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The emergence of excess vibrational modes over the Debye prediction, typically manifested as
the well-known boson peak in the plot of vibrational density of states scaled by the Debye predic-
tion, has become a hallmark of various amorphous solids. The origin of the boson peak has been
attracting considerable attention but is still under debate. A popular view is that the position of
the boson peak coincides well with that of the Ioffe-Regel limit for transverse modes in both two-
and three-dimensional glasses, which is primarily derived from simulation studies of model struc-
tural glasses. However, it remains unknown whether the proposed coincidence could be generalized
to higher spatial dimensions, and addressing this could contribute to the advancement of relevant
phenomenological theories. Here, we find that the transverse Ioffe-Regel limit frequency is higher
than and not proportional to the boson peak frequency in our studied four-dimensional glasses. Our
findings therefore suggest that the proposed coincidence between the boson peak frequency and the
transverse Ioffe-Regel limit depends on spatial dimensions, which was not anticipated previously.

I. INTRODUCTION

Glasses have long played a pivotal role in the develop-
ment of human civilization. Nevertheless, the nature of
glasses continues to represent one of the most challeng-
ing scientific questions [1–3]. Compared to crystalline
materials, glasses exhibit distinct low-temperature ther-
modynamic properties [4–6], particularly in terms of heat
capacity and thermal conductivity. One promising ap-
proach to understand these thermodynamic properties
is to decipher low-frequency vibrational peculiarities of
glasses [2, 3, 7–9].

For crystals, the vibrational density of states (VDOS)
at low frequencies ω follows the Debye prediction as
D(ω) = ADω

d−1 in d dimensions with AD the Debye
level [10]. However, the low-frequency VDOS in various
glasses has been consistently observed to exceed the De-
bye prediction [2, 3, 11–18], typically manifested as an
apparent peak in the plot of D(ω)/ωd−1 versus ω. This
peak is commonly referred to as the boson peak, and the
corresponding frequency is known as the boson peak fre-
quency ωBP. Importantly, the temperature scale corre-
sponding to ωBP was found to be approximately located
within the plateau region of thermal conductivity’s tem-
perature dependence as well as within the bump in the
plot of heat capacity scaled by temperature squared [7].
Therefore, elucidating the nature of vibrational modes in
the vicinity of the boson peak may provide valuable in-
sights into the understanding of thermodynamic anoma-
lies. Indeed, this objective represents one of the primary
motivations behind numerous studies attempting to elu-
cidate the origin of the boson peak or its correlation with
other characteristics [3]. Over the decades, a variety of
explanations have been proposed; however, no consensus
has yet been reached regarding the origin of the boson
peak [19–27].

Due to the inherent disorder and anharmonicity
in glasses, phonons—even at extremely low frequen-
cies—experience damping when propagating through
glasses, as evidenced by a decreasing mean free path
or lifetime of phonons with increasing frequencies [28–
38]. When the mean free path of phonons decreases to
half their wavelength, the frequency ωIR corresponding
to the Ioffe-Regel limit is reached [39, 40]. Therefore,
there will be no well-defined phonons any longer at fre-
quencies above ωIR. Moreover, ωIR has been claimed to
coincide with the crossover from weak to strong scatter-
ing of phonons in glasses [38, 40–42].

Interestingly, over the past two decades, one popular
view is that ωBP corresponds to the transverse Ioffe-Regel
limit ωIR,T, which was mainly supported by simulation
studies of two- (2D) and three-dimensional (3D) struc-
tural glasses [19, 38, 43–49]. There are several addi-
tional simulation studies observing that ωBP coincides
with both transverse and longitudinal (ωIR,L) Ioffe-Regel
limits in model vitreous silica glasses [40, 50] and model
gels [46], where the equality ωIR,T = ωIR,L was followed.
Note that the inequality ωIR,T < ωIR,L has been observed
in most model structural glasses [43, 51]. However, simu-
lation studies [20, 52] of mass-spring networks where spe-
cific types of disorder could be tuned artificially, suggest
that it’s possible to observe the inequality between ωIR,T

and ωBP under appropriate conditions, whereas no such
inequality has ever been observed in model structural
glasses where multiple types of disorder coexist. Addi-
tionally, there appears to be no consensus on the relation
between the Ioffe-Regel limit and the boson peak based
on experimental observations [53–59].

To the best of our knowledge, nearly all numerical
investigations of the correlation between the transverse
Ioffe-Regel limit and the boson peak are done in 2D
and/or 3D model structural glasses. And these studies

ar
X

iv
:2

51
2.

05
16

1v
1 

 [
co

nd
-m

at
.s

of
t]

  4
 D

ec
 2

02
5

https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.05161v1


2

0 20 40 60
t

-0.5

0

0.5

1
C

(k
,t

)

k = 0.334

k = 0.579

0 20 40 60
t

0.01

0.1

1

E
(k

,t
)

(a) (b)

FIG. 1. (a) Illustration of velocity correlation functions
C(k, t) at wavevectors k = 0.334 and k = 0.579 in 4D glasses.
(b) Time dependence of the envelope E(k, t) determined by
the peaks in the absolute value of C(k, t) shown in (a). Data
in (a) and (b) are obtained at ρ = 0.8 in 4D IPL-12 glasses.

consistently found ωIR,T = ωBP. Then, it is natural to
consider what might happen to their relation when mov-
ing into higher spatial dimensions, and addressing this is
important to the development of relevant phenomenolog-
ical theories.
In this work, we performed computer simulation stud-

ies in four-dimensional (4D) structural glasses. Unex-
pectedly, we find the equality ωIR,T = ωBP does not hold
any more in 4D glasses studied. Specifically, we observe
that ωIR,T > ωBP, and ωIR,T is not proportional to ωBP

in our studied 4D glasses.

II. SIMULATION DETAILS

We simulated model glass formers with two different
types of interaction potentials: (I) The inverse power law
potential and (II) the spring-like potential [60]. Each 4D
model glass former is composed of a 50:50 binary mixture
of A particles and B particles with equal mass (set to one
in this work). Specifically, the interaction potential mod-
els employed in our 4D simulations are as follows:
(1) The inverse power law (IPL) potential model. In this
model, the interaction between two particles i and j is

V (rij) =
[

(
σij

rij
)n + c0 + c2(

rij
σij

)2 + c4(
rij
σij

)4
]

G(rcij − rij).

Here, G(r) is the Heaviside step function, rij is the par-
ticle separation, σAA = 1.0, σBB = 1.4, and σAB = 1.18.
The polynomial terms are introduced to smooth V (rij)
up to its second derivative at the interaction cutoff rcij =
1.48σij . Here, we employed n = 10 (hereafter referred to
as IPL-n10), and n = 14 (IPL-n14).
(2) The spring-like potential model. In this model,
V (rij) = 1

α
(1 −

σij

rij
)αG(σij − rij), where σAA = 1.0,

σBB = 1.4, and σAB = 1.2. Here, we employed α = 2
corresponding to the harmonic potential (hereafter re-
ferred to as HARM), and α = 2.5 corresponding to the
Hertzian potential (HERTZ).
Different 4D model glass formers were created by vary-

ing the types of interaction potentials and number den-
sities ρ = N/Ld with L the side length and N the total
number of particles. In particular, the system sizes in
4D range from 20000 to 300000, depending on number

0 0.5 1 1.5 2
ω

0.1

1

Γ T
(ω

)

0 0.5 1 1.5 2

0.018

0.021

D
(ω

)/ω

0 1 2 3

0.01

0.015

D
(ω

)/ω
2

0 1 2 3
ω

0.1

1

Γ T
(ω

)Γ
T
(ω) = ω / π Γ

T
(ω) = ω / π

2D, IPL-n12, ρ=1 3D, IPL-n12, ρ=1(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

2D, IPL-n12, ρ=1 3D, IPL-n12, ρ=1

ω
IR,T

ω
IR,T

FIG. 2. Reduced VDOS D(ω)/ω in (a) and transverse sound
attenuation coefficient ΓT(ω) in (b) at ρ = 1 in 2D IPL-12
glasses with N ranging from 20000 to 50000. Reduced VDOS
D(ω)/ω2 in (c) and transverse sound attenuation coefficient
ΓT(ω) in (d) at ρ = 1 in 3D IPL-12 glasses with N ranging
from 48000 to 192000. The lines passing through data points
of ΓT(ω) in (b) and (d) are obtained from polynomial fits.

densities and interaction potential models.

To avoid redundancy and potential confusion, we omit
here the simulation details for the 2D and 3D data pre-
sented in this work, which were obtained from IPL glass
models with n = 12 (hereafter referred to as IPL-n12).
For further details on 2D IPL glass models, readers are re-
ferred to Ref. [13]; for 3D IPL glass models, see Ref. [12].

Zero-temperature (T = 0) glasses were produced by
quenching instantaneously high-temperature liquids to
T = 0 via energy minimization (here we use the fast
inertial relaxation engine [61]). The frequencies of vi-
brational modes were determined through the diagonal-
ization (using math kernel library [62]) of the dynamic
matrix derived from T = 0 glasses. The vibrational den-

sity of states is given by D(ω) = 1

dN−d

∑dN−d

l=1
δ(ω−ωl),

where ωl is the frequency corresponds to the l-th vibra-
tional mode.

The transverse sound attenuation coefficient (or in-
verse lifetime) ΓT(ω) was determined as follows. First,
the initial velocity of particle i was set to u̇i(t = 0) =
b sin(k · ri). Here, b · k = 0, k is the wavevector, b is a
unit vector, and ri is the position vector of particle i at
t = 0 in T = 0 glasses. Second, we performed molecular
dynamics (MD) simulations by solving the equation of
motion [30] which reads

üi(t) = u̇i(t = 0)δ(t)−
N
∑

j=1

Dijuj(t), (1)

where Dij is the dynamic matrix of T = 0 glasses, and
ui(t) represents the displacement of particle i at t rela-
tive to its initial position. During MD simulations, we
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FIG. 3. Reduced VDOS D(ω)/ω3 in (a) and (c) and trans-
verse sound attenuation coefficient ΓT(ω) in (b) and (d) in 4D
IPL-10 glasses. Data in (a) and (b) are obtained at ρ = 0.8,
and (c) and (d) are at ρ = 1.5. The lines passing through data
points of ΓT(ω) in (b) and (d) are obtained from polynomial
fits.

calculated the velocity correlation function

C(k, t) =

〈

N
∑

i=1

u̇i(0) · u̇i(t)

N
∑

i=1

u̇i(0) · u̇i(0)

〉

. (2)

The transverse sound attenuation ΓT(ω) and the corre-
sponding frequency ω could be obtained by fitting the
C(k, t) data to

C(k, t) = exp(−ΓT(ω)t/2) cos(ωt). (3)

Note that ω depends on k, and so does ΓT(ω). k in this
work ranges approximately from 0.13 to 1.58, and the
specific values of k (satisfying periodic boundary condi-
tions) depend on systems examined.

III. RESULTS

Figure 1(a) illustrates the time evolution of C(k, t) cal-
culated at two different k in 4D glasses. One could ob-
serve that C(k, t) decays faster at a higher k. In addi-
tion, the decay at long time is abnormal, which could
be seen more clearly from the time evolution of the en-
velopes of C(k, t), E(k, t), see Fig. 1(b). Here, E(k, t)
corresponds to all peaks in |C(k, t)| and exhibits signif-
icant fluctuations at long time scales at each fixed k.
Note that such anomalous decay of E(k, t) at long time
has been observed as well in both 2D and 3D glass sys-
tems, which was demonstrated to be due to finite-size
effects [30, 32, 35].
To eliminate the finite-size effects, a restricted enve-

lope fit method has been introduced in recent years to
get ΓT(ω) in simulations in 2D and 3D glasses [32–35].
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FIG. 4. Reduced VDOS D(ω)/ω3 in (a) and (c) and trans-
verse sound attenuation coefficient ΓT(ω) in (b) and (d) in
4D glasses with spring-like potentials. Data in (a) and (b)
are calculated at ρ = 2 in HARM glasses, and (c) and (d) are
at ρ = 1.5 in HERTZ glasses. The lines passing through data
points of ΓT(ω) in (b) and (d) are obtained from polynomial
fits.

In this work, we employed the same method to get ΓT(ω)
in 4D glasses. Specifically, as illustrated in Fig. 1(b),
the appropriate short-time E(k, t) data are selected to
fit to the equation E(k, t) = exp(−Γ(ω)t/2). We observe
that the resulting ΓT(ω) exhibits no finite-size effects in
4D glasses. Unless otherwise specified, all ΓT(ω) data
presented below are derived from measurements across
different system sizes. Additionally, the frequency ωIR,T

corresponding to the transverse Ioffe-Regel limit is deter-
mined as the value when πΓT(ω) = ω [43].

The investigation of the correlation between the Ioffe-
Regel limit and the boson peak has attracted consider-
able attention. Based on experimental studies [53–58],
their correlation remains an unresolved issue that re-
quires further investigations. However, a growing consen-
sus has emerged from simulation studies over the past two
decades [19, 38, 40, 43–50]. These simulation studies sug-
gested that the transverse Ioffe-Regel limit coincides with
the boson peak frequency, i.e., ωIR,T = ωBP, irrespective
of interaction potentials or spatial dimensions (at least in
2D and 3D). Regarding the relation between ωIR,T and
ωIR,L, it was found ωIR,T < ωIR,L in most model struc-
tural glasses [43], whereas simulation studies on model
silica glasses [40, 50] reported ωIR,T = ωIR,L = ωBP, sug-
gesting that both the transverse and longitudinal Ioffe-
Regel limits coincide with the boson peak. Despite possi-
ble variations in the relative positions of ωIR,T and ωIR,L

across different glasses, ωIR,T = ωBP appears to hold con-
sistently in 2D and 3D glasses.

First, we revisit the correlation between ωIR,T and
ωBP in our studied 2D IPL-12 model glass formers in
Figs. 2(a) and (b) and in 3D IPL-12 ones in Figs. 2(c)
and (d). Note that Figs. 2, 3, and 4 are presented
using a consistent plotting format for clarity. ωBP is
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Table. I

typically identified as the peak position in the reduced
plot of D(ω)/ωd−1 versus ω, as shown in Figs. 2 (a) and
(c). ωIR,T is determined by the intersection between the
line representing ΓT(ω) = ω/π and the one represent-
ing the polynomial fit to the calculated ΓT(ω) data, see
Figs. 2 (b) and (d). One could observe that the ver-
tical dashed line (representing ωIR,T) passing through
Fig. 2(a) and (b) is located near the boson peak posi-
tion (ωBP) in Fig. 2(a), thus suggesting ωIR,T ≈ ωBP.
Similar results can be observed in Figs. 2 (c) and (d) for
3D glasses. Therefore, the previously reported equality
ωIR,T = ωBP is further supported by our studied 2D and
3D model glasses.

A compilation of simulation studies on 2D and 3D
model structural glasses indicates that ωIR,T = ωBP.
Then, it is natural to examine whether the relation
ωIR,T = ωBP still holds in higher spatial dimensional
glasses. To the best of our knowledge, the correlation
between ωIR,T and ωBP in systems with d > 3 has yet
to be investigated, though there have been some studies
of VDOS in such systems [63–66]. Here, we performed
computer simulations to investigate their correlation in
4D model structural glasses with different types of inter-
action potentials and/or number densities.

We are now in a position to demonstrate our main
findings in this work. We first show results in 4D IPL
glasses. We compare ωIR,T and ωBP in 4D IPL-10 sys-
tems in Fig. 3. We show results from 4D IPL-10 systems
at ρ = 0.8 in Figs. 3 (a) and (b); unexpectedly, one could
observe that the vertical line representing ωIR,T is far
away from the position of the boson peak in Fig. 3 (a).
This is very different from the observations from Fig. 2
for 2D and 3D glasses. The similar conclusion can be
drawn from Figs. 3 (c) and (d) for 4D IPL-10 systems
at ρ = 1.5. These observations in 4D IPL systems thus
suggest that ωIR,T appears at a higher frequency than
ωBP, which is our main finding in this work.

Additionally, our finding of ωIR,T > ωBP is further

TABLE I. The boson peak frequency ωBP, the transverse
Ioffe-Regel limit frequency ωIR,T, and the number density
ρ in 4D systems studied in this work. Here, ωBP is deter-
mined as the peak position in the plot of D(ω)/ω3 versus ω,
whereas ωIR,T is the intersection between the line represent-
ing ΓT(ω) = ω/π and the one representing the polynomial fit
to the ΓT(ω) data, as shown in Figs. 3 and 4.

System ρ ωBP ωIR,T

4D IPL-n10 0.8 0.73 2.24

4D IPL-n10 1.5 1.84 5.59

4D IPL-n10 2.0 3.00 8.51

4D IPL-n14 1.5 3.64 10.74

4D HARM 2.0 0.19 0.35

4D HERTZ 1.5 0.11 0.23

supported by results from 4D glasses with spring-like po-
tentials. The studied systems with such potentials are
4D HARM glasses at ρ = 2.0 in Figs. 4 (a) and (b) and
4D HERTZ glasses at ρ = 1.5 in Figs. 4 (c) and (d). Ap-
parently, the plots in Fig. 4 indicate that ωIR,T is greater
than ωBP.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this work, we investigate the relation between the
boson peak and the transverse Ioffe-Regel limit in 4D
glasses. Our main finding is that the transverse Ioffe-
Regel limit is reached at a much higher frequency than
the boson peak frequency in all our studied 4D glasses.
Specifically, Fig. 5 summarizes the relation between ωIR,T

and ωBP in our studied 4D glasses as well as in pre-
viously studied 2D and 3D glasses [43]. If assuming
ωIR,T = AωBP, one could observe that A ≈ 1 in 2D
and 3D glasses. However, in 4D systems, we find A ≈ 2
in HARM and HERTZ glasses, whereas A ≈ 3 in IPL-10
and IPL-14 glasses. This indicates that ωIR,T > ωBP,
and ωIR,T is not proportional to ωBP as the proportion-
ality coefficient A is not constant. Note that the possi-
bility that A may assume other values including unity,
in other 4D glasses not examined here cannot be ruled
out. Our current findings thus suggest that the previ-
ously proposed coincidence between the boson peak and
the transverse Ioffe-Regel limit depends on spatial dimen-
sions.
The reported coincidence between the transverse Ioffe-

Regel limit and the boson peak frequency in 2D and
3D model structural glasses is believed to offer a unique
perspective for understanding the origin of the boson
peak [43]. However, it should be noted that a simula-
tion study [20] of 2D mass-spring networks where specific
types of disorder can be tuned artificially, suggested that
the relation ωIR,T = ωBP is conditional, as it demon-
strated the possibility of observing ωIR,T > ωBP. We
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also notice that the heterogeneous elasticity theory pre-
dicts the possibility of observing ωIR,T > ωBP under ap-
propriate conditions [25]. However, such inequality has
not been observed convincingly in any simulation study
of more realistic model structural glasses where various
types of disorder coexist. Additionally, our observation
of ωIR,T > ωBP in 4D glasses in this work implies that it
would be necessary to revisit whether ωIR,T > ωBP can
also be observed in specific 2D or 3D model structural
glasses.
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