion of the nucleation barrier or rate often involves com-
putationally intensive methods, like forward flux sam-
pling [73] and umbrella sampling [74]. The experimental
studies of the ice nucleation barrier and its dependence
on the thermodynamic parameters (P, T ) are restricted
by the rapid ice crystallization from the metastable wa-
ter. Thus, CDFT provides a robust alternative to the
computer simulation and experimental approaches as it
is not restricted by the aforementioned limitations of-
ten encountered in experiments and computer simulation
studies. The CDFT-based approach also enables one to
check the validity of the CNT at highly supercooled or
metastable conditions (close to the LV spinodal or the
stability limit of liquid water) as it is not restricted by
the assumptions involved in the CNT. Of course, the re-
liability of the CDFT predictions depends on the robust-
ness of the representative free energy functional in de-
scribing the phase behavior of the system. Here, we have
used the phenomenological microscopic model developed
by Truskett et al. [75] as this model accurately captures
the (fluid) phase behavior of water near ambient condi-
tions and also makes some interesting predictions under
supercooled and negative pressure conditions, including
the existence of the (hypothesized) liquid-liquid critical
point (LLCP) [32, 34, 35, 56].

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section II
details the phenomenological microscopic model used for
the CDFT-based calculations. The liquid-vapor surface
tension at different temperatures ranging from normal
to supercooled (coexisting liquid and vapor phases are
metastable with respect to the ice phase) conditions
along the (liquid-vapor) coexistence line are discussed in
Section III A. In Sections III B and III C, we discuss the
anomalous temperature dependence of the vapor nucle-
ation barrier from stretched water on isochoric and iso-
baric cooling, respectively. The anomalous ice nucleation
behavior from the metastable and doubly metastable wa-
ter is discussed in Section IV. In Section V, we present
a phase diagram summarizing the anomalous nucleation
(vapor and ice) from metastable liquid water, and the
major findings of this work are outlined in Section VI.

II. MODEL AND PHASE BEHAVIOR

A. Microscopic Model

As discussed in the previous section, we have em-
ployed the microscopic phenomenological model devel-
oped by Truskett et al. [75] to explore the interplay be-
tween the thermodynamic anomalies and nucleation bar-
rier in stretched and doubly metastable water. Here, we
provide some key realistic features of this model: (i) to
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acknowledge hydrogen bonds’ (H-bonds’) directionality
which leads to the low-density environment in the close
vicinity of H-bonds, the model is geometrically designed
to have a cavity of radius ri (1.01σ, where σ = 3.11Å),
(ii) the cut-off distance ro (1.04σ) for the H-bond for-
mation between two molecules is assigned to address the
short-range interaction of hydrogen molecules, (iii) as H-
bonds are highly orientation-dependent, the model is de-
signed to constrain the water molecules within an angle
of φ∗ at the line joining the centre of water molecules,
and (iv) the presence of non-bonding molecules in the
H-bonding shell crowds the central molecule and hence
weakens the H-bonds. To incorporate this feature in the
model, an energetic penalty εp is assigned to each non-
bonding molecule in the H-bonding shell. The stability of
hydrogen is simplified as −εj = −εmax + (j− 1)εp, where
εmax is the maximum stability of the H-bond, and j is
the number of non-bonding molecules in the H-bonding
shell of the central molecule.

The interaction potential between the molecules (Φ)
can be decomposed into three different contributions: (i)
hard sphere interaction (ΦHS), (ii) dispersion interaction
(ΦDI), and (iii) H-bond interaction (ΦHB). That is, Φ =
ΦHS + ΦDI + ΦHB. Considering these contributions and
geometric criteria of the model, and after approximating
the hard sphere, dispersion, and H-bonding interactions,
Truskett et al. [75] derived the following expression for
the canonical partition function, Z (see Ref. [75] for the
details),

Z(N,V, T ) =

(
1

N !Λ3N

)
V Nex exp(Nβρa)(4π)N

8∏
j=1

y
Npj
j ,

(1)
where N is the number of particles, V is the volume of the
system, T is the absolute temperature, Λ is the thermal
wavelength, β = 1/kBT (kB is Boltzmann’s constant),

yj =
[
1 + j

4 (1− cosφ∗)2[exp(βεj)− 1]
]
, and Vex = V −

Nb (b is the excluded volume per particle). The values
of the parameters are chosen as εmax = 23 kJ/mol, εp =
3 kJ/mol, a = 0.269 Pam6mol−2, and φ∗ = 0.175 rad (see
Ref. [75]). The Helmholtz free energy is Ffl(N,V, T ) =
−kBT lnZ(N,V, T ).

In Figs. 1A and 1B, we show the phase diagram of
this microscopic model consisting of the liquid-vapor co-
existence (LVC) line along with the liquid-liquid coexis-
tence (LLC) line, LLCP (indicated by the red filled cir-
cle), the Widom line (defined as the locus of κT max-
imum on isobaric cooling and denoted as κmax

T -isobar),
the TMD line and the LV spinodal (LVS) in the P − T
and ρ − T planes [75]. The coexistence lines can be de-
termined by equating chemical potential and grand po-
tential density of two phases (say, α and β) at a fixed

T ; µαfl (ρα) = µβfl (ρβ), and ωαfl (ρα) = ωβfl (ρβ). Here,

µfl =
(
∂ffl(ρ)
∂ρ

)
T

, ffl = Ffl/V is the Helmholtz free

energy density and ωfl is the grand potential density,
ωfl = ffl − µflρ. The above conditions ensure that the
system is in both thermal and mechanical equilibrium at
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FIG. 1. The phase behavior of the model water system show-
ing the liquid-liquid coexistence (LLC), liquid-vapor coexis-
tence (LVC), and the liquid-vapor spinodal (LVS) lines, along
with the temperature of maximum density (TMD), the lo-
cus of the maximum of isothermal compressibility on isobaric
cooling (denoted as κmax

T -isobar, or the Widom line) in the
P −T (A) and ρ−T (B) planes [75]. The red circle indicates
the liquid-liquid critical point (LLCP).

the coexistence condition.

B. Isothermal Compressibility Anomaly Along
Isochores

Recent experimental and computer simulation stud-
ies on TIP4P/2005 water reported sound velocity mini-
mum and isothermal compressibility (or density fluctua-
tion) maximum on isochoric cooling at negative pressure
conditions [29, 32, 33]. These thermodynamic anomalies
get pronounced on decompression (or lowering the sys-
tem’s density). In Fig. 2A, we report the behavior of
isothermal compressibility κT on isochoric cooling at dif-
ferent densities for the model system studied here. As
evident from the figure and also reported in the pre-
vious studies [29, 32, 33], κT shows a non-monotonic
dependence on T . For the low density isochores, or at
negative pressure conditions where the maximum of κT
(κmax
T ) gets pronounced on decompression, the origin of

κT anomaly is attributed to the peculiar shape of water’s
LV spinodal [32] which is a consequence of the density
anomaly [33]. The κT anomaly for the higher density
isochores (isochores for which the maximum of κT gets
pronounced on compression) is often attributed to the
LLCP [32, 33].

In a recent study on TIP4P/2005, Altabet et al. [32]
reported that the T -dependent κT for intermediate den-
sity isochores (ρ ∼ 0.96 g/cc) exhibits two maxima.
The higher temperature maximum was found to be on
the κmax

T line emanating from the LV spinodal, and the
lower temperature maximum on the κmax

T line that em-
anates from the LLCP. Unlike the TIP4P/2005 water,
here we do not observe two separate peaks in κT , rather
the strength of the κmax

T gradually weakens and then in-
creases with increasing the density (see Fig. 2B and also
Fig. S1 in the Supplementary Materials). This suggests
that, for the intermediate density isochores (ρ ∼ 0.96
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FIG. 2. (A) The behavior of the isothermal compressibility
κT on isochoric cooling at different system’s densities (ρ) is
shown. (B) The non-monotonic variation of the maximum of
the isothermal compressibility (κmax

T ) with the density ρ. In
the inset, we have shown the variation of the temperature of
maximum κT (Tκmax

T
) on isochoric cooling.

g/cc), it is not possible to decouple the effects of the pe-
culiar shape of the LV spinodal and the LLCP on the
κmax
T . For the intermediate density isochores, the system

is supercritical with respect to the LLCP and near to the
LV spinodal simultaneously, and both of these factors
can give rise to the enhanced density fluctuations, or the
κmax
T . Thus, our results suggest that near the ambient

pressure, the κT anomaly of water along isochores can
not be solely attributed to the LLCP, and one must also
take into account the effects of the peculiar shape of the
LV spinodal. In the subsequent sections the isothermal
compressibility maximum along isochores is denoted as
κmax
T -isochore, and along isobars as κmax

T -isobar.

III. VAPOR NUCLEATION AT NEGATIVE
PRESSURES

A. Liquid-Vapor Surface Tension

As the nucleation barrier is quite sensitive to interfacial
surface tension, it becomes crucial to study first the be-
havior of liquid-vapor surface tension (γvl) along the co-
existence line. In order to calculate γvl using CDFT, first,
we need to obtain the equilibrium density profile along
the direction perpendicular to the interface (say, z-axis)
between the coexisting phases (ρ(z)). The surface tension
is the extra free energy cost for the formation of the inter-
face ρ(z), and is given as, γvl =

(
Ω (ρ(z))− Ωvap/l

)
/A.

Here, Ωvap/l is the grand potential of the coexisting va-
por or the liquid phase, and A is the area of the interface.
Ω [ρ(z)] is the grand canonical free energy functional cor-
responding to the inhomogeneous system with density
profile ρ(z), which within the framework of the square-
gradient approximation is given as [71, 76]

Ω[ρ(z)] =

∫
dz [ffl(ρ(z))− µρ(z)]+

1

2

∫
dz
[
Kρ (∇ρ(z))

2
]
,

(2)
where Kρ is related to the correlation length, and µ is the
coexistence chemical potential. In this work, the value

of Kρ (5.0 in reduced units) is selected in such a way
that the calculated surface tension for the microscopic
model matches with the reported experimental value at
T = 350 K [77]. The non-local effects in the system due
to inhomogeneity in the density are accounted for in the
square gradient term. ρ(z) is obtained by solving the
Euler-Lagrange equations associated with the following
equilibrium condition, δΩ [ρ (z)] /δρ(z) = 0. In Fig. 3A,
we show the T -dependent density profile ρ(z) across the
planar liquid-vapor interface, and in Fig. 3B, we report
the T -dependent γvl calculated using the density profiles
shown in Fig. 3A. We note a peculiar T -dependence of
γvl where it increases first with the decrease in T at high
temperatures and then decreases and becomes almost in-
sensitive to T in the vicinity of the Widom line (T ∼ 230
K at the coexistence pressure). One can qualitatively un-
derstand this anomalous T -dependence of γvl in terms of
the T -dependence of the density difference between the
coexisting phases (∆ρvl) and the isothermal compress-
ibility κT along the coexistence line. The T -dependent
variation of κT and ∆ρvl is shown in Figs. 3C and 3D,
respectively. The Cahn-Hilliard theory suggests that γvl

depends on ∆ρvl as, γvl ∼ ∆ρ2
vl [62, 71]. γvl also de-

pends “non-trivially” on the isothermal compressibility
and decreases with the increases of κT [78, 79]. This is
due to the softening of the free energy surface along the
density, which gives rise to a diffused interface, and in
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FIG. 3. (A) The liquid-vapor density profiles (ρ(z)) at dif-
ferent temperatures along the liquid-vapor coexistence line
are shown. (B) The calculated liquid-vapor interfacial sur-
face tension (γvl) at different temperatures along the coexis-
tence line is shown. In the inset, we have shown the γvl ob-
tained in experiments, computed for the TIP4P/2005 water,
and calculated in this work. (C) The T -dependent isothermal
compressibility (κT ) along the liquid-vapor coexistence line
is shown. (D) The density difference between the coexisting
vapor and liquid phases (∆ρvl) at different temperatures is
shown.
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turn, the lower surface free energy [62]. The initial in-
crease of γvl with the decrease in T could be mainly due
to the increase in ∆ρvl (see Fig. 3D). Below the TMD,
the behavior of both ∆ρvl and κT favors a decrease of
γvl with the decrease in T . In the vicinity and below the
Widom line (temperature of maximum κT ), the weak T -
dependence of γvl could be understood in terms of the
opposing effects of the T -dependence of κT and ∆ρvl on
γvl. Thus, the observed peculiar T -dependence of γvl can
be attributed to the anomalous change of ∆ρvl and κT
along the coexistence line. This qualitative explanation,
however, needs a more careful quantitative validation to
unambiguously establish the relative contributions of the
behavior of κT and ∆ρvl to γvl. We can not also discard
the possibility of other “non-trivial” contributions to the
anomalous T dependence of γvl.

We also note that at higher temperatures, the γvl cal-
culated here agrees well with the surface tension reported
for the TIP4P/2005 water and in experiments (see the in-
set of Fig. 3B). This validates the choice of our model sys-
tem and also the choice of the Kρ value used to study the
liquid-vapor interfacial properties. It would be an inter-
esting avenue for future research to validate this observed
anomalous T -dependence of γvl at metastable (with re-
spect to the ice) conditions using computer simulations
on realistic water models, such as TIP4P/2005. The
experimental measurement of γvl at lower temperatures
(below the freezing temperature) would be challenging
due to spontaneous ice crystallization.

B. Vapor Nucleation on Isochoric Cooling

Here, we have studied the vapor nucleation from nega-
tive pressure water along different isochoric paths, shown
in Figs. 4A and 3B in the P − T and ρ − T planes, re-
spectively. On isochoric cooling at negative pressures,
the system first crosses the TMD line where the liquid
is maximally stretched (metastability with respect to the
vapor phase is maximum, see Fig. S2 in the Supplemen-
tary Materials). On further cooling, the system under-
goes enhanced density fluctuations as it crosses the κmax

T -
isochore line. It is reported in the literature that en-
hanced density fluctuations of the metastable fluid – a
consequence of the flattening of the free energy surface
– facilitate the phase transition by decreasing the nucle-
ation barrier [76, 80]. Thus, both the thermodynamic
anomalies, TMD and κmax

T -isochore, are expected to en-
hance the vapor nucleation from stretched water. To ex-
plore the interplay between these thermodynamic anoma-
lies and the vapor nucleation from the stretched water,
in Fig. 4C, we have reported the T -dependent scaled va-
por nucleation barrier (β∆Ω∗

v) along different isochoric
paths. ∆Ω∗

v is calculated using the CDFT [62, 71, 76, 81–
85] which allows us to calculate the free energy of the
critical nucleus without making the capillary approxima-
tion (unlike, the CNT). In the CDFT, one directly gets
the (unstable) equilibrium density profile of the critical
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FIG. 4. The isochoric cooling pathways in the P − T plane
(A) and the ρ − T plane (B) are shown. (C) The T -
dependent scaled vapor nucleation barrier along different iso-
chores (β∆Ω∗

v) is shown. We note the non-monotonic tem-
perature dependence of β∆Ω∗

v. The red triangles indicate the
temperature of maximum density (TMD), the green diamonds
indicate the temperature of minimum scaled vapor nucleation
barrier on isochoric cooling (β∆Ω∗

v/min), the blue squares indi-
cate the temperature of maximum isothermal compressibility
on isochoric cooling (κmax

T -isochore). (D) The T -dependent
liquid-vapor surface tension predicted by the CNT (γCNT

vl )
along different isochores is shown.

cluster by minimizing the grand potential of the inhomo-
geneous system,

Ω[ρ(r)] =

∫
dr [ffl(ρ(r))− µρ(r)]+

1

2

∫
dr
[
Kρ (∇ρ(r))

2
]
,

(3)
with respect to density profile ρ(r) and solving the result-
ing ordinary differential equation with boundary condi-
tions, dρ/dr = 0 at r = 0 and ρ = ρl at r → ∞. The
nucleation barrier ∆Ω∗

v is the free energy cost for the for-
mation of the density profile of the critical vapor cluster
and is given as ∆Ω∗

v = Ω[ρ(r)]− Ω(ρl).
We note a non-monotonic T -dependence of β∆Ω∗

v on
isochoric cooling (see Fig. 4C) where β∆Ω∗

v decreases
with the decrease in temperature, attains a minimum
and then increases on further lowering the temperature.
We additionally note that the temperature of minimum
nucleation barrier (Tβ∆Ω∗

v/min
) does not coincide either

with the temperature of maximum metastability (or, the
TMD) or with the temperature of maximum density fluc-
tuation (or, κmax

T -isochore). This observation suggests
that the enhanced density fluctuations due to the soft-
ening of the metastable liquid free energy basin in the
vicinity of the LV spinodal do not lead to any drastic
change in the nucleation behavior — unlike the work
by ten Wolde and Frenkel [80] on a model colloidal sys-
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FIG. 5. The isobaric cooling pathways in the P − T (A) and
the ρ − T (B) planes at negative pressures are shown. (C)
The T -dependent isothermal compressibility κT on isobaric
cooling at pressures −400 bar, −700 bar, and −1000 bar is
shown. (D) The T -dependent scaled vapor nucleation bar-
rier (∆Ω∗

v/εp) along different isobars is shown. We note that
in the close vicinity of the Widom line, ∆Ω∗

v shows a weak
non-monotonic T -dependence. The blue triangles indicate the
temperature of maximum isothermal compressibility on iso-
baric cooling (κmax

T -isobar), and the red diamonds indicate
the temperature of minimum vapor nucleation barrier on iso-
baric cooling in the vicinity of the κmax

T -isobar (denoted as
∆Ω∗

v/min-isobar).

tem with short-range attractive interactions where en-
hanced density fluctuations (due to the presence of the
submerged critical point) were reported to lower the
nucleation barrier drastically. This observation further
suggests that the minimum in the β∆Ω∗

v is also not a
direct consequence of the maximum metastability that
the liquid water attains at the TMD. In a recent ex-
perimental study, Caupin and coworkers [15] studied a
single isochore (ρ = 0.9228 g/cc) and reported a sim-
ilar non-monotonic temperature dependence of the nu-
cleation barrier with the Tβ∆Ω∗

v/min
(∼ 322 K) > TMD

(∼ 296.4 K).

These studies suggest that a larger tension in liquid
water does not necessarily imply that it is more prone
to cavitate. The non-monotonic behavior of ∆Ω∗

v on
isochoric cooling is a consequence of the combined ef-
fect of the existence of TMD (where the liquid attains
maximum metastability) and the temperature variation
of γvl. In Fig. 4D, we report the temperature variation
of the vapor-liquid surface tension calculated using the
CNT (γCNT

vl ) along different isochoric cooling pathways;

∆Ω∗
v = 16πγCNT

vl

3
/3(∆P )2, where ∆P is the pressure

difference between the metastable liquid and the stable
vapor phase. We observe a monotonic non-linear increase

of γCNT
vl on isochoric cooling. Interestingly, however, we

also note that the difference between the Tβ∆Ω∗
v/min

and

the TMD decreases on increasing the density of the iso-
chore (see Fig. 4C) suggesting a strong correlation be-
tween the propensity of cavitation and metastability of
the liquid phase. Therefore, one should be cautious about
using the onset of cavitation to locate the TMD at neg-
ative pressures in fluid inclusion experiments, especially
for low-density isochores [11].

C. Vapor Nucleation on Isobaric Cooling

In this section, we have studied the vapor nucleation
from stretched and doubly metastable water on isobaric
cooling. In Figs. 5A and 5B, we show the isobaric cool-
ing pathways in the P −T and ρ−T planes, respectively.
It is evident from the figure that all the three isobars
cross the Widom line in the negative pressure (more pre-
cisely, doubly metastable) region of the phase diagram. It
would be, therefore, desirable to explore the interplay be-
tween the enhanced density fluctuations (or, maximum in
the isothermal compressibility on isobaric cooling, κmax

T -
isobar, see Fig. 5C) of the (metastable) liquid water and
the vapor nucleation barrier in the close vicinity of the
Widom line.

The T -dependent vapor nucleation barrier ∆Ω∗
v (scaled

with εp) for three different isobars are shown in Fig. 5D.
At higher temperatures, ∆Ω∗

v increases monotonically on
decreasing the temperature. However, at temperatures in
the vicinity of the Widom line, ∆Ω∗

v shows a weak non-
monotonic dependence on T . The minimum in the nu-
cleation barrier occurs at a temperature very close to the
Widom line (see Fig. 5D). This observed crossover behav-
ior of ∆Ω∗

v is an important result because this establishes
a direct connection between the thermodynamic (isother-
mal compressibility) anomaly and the vapor nucleation
barrier on isobaric cooling at negative pressures. A sim-
ilar crossover behavior is also expected for high pressure
isobars. It is also worth noting that we did not observe
any noticeable effect of the flattening of the free energy
surface (or, the isothermal compressibility maximum) on
the nucleation barrier along isochores.

This observed crossover behavior of ∆Ω∗
v can be ex-

plained in terms of the flattening of the metastable liq-
uid’s free energy basin near the Widom line (a conse-
quence of the existence of the metastable LLCP, see
Fig. 1) which gives rise to the enhanced density fluc-
tuations. The free energy flattening reduces the sur-
face tension by making the interfaces more diffused (see
Fig. 3) [62]. Therefore, even though the metastability
of the vapor phase with respect to the liquid phase de-
creases monotonically on decreasing the temperature (see
Fig. S3 in the Supplementary Materials), the decrease
of the surface tension in the vicinity of the Widom line
cancels out the effects of the decrease in the metasta-
bility, and in turn, gives rise to observed crossover be-
havior. Recent studies of ice nucleation from metastable
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water report a similar crossover in the T -dependence of
the (ice) nucleation barrier in the vicinity of the Widom
line on isobaric cooling [62, 63]. Thus, the metastable
LLCP affects both the ice and the vapor nucleation ki-
netics from the metastable water. Also, this observed
non-monotonic dependence of ∆Ω∗

v on T shows a close
resemblance with the enhancement of crystal nucleation
near the metastable critical point of a model colloidal
fluid with short-range attractive interactions [76, 80].

IV. ICE NUCLEATION FROM METASTABLE
AND DOUBLY METASTABLE WATER: A TWO

ORDER PARAMETER DESCRIPTION

A. Ice-Liquid Surface Tension

The one order parameter description was sufficient to
describe the liquid-vapor phase transitions discussed in
the previous sections. However, to study the ice-liquid
interfacial properties and the nucleation of the ice phase
from the metastable liquid water, a two order parameter
– density ρ and structural order parameter m – descrip-
tion is required. We follow Oxtoby and coworker [82, 86]
in describing the free energy functional of the inhomoge-
neous solid(ice)-liquid system characterized by position-
dependent order parameters, ρ(r) and m(r). The pro-
posed free energy (grand potential) functional for this
case within the framework of the square-gradient approx-
imation is

Ω[ρ(r),m(r)] =
∫
dr [ω(ρ(r),m(r))]

+ 1
2

∫
dr
[
Kρ (∇ρ(r))

2
+Km (∇m(r))

2
]
,

(4)
where Kρ and Km are related to the correlation lengths
for ρ and m, respectively. ω is the grand potential density
functional of the average density profile ρ(r) and struc-
tural order parameter profile m(r). The square gradient
terms account for the nonlocal effects in the system due
to inhomogeneity in ρ and m.

For the two order parameter description, we have gen-
eralized the fluid phase free energy (grand potential) den-
sity (ωfl) by separably introducing structural order pa-
rameter contribution to the free energy as

ωfl(ρ,m) = ωfl(ρ) +
1

2
kfl,m(m−mfl)2, (5)

where kfl,m is the curvature of the grand potential func-
tion along m, and mfl is the equilibrium order of the
fluid phase. We have chosen mfl = 0. The ice phase is
incorporated separately through a two order parameter
harmonic free energy (grand potential) density function

ωice(ρ,m) = 1
2kice,ρ(ρ− ρice)2 + 1

2kice,m(m−mice)2

+∆ice(µ, T ),
(6)

where kice,ρ and kice,m are the curvatures of the free en-
ergy of the ice phase along ρ and m, respectively. ρice and

mice are the equilibrium density and order, respectively,
of the ice phase. ∆ice is the grand potential density of
the equilibrium bulk ice phase at a given thermodynamic
condition. Considering the weak (T, P ) dependence of
ρice and mice compared to the values for the liquid water,
we have neglected here the (T, P ) dependence of these
quantities. We have chosen ρice = 0.91 g/cc (equilib-
rium ice(Ih) density of the TIP4P/Ice water at ambient
pressure), mice = 0.5 (chosen to be close to the struc-
tural order parameter Q6 value for the ice phase [35]),
kfl,m = 12, kice,ρ = 240, kice,m = 240, Kρ = 5.0, and
Km = Kρ/2 (in reduced units) in our calculations. The
values of these parameters are chosen in such a way that
the ice(Ih)-liquid surface tension at 1 bar comes out to
be close to the experimentally reported surface tension
value (29.6 mJ/m2) [87, 88]. We note that Ice(Ih) is the
most stable ice polymorph at the (T, P ) conditions stud-
ied in this work [89]. The grand potential of the system
ω (see Eq. 4) is given as ω = min(ωfl, ωice).

Considering the distinct lack of information about
the experimental ice(Ih)-liquid coexistence line at neg-
ative pressures, here we have used the coexistence line
reported for the TIP4P/Ice water to mimic the ice-
liquid coexistence line for our model system. This co-
existence line is shifted vertically in such a way that
ρl = 0.91 g/cc (density of the ice(Ih) phase near am-
bient pressure for TIP4P/Ice) at the temperature where
dT/dP = 0 (indicated by the filled red circle in the in-
set of Fig. 6) along the coexistence line. The coexis-
tence pressure where dT/dP = 0 is denoted as P ∗. We
also note that, ∆ice = ωfl along the (ice-liquid) coexis-
tence line. The ice-liquid surface tension (γice−l) is the
extra free energy cost for the formation of equilibrium
density and (structural) order profiles and is given as
γice−l =

(
Ω (ρ(z),m(z))− Ωice/l

)
/A, where Ωice/l is the

grand potential of the coexisting ice or the liquid phase,
ρ(z) and m(z) are the equilibrium density and order pro-
files, respectively. ρ(z) and m(z) are obtained by solving
the following Euler-Lagrange equations under appropri-
ate boundary conditions (ρ(z) = ρcoex

l and m(z) = 0 at
z = 0; and ρ(z) = ρice (0.91 g/cc) and m(z) = 0.5 at
z →∞),

δΩ

δρ(z)
= 0;

δΩ

δm(z)
= 0, (7)

where Ω is given by Eq. 4.
In Fig. 6, we report the computed γice−l along the ice-

liquid coexistence line. We found that γice−l decreases
with a decrease in P , attains a minimum at P ∗ (−1.15
kbar), and then increases on further lowering the pres-
sure. This anomalous (non-monotonic) dependence of
γice−l on P is a consequence of the non-monotonic change
in the absolute value of the density difference between the
coexisting phases (|∆ρice−l| = |ρice − ρl|), which in turn
also gives rise to the retracing behavior of the coexistence
line in the P −T plane (see the inset of Fig. 6). The den-
sity difference between the coexisting phases decreases
with the decrease in pressure of the system and is zero
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FIG. 6. The pressure (P ) dependence of the ice-liquid surface
tension (γice−l) along the coexistence line is shown. We note
the non-monotonic dependence of γice−l on P . The green di-
amond shows the experimentally reported γice−l at ambient
pressure [87]. In the inset, we have shown the ice(Ih)-liquid
coexistence line for the TIP4P/Ice water [61] along with the
TMD, liquid-vapor coexistence (LVC) and the liquid-vapor
spinodal (LVS) lines for the water model studied here in the
P−T plane. The ice(Ih)-liquid coexistence line for TIP4P/Ice
water is shifted vertically in such a way that ρl = 0.91
g/cc (density of the ice-Ih phase near ambient pressure for
TIP4P/Ice) at the temperature where dT/dP = 0 (indicated
by the filled red circle) along the coexistence line.

at the pressure where dT/dP = 0. Below P ∗, liquid wa-
ter has a lower density than the ice phase. Thus, in the
close vicinity of P ∗, the contribution of the density profile
to γice−l is negligibly small (zero at P ∗), and hence, or-
der profile is the only contributor to the surface tension.
This gives rise to the minimum γice−l value at P ∗. The
density profile contribution to γice−l increases on further
lowering the pressure below P ∗. Hence, non-monotonic
dependence of γice−l on P is predominantly guided by
the P -dependent change in the contribution of the den-
sity profile to the γice−l along the ice-liquid coexistence
line. We shall discuss the consequences of this anoma-
lous P dependence of γice−l and the retracing behavior
of the ice-liquid coexistence line on the ice nucleation in
the next section.

B. Ice Nucleation Along Isotherms

As discussed in Section I, Vega and coworkers [61] re-
ported recently an anomalous retracing behavior of the
ice nucleation barrier along isotherms where nucleation
barrier reaches a minimum at negative pressures in the
doubly metastable region. They attributed this anomaly
in the nucleation barrier (or, rate) to the reentrance of
the ice(Ih)-liquid coexistence line at negative pressures.
Here, we focus on understanding this observed interplay
between the reentrant behavior of the ice(Ih)-liquid co-
existence line and the ice nucleation barrier at negative
pressures within the framework of the theoretical model
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FIG. 7. The scaled ice nucleation barrier (β∆Ω∗
ice) vs. pres-

sure of the metastable liquid water (P ) along three different
isotherms is shown. Note the non-monotonic dependence of
β∆Ω∗

ice on P (β is constant along an isotherm). The mini-
mum of the β∆Ω∗

ice vs. P lies at a pressure where the liquid
density is the same as the ice density (∆ρice−l = 0) along an
isotherm (marked with filled diamonds). In the inset, we have
shown the pressure difference between the (metastable) liquid
and the ice phase (∆Pice−l) at a given chemical potential as
a function of P . We note a non-monotonic dependence of
∆Pice−l on P with the position of maximum roughly coincid-
ing with ∆ρice−l = 0 (marked with filled diamonds).

studied in this work.
The grand potential density of the equilibrium ice

phase ∆ice (see Eq. 6) at different metastable state points
along an isotherm was estimated by using thermody-
namic integration,

∆µ = µ− µcoex
ice/l =

∫ Pcoex

Pice

vice(P )dP, (8)

where vice is the specific volume of the ice phase, µ is the
chemical potential of the liquid water, and µcoex

ice/l is the co-

existence (ice and liquid) chemical potential. Pcoex is the
coexistence ice pressure, and Pice (note, −Pice = ∆ice)
is the ice pressure when liquid water is metastable with
respect to the ice phase. The specific volume of the ice
was kept constant at vice(P ) = v0

ice = 1/ρ0
ice (ρ0

ice = 0.91
g/cc). The ice nucleation barrier (∆Ω∗

ice) is the free en-
ergy cost for the formation of the (unstable) equilibrium
density and order profiles (for the two order parameter
case) of the critical ice cluster (see Section III B for the
details), and is given as ∆Ω∗

ice = Ω[ρ(r),m(r)]−Ω(ρl,ml).
The density and order profiles can be obtained from the
solutions of the Euler-Lagrange equations associated with
the following conditions,

δΩ

δρ(r)
= 0;

δΩ

δm(r)
= 0. (9)

The ice nucleation barrier along three different isotherms
– 230 K, 240 K, and 250 K – is shown in Fig. 7. Simi-
lar to the observations made by Vega and coworkers [61],
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we note a non-monotonic P dependence of ∆Ω∗
ice along

isothermal paths where ∆Ω∗
ice decreases initially and then

increases on decreasing the pressure. To gain deeper in-
sights into the origin of this non-monotonic (or, retrac-
ing) behavior of ∆Ω∗

ice, in the inset figure, we report the
P -dependent pressure difference between the metastable
liquid water and the stable ice phase ∆Pice−l(µ, T ) =
Pl(µ, T ) − Pice(µ, T ) along different isotherms studied
here. The computed ∆Pice−l also shows a non-monotonic
P -dependence along isothermal paths. The maximum of
the ∆Pice−l lies close to the pressure where liquid wa-
ter density is equal to the ice density along the corre-
sponding isotherm (∆ρice−l = 0 pressure along isotherms
is marked with the filled diamonds). The liquid water
expands upon freezing above the pressure of the mini-
mum ice nucleation barrier along an isotherm (denoted
as P∆Ω∗

ice/min
) and contracts below P∆Ω∗

ice/min
(see also

Fig. S4 in the Supplementary Materials). We also note
that the P∆Ω∗

ice/min
roughly coincides with the pressure of

maximum ∆Pice−l.
It is worth noting that the behavior of ∆Ω∗

ice is not
solely guided by the pressure dependence of ∆Pice−l but
also on the γice−l. As shown in the previous section, γice−l

along the coexistence line shows a minimum at the pres-
sure where ∆ρice−l = 0. Following the same argument,
it is expected that the surface tension between the ice
and metastable liquid (γice−ml) would also show a mini-
mum at the pressure where ∆ρice−l = 0 as order profile
would again be the only contributor to the surface tension
(the reported non-monotonic dependence of the surface
tension for TIP4P/Ice at metastable conditions [61] sup-
ports this argument). By invoking the CNT, the anoma-
lous non-monotonic behavior of ∆Ω∗

ice can be explained
in terms of the non-monotonic behavior of ∆Pice−l and
γice−ml, as the study of Vega and coworkers [61] also
suggests. Thus, within the framework of our general-
ized phenomenological model, we are able to capture the
anomalous retracing behavior of ∆Ω∗

ice along isothermal
paths at negative pressures. We have not calculated the
behavior of the ice nucleation barrier along isobaric paths
in the negative pressure region as this dependence can be
inferred from Fig. 7 itself.

V. PHASE DIAGRAM

We have summarized the anomalous nucleation of the
vapor and ice phases from metastable liquid water in the
phase diagram shown in Fig. 8. Here, we have reported
the locus of minimum free energy barrier for vapor nucle-
ation along isobaric and isochoric cooling paths (∆Ω∗

v/min

- isobar and ∆Ω∗
v/min - isochore, respectively, see Figs. 4C

and 5D), along with the locus of the minimum ice nucle-
ation barrier along isotherms, ∆Ω∗

ice/min - isotherm (see

Fig. 7) in the negative pressure regime. Furthermore,
we have also reported the κmax

T along isochores ranging
from low to high densities. Interestingly, we note that
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FIG. 8. Phase diagram of the phenomenological model sum-
marizing anomalous nucleation kinetics in the P − T plane.
Here, we report the locus of minimum free energy barrier for
vapor nucleation along isochoric and isobaric cooling paths
(indicated by ∆Ω∗

v/min - isochore, and ∆Ω∗
v/min - isobar, re-

spectively), along with the locus of the minimum ice nucle-
ation barrier along isotherms (∆Ω∗

ice/min - isotherm) in the
negative pressure regime of the phase plane. We note that the
κmax
T -isochore line crosses the κmax

T -isobar line in the P − T
plane at the temperature where κmax

T -isochore shows a min-
imum on decompression (see Fig. 2B). The black filled cir-
cle separates the LLCP dominated κmax

T -isochore and the LV
spinodal dominated κmax

T -isochore (see Figs. 2A and 2B).

the κmax
T -isochore line crosses the κmax

T -isobar line in the
P − T plane at the temperature where κmax

T -isochore
shows a minimum on decompression (or, lowering the
density of liquid water, see Fig. 2B). This result suggests
that the peculiar shape of the LV spinodal is responsi-
ble for the distortion of the κmax

T -isochore line at mod-
erately high and negative pressures in the P − T plane.
Above the crossing temperature, the LLCP contributes
dominantly to the κmax

T -isochore, and below this tem-
perature (for low density isochores), the peculiar shape
of the LV spinodal contributes dominantly to the κmax

T -
isochore (see also Fig. 2B). Therefore, one must consider
the effects of the LLCP as well as the LV spinodal while
understanding the origin of the anomalous behavior of
thermodynamic response functions (such as sound veloc-
ity, isothermal compressibility, etc.) on isochoric cooling,
especially at moderately high and negative pressure con-
ditions [29].

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have employed CDFT to explore the
interplay between the thermodynamic anomalies and nu-
cleation (vapor and liquid) kinetics from metastable wa-
ter, especially at negative pressures. As there is a distinct
lack of free energy functional which can simultaneously
describe the phase behavior of the liquid water and the
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ice, in this work we had to constrain to a phenomenolog-
ical (not microscopic) free energy functional for the ice
phase.

For the model water studied here, we found that, un-
like the TIP4P/2005 water, it is not possible to decou-
ple the effects of the peculiar shape of the LV spin-
odal and the LLCP on the anomalous behavior of κT
along isochores, especially for the intermediate density
isochores (ρ ∼ 0.96 g/cc). Therefore, to precisely un-
derstand the origin of the enhanced density fluctuations
along isochores near ambient (T, P ) conditions, one must
also take into account the effects of the peculiar shape
of the LV spinodal, along with the effects of the (hy-
pothesized) LLCP. We have further explored the interfa-
cial surface tension and nucleation of the vapor and ice
phases from the metastable water. Our results suggest
a peculiar T -dependence of γvl where it increases first
with the decrease in T and then decreases and becomes
almost insensitive to T in the vicinity of the Widom line
on further lowering T . This T -dependence can be at-
tributed to the T -dependence of the density difference
between the coexisting phases ∆ρvl and the isothermal
compressibility κT along the coexistence line. The va-
por nucleation barrier ∆Ω∗

v shows a non-monotonic T -
dependence on isochoric cooling. We also note that the
minimum vapor nucleation barrier temperature T∆Ω∗

v/min

coincides neither with the temperature of maximum κT
nor with the TMD where metastability is maximum. In-
terestingly, however, we also note that the temperature
difference between the T∆Ω∗

v/min
and the TMD decreases

on increasing the density of the isochore, suggesting a
stronger correlation between the propensity of cavitation
and metastability of the liquid water for higher density
isochores. Therefore, one should be cautious about us-
ing the onset of cavitation to locate the TMD at neg-
ative pressures in fluid inclusion experiments, especially
for low-density isochores [11] as the minimum in the ∆Ω∗

v

is not a direct consequence of the maximum metastabil-
ity that the liquid attains at TMD but is a consequence
of the combined effect of the TMD and the temperature
variation of γvl.

The vapor nucleation barrier ∆Ω∗
v along isobars also

shows a crossover behavior in its T -dependence near the
Widom line on isobaric cooling. At higher tempera-

tures, ∆Ω∗
v increases monotonically on decreasing the

temperature. However, at temperatures in the vicinity
of the Widom line, we observe that ∆Ω∗

v shows a non-
monotonic dependence on T . The computational vali-
dation of the anomalous vapor nucleation along isobaric
and isochoric paths from metastable water at negative
pressures would be an interesting avenue for future re-
search. Furthermore, we have also explored the ice nu-
cleation from metastable and double metastable water.
Our results on the ice nucleation validate theoretically
the anomalous retracing barrier of the ice nucleation bar-
rier along isotherms reported recently in a computational
study on TIP4P/Ice water by Vega and coworkers [61]
and further confirms that the reentrant ice(Ih)-liquid co-
existence line can induce a drastic change in the kinetics
of ice nucleation.

Finally, apart from theoretical curiosity, this study pro-
vides deeper insights into the nature of the phase transi-
tions (ice and vapor) in metastable water and their inter-
play with the observed thermodynamic anomalies (such
as TMD, isothermal compressibility maximum on iso-
baric and isochoric cooling, and the retracing behavior
of the ice-liquid coexistence) at negative pressure condi-
tions. Recent studies suggest that colloidal tetrahedral
liquids [90, 91] and other tetrahedral network forming liq-
uids [36, 92–96] also show water-like anomalies. Hence,
in principle, one can design a tetrahedral network form-
ing (colloidal) fluid where one can selectively enhance the
crystallization or vaporization by controlling the thermo-
dynamic conditions. On a more general note, this study
establishes a direct connection between the nature of the
underlying free energy surface and its interplay with the
nucleation kinetics, and this has applicability beyond the
tetrahedral network forming liquids.
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FIG. S1. The T -dependent isothermal compressibility κT of liquid water along different isochores is shown. Note that the κT
maximum (denoted as κmax

T ) shows a non-monotonic behavior where it first decreases and then increases on compression (de-
creasing the density of the system). This crossover behavior suggests that, for low density isochores, the dominant contribution
to κmax

T comes from the peculiar shape of the LV spinodal, and for high density isochores the LLCP contributes dominantly to
the κmax

T .
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FIG. S2. The T -dependent pressure difference between the metastable liquid water and the stable vapor phase (∆Pvl) on
isochoric cooling the liquid water at different densities is reported. The red filled circles indicate the TMD. We note that the
liquid water is maximally stretched at the TMD.
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FIG. S3. The T -dependent pressure difference between the metastable liquid and the stable vapor phase (∆Pvl) on isobaric
cooling the liquid water at −1.0 kbar is reported.
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FIG. S4. The density of the liquid water along different isotherms on varying the pressure (P ). The ice density is assumed to
be independent of the thermodynamic condition in the (T, P ) range studied in this work.
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