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ABSTRACT
Glycerol acts as a natural cryoprotectant by depressing the temperature of ice nucle-
ation and slowing down the dynamics of water mixtures. In this work we character-
ize dynamics -diffusion, viscosity, and hydrogen-bond dynamics- as well as density
anomaly and structure of water mixtures with 1% to 50% w/w glycerol at low
temperatures via molecular dynamics simulations using all-atom and coarse-grained
models. Simulations reveal distinct violations of the Stokes-Einsten relation in the
low temperature regime for water and glycerol. Deviations are positive for water
at all concentrations, and positive for glycerol in very dilute solutions but turning
negative in concentrated ones. The all-atom and coarse-grained models reveal an
unexpected crossover in the dynamics of the 1% and 10 % w/w glycerol at the
lowest simulated temperatures. This crossover manifests in the diffusion coefficients
of water and glycerol, as well as in the viscosity and lifetime of hydrogen-bonds in
water. We interpret that the crossover originates on the opposing dependence with
glycerol concentration of the two factors controlling the solutions’ slow-down: the
increase in tetrahedrally coordinated water and the dynamics and clustering of the
glycerol molecules. We anticipate that this dynamic crossover will also occur for
solution of water with other polyols.
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1. Introduction

Water-polyol mixtures have unique properties and wide-ranging applications. These
solutions are used in various fields, such as automotive industry, as cryoprotective
agents (CPA) [1–6], skincare products [7–11] and food or tissues cryopreservation. [12–
17] Among the polyol molecules, glycerol has been demonstrated to be an excellent
cryoprotectant. Its activity has been attributed to its ability to break water hydrogen
bonds, thus hindering water molecules arrangement [18]. This happens since glycerol
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creates hydrogen bonds with its own hydroxyl groups, and has a negative enthalpy
of mixing with water.[19, 20] One of the main features of these polyols lies in their
amphiphilic nature. Thus, glycerol form stable hydrogen bonds with the solvent and,
at the same time, hinder water interaction. Recent studies correlate the enthalpy of
mixing of water and glycerol solutions to the number of hydrogen bonds between the
two species.[21] Due to this feature, these molecules are used to protect tissues, cells or
proteins from water crystallization and the ensuing damage produced by the growth
of ice crystals. [14, 22–24]

In the last decades, several experiments have been performed to study glycerol-
water mixtures, most of them carried out at temperatures above melting [25–30].
However, the properties of supercooled water-glycerol solutions are not only important
for cryopreservation but also provide important insights on the anomalies of water.
The complex glass forming behaviour of water-glycerol solutions has attracted much
attention.[31–35]

Water is one of the simplest liquids in nature but it is, doubtless, the most complex
too presenting 19 distinct ice phases when freezing.[36]Nevertheless, its complexity is
attributed not only to the several solid phases, but also to the anomalies (maxima
or minima) that have been reported in the liquid phase for thermodynamic response
functions (i.e. isothermal compressibility (κT ), thermal expansion (αp) or specific heat
(Cp)) as well as for dynamic properties. [37]

Suzuki and Mishima [32, 38], studied a supercooled (and diluted) glycerol-water
solution to explore the possible existence of a liquid-liquid critical point (LLCP) as
well as the transition from low density to high density amorphous ices (LDA and HDA
respectively). Thereafter, Bachler et al. [34] studied polymorphism in water-glycerol
solutions at higher concentrations (glycerol mole fraction χM ≤0.38), demonstrating
the complex behaviour of these binary solutions in glassy conditions.

Experiments on supercooled water-glycerol mixtures have been complemented with
a theoretical study[39] that not only tried to give a molecular explanation to the
anomalies (such as the density maximum) but also predict other scenarios at temper-
atures (up to 20 K) and pressures (up to 3000 MPa) that would be experimentally
inaccessible. Another computational study, by Akinkunmi and coworkers, [40] used
TIP3P[41] + R-FF[42], TIP3P + BC-FF[43] and TIP4P/2005[44] + BC-FF force-
fields to simulate water-glycerol solutions in a wide range of temperatures and concen-
trations, even though with a small number of molecules. In this article, the authors
observed a density maximum at low glycerol concentrations that vanished when the
concentration increased. This clearly demonstrated that adding glycerol molecules not
only affects ice nucleation but also the anomalous thermodynamic properties of liquid
water. In the same work[40], the authors reported the diffusion coefficient for glycerol
and water molecules. Both showed a pronounced decrease of the diffusion with glycerol
concentrations, independently of the chosen force-fields.

Despite the widespread use of glycerol-water mixtures, the relevant features of their
transport properties still remain to be fully understood, especially in the supercooled
regime. The aim of the present work is to unravel the behaviour of transport prop-
erties of water-glycerol mixtures at low temperatures by means of classical molecular
dynamics simulations of all-atom and coarse grained models. We first study the diffu-
sion of supercooled water (both all-atom and coarse grained) and glycerol, finding an
unexpected crossover of the diffusion with 1% and 10% glycerol concentration. Inter-
estingly, the same crossover is observed when computing the system’s shear viscosity
for the all-atom system. Next, we compute the lifetime of water-water hydrogen bonds
and observe a crossover at the same temperature. To try to explain this crossover, we
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compute the temperature of maximum density (TMD) and several structural prop-
erties. We find that the former is shifted to lower temperatures when increasing the
glycerol content, eventually disappearing when the glycerol concentration is above
30%. Whereas the latter show an increase of the tetra-coordinated water molecule
parameter combined with an increase of clustering of glycerol, when supercooling the
system.

2. Simulation Details

2.1. All-atom simulations

We study water-glycerol mixture by means of atomistic simulations as in Ref.[40],
implementing in the GROMACS (2021) open source molecular dynamics (MD) pack-
age [45] both the TIP4P/2005 water (rigid) [44] and the AMBER (BC-FF) glycerol
(non rigid) [46, 47]. For water-glycerol interactions we used the well known Lorentz-
Berthelot mixing rules.[48, 49] To test the glycerol force field, we first simulate a pure
glycerol system, comparing thermodynamic results obtained for pure glycerol to the
ones reported in Ref.[40, 47], such as the density versus temperature (data not shown).

Next, we prepare an initial configuration for the all-atom system containing both
water and glycerol molecules, as the one reported in Figure 1 a).

a)
  

b)

Figure 1. a) Zoom of a snapshot of full-atomistic glycerol molecules (C3 H8 O3 hydrogen in white, oxygen
red and carbon in cyan) surrounded by water molecules H2O (oxygen in blue and hydrogens in white). b)

Snapshot of a six-site united atom coarse-grained glycerol molecule (oxygen in red and carbon in cyan). mW
water is not shown.

To prepare the initial configuration at several glycerol concentrations, we follow the
hereby reported protocol.

(1) Having located a single glycerol molecule in a simulation box, we replicate it
until reaching the desired number of glycerol molecules Ngly.

(2) We solvate the glycerol adding water molecules to obtain a given glycerol (mass)
concentration (see Table 1).

Table 1. Ngly is the number of glycerol molecules, Nwat of water molecules,
χg the corresponding mass concentration for the all-atom simulations.

Ngly Nwat χg

96 48344 1%
96 4410 10%
195 2332 30%
195 992 50%

As shown in Table 1, differently from Ref.[40], we prepare water/glycerol mix-
tures containing a large number of molecules (to improve the statistics and avoid
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finite size effects). To directly compare with Ref.[40], one should convert mass
(χm = χg) to molar concentration χM

χg =
χM

(
Mgly

Mwat

)
1− χM

(
1− Mgly

Mwat

) (1)

where Mwat is the molecular weight of water (18.01528 g/mol) and Mgly the one
of glycerol (92.09382 g/mol).

(3) Finally, we equilibrate the system for 2 ns in an NVT ensemble at relatively high
temperature (for instance T = 260 K).

Once the water-glycerol mixture is prepared, we simulate the system with a Velocity
Verlet algorithm (with time step of 1 fs) in a NPT ensemble with periodic boundary
conditions in all directions. We keep the pressure constant with a Parrinello-Rahman
[50] barostat (with a relaxation time of 0.3 ps) and the temperature constant by means
of a velocity rescaling thermostat [51] (with a relaxation time of 0.3 ps). Having set
the pressure to 1 bar, we let the system evolve for at least 40 ns in order to equilibrate
it at the density corresponding to the given temperature within this range [210-300]K.
On the other side, production runs have been obtained in a NVT ensemble (at the
chosen density and temperature) for at least 650 ns.

2.2. Coarse-grained simulations

We perform coarse-grained simulations of glycerol-water solutions using united atom
coarse-grained models (UA-CG). These models represent all atoms except hydrogen,
and use short-range anisotropic[52] interactions to model the van der Waals and hy-
drogen bonding interactions of the mixture. This results in computational efficiency
with respect to the all-atom models with long-range electrostatics.

Water is modeled with the monatomic water model mW,[52] which represents well
the structure, anomalies and phase behavior of water at ambient pressure, as well
as producing spontaneous ice crystallization in simulation-accessible times. Same as
TIP4P/Ice, mW presents a continuous transformation from high- to low-density liquid
upon cooling at 1 bar.[53] Different from TIP4P/Ice, mW spontaneously form ice on
time scales accessible through simulations and does not have a first order liquid-liquid
transition at high pressures.[54]

Table 2. Force field parameters for the interactions between UA-CG

glycerol and CG mW water. λ(Og − Ow) = 24. glycerol oxygens (Og-
Og). The rest of the Stillinger-Weber parameters for the glycerol-glycerol

interactions are same as for mW model.
Pairs ϵ(Kcal/mol) σ (Å)
(Og −Og) 4.3323 2.2
(Og −Ow) 5.85 2.15
(CH −Ow) 0.17 3.7
(CH2 −Ow) 0.17 3.7
(CH − CH) 0.08 4.043
(CH − CH2) 0.097 4.071

The fully flexible glycerol molecule is represented by six sites (Fig.1 panel b), that
reproduces the experimental density, enthalpy of vaporization, and conformational dis-
tribution of liquid glycerol modeled. [55] The carbon sites interact through Lennard-
Jones interactions and the OH beads through a three-body Stillinger-Weber potential,
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with the the parameters shown in Table 2. Water-glycerol interactions are represented
by Lennard-Jones interactions between the C sites and mW and Stillinger-Weber in-
teractions between the OH and mW.

The parameters, listed in Table 2, have been optimized to reproduce the experi-
mental densities [56] of the mixture and enthalpy [20, 57] of mixing as a function of
glycerol concentration, as well as the position of the first peak of the RDF and the
number of water neighbors around the glycerol OH groups of the all-atom model of
this study (Figure2).

Figure 2. Comparison of radial distribution function between Coarse-grained force-field and all atomistic at

T = 298 K at different glycerol concentrations.

The coarse-grained simulation are evolved with LAMMPS.[58] Input files to run the
simulations are provided in the Supporting materials. The equations of motion were
integrated with velocity Verlet using 5 fs time steps. The temperature and pressure
are controlled with the Nose-Hoover thermostat and barostat with damping times 2.5
and 12.5 ps, respectively. Simulations of water-glycerol mixtures with 1, 10, 30 and 50
percent weight of glycerol are run for 100 ns at temperatures from 298 to 210 K for
the parameters reported in Table3.

Table 3. Ngly is the number of glycerol molecules, Nwat of water
molecules, χg the corresponding mass concentration, T temperature, ρ den-

sity and HE the enthalpy of mixing.
Ngly Nwat χg T(K) ρ (g/cm3) HE(J/mol)
27 13662 1% 298
216 9942 10% 298 1.028 -331.1
216 2576 30% 298 1.09 -273.2
216 1104 50% 298 1.15 -315.6

2.3. Analysis tools

In our work we compute transport properties such as the diffusion coefficient and
the shear viscosity. The diffusion coefficient is computed via the long time behaviour
of the mean square displacement of the centre of mass of either oxygen-glycerol or
oxygen-water.

D =

〈
|r(t)− r(0)|2

〉
6t

(2)
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where r is the position of the oxygen (either belonging to the water molecule or to the
glycerol molecule). The shear viscosity is computed via the Green-Kubo relation[59]

η =
V

kBT

∫ ∞

0
⟨Pαβ(0)Pαβ(t)⟩ dt (3)

where V is the volume of the system box, kB is the Boltzmann constant, T is the
absolute temperature and Pαβ(t) are the component for the stress tensor at time t.
The average runs over the Pxy,Pxz and Pyz components of the pressure tensor.

Using the results for diffusion and viscosity, we can test the SE relation which writes:
Stokes-Einstein relation for both glycerol and water [60]

Dη

T
= constant (4)

where D is the diffusion constant previously computed (for either oxygen-glycerol or
oxygen-water) and η the viscosity.

A glycerol molecule contains three oxygen atoms. Typical conformations of a glyc-
erol molecule are shown in Figure 3.

  

Side-Oxygen – Carbon
Distance ≈ 3.21 Å  

Carbon – Carbon
Distance ≈ 2.7 Å  

Side O – Side O
Distance ≈ 3.29 Å 

Side O – Central O
Distance ≈ 2.69 Å  

Figure 3. Structure of a glycerol molecule C3 H8 O3: hydrogen in white, oxygen red and carbon in cyan.

Intramolecular distances are reported between pairs of atoms.

It is important to mention that when computing transport and structural properties
of the oxygen of the glycerol molecule, we cannot distinguish between the central and
the outer oxygen atoms.

We estimate the temperature of density maximum computing the density as a func-
tion of temperature for solution of mass concentration χg = 1%, 10%, 30%, 50% and
compare to the pure water case.

In order to understand the microscopic behaviour of the supercooled mixture, we
compute 1) the hydrogen bond life time. 2) the ratio of tetra-coordinated water
molecules (P4), 3) the radial distribution function, 4) the number of hydrogen bonds.

The radial distribution function (g(r) or RDF) gives information on the structure
of the liquid molecules surrounding a central one. To calculate the RDF, we have used
OVITO [61], and GROMACS[45]. To calculate the number of neighbours within each
coordination shell, we have integrated the RDF.

To calculate the P4 parameter, we have used the coordination analysis command
in OVITO [61] and computed the amount of four-coordinated water molecules in each
frame, averaging over the number of water molecules and number of frames. It is
important to mention that for this analysis we did not consider the glycerol molecules
surrounding the water ones, being P4 the fraction of water molecules that are tetra-
coordinated by other water molecules.
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Using GROMACS, we have calculated the water-water and water-glycerol hydrogen
bonds. These bonds are formed when the donor-acceptor distance is ≤ 3.5 Å and the
angle between the OH of the donor and the O of the acceptor is 30º. We calculate the
total number of hydrogen bonds averaging over the total number of water (or glycerol)
molecules and over the number of frames.

As in [62–64], the hydrogen bonds lifetime τ is estimated by fitting the decay of the
autocorrelation function (ACF) to a double exponential curve:

CHB(t) ≈ A0exp(−t/τ1) +A1exp(−t/τ2) (5)

where τ1 and τ2 are two time constants (a short-timescale process and a longer one),
and A0 and A1 weight the relevance of the short- and longer-timescale processes in the
autocorrelation curve. Once we have calculated A0, A1, τ1 and τ2, τ can be written as:

τ(ps) = A0τ1 +A1τ2 (6)

The hydrogen bonds lifetime (τ) is calculated by means of the MDAnalysis python
tool[62–64] that follows the Luzar and Chandler[65] criterion. τ is averaged over 100
frames for each run.

To calculate the error bars in each measurement, we computed a block average in
all cases. Only for the viscosity computed at χg = 30%, we have calculated the error
bars using the viscosity values obtained for each component of the pressure tensor.

3. Results

We start by characterising the transport properties of the mixture, computing the
diffusion coefficient of the centre of mass of the glycerol molecules and of the centre
of mass of the water molecules, as a function of temperature. Figure 4 reports the
glycerol diffusion coefficient Dgly (left panel) and the water diffusion coefficient Dwat

(right panel) of the all-atom (AA) model at temperatures ranging from T = 210 K to
T = 298 K and for glycerol concentrations χg = 1% (blue symbols),10% (red symbols),
30% (black symbols), 50% (magenta symbols) as well as for pure water [66] (green line
with yellow symbols).

As expected, the diffusion coefficients of glycerol (left panel) and water (right panel)
decrease monotonously with decreasing temperature. The left panel of Figure 4 shows
the glycerol diffusion coefficient. The diffusion coefficient decreases with increasing
glycerol concentration, with the lowest diffusion displayed by the 50% mixture (ma-
genta curve). Analysing the glycerol diffusion in the χg = 10%, 30% and 50% mixtures,
a monotonic decrease is observed with decreasing temperature. Interestingly, at tem-
peratures lower than 240 K, we detect a crossover between the χg = 1% and the χg

= 10% diffusion curves.
When studying the water diffusion for the all-atom model (right panel of Figure 4),

we find that diffusion in the most dilute solution, χg = 1% (blue curve) is indistin-
guishable from the one in pure water (green line) at temperatures above T ≥ 240 K
(blue symbols). However, as in the glycerol case, at temperatures lower than 240 K
water diffusion shows a pronounced decrease (blue diamonds) and at T = 220 K the
diffusion of water molecules in the χg = 1 % solution is the same as in the 10 % (red
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Figure 4. Diffusion coefficient of glycerol (left) and water (right) at different glycerol concentrations χg :
1% (blue symbols), 10% (red symbols), 30% (black symbols) and 50% (purple symbols) ). Water diffusion is

reported in the right panel from Ref.[66] at ρ= 999.26 kg·m−3

symbols) mixture. This anomalous decrease of the water diffusion continues until T
= 210 K where the diffusion of water is higher in the 10% mixture than in the 1%
mixture.

Figure 5 reports the diffusion coefficient for water simulated with the coarse grained
model for different glycerol concentrations.

Figure 5. Diffusion coefficient for water molecule calculated for mW.

The diffusion at χg = 1 % solution shows the same crossover than the water diffusion
for the all-atom simulations. The agreement in the results with the AA and CG models
supports that at very low temperatures the diffusion of water is not monotonous with
glycerol concentration.

To understand whether the unexpected crossover on the dynamics observed for
water and glycerol at low concentration is only present in the diffusion coefficient, we
compute for the AA model different transport properties: hydrogen bond dynamics
and the shear viscosity.

After observing the anomalous crossover in the diffusion coefficient, we wanted to
verify whether the same event occurs the hydrogen bonds lifetime. We compute the
lifetime, as explained in section 2, by fitting the decay of the autocorrelation function
to a double exponential function (see equation 5). This analysis has been carried out
for pure water and those concentrations at which we observed the crossover in the
dynamic properties, i.e. χg=1 % and χg=10%. In figure 6 we represent the values of
τ (in ps) calculated for water-water interaction.

The three systems show a very similar behavior along all temperatures, starting
from T = 298 K the lifetime is ≈ 3 ps showing a good agreement with previous results
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Figure 6. Lifetime of water-water hydrogen bonds computed for pure water (green) χg=1% (black), χg=10%

(red). For clarification we have included an inset for the lowest temperatures.

[67, 68]. Mart́ı et al. [68] reported as ”intermitent hydrogen bonds lifetime” for the
model SCP/E Cint

HB = 3.9 ps. Later on, Antipova et.al [67] calculated values for the
lifetime of the hydrogen bond in pure water at normal conditions, using different water
models and approximations. For TIP4P model they reported 3 ps using a similar fit
as in equation 5.

Our results, indicate that when decreasing the temperature, the lifetime increases
dramatically up to reach ≈ 27 ps at T = 210 K. Interestingly there is a crossover at T
= 220 K where the lifetime for χg=10% crosses the curves for pure water and χg=1%.

Next, we focus on the shear viscosity. Given that the crossover in diffusion coefficient
is only present at low glycerol concentration, we have decided not to compute the shear
viscosity at the highest concentration of χg = 50 %. Figure 7 reports the shear viscosity
computed for χg = 1 %, 10 % and 30 % glycerol concentrations, as compared to the
viscosity of pure water (in green).

Figure 7. Glycerol-water mixture viscosity for different glycerol concentrations (1% in blue, 10% in red, 30%

in black). The results for pure water are reported in green from Ref.[66] at ρ= 999.26 kg·m−3.

As expected, Figure 7 shows that viscosity increases with increasing glycerol concen-
tration and decreasing temperatures. Interestingly, at the lowest temperatures (around
220 K) we find the same crossover between the 1% and the 10% glycerol concentration
curves unveiled by the diffusion coefficients: the 1% concentration solution has higher
viscosity than the 10% solution. All numerical values reported in figure 7 have been
plotted in the following table 4.

Knowing the diffusion and the viscosity, we use the results of the AA simulations
to assess the validity of the Stokes-Einstein relation (eq. 4) for water (Figure 8-left
panel) and glycerol (Figure 8-right panel). We find that the mixture follows the Stokes-
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Table 4. Viscosity computed by means of Green-Kubo relation for 1%,

10% and 30% concentrations. The values for pure water were obtained from
[66].*Interpolated values using the data from the same article.

T(K) Water 1% 10% 30%

298 0.87* 0.86 1.24 4.11
270 2.05* 2.05 2.83 10.48
260 2.75 2.69 4.46 18.31
250 4.15* 5.26 6.84 32.86
240 7.94 8.95 14.24 62.86
230 17.52* 26.78 33.94 156.49
220 36.80 137.31 130.76 510.68
210 - 2136.16 598.08 1725.60

Einstein relation at high temperature for both water and glycerol. However, when the
temperature is below 220K, the behaviour is more complex. In the case of water
(left-panel), the normalised ratio of diffusion and viscosity of the Xg=1% solution
significantly departs from 1 when the temperature is 220 K or lower. This is the same
temperature where the crossover has been observed in the diffusion coefficient. The
same behaviour is observed for the 1% glycerol solution (blue curve) in the right-panel,
when we focus on the glycerol instead of water.

Figure 8. Normalised Stokes Relation for water molecules (left) and glycerol molecules (right) evaluated for

all the concentrations as well as for pure water. Pure water from ref[66].

Even the magnitude of the violation of SE and the temperature of the onset of
the deviation are the same for water and glycerol in the most diluted solutions (blue
curves in both panels). Interestingly, the 30% solution on the right panel present a
slightly negative deviation from Stokes-Einstein, indicating that the glycerol molecules
move more sluggishly than expected from the viscosity. This negative deviation may
be associated to the development of dynamic clusters of glycerol in the concentrated
solutions (see Figure A1 in Appendix).

When dealing with pure water, the authors of Ref.[66] suggested that the Stokes-
Einstein violation observed in an all-atom water simulations at density 999.26 kg· m−3

below 240K is related to the existence of a line of maxima in heat capacity (Widom
line) emanating from the Liquid-Liquid critical point (LLCP) in supercooled water.
TIP4P/2005 has a liquid-liquid transition with a LLCP at 135 MPa and 193 K [69]
and the maximum in heat capacity at 1 bar occurs at 245 K.[70]

The coarse grained mW model for pure water has a maximum in density at 250 K
and for the response functions at 201 K at 1 bar,[52, 53] but does not have a first order
liquid-liquid transition. [54, 71] The maximum in response functions at the Widom
line is associated to a structural transformation of water towards a four-coordinated
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liquid.[53] To understand whether the anomalies of water are related to the crossover in
the dynamics of the water-glycerol mixture, we compute the temperature of maximum
density of the solutions as a function of concentration for both all-atonm and coarse
grained models.

Figure 9 presents the density versus temperature (T) computed with the AA model
(left-panel) and CG model (right-panel) for mixtures at all glycerol concentrations.
Figure 9 (left)presents the density vs temperature for the solutions modeled with
the AA potential together with the results at the lowest concentration from ref[40]
(in yellow) and those obtained for pure water from ref.[66] (cyan and black circles).
Figure 9 (right) presents the density vs temperature for the solutions modeled with
the CG potential.

Figure 9. Density vs Temperature for different concentrations: 1% in blue, 10% in red, 30% in black. χg=0.7%

(in yellow) and pure water (in green) are from Ref [40]. Left-hand side: full atomistic. Right-hand side: coarse
grained.

In both models, the TMD shifts to lower temperatures when the glycerol concen-
tration increases, until it vanishes for χg = 30%. The disappearence of the TMD with
increasing solute concentration is in agreement with the results reported in [40] for
water glycerol mixtures and with the work by Ref.[72] on supercooled salty aqueous
solutions.

Given that the behaviour of the TMD for 1% water-glycerol mixture is the same
as that of the pure water one, we suggest that in the water-glycerol mixture the
Stokes-Einstein violation could be related to the structural transformation into a four-
coordinated low-density liquid.

For both the AA and CG models the dynamic crossover occurs well below the TMD
of pure water and the 1% solution. Interestingly, the crossover temperature for the AA
model occurs below the 245 K Widom temperature of pure TIP4P/2005,[69] while for
the CG model is above the 201 K Widom temperature of pure mW.[53] However,
differently from pure water, the mixture contains glycerol molecules that interact with
water: even though this does not affect the position of the density maximum of the
solution, which is the same as for pure water, the presence of 1% glycerol decreases
the mobility of water in the deeply supercooled region.

To better characterise the dynamic crossover, we also study several microscopic
properties. We start by computing the radial distribution function (RDF) between the
(water)oxygen-(water)oxygen and (glycerol)oxygen - (water)oxygen molecules (Figure
10) for the AA model. To unravel potential differences, we compute the RDF at high
temperature (260 K) and below the dynamical crossover (210 K).

Comparing the RDF plotted in the left panels (low temperature) to those in the
right panels (high temperature), we conclude that the differences are rather subtle. It
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Figure 10. Radial distribution function for Owater - Owater and Owater - Ogly , at T = 210 K (left panels)

and T = 260 K (right panels) for all the concentrations: χg = 1% (blue) , χg= 10 % (red), χg = 30% and χg

= 50% (magenta).

might be noticeable the second peak at T = 210 K where the intensity of the second
peak of glycerol-water interactions at χg= 10 % looks less pronounced than the others,
which would suggest a less structured behaviour.

In Figure 11 we represent the integration of the RDF for the first coordination shell
of water-water interaction at 210 K and 260 K.

Figure 11. Integration of radial distribution function calculated for water-water at T = 210 K and T = 260 K

for concentrations χg = 1% (blue) and χg = 10% (red), χg = 30% and χg = 50% (magenta).

It can be observed how, for both temperatures, the number of water-water neigh-
bors decrease with glycerol concentration. It is also noteworthy that, at the lowest
temperature, there is a clear plateau for χg = 1 %. This plateau would suggest a more
structured behaviour in the vicinity of the water molecules which is less pronounced
at higher concentrations.

Next, we compute the number of 4-coordinated water molecules, normalized with
respect to the total number of water molecules in the system. (Figure 12).

The number of 4-coordinated water molecules decreases when the temperature in-
creases and also when increasing the glycerol concentration. However, no anomalous
behaviour is detected at low χg that could justify the crossover in the dynamical
properties.

A possible explanation for the dynamical crossover might be due to the interplay
between the decrease in mobility due to increase in the fraction of tetrahedral coor-
dinated water molecules and the number of glycerol molecules. We interpret that the
decrease in mobility arising from the development of larger fraction of four coordinated
water molecules at higher temperatures in the 1% solution outcompetes the increase
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Figure 12. Four-coordinated water molecules as a function of temperature (K) for all the systems studied.
All values of P4 are computed with respect to the value of P4 at T = 298 K.

in mobility due to strong water-glycerol and glycerol-glycerol interactions in the 10%
solution. The crossover between 1% and 10% suggests that at that temperature both
contributions are comparable.

Finally, we focus our attention on the number of hydrogen bonds formed between
water molecules and between water and glycerol. In Figure 13 we represent the average
number of hydrogen bonds formed by a molecule at each concentration.

Figure 13. Average number of water-water hydrogen bonds formed per water molecule (top) and number of
water-glycerol hydrogen bonds formed by each glycerol molecule (bottom).

The top panel, representing the water-water hydrogen bonds, agrees with previous
calculations performed for pure water where the mean hydrogen bonds formed by
one water molecule is roughly 2.[68] The number of hydrogen bonds decreases when
increasing the glycerol concentration. The bottom panel shows the number of hydro-
gen bonds that each glycerol molecule forms with the surrounding water molecules.
We divide the total number of hydrogen bonds calculated by the number of glycerol
molecules in the simulation box, therefore, the maximum number of hydrogen bonds
that we may find per glycerol is ≈ 5.5 in good agreement with previous results [73].
In the top panel, we observe a monotonic decrease in water-water bonds, however, the
bottom panel shows that the number of hydrogen bonds between glycerol and water
remains constant at all temperatures. with the exception of χg = 50% which seems to
grow from 3.5 at T = 210 K to ∼ 4 at T = 298 K. As an hypothesis to explain this
unexpected behaviour, one could think that at so high concentrations the solution is
becoming a gel-like system where the glycerol rotation is restricted, which limits the
number hydrogen bonds that can be formed. When increasing the temperature, the
glycerol molecules gain flexibility increasing the probability of forming hydrogen bonds
with the surrounding water molecules.
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4. Conclusions

In the present study we unravel the behaviour of transport properties and density
anomaly of water-glycerol mixtures at low temperatures using molecular dynamics
simulations. We find an unexpected crossover in the dynamics of the 1% and 10%
glycerol solutions that manifests across all properties tested: water’s hydrogen bond
lifetime, diffusion coefficients of water and glycerol, and viscosity of the solution. The
dynamical crossover in all these properties occurs consistently around 220 K, and is
observed in both the all-atom and coarse-grained models investigated in this work.

We find that the Stokes-Einstein relation for 1% solution is strongly violated when
considering either the diffusion coefficient of water or glycerol. Interestingly, the vi-
olation for water in the dilute solution is stronger than for pure water, despite the
indistinguishable location of the anomalies in these two liquids. The implication is
that the presence of an even small amount of glycerol increases the dynamical hetero-
geneities of the mixture (cluster formation), even though it does not have a noticeable
effect on its thermodynamics.

This is strongly dependent on temperature, and increases around the Widom line.
The temperature evolution of the density of the 1% glycerol solution suggests that its
Widom temperature is close to the one of pure water. For the 10% solution, on the
other hand, the density maximum and Widom temperature moves down compared to
pure water, shifting the conversion into four-coordinated water to lower temperatures.

We interpret that the dynamical crossover originates in the synergism of two factors
that slow down the 1% and 10% water-glycerol solutions. One contribution to the
slowing down is the glycerol-water and gylcerol-glycerol interactions upon increasing
the solution concentration. Another contribution to the slowing down is the structural
transformation of liquid water into an increasingly more four-coordinated liquid.

On the one side, the dynamical crossover might also be expected for other polyols.
It is possible that, in polyols, the length of the molecule modifies the temperature at
which this anomaly appears but more work would be needed in this direction. On the
other side, we do not expect to detect this anomaly in certain ionic chaotropes such
as NaCl. Although in both species (polyols and ions) we observe a displacement of the
TMD[74], the dynamics in alcohol mixtures is strongly affected by the presence of the
polyol, while for ions this effect is not so pronounced. Due to this effect, the observed
crossover in the dynamic properties at low temperatures should not be present in salty
solutions.
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Appendix A.

A.1. LAMMPS input files for the coarse grained model

We provide the LAMMPS input files needed to simulate the coarse-grained glycerol-
water model, whose details will be given in [55].

In table A1 we present the values for the non-bonded interactions between glycerol
molecules calculated for the united-atom model. These interactions are Lennard-Jones
type, while the Ogly-Ogly interactions are Sillinger-Weber type and are presented in
the main text.

Table A1. Non-bonded interactions used in the nited atom

model of glycerol. These interactions are Lennard-Jones type.
These data will be published in ref. [55].
Atom types Parameters

i j ϵij (kcal mol−1) σij (Å)

CC CC 0.080 4.043
CC CT 0.097 4.071
CC O 0.17 3.536
CT CT 0.118 4.100
CT O 0.17 3.536
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A.2. Glycerol diffusion and cluster formation

Snapshot showing clustering for the coarse grained system at χg = 30 % at T = 210K.
We observe that at higher concentrations and low temperatures glycerol form clusters.
These clusters decrease the diffusion of glycerol and water molecules.

Figure A1. Snapshot of the system for χg = 30 % at T = 210K. Glycerol at low temperatures and so high

concentrations tends to form clusters.

Table A2. Glycerol diffusion for 1%,10%, 30% and 50%
concentrations.

Dglycerol (µm
2/ s)

T(K) 1% 10% 30% 50%

298 791.836 497.229 190.379 30.077
270 352.987 200.114 66.8 4.995
260 217.386 124.6 33.648 2.249
250 124.6 74.733 17.816 0.732
240 66.468 34.071 7.351 0.295
230 21.836 13.542 2.959 0.122
220 5.579 3.941 1 0.06
210 0.832 0.819 0.257 0.022

A.3. Values of the diffusion for water and glycerol (all-atom)

Table A3. Water diffusion for 1%,10% and 30% glycerol concen-

trations. Pure water values from [66].*Interpolated values.

Dwater (µm2/ s)
T(K) Water 1% 10% 30% 50%

298 2358.94* 2296.415 1697.303 761.795 186.782
270 1039.4123* 1015.23 706.342 268.463 41.826
260 701 675.028 462.602 173.186 23.197
250 442.131* 403.763 289.539 96.049 41.286
240 255 210.791 146.657 51.683 11.229
230 129.352* 83.833 63.863 23.55 3.506
220 57.6 20.555 22.168 8.554 1.55
210 - 2.925 5.354 2.514 0.538
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