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ABSTRACT

Reliable dynamical properties from molecular dynamics simulations require careful control of thermostat-
ting artifacts. We systematically assess how NVE, deterministic thermostats, velocity-rescale dynamics, and
stochastic Langevin-type thermostats affect time-correlation functions across liquids of varying complexity.
The analysis spans vibrational spectra, velocity and pressure autocorrelations, diffusion coefficients, shear vis-
cosities, and Markov state models. Deterministic thermostats and velocity-rescale dynamics closely reproduce
NVE reference data over all observables. In contrast, strongly coupled stochastic thermostats (τT < 1 ps)
systematically distort dynamical properties. By constrast, moderate stochastic coupling (τT ≈ 1 ps) restores
near-NVE behavior while maintaining canonical sampling. Our results provide practical guidelines for select-
ing thermostat schemes when accurate dynamical properties or Markov models are required.

I. INTRODUCTION

Transport properties obtained from molecular dy-
namics (MD) simulations via time correlation func-
tions have gained considerable interest in recent years.
Time-correlation functions provide a direct link between
microscopic dynamics sampled by the MD simulation
and macroscopic kinetic properties. This approach
is grounded in the Onsager Regression Hypothesis1–3,
which states that the decay of spontaneous equilibrium
fluctuations mirrors the relaxation behavior of a macro-
scopic system after a small perturbation.

Time-correlation functions can be used to model
a vast range of phenomena. Examples include vi-
brational spectra (infrared and circular dichroism)4–9,
structure factors in liquids and solids10,11, thermal
conductivity12,13, NMR relaxation times14,15, diffusion
constants16, viscosities17,18 slip lengths and shear stress
in non-equilibrium settings19 and conformational transi-
tions rates in Markov models20,21. From ultrafast vibra-
tional motions to slow conformational changes, the decay
times of these correlation functions can vary by orders of
magnitude, which poses considerable challenges for sam-
pling and analysis in MD simulations.

The effect of a thermostat on time-correlation func-
tions and the associated dynamic properties of a system
is a widely discussed topic. It often forms part of the dis-
cussion of a newly introduced integration algorithm22–24.
In particular, tightly coupled stochastic thermostats are
known to distort the diffusion constant and viscosity es-
timates of water and other simple liquids25–29. To miti-
gate these artifacts, several correction schemes have been
proposed30, and a number of advanced Langevin inte-
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grators have been designed to improve the accuracy of
dynamical observables23,31.
Depending on the specific observable and the practices

of the respective community, different modi operandi
have emerged. For the calculation of vibrational spec-
tra, that uses ab initio molecular dynamics (AIMD), it is
common practice to accomplish ”proper” canonical sam-
pling through averaging over a series of statistically inde-
pendent NVE trajectories that have been sampled from
a parent NVT trajectory using a thermostat4,6,7,32. By
contrast, when simulating slow processes in soft-matter
systems, the standard is to use deterministic thermostats.
or the velocity rescale-thermostat23. But also stochastic
thermostats with a sufficiently weak thermostat coupling
constant are frequently employed33.
A second major challenge in accurately estimating

time-correlation functions arises from slow conforma-
tional transitions. In the absence of enhanced sampling
techniques, the resulting correlation functions are heav-
ily influenced by the initial distribution of conformations
and may be significantly biased. To overcome this, dy-
namical reweighting techniques34 can be employed to
recover accurate time-correlation functions from biased
simulations. In particular, Girsanov reweighting35,36, in
which the reweighting factors are derived from stochastic
path measure of the simulated trajectory, can be used as
a variance reduction methods for calculating transport
properties of stochastic dynamics37. Recent applications
include kinetic force-field optimization38, catalytic cycle
acceleration39, and machine-learning of slow collective
variables40.
However, such reweighting methods require stochastic

thermostats, which are typically implemented via direct
numerical integration of Langevin dynamics34,36, which
unavoidably perturb the underlying transport properties
to some extent. Compared to deterministic thermostats,
stochastic thermostats offer several additional advan-
tages: they inherently preserve ergodicity and typically
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ensure robust sampling of equilibrium properties, even
under variations in simulation parameters such as ther-
mostat coupling strength or time step33,41–43. These ben-
efits make stochastic thermostats highly attractive—even
for simulations aimed at extracting transport properties.
Yet, a systematic and comprehensive assessment of the
magnitude of thermostat-induced distortions across dif-
ferent transport properties and molecular systems is still
lacking.

The aim of this study is to benchmark how NVE sim-
ulations, as well as commonly used deterministic and
stochastic thermostats, affect the accuracy of dynamic
properties in molecular dynamics. We focus on ther-
mostat schemes readily available in standard MD pack-
ages and probe whether deviations arise from interfer-
ence between the thermostat coupling time and the in-
trinsic timescale of the observable. To this end, we an-
alyze time-correlation functions spanning a wide range
of decay times—from the sub-picosecond velocity auto-
correlation function to the nanosecond pressure autocor-
relation function of viscous liquids. We further include
dynamical observables that involve more complex trans-
formations than simple time integrals, such as the vibra-
tional density of states and slow processes obtained from
Markov state models.

II. THEORY

A. Molecular dynamics

Consider a system of N atoms, where qi =
(qix, qiy, qiz) denotes the position vector of the i-th parti-
cle in the three-dimensional Cartesian space. The equa-
tions of motion for an isolated system are Newton’s laws
of motion,

q̇i =
pi

mi
ṗi = −∇iV (q) , (1)

where we used the dot notation for the time derivative
q̇i = ∂qi/∂t. In the first line, q̇i is the velocity of the
i-th particle, pi its momentum and mi its mass. In the
second line, ṗi denotes the force acting on particle i, due
to the potential energy function V (q), whose gradient
∇i = ∂/∂qi is taken with respect to the coordinates of
the i-th particle.

For a system in contact with a heat bath at tempera-
ture T , the equations of motion can be modeled by un-
derdamped Langevin dynamics,

q̇i =
pi

mi
,

ṗi = −∇iV (q)− ξpi +
√

2ξkBTmi ηi(t) , (2)

where ξ is the collision or friction rate (in units of
time−1), T the temperature, and kB the Boltzmann con-
stant. The term ηi(t) =

(
ηix(t),ηiy(t),ηiz(t)

)
denotes

Gaussian white noise with
〈
ηiα(t)

〉
= 0

〈
ηiα(t)ηjβ(t

′)
〉
=

δij δαβ δ(t− t′), for α, β ∈ {x, y, z}, where δij and δαβ are
Kronecker deltas and δ(t− t′) is the Dirac delta function.
In the second line of eq. 2, the total force acting on

particle i is composed of the force due to the potential
energy (first term), the friction force (second term), and
a compensating random force (third term). The rela-
tive magnitudes of friction and random force are derived
via the dissipation-fluctuation theorem.3 Their relation
ensures that the average temperature of the system is
proportional to its average kinetic energy

⟨T ⟩ =
2

3NkB
⟨Ekin⟩ (3)

where the kinetic energy is Ekin =
∑N

i=1
p⊤

i (t)pi(t)
2mi

, and

⟨...⟩ denotes an ensemble average.
There are three points to note here: (i) Eq. 1 samples

the microcanonical ensemble (NV E), whereas eq. 2 sam-
ples the canonical ensemble (NV T ). (ii) By setting the
frequency of collisions with the heat bath, ξ, to zero in
eq. 2, the equation of motion for an isolated system (eq. 1)
is recovered. (iii) While the fluctuation-dissipation the-
orem defines the magnitude of the random force, its di-
rection is uniformly distributed, independent of both the
potential-derived force and the friction force.

B. MD integrators

Various MD integrators44–46 have been designed to nu-
merically solve the equations of motion for both the NVE
and NVT ensembles (eq. 1 and 2).
NVE ensemble (NVE). We use the Leap Frog and

the Velocity Verlet algorithm44–47 to update the posi-
tions and momenta according to eq. 1. Both algorithms
yield the same position trajectory. Velocity Verlet up-
dates positions and velocities at the same time step, re-
quiring two force evaluations per step, while Leap-Frog
updates velocities at half-time steps, requiring only one
force evaluation but needing interpolation to obtain ve-
locities at full time steps. They do not apply random
numbers.
NVT ensemble / stochastic dynamics (SD). We use

GROMACS Stochastic Dynamics48 and the OBABO
splitting method23,44,49 to update the positions and mo-
menta according to eq. 2. GROMACS Stochastic Dy-
namics is equivalent to the BAOA splitting method50

and applies a single random number for each integration
step and thermostated degree of freedom. The OBABO
splitting method applies two random numbers for each
integration step and thermostated degree of freedom. In
practice, the OBABO splitting method is implemented
as the Velocity Rescale thermostat23,25,49, where setting
the number of thermostated degrees of freedom to one
yields the OBABO scheme (see Sec. II C).
To compute the random force in eq. 2, SD requires the

generation of random numbers at each time step for all
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dimensions that are coupled to the heat bath41,44,48,51.
This sequence of random numbers forms a dynamic pro-
cess in itself which interacts with the dynamics of the
system, potentially distorting the correlation functions.
As a result, dynamic and transport properties derived
from these functions may be inaccurate52.

C. MD thermostats

We here take the viewpoint that thermostat algorithms
are MD integrators for systems with thermal coupling
that minimize or eliminate the use of random numbers.
Instead of using friction and random forces to model ther-
mal coupling, these algorithms apply alternative force
terms, leading to modified equations of motion. The fol-
lowing sections list the thermostats and their equations
of motion that we use in this study.

a. Berendsen thermostat.53 (BE) The particle mo-
menta are scaled such that the instantaneous temper-
ature T (t) relaxes to the target temperature T

q̇i =
pi

mi

ṗi = −∇iV (q)− ξ

(
T

T (t)
− 1

)
pi . (4)

where the instantaneous temperature of the system can
be defined via its kinetic energy at time t: Ekin(t) =
3N
2 kB T (t). No random forces are applied.

b. Velocity–rescale thermostat23,25,49 (VR; also re-
ferred to as the Bussi–Donadio–Parrinello thermostat).
In this modification of the Berendsen scheme, an addi-
tional stochastic term is introduced to ensure sampling
of the canonical ensemble. The equations of motion can
be written as

q̇i =
pi

mi
,

ṗi = −∇iV (q) + ξ

[(
1− 1

Nf

)
T

T (t)
− 1

]
pi

+

√
2ξ

Nf

T

T (t)
pi η(t) , (5)

where Nf is the number of unconstrained degrees of free-
dom coupled to the heat bath. The term η(t) is a sin-
gle global Gaussian white-noise process with ⟨η(t)⟩ = 0
and ⟨η(t)η(t′)⟩ = δ(t − t′) and the same noise realiza-
tion is applied to all thermally coupled degrees of free-
dom. Thus, the velocity–rescale thermostat draws one
random number per integration step and rescales all rel-
evant momenta consistently. For Nf = 1, noting that
p2iα/mi = kBT (t) (for α = x, y, z), eq. 5 reduces to the
underdamped Langevin equation eq. 2 with η(t) as the
random force.

c. Nosé-Hoover thermostat22 (NH). The phase space
is extended by a pseudo-particle with variable η ∈ R and
coupling parameter Q. The friction variable pη is driven

by the difference between the instantaneous value of the
kinetic energy and its canonical average.46 It does not
apply random numbers.

q̇i =
pi

mi

ṗi = −∇iV (q)− pη
Q

pi

η̇ =
pη
Q

ṗη =

N∑
i=1

miq̇
2
i − 3NfkBT . (6)

Although lines 3 and 4 resemble the definitions of
pseudo-particle momentum and total force, they do not
represent them. Caution is needed to avoid this miscon-
ception. η is dimensionless. Consequently, η̇ has units
of time−1. From the r.h.s. of the fourth line, we can see
that ṗη has units of energy, and thus pη has units of
energy×time. From this we can conclude that the cou-
pling parameter Q has units of energy×time2. It can
reformulated in terms of a collision frequency ξ and a
target temperature T as22,46

Q =
NfkB
4π2

T

ξ2
. (7)

The factor pη/Q in line 3 couples the dynamics of the
pseudo-particle to the system. In contrast to a collision
frequency, it can be positive and negative, and thus this
second term in line 3 can drain energy from the system
or feed energy into it.
Line 4 couples the dynamics of the system to the

pseudo particle: ṗη is twice the deviation between current
kinetic energy of the system and the canonical average
of the kinetic energy at the target temperature. Due to
this linear coupling, MD simulations with NH thermostat
may exhibit temperature oscillations, but the thermostat
does sample the correct canonical distribution.
d. Temperature decay and coupling time. For under-

damped Langevin dynamics, the temperature decay T (t)
of a system initialized at at T (t = 0) towards the tem-
perature of the heat bath T is

⟨Ṫ (t)⟩ = 2ξ (T − ⟨T (t)⟩ ) , (8)

where the friction coefficient ξ determines how tightly the
system is coupled to the heat bath. In GROMACS54, the
Langevin integrator GSD is controlled by the inverse of
ξ, the coupling time τGSD

T = ξ−1.
VR and B thermostats are designed to yield the same

temperature decay as in eq. 8. However, by conven-
tion, the coupling strength is controlled by τVR

T = τBT =
(2ξ)−1. Thus, to achieve the same coupling strength in
GSD, VR and B, the coupling times need to be chosen
as: τVR

T = τBT = 1
2τ

GSD
T .

e. Energy fluctuations and ensembles. LF and
velocity-verlet55 algorithm simulate an isolated system
in the NV E ensemble, where the total energy remains
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constant and its distribution approximates a delta func-
tion around the mean energy ⟨E⟩. In contrast, GSD, VR,
and NH sample theNV T ensemble562225, where the total
energy fluctuates around its mean with a variance related
to the heat capacity CV

57.

σ2
E = ⟨E2⟩ − ⟨E⟩2 = kBT

2CV . (9)

B maintains the average temperature (eq. 3) but does
not sample a conventional thermodynamic ensemble53,58,
resulting in an energy distribution that lies between the
NV E and NV T limits. Fig. 1 demonstrates this for a
water simulation.

33.5 33.0 32.5 32.0 31.5
Total Energy in kJ/mol

0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

P

Velocity-Rescale
Berendsen
Nose-Hoover
GSD T=2 ps
GSD T=100 ps
NVE
NVT

FIG. 1. Energy distribution of TIP3P water in NVE and
NVT ensemble with different thermostats with a simulation
time of 60 ns. The coupling time τT is 1 ps for Berendsen and
velocity rescale and 2 ps for GROMACS stochastic dynamics
GSD. The chain length for Nose-Hoover is 1 with a coupling
time of 4 ps. NVT is calculated using a normal distribution
and eq. 9 with a Cv of 4.14 kJ/kgK59

D. Correlation functions

Observables f, g are functions that assign a real num-
ber to the state of the system (q,p). As the system
evolves over time, these observables also change accord-
ingly. The short-hand notation f(q(t),p(t)) = f(t) is
used, with an analogous notation for g.

The time-dependent correlation function quantifies the
dynamical relationship between two observables

⟨f(0)g(τ)⟩ = lim
T→∞

1

T

∫ T

0

f(t)g(t+ τ) dt , (10)

where ⟨. . . ⟩ again denotes an ensemble average, and the
equality holds if the process is ergodic. If both observ-
ables are the same, by setting g = f in eq. 10, one ob-
tains the auto-correlation function (ACF) of f . It de-
scribes how the observable f retains its value over time.

In linear response theory, time correlation functions are
directly related to the (time-lagged) response of a system
to a weak perturbation and thus establish a link between
theory and experiment.60

In MD simulations, correlation functions are used
to construct Markov state models20,21,61,62, capturing
slow dynamics beyond linear response, while autocor-
relation functions provide transport coefficients through
Green–Kubo relations and determine spectral density
functions3,45,46.

E. Diffusion constant

Consider an unevenly distributed substance dissolved
in a fluid, where c(x, y, z, t) is concentration of the sub-
stance at point (x, y, z) and time t. Moreover, assume
that the particles of this substance evolve according to
diffusive dynamics. Fick’s second law of diffusion states
that the concentration changes over time as

ċ = D∇2c , (11)

where∇2 is the Laplacian operator defined as∇2 = ∂2

∂x2+
∂2

∂y2 +
∂2

∂z2 . D is the diffusion coefficient, which has units of

area per unit time. It can be calculated from the velocity
fluctuations of a single particle via the following Green-
Kubo relation3,

D =
1

3

∫ ∞

0

⟨v⊤
COM(0)vCOM(τ)⟩ dτ , (12)

where vCOM(t) is the velocity vector of the particle’s cen-
ter of mass and ⟨vCOM(0)vCOM(τ)⟩ is its ACF (analo-
gous to eq. 10). The factor 1/3 accounts for the fact that
the particle diffuses in three dimensions.
The concept of a diffusion coefficient can be general-

ized to the diffusion of a particle in a fluid of the same
particles. In this case, the concentration gradient is zero,
nonetheless the self-diffusion coefficient D can be defined
via eq. 12.

F. Shear viscosity

Consider a fluid confined between two infinite, paral-
lel planes separated by distance h along the z-axis. The
upper plane moves at constant velocity ux in x-direction
and exerts a constant shear force per unit area Fx/A,
which is also called the shear stress. As a result, the up-
permost layer of the fluid moves in direction x with the
same velocity ux(z = h) as the plate, whereas the lower-
most layer remains at rest ux(z = 0) = 0. In Newtonian
fluids, the resulting velocity gradient is constant and is
related to the shear stress by

Fx

A
= η

∂ux
∂z

. (13)
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η is the dynamic viscosity of the fluid with units of mass
per distance per time squared. The dynamic viscosity
can be calculated from the fluctuations of the pressure
tensor via the following Green-Kubo relation3,45,63

η =
1

V kBT

∫ ∞

0

⟨Pαβ(0)Pαβ(τ)⟩ dτ , (14)

where α, β = x, y, z and V is the volume of the system,
Pαβ an off diagonal element of the system pressure ten-
sor, and ⟨Pαβ(0)Pαβ(τ)⟩ is its ACF. The system pressure
tensor is symmetric. To obtain the correct viscosity, the
results need to be averaged over all three off diagonal
elements P xy, P yz and P xz.

G. Vibrational density of states

For time-periodic perturbations of the form F0 cos(ωt),
where F0 is the field amplitude, the system’s response
gives rise to an energy absorption spectrum, which does
not correspond to a transport property. Instead, it
describes the rate at which energy is dissipated with
a frequency ω due to induced transitions between the
quantum eigenstates of the system. In the context of
time-dependent perturbation theory, the corresponding
average transition rate is defined via Fermi’s Golden
Rule,46,64

R(ω) =
2π

ℏ2
|F0|2

∑
i,f

ρi|⟨f |V̂|i⟩|2δ(ωif − ω), (15)

where ℏ is the reduced Planck number and ρi is the prob-
ability of finding the system in the initial state. The
labels i and f denote the initial and final eigenstate,
respectively, with ωfi being the angular transition fre-
quency between them, ωfi =

1
ℏEfi =

1
ℏ (Ef − Ei). The

delta function ensures that transitions occur only when
the energy difference matches the energy of the pertur-
bation. ⟨f |V̂|i⟩ is the matrix element of the perturbation
between the initial and final states with the Hermitian
operator V̂ defining the response of the system.

If the time scale of the perturbation is within the range
of the nuclear dynamics and the states i and f correspond
to nuclear eigenstates, eq. 15 can be estimated by means
of MD simulations. Writing the delta function as an inte-
gral, δ(ω) = 1

2π

∫∞
−∞ exp(−iωt)dt, eq. 15 can be reformu-

lated in the Heisenberg picture as the Fourier transform
of the quantum time correlation function (TCF),46,60,65

R(ω) =
|F0|2
ℏ2

∫ ∞

−∞
e−iωt⟨V̂(0)V̂(t)⟩dt, (16)

where the explicit sum over initial/final states is now de-
scribed by means of a quantum time-correlation function
of the response operator V̂. From this, the absorption
spectrum can be derived as the net energy flow per unit
time, determined by the detailed balance between ab-
sorption and emission processes in a canonical distribu-
tion: Q(ω) = ℏω

(
1− e−βℏω)R(ω).

In classical MD simulations, a convenient approach to
estimate eq. 16 is to derive its classical limit, where the
quantum operator can eventually be replaced by clas-
sical phase space functions.66,67 Hence, the absorption
spectrum becomes,46

Q(ω) =
|F0|2
kBT

ω2

∫ ∞

−∞
e−iωt⟨V(0)V(t)⟩dt

=
|F0|2
kBT

∫ ∞

−∞
e−iωt⟨V̇(0)V̇t)⟩dt. (17)

The second line follows from the properties of the Fourier
transform and the stationarity of the TCF, which is now
a classical one. Eq. 17 is an expression of the Wiener-
Khinchtine theorem.64

Vibrational spectroscopies, including techniques such
as inelastic neutron scattering, probe the vibrational
eigenstates of a system. The system response is linked to
the vibrational density of states (vDOS), denoted as g(ω),
which describes the distribution of vibrational states as
a function of frequency,

g(ω) =
1

3N

3N∑
i=1

mi

kBT

∫ ∞

−∞
⟨q̇i(0)q̇i(t)⟩e−iωtdt, (18)

where q̇(t) = ∂q/∂t(t) = (q̇1(t), ..., q̇3N (t)) denotes the
nuclear velocities at time t, mi is the particle mass, and
the average has been taken over all 3N degrees of free-
dom. Eq. 18 can be understood as the system’s response
to a time-dependent external driving force F (t) (e.g., ex-
erted by an electric field, neutrons, etc.), which induces
a displacement, so that V(t) = q(t). Eq. 18 is obtained
from eq. 17 by normalizing with the absorbed power am-
plitude, F 2

0 /(ωmi), and subsequently dividing by ω, in
order to obtain a quantity expressed as a spectral den-
sity in frequency.
In an alternative procedure, the spectral density can be

derived from the susceptibility function derived from the
(quantum) linear response function, which leads to the
same result.46,68 The correspondence between the clas-
sical expression and the quantum vDOS is valid only
within the harmonic approximation. However, anhar-
monic effects are correctly described in terms of the
(shifted) position of the fundamental frequencies.69,70

It should be noted that vDOS intensities cannot be
directly compared to intensities from infrared absorption,
Raman scattering, or vibrational optical activity, nor to
the corresponding spectral line shapes.6,8,71

H. Markov state models

Markov state models (MSMs)21,61,62,72 provide a
framework for modeling the microscopic dynamics of a
system, such as the conformational transitions of a sin-
gle molecule immersed in a solvent. To construct an
MSM, the system’s state space Γ is projected on a low-
dimensional collective variable (CV) space: x : Γ → Rm,
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where x is anm-dimensional CV vector withm≪ 3N . It
is then assumed that the dynamics in this reduced space
can be effectively described by a Markovian process.

For example, consider that the effective dynamics in
the CV space follows overdamped Langevin dynamics.
This process is governed by an associated Fokker-Planck
equation, which describes the time evolution of the prob-
ability density ρ(x, t) in the CV space

ρ̇(x, t) = Lρ(x, t) (19a)

ρ(x, t+ τ) = eLτρ(x, t) (19b)

where L is the Fokker-Planck operator and P(τ) = eLτ

is the corresponding propagator with lag time τ . L and
P(τ) share the same eigenfunctions lk(x),

P(τ)lk(x) = λk(τ)lk(x) , (20)

and the propagator eigenvalues λk(τ) are related to κk,
the eigenvalues of L, as λk(τ) = eκkτ . The leading eigen-
values and eigenfunctions provide important insights into
the microscopic dynamics, such as identifying long-lived
conformational states and the transition rates between
them.

tITS
k = − τ

lnλk(τ)
∀τ > 0 . (21)

To compute these eigenfunctions and eigenvalues, the
propagator is discretized with respect to a set of n ansatz
functions: χi : Rm → R. Eq. 20 is then represented as a
generalized matrix eigenvalue equation

C(τ)lk = λk(τ)S lk (22)

where the matrix elements are (time) correlation func-
tions of the ansatz functions, with the MSM lag time
being τ :

Cij(τ) = lim
T→∞

∫ T

0

χi(t)χj(t+ τ) dt

Sij = lim
T→∞

∫ T

0

χi(t)χj(t) dt (23)

The elements of lk are related to the eigenfunctions as
[lk]i =

∫
lk(x)µ(x)χi(x) dx, where µ(x) is the stationary

density of the overdamped Langevin dynamics, i.e. the
Boltzmann distribution.

In variational MSMs73, the ansatz functions can be
arbitrary functions of the CV space. In conventional
MSMs21, the discretization of the propagator is con-
structed by discretizing the CV space into n non-
overlapping microstates Ωi, such that the entire CV space
is covered:

⋃n
i=1 Ωi = Rm. The ansatz functions are then

the microstate indicator functions

χi(x) =

{
1 if x ∈ Si

0 otherwise.
(24)

III. METHODS

A. Simulations

We benchmarked thermostat effects across a broad set
of molecular systems using classical MD (GROMACS56)
and ab initio MD (CP2K74,75). For water (TIP3P,
TIP4P) and three organic liquids (pentane, aniline, glyc-
erol), we generated equilibrated simulation boxes and
performed extensive NVE and NVT production runs.
Dynamical properties were evaluated under commonly
used deterministic and stochastic thermostats—velocity-
rescale, Berendsen, Nosé–Hoover, and stochastic dynam-
ics—covering coupling times from 0.001 to 100 ps. To as-
sess a wide range of dynamical observables, we computed
diffusion coefficients, shear viscosities, kinetic-energy dis-
tributions, and vibrational densities of states (vDOS).
The latter were obtained from CP2K Born–Oppenheimer
MD simulations using the semi-empirical GFN1-xTB
method. For pentane, we also constructed Markov state
models. An overview of all simulation setups and param-
eters is provided in the supplementary information.

B. Analysis

a. Energy distribution. For the energy distributions
we divide the total energy of the system of every frame
by the number of molecules in the system. The values
are then sorted via a basic histogram function. For the
NVT plot in Fig. 1 a basic normal distribution was used.
σ2 is calculated with Eq. 9.
b. Diffusion constant. The Wiener-Kinchin76 theo-

rem was used with Eq. 12 to directly calculate the ve-
locity auto-correlation function VACF from the center of
mass averaged velocities. The results shown are always
for a block average. The trajectory is cut into 5 200 ps
long pieces. The correlation functions are an average of
the three directions x,y and z for the VACF. A detailed
implementation can be seen in the supplementary infor-
mation of Heinz et al.16. For the final results, integration
of the ACF stops at the plateau which is at 10 ps.
c. Shear viscosity. The Wiener-Kinchin76 theorem

was used with Eq. 14 to calculate the pressure tensor
auto correlation function PACF from the pressure tensor.
The results shown are always for a block average. The
trajectory is cut into 20 1 ns long pieces. The correla-
tion function are the average of the xy,xz and yz pressure
components for the PACF. For the final results integra-
tion of the ACF stops at the plateau. This is 10 ps for
water viscosity. 100 ps for anilin and pentane and 5 ns
for glycerol.
d. Vibrational Density of States. The vibrational

density of states (vDOS) was obtained as the Fourier
transform of the discrete time-correlation function (TCF)
of the atomic velocities taken from the AIMD simulations
(cf. Eq. 18), using the ChirPy python package (version
0.27.1), available on GitHub.77,78 A triangular filter was
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applied to the TCF in combination with a Welch window
function with a length of 25 ps in order to account for
finite-size effects. For better visualization, the spectra
were smoothed with a Gaussian filter setting σ=5 cm−1.

e. Markov state models. Markov state models
are constructed for the liquid dynamics of pen-
tane. MD trajectories are realized with the GRO-
MACS stochastic dynamics integrator (τGSD

T =
0.001 ps, 0.01 ps, 0.1 ps, 1 ps, 10 ps, 100 ps) and the leap
frog integrator with different thermostats (VR (τV R

T =
1ps), B (τBT = 0.1 ps) and Nosé-Hoover (NH) thermostat
(τNH

T = 4ps). The detailed MD simulation methodol-
ogy can be found in Sec. SI: III-E. The torsion angles
(ϕ (H-C2-C3-H) and ψ (H-C3-C4-H)) of 140 pentane
molecules are written out every 100 fs as MD output.
Five data sets of equal size, each containing 28 molecules
and spanning 10 ns, are used to analyze the dynamic
observables within the standard deviation between these
sets. From each torsion angle trajectory, we constructed
two-dimensional MSMs on a 3 × 3 grid, with the inter-
val [−180,−70, 70, 180] along both dimensions. The nine
microstates correspond to the maximum values of the
(ϕ,ψ)-angle distribution, cf. Fig. SI-19. The lag time
was varied between 0.1 ps and 59.1 ps in steps of 1 ps.

IV. RESULTS

We calculate time-correlation functions that decay on
time scales ranging from 10−2 ps (velocity autocorrela-
tion functions in water) to 103 ps (pressure autocorrela-
tion function in viscous liquids). We examine the influ-
ence of deterministic and stochastic thermostats on the
decay time of correlation functions and on the derived ob-
servables, such as the diffusion constant, viscosity, vDOS
and MSM implied timescales. The thermostat coupling
times are varied between 0.001 ps and 100 ps, with each
coupling time represented by the same color throughout
the manuscript.

A. Diffusion coefficient of water

Based on both on empirical and ab-initio MD simu-
lations, we calculated the diffusion coefficient of water
from the molecular VACF (Eq. 12). The VR thermostat
did not alter the VACF compared to deterministic ther-
mostats and the NVE reference simulation, even when
the VR coupling time was varied (Fig. 2.a and SI-8). By
contrast, the GSD thermostat distorted the VACF for
short coupling times (τT < 1 ps), introducing a faster de-
cay relative to NVE. For moderate and large coupling
times (τT ≥ 1 ps), however, the VACF progressively ap-
proached the NVE reference. Due to the fast decay of the
VACF at short coupling times, the apparent diffusion co-
efficient is lower than the NVE reference (Fig. 2.b). The
same results are observed for the TIP4P water model
(Fig. SI-10). The effect of the GSD thermostat is con-
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FIG. 2. Self diffusion of water. a) VACF of TIP3P water
for different thermostat coupling times τT of VR thermostat
and SD thermostat. b) Apparent self-diffusion coefficient of
TIP3P and xTB water for various thermostats and thermo-
stat coupling times τT . Error bars show standard deviations
obtained from block averaging.

sistent with observations in the literature: a strongly
coupled stochastic thermostat (i.e., low τT ) considerably
slows down the self-diffusion of water26,27,52.
The same trend can be reproduced using the xTB wa-

ter model and the OBABO thermostat (Fig. SI-12). Set-
ting τT = 0.001 ps leads to a significantly reduced appar-
ent diffusion constant of D = 0.09 10−5 cm2 s−1, com-
pared to a D = 3.9810−5 cm2 s−1 at τT = 1 ps.
We report apparent diffusion coefficients without

applying finite-size corrections for periodic boundary
condition79. The much smaller diffusion constant of
xTB water (D = 4.41 · 10−5 cm2 s−1 for NVE) com-
pared to TIP3P water (D = 6.25 · 10−5 cm2 s−1 for
NVE) is partly due to xTB being a more accurate wa-
ter model (experimental value for water at 25 ◦C: D =
2.299 ·10−5 cm2 s−1), and partly due to finite size effects
of the smaller xTB simulation box. (See also Tab. SI-iii).

B. Shear viscosity

The previous section showed that stochastic ther-
mostats with coupling times below 1 ps significantly dis-
tort the VACF. Next, we explore whether the influence
of the stochastic thermostat is detectable for autocor-
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FIG. 3. Shear viscosity. PACF of TIP3P water (a) and anilin
(b) for different thermostat coupling times τT of VR thermo-
stat and SD thermostat. c)Long tail of the PACF of anilin. d)
Shear viscosities of pentane, TIP3P water, anilin and glycerol
for different thermostats and coupling times τT . The error is
the standard deviation obtained from block averaging. Note
the logarithmic scale of the viscosity-axis.

relation functions whose decay times far exceed typical
thermostat coupling times. To this end, we calculate
shear viscosities from the atomic PACF (Eq. 14) for liq-
uids with markedly different viscosities. Specifically, we
examine pentane, water, anilin and glycerol whose vis-
cosities span four order of magnitude, ranging from 0.1
mPas to 1400 mPas.80 Accordingly, the PACFs of these
substances exhibit widely varying decay times, from 1 ps
for water to hundreds of picoseconds for aniline (Fig. 3.c)
and several nanoseconds for glycerol.

The pressure in Eq. 14 can be calculated using ei-
ther atomic velocities and forces (atomic approach) or
from the center-of-mass quantities (molecular approach).
While atomic PACFs exhibits strong oscillations due to
intramolecular vibrations, molecular PACFs decays more
smoothly, typically showing only a single oscillation. De-
spite these differences, both PACFs yield equivalent re-
sults when integrated, and thus either approach can be
used to calculate the viscosity of a liquid.81. In our anal-
ysis, we use the atomic PACFs, which show the typi-
cal fluctuations (Fig. 3.b, SI-13, SI-15, SI-18). However,
for a relatively rigid molecule, the atomic PACF reduces
the to molecular PACF leading to a smooth appearance
(Fig. 3.a, SI-9, SI-11).
Similar to VACFs, PACFs obtained using the VR ther-

mostat are indistinguishable from those of the NVE ref-
erence simulation, regardless of the thermostat coupling
time. This confirms the VR thermostat does not affect
the PACF and does not bias the viscosity estimate52.
In contrast, the stochastic GSD thermostat distorts the
PACF when the coupling time τ is shorter than 1 ps
(Figs. 3, SI-9, SI-11, SI-13, SI-15, SI-18). The distor-
tion is most pronounced at τ = 0.01 ps. At τ = 0.1 ps,
the PACF begins to resemble the NVE reference, and by
τ = 1 ps, the GSD PACFs agree well with the reference.
As a result, viscosities are substantially overestimated in
GSD simulations with τ = 0.01 ps and moderately over-
estimated at τ = 0.1 ps. For τ ≥ 1 ps , the computed
viscosities match the NVE values well (Fig. 3 d), Tab. SI-
iii). The only exception is glycerol, where the viscosities
obtained across different coupling times agree within sta-
tistical uncertainty due to its high viscosity. These find-
ings demonstrate that, for stochastic thermostats, the
influence of the thermostat coupling time persists even
for slowly decaying autocorrelation functions, and is not
limited to fast dynamical processes.
Next, we examine whether the influence of the ther-

mostat coupling time extends to properties that are not
straightforward integrals of correlation functions, but are
instead derived from more complex mathematical ex-
pressions. Specifically, we consider the vibrational den-
sity of states (vDOS), obtained via a Fourier transform
(Sec. IVC) and MSM slow processes, computed from the
eigenvectors and eigenvalues of a (row-normalized) cor-
relation matrix (Sec. IVD).

C. Vibrational Density of States of Water

Based on AIMD simulations, we calculated the vibra-
tional density of states (vDOS) of liquid water using
Eq. 18. In all simulation setups, the time correlation
function decays rapidly within 1 ps, with most of the vi-
brational signatures captured within the first 0.1 ps. We
found that the effect of the VR thermostat on the atomic
VACF was negligible compared to the NVE reference, as
shown in Fig. 4.a). Even for very short coupling times,
VR does not affect the correlation of the individual de-
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grees of freedom. This observation is consistent with the
findings reported by Bussi et al. in their original publi-
cation on the VR thermostat.25 In contrast, we see clear
differences in Fig 4.a for SD, where the stochastic term in-
terferes with every degree of freedom, leading to damped
oscillations in the atomic velocities and a rapid random-
ization of the dynamics, up to a complete destruction of
the VACF for τT = 0.001 ps. However, this influence
diminishes with a coupling constant of 0.1 ps and disap-
pears with 1 ps, allowing the system to closely reproduce
the NVE reference.

The VACF is damped by two effects: intrinsic molec-
ular friction and the influence of the thermostat. The
effect of the thermostat can be likened to that of an
ideal damped oscillator, where the decay constant cor-
responds to the thermostat coupling time. Comparing
the VACF to an ideal damped oscillator, as shown in
Fig. 4.a, we find that intrinsic damping occurs faster than
τT = 0.1 ps. Consequently, the overall damping from the
stochastic thermostat OBABO with coupling strengths
in this range is only slightly greater. For τT = 0.01 ps
the oscillations found exceed the envelope function corre-
sponding to an ideal damping of this strength, driven by
the underlying atomic correlations. This behavior shows
the robustness of the system’s intrinsic dynamics, which
partially counteract the imposed stochastic damping.

The Fourier transformation of the atomic VACF yields
the vibrational density of states (vDOS) as defined in
Eq. 18, and shown for liquid water in Fig. 4.b). All
simulation setups except for SD with τT = 0.001 ps
reproduce the vibrational bands in the regions 0–
1000 cm−1 (libration), 1400–1600 cm−1 (bending) and
3500–3700 cm−1 (stretching). The use of the xTB
method results in slightly shifted peak positions com-
pared to the experiment.82,83 In line with what we ob-
served for the VACF, VR does not significantly change
the spectrum. However, there are clear effects for SD
with short coupling times. The peak widths increase
with decreasing τT , which is the expected behavior of
a damped oscillator (the Fourier transform of the damp-
ing function e−t/τT is a Lorentzian whose width is pro-
portional to 1/τT ). While the vibrational bands remain
identifiable at τT = 0.01 ps, all vibrational information
is lost at τT = 0.001 ps. It should be noted, however,
that the equipartition theorem remains satisfied, and the
vDOS integrates to 1 for any chosen value of τT .

D. Markov state model

We compare the effect of the different thermostats on
the results of the MSM time-lagged correlation function
for pentane, Eq. 23. The first MSM eigenvector repre-
sents the stationary distribution, as shown in Fig. 5.b.
The largest metastable state (cluster 5) corresponds to
the trans-trans conformation of pentane. The next most
populated clusters are 2, 4, 6 and 8, corresponding to
the four possible trans-gauche and gauch-trans confor-
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FIG. 4. a) Atomic vibrational autocorrelation function
(VACF) of liquid water obtained from AIMD simulations us-
ing various coupling times τT for both velocity rescaling (VR)
and stochastic dynamics (SD, here: OBABO). A logarithmic
scale is used for lag times greater than 0.1 ps. The shaded
areas represent the envelopes of ideal damped oscillators with
decay times of τT = 0.01 and 0.1 ps, respectively. b) Vi-
brational density of states (vDOS), computed as the Fourier
transform of the VACF.

mations. Even more weakly populated are gauche-gauche
conformations in clusters 1, 3, 7 and 9. Each MD set up,
yields the same first MSM eigenvectors, indicating that
the stationary properties are independent of the choice
of thermostat and thermostat coupling time.
The dynamic information in an MSM consists of two

parts. First, the eigenvectors of the MSM transition
matrix encode transitions or a set of transitions, where
the dominant eigenvectors represent the slow transitions
in the system. Second, the eigenvalues encode the im-
plied timescale at which the transitions occur. The
pentane MSM exhibits excellent convergence of the im-
plied timescales, enabling accurate determination of dy-
namic timescales. The MSM exhibits a slow process at
tITS
1 = 47ps, followed by a three processe with similar im-
plied timescales tITS

2 = 37ps, tITS
3 = 34ps, tITS

4 = 32ps
and tITS

5 = 21ps (Fig. SI-19). We find that not only the
stationary eigenvector but also the dominant eigenvectors
are independent of the choice of thermostat and thermo-
stat coupling time. Most notably, in simulations with the
stochastic thermostat GSD, the dominant eigenvectors
are unaffected by strong coupling constants τT ≤ 1 ps
(Fig. 5.c). This indicates that the type of transitions, i.e.
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FIG. 5. Markov state model for a) pentane. b) Stationary distribution at lag time τ = 20.1 ps. c) Slowest dynamical processes
(l1, l2) for GSD with different coupling times τT = 0.01 ps, τT = 1 ps and τT = 10 ps, with shared color bar. d) MSM
correlation matrix elements C5,5 as function of the lag time (0.1− 59.1 ps). e) MSM implied timescales as mean with standard
deviation over converged lag time (20.1− 59.1 ps) for λ1 and λ2.

the conformational mechanisms, are not affected by the
thermostat coupling times.

By contrast, the implied timescales associated to these
processes are distorted by strong GSD thermostat cou-
pling times (Fig. 5.e). Specifically, for GSD with τT =
0.01 ps the slow implied timescale of the slowest process
is overestimated by about a factor 5 (tITS

1 = 244.6 ps).
With τT = 0.1 ps, the implied timescale is moderately
overestimated by 25% (tITS

1 = 59.6 ps), while at τT = 1 ps
the implied timescale matches the NVE result. This re-
sult can be traced back to the decay of the matrix el-
ements in the MSM correlation matrix. Fig. 5.f shows
the evolution of the matrix element C5,5 of the 9 × 9
correlation matrix. This correlation functions represents
self-transitions from cluster 5 to cluster 5 within lag time
τ , where the system may either leave the cluster and re-
turn, or stay within cluster 5 throughout the lag time.
Once again, the results of the particularly strongly cou-
pled GSD data (τT = 0.01 ps) stand out. We observe a
significantly weaker drop in the correlation function as a
function of lag times than for all other thermostat cou-
pling times.

E. Error of the ACF for SD thermostats
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FIG. 6. Relative error of the of integral over the auto-
correlation functions with an SD thermostat compared to
NVE for vDOS and D and compared to VR with τT = 1 ps
for η and MSM. The values for vDOS go from 0.001 ps to
1 ps and the other from 0.01 ps to 100 ps for the coupling
time τT .

Throughout the study we found that stochastic ther-
mostats with strong coupling constants of τT < 1 ps dis-
tort dynamic properties. However, for moderate coupling
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strengths of τT = 1ps, the resulting dynamics are in good
agreement with those from NVE simulations. To quan-
tify this deviations, we calculated the relative error of the
various ACF with respect to the NVE simulation

δ =

∫
|ACF(τ)−ACF(NV E)|dτ∫

|ACF(NV E)| dτ , (25)

where the integrals is only evaluated over the first pi-
cosecond for the diffusion and viscosity calculations. For
the vDOS we use the complete 25 ps and for MSM all
lag times. Fig. 6 summarizes the results.

For very short coupling times, such as τT = 0.01 ps,
the relative error reaches approximately 100%. While
large, this is still within the same order of magnitude
as the NVE reference simulations. As the coupling time
increases, the error decreases significantly: at τT = 1ps,
the relative error drops to 10% or less. For coupling
times of τT ≥ 10 ps, the error falls to around 1%, which
is below the typical statistical uncertainty of a dynamic
observable. (In the case of Markov state models (MSMs),
it is worth noting that a relative error in the ACF integral
does not result in a proportional error in the implied
timescales.)

However, when the thermostat is coupled too weakly,
the simulation may no longer sample the canonical en-
semble accurately. For instance, in water simulations
with τT = 100 ps, the energy distribution deviates no-
ticeably from the expected canonical distribution (see
Fig. 1). As a result, stationary properties may not be
reliably reproduced.

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

We evaluated the impact of commonly used ther-
mostats - deterministic thermostat, velocity rescale ther-
mostat, and stochastic thermostats - on time-correlation
functions and the dynamic properties derived from them
in molecular dynamics simulations. Microcanonical
(NVE) simulations serve as a reference. Consistent with
prior studies, we found that strongly coupled stochas-
tic thermostats significantly distort dynamic observables,
while deterministic thermostats and the velocity rescale
thermostat closely match the NVE results. Notably, this
behavior holds across all four properties tested - diffusion,
viscosity, vibrational spectra, and Markov state models
- and across the full range of correlation function de-
cay times of these properties. This demonstrates that
stochastic thermostat effects are not confined to fast dy-
namics: they systematically impact dynamic properties,
even when the thermostat coupling time is well separated
from the system’s intrinsic timescales.

To clarify this, consider that in NVE simulations,
stochasticity arises only from interactions with surround-
ing particles. Stochastic integrators, however, introduce
an additional thermostat-induced noise term. In sol-
vated systems, environmental coupling occurs on ∼1 ps
timescales. Our results indicate that for τT = 1 ps

each time-correlation function is effectively governed by
solvent-induced fluctuations, closely matching the NVE
reference.
However, whether a strong stochastic thermostat ac-

celerates or slows down the decay of a time-correlation
function, depends on the particular function. It acceler-
ates the decay of VACFs, which affects quantities like the
diffusion constant and the vibrational density of states.
This is readily explained by the fact that stochastic ther-
mostats apply random forces directly to particle veloci-
ties, thereby rapidly randomizing them. By contrast, a
strong stochastic thermostat slows down correlation de-
cay in the PACF and in state-to-state correlation func-
tions used in Markov state models (MSMs). This leads to
overestimation of viscosity from the PACF, and to slower
apparent transition rates and larger implied timescales
in MSMs. In MSMs, a position-dependent correlation
function is evaluated. A stronger coupling in stochastic
thermostats implies both increased random forces and en-
hanced friction, as required by the fluctuation-dissipation
theorem. This high friction suppresses inertial motion,
preventing the molecule from accumulating enough mo-
mentum to cross energy barriers efficiently. Hence, bar-
rier crossings rely solely on random kicks, leading to
lower state-to-state transition rates and longer implied
timescales. However, in the PACF, the pressure tensor
elements are proportional to the kinetic energy as well
as to the virial. Thus, this correlation function depends
on the velocities as well as on the positions and forces
through the virial. Empirically, we find that a strong
stochastic thermostat slows down the decay of the PACF,
leading to the observed overestimate of the corresponding
viscositites.
While stochastic thermostats do affect dynamics at

short coupling times, the impact remains moderate. At a
very short coupling time of τT = 0.01 ps, relative errors in
dynamic properties reach approximately 100% compared
to NVE reference data. However, at coupling times of
τT = 1 ps, which are commonly used in MD simula-
tions, these errors drop to 10% and fall further to 1%
for longer coupling times. Although this may suggest
that weak coupling is always preferable, very large τT -
values can lead to inadequate temperature control and
the thermostat fails to maintain a proper NVT ensemble.
Thus, coupling times in the range of 1–10 ps for stochas-
tic thermostats balance accuracy in dynamic properties
with proper ensemble sampling.
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VII. SUPPORTING INFORMATION

The supporting information contains a table for all
simulated systems, further theory about correlation func-
tions and MSM, as well as plots for ACF, its integral
and numerical results for TIP3P, TIP4P, xTB, pentane,
anilin, and glycerol. The analysis code can be found un-
der https://github.com/bkellerlab/CorrelationFunctions
and Thermostats.git .
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Appendix SI: I: Simulations

SI: I-A. Water simulations with GROMACS

We used GROMACS 202356 to generate the starting configurations of the TIP3P84 and TIP4P85 water simulations.
We filled a 3x3x3 nm³ cubic box with 884 TIP3P84 water molecules. After a steepest-descent minimization, the box
is equilibrated for 2 ns in the NPT ensemble with the velocity-rescale thermostat23,25 at 300 K and τT = 1 ps
and Parinello-Rahman barostat86 1 bar andτP = 2 ps, a reference pressure of Pref = 1bar and a compressibility of
χ = 4.5 · 10−5bar−1. The final configuration had a box size of 2.97 x 2.97 x 2.97 nm³, corresponding to a density
1.08 g cm−3. Subsequently, we equilibrated the box in the NVT ensemble with the velocity-rescale thermostat23,25

at 300 K and τT = 0.1 ps for 2 ns. The same procedure was applied to generate the starting configuration for the
TIP4P85 water simulations. This yielded a box of 3.02 x 3.02 x 3.02 nm³, corresponding to a density 0.986 g cm−3.
For the equilibration runs, we used a leap frog integrator and periodic boundary conditions in all three spatial

dimensions. The O-H bonds were constrained using the LINCS algorithm87 (LINCS iteration = 1, LINCS order =
4), allowing for a timestep for 2 fs. Van-der-Waals interactions were cut off at 1.2 nm, and electrostatic interactions
were calculated with the Particle-Mesh-Ewald algorithm88 (order = 4, Fourier spacing = 0.16).
For the TIP3P box, we performed a set of production simulations to calculate the energy distribution, where we

simulated the system for 60 ns with a time step of 2 fs. Energies were written to file very 1 ps. We performed NVE
simulations using GROMACS 2021.456 with double precision and the leap-frog integrator. Additionally, we performed
NVT simulations using GROMACS 2023 in single precision. We used GROMACS stochastic dynamics48 integrator
with τGSD

T = 2ps; leap frog and Velocity Rescale (VR) thermostat23,25 with τV R
T = 1ps; leap frog and Berendsen

(BE) thermostat53 with τBT = 1ps; and leap frog and Nosé-Hoover (NH) thermostat22 with τNH
T = 4ps and a chain

length of 1. The thermostats VR and B were coupled to the system every 100 time steps, whereas NH was coupled
every time step. Periodic boundary conditions, van-der-Waals interactions and electrostatic interactions were treated
as in the equilibration runs.

For the TIP3P and TIP4P boxes, we performed two separate sets of productions simulations to determine the
self-diffusion coefficient and the shear viscosity. In the set for the self-diffusion coefficient, the systems were simulated
for 1 ns. Positions and velocities were written to file every 10 fs. In the set for the shear viscosity, the systems were
simulated for 20 ns. The pressure tensor was written to file every 5 fs.

In each set, we varied the ensemble and the thermostats. We performed NVE simulations using GROMACS 2021.456

with double precision and the leap-frog integrator. Additionally, we performed NVT simulations using GROMACS
2023 in single precision. We used GROMACS stochastic dynamics integrator with τGSD

T = 0.001 ps, 0.01 ps, 0.1 ps,
1 ps, 10 ps, 100 ps; leap frog and Velocity Rescale (VR) thermostat with τV R

T = 0.001 ps, 0.01 ps, 0.1 ps, 1 ps, 10 ps,
100 ps; leap frog and Berendsen (BE) thermostat with τBE

T = 0.1 ps; and leap frog and Nosé-Hoover (NH) thermostat
with τNH

T = 4ps and a chain length of 1. The thermostats VR and B were coupled to the system every 100 time steps,
whereas NH was coupled every time step. We used a time step of 1 fs and did not constrain the O-H bonds. Periodic
boundary conditions, van-der-Waals interactions and electrostatic interactions were treated as in the equilibration
runs.

See Tab. SI-i in the SI for an overview of the simulations.

SI: I-B. Water simulations with CP2K

The AIMD simulations were performed as Born-Oppenheimer MD with CP2K (version 2024.1)74,75 and the Quick-
step module89 using the semi-empirical GFN1-xTB method developed by Grimme et al.90. For the simulations the
velocity-Verlet integrator was used together with periodic boundary conditions in all three spatial dimensions. The
CSVR thermostat25 was used to emulate both velocity rescaling (VR) and stochastic dynamics (SD), according to
Eq. 5 with a global (Nf = 3× no. of particles) and massive (Nf = 1) region, respectively.

A sample of 128 water molecules was considered in a cubic super cell of 15.672 Å, which corresponds to a density of
0.9965 g cm−3. The system was equilibrated for 20 ps at 300 K using a massive CSVR thermostat25 with a coupling
constant τT = 0.01 ps (for the first 2.5 ps) and 0.1 ps.
Using the equilibrated configuration as a starting point, one microcanonical (NVE) and eight canonical (NVT) tra-

jectories of 25 ps length were generated using a time step of 0.5 fs, with the trajectory written to file at each time step.
For the canonical runs varying thermostat setups were chosen using coupling constants τT = 0.001, 0.01, 0.1, 1.0 ps
together with global (=VR) or massive (=SD using the OBABO splitting method) thermostatting at 300 K, respec-
tively.

This procedure was repeated with four other statistically independent starting points that were sampled from one
of the former NVT trajectories (global CSVR, τT = 0.01 ps), resulting in five trajectories for each MD setup (45 in
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total). All results shown are averages over the respective set of five trajectories.

See Tab. SI-i for an overview of the simulations.

SI: I-C. Organic Liquids with GROMACS

For the organic liquids anilin, pentane and glycerol a modified GROMOS91 force field was used. The parameters
were obtained from the automated topology builder92. The generation of the starting structures followed the same
protocol as the for the TIP3P water boxes, where we filled an initial 3x3x3 nm³ cubic box with 191 aniline, 140
pentane or 600 glycerol molecules respectively. Furthermore, the equilibration runs lasted 10 ns to allow for better
equilibration. This resulted in a final simulation box for aniline of 3.13×3.13×3.13 nm3 and a density of 0.958 g cm3.
For pentane, the box is 2.93 × 2.93 × 2.93 nm3 resulting in a density of 0.669 g cm−3. For glycerol, the box is
4.19× 4.19× 4.19 nm3 resulting in a density of 1.245 g cm3.

For the production simulation only the simulations for the shear viscosity was performed (20 ns simulation time,
pressure tensor written to file every 5 fs). We used GROMACS stochastic dynamics integrator with τGSD

T = 0.001 ps,
0.01 ps, 0.1 ps, 1 ps, 10 ps, 100 ps; leap frog and Velocity Rescale (VR) thermostat with τV R

T = 1ps; leap frog and
Berendsen (BE) thermostat with τBT = 0.1 ps; and leap frog and Nosé-Hoover (NH) thermostat with τNH

T = 4ps and
a chain length of 1. The thermostats VR and B were coupled to the system every 100 time steps, whereas NH was
coupled every time step. We used a time step of 1 fs and did not use bond constraints. Periodic boundary conditions,
van der Waals interactions, and electrostatic interactions were treated as in the equilibration runs for water.

See Tab. SI-ii in the SI for an overview of the simulations.

In addition to the above simulation, we have created a further pentane simulation from the equilibrated pentane
box. For the MSM analysis, a simulation with 10 ns length and an output of the positions every 100 fs was performed.
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organic liquids

timestep: 1 fs timestep: 1 fs timestep: 1 fs

output Pxy: 5 fs output Pxy: 5 fs output Pxy: 5 fs

MD τ in ps pentane anilin glycerol

GSD

0.01 20 ns 20 ns 20 ns

0.1 20 ns 20 ns 20 ns

1 20 ns 20 ns 20 ns

10 20 ns 20 ns 20 ns

100 20 ns 20 ns 20 ns

VR 1 20 ns 20 ns 20 ns

BE 0.1 20 ns 20 ns 20 ns

NH 4 20 ns 20 ns 20 ns

TABLE SI-ii. Overview of the simulated organic liquid systems. MD = MD integrator or thermostat, GSD = GROMACS
stochastic dynamics, VR = velocity rescale, B = Berendsen, NH = Nosé-Hoover. The output means the calculation relevant
observable with Pxy being the system pressure tensor. For aniline the final box after equilibration is 3.12x3.12x3.12nm³, for or
pentane the box is 2.93x2.93x2.93 nm³ and for glycerin the box is 4.19x4.19x4.19 nm³.

884 water molecules in 3× 3× 3 nm3 box 128 water molecules in (15.672 Å)3 box

timestep: 1 fs timestep: 1 fs timestep: 2 fs timestep 0.5 fs

output xi/vi: 10 fs output Pxy: 5 fs output E: 1 ps output xi/vi: 0.5 fs

MD τ in ps TIP3P TIP4P TIP3P TIP4P TIP3P xTB

LF - 1 ns 1 ns 20 ns 20 ns 60 ns

GSD

0.001 1 ns 1 ns 20 ns 20 ns

0.01 1 ns 1 ns 20 ns 20 ns

0.1 1 ns 1 ns 20 ns 20 ns

1 1 ns 1 ns 20 ns 20 ns

2 60 ns

10 1 ns 1 ns 20 ns 20 ns

100 1 ns 1 ns 20 ns 20 ns 60 ns

SD∗

0.001 25 ps

0.01 25 ps

0.1 25 ps

1 25 ps

VR

0.001 1 ns 1 ns 20 ns 20 ns 25 ps

0.01 1 ns 1 ns 20 ns 20 ns 25 ps

0.1 1 ns 1 ns 20 ns 20 ns 25 ps

1 1 ns 1 ns 20 ns 20 ns 60 ns 25 ps

10 1 ns 1 ns 20 ns 20 ns

100 1 ns 1 ns 20 ns 20 ns

BE
0.1 1 ns 1 ns 20 ns 20 ns

1 60 ns

NH 4 1 ns 1 ns 20 ns 20 ns 60 ns

TABLE SI-i. Overview of the simulated systems. MD = MD integrator or thermostat, LF = leap frog, GSD = GROMACS
stochastic dynamics, VR = velocity rescale, B = Berendsen, NH = Nosé-Hoover. Left for water and right for organic liquids.
The output means the calculation relevant observable with vi being the velocity of every atom, Pxy the system pressure tensor
and E the kinetic and total energy of the system. For TIP3P the final box after equilibration is 2.97x2.97x2.97nm³ and for
TIP4P 3.02x3.02x3.02 nm³.
∗Emulated via massive CSVR thermostat (Bussi-Donadio-Parrinello thermostat with Nf = 1)
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Thermostat τT in ps D in 10−5 cm2 s−1 η in mPas

TIP3P TIP4P xTB TIP3P TIP4P

NVE 0 6.25 ± 0.0876 5.07 ± 0.0708 4.41 ± 0.173 0.297 ± 0.0484 0.534 ± 0.0802

Nose-Hoover 4 6.48 ± 0.122 5.17 ± 0.169 0.339 ± 0.0659 0.536 ± 0.0799

Berendsen 0.1 6.52 ± 0.177 5.2 ± 0.101 0.319 ± 0.0389 0.503 ± 0.0732

Velocity-Rescale

0.001 4.44 ± 0.146

0.01 6.44 ± 0.0601 5.14 ± 0.0698 4.17 ± 0.165 0.337 ± 0.0419 0.501 ± 0.0778

0.1 6.63 ± 0.187 5.19 ± 0.0408 4.39 ± 0.162 0.314 ± 0.0468 0.514 ± 0.0634

1 6.48 ± 0.109 5.16 ± 0.128 4.69 ± 0.141 0.334 ± 0.0468 0.513 ± 0.0559

10 6.41 ± 0.105 5.07 ± 0.17 0.333 ± 0.0522 0.526 ± 0.100

100 6.38 ± 0.23 5.05 ± 0.168 0.322 ± 0.0479 0.495 ± 0.0785

GSD/OBABO

0.001 0.09 ± 0.0024

0.01 1.36 ± 0.00971 1.38 ± 0.0121 0.6 ± 0.018 2.62 ± 0.478 3.81 ± 0.62

0.1 3.37 ± 0.0169 3.02 ± 0.0637 2.71 ± 0.123 0.583 ± 0.109 0.865 ± 0.147

1 5.7 ± 0.0541 4.71 ± 0.0539 3.98 ± 0.123 0.369 ± 0.0633 0.571 ± 0.130

10 6.35 ± 0.131 5.0 ± 0.0392 0.355 ± 0.0667 0.512 ± 0.103

100 6.41 ± 0.216 4.76 ± 0.156 0.358 ± 0.0535 0.516 ± 0.102

TABLE SI-iii. Overview of the results of Diffusion constant D and viscosity η for different thermostats and different coupling
times τT . The shown error is the standard deviation calculated from block averaging.

Appendix SI: II: Details for different Liquids

SI: II-A. Water
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FIG. SI-8. VACF and diffusion constant plots for TIP3P
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FIG. SI-9. PACF and viscosity plots for TIP3P
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FIG. SI-10. VACF and diffusion constant plots for TIP4P
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FIG. SI-11. PACF and viscosity plots for TIP4P

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
time in ps

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

VA
C

F

NVE
VR τ=0.001 ps
VR τ=0.01 ps
VR τ=0.1 ps
VR τ=1 ps

SD τ=0.001 ps
SD τ=0.01 ps
SD τ=0.1 ps
SD τ=1 ps

0 2 4 6 8 10
time of cumulative integral in ps

0

2

4

6

8

D
in

10
−

5
cm

2 /
s

FIG. SI-12. Plots for xTB (Molecular VACF)
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SI: II-B. Organic Liquids

Thermostat τT in ps η in mPas

Pentane Anilin Glycerol

Experimental80 0.24 4.40 1490

Nose-Hoover 4 0.107 ± 0.0249 1.92 ± 0.849 1710 ± 1680

Berendsen 0.1 0.105 ± 0.0266 1.93 ± 0.636 1880 ± 1440

Velocity-Rescale 1 0.116 ± 0.0256 2.0 ± 0.886 1600 ± 1450

Stochastic Dynamics

0.001 1.69 ± 0.665 23.4 ± 17.4 2220 ± 905

0.1 0.229 ± 0.0701 6.1 ± 3.78 1170 ±905

1 0.139 ± 0.0476 2.2 ± 1.42 992 ± 713

10 0.114 ± 0.0362 1.75 ± 0.761 1910 ± 999

100 0.101 ± 0.0265 2.74 ± 1.71 2180 ± 1780

TABLE SI-iv. Overview of the results viscosity η for different thermostats and different coupling times τ of pentane, anillin
and glycerol. The shown error is the standard deviation calculated from block averaging.
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FIG. SI-13. Plots for Pentane

FIG. SI-14. Structure of pentane
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FIG. SI-15. Plots for Anilin

FIG. SI-16. Structure of anilin

FIG. SI-17. Structure of glycerol
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FIG. SI-18. Plots for glycerol



22

Appendix SI: III: Additional theory

SI: III-A. Transport phenomena

Consider a scalar physical quantity Q(t) that is distributed in the three-dimensional space and flows through a
surface A. The total current

I(A) =
dQ

dt
(SI-1)

represents the total amount of Q that passes through A per unit time. The flux, or equivalently current density,

J =
dQ

dAdt
(SI-2)

represents the amount of Q that flows per unit time and unit area and the direction of this flow. Thus, J ∈ R3. The
total current can be calculated from the flux by integrating over the surface A

I(A) =

∫∫
A

J · dA =

∫∫
A

J · n dA , (SI-3)

where n is the normal vector on the surface A, and J · n denotes the Euklidean scalar product between J and n.
Since the flux depends on the position at which the flow through A is measured, the flux is a three-dimensional

vector field J : R3 → R3. In linear response theory, the J is linearly related to a second vector field F : R3 → R3,
which causes the flux:

J = κF , (SI-4)

where κ is the transport coefficient.
Switching to a microscopic picture, the continuous quantity Q(t) can be related to a microscopic quantity a(t)

that is defined for each particle of the system. The Green-Kubo relations state that the transport coefficient can be
calculated from the time auto-correlation function of the time-derivative of a(t)

κ =
1

kBTV

∫ ∞

0

⟨ȧ(t)ȧ(0)⟩ dt. (SI-5)

Since time auto-correlation functions are easily evaluated from MD simulations, this gives an easy way to analyze
transport processes, which are macroscopic properties, from simulations of systems with relatively few particles.

SI: III-B. Onsager regression hypothesis and correlation functions

The Onsager regression hypothesis (1931)1,2, which is one of the foundations of statistical thermodynamics, is a
consequence of the historically later defined fluctuation-dissipation theorem (1966) FDT by Kubo3. The FDT links
the dissipation of energy through friction with the statistical thermodynamic fluctuations. From this follows Onsagers
regression theory, which states, that the relaxation of statistical fluctuations is indistinguishable from the relaxation
of small disturbances from the equilibrium. This allows equilibrium MD simulations an easy access to an observable
like the diffusion constant, which is in Fick’s law93 a non equilibrium process. The usage of systems in equilibrium
allows for the sampling of a much smaller phase space. The relaxation of fluctuations can mathematically described
with correlation functions.

The most common use of ACF in MD simulations is through the use of Green-Kubo relations, which link a
macroscopic observable A to the integral over an auto-correlation function of the corresponding microscopic fluctuation
a.

A = F

∫ t

0

⟨a(0)a(0 + τlag)⟩dτlag (SI-6)

F is a proportionality factor depending in the system. Since auto-correlations are time invariant it is custom to start
at t = 0. While we do not want to co into too much detail of their derivation, we want to at least share the steps and
ideas behind it.
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SI: III-C. Diffusion

The derivation of the Green-Kubo relation for the diffusion constant D is a relative straight forward solving of a
partial differential equation as its main problem.94

We first start with the diffusion by using Fick’s 2nd law93for one dimension, which links the change of a concentration
over time with the change of a concentration over space through the diffusion constant D. For our case the concentration
c is unit less and is 1 at time t = 0 and the origin position x0.

∂c

∂t
= D

∂2c

∂x2
(SI-7)

Besides our initial concentration the second boundary condition is that in an infinite system, the ”wall” can not be
reached in finite time and the concentration is 0. For this differential equation the solution is known in the form of a
Gaussian function:

c =
1√
4πDt

e−
(x−x0)2

4Dt (SI-8)

Since this is a probability distribution function we can make use of its variance to obtain the diffusion constant.

⟨(x− x0)
2⟩ =

∫ ∞

−∞
(x− x0)

2 · c(x, t)dx = 2Dt (SI-9)

The variance is nothing else but the ensemble average of the squared displacement or mean squared displacement.
With ∆x = (x − x0) and for a single particle i this results in the known mean squared displacement MSD equation
in the limit of long time spans:

Di =
1

2t
⟨(∆xi)2⟩ (SI-10)

A position difference can also be expressed as an integral over a velocity v.

∆xi =

∫ t

0

vidτ (SI-11)

Through substitution and the clever usage of several general properties of auto-correlation functions we can rewrite
Eqn. SI-10

⟨(∆xi)2⟩ = 2t

∫ ∞

0

⟨v(t)v(0)⟩dt (SI-12)

Combined with our previous result we reach the Green-Kubo relation for the self diffusion constant D.

D =

∫ ∞

0

⟨v(t)v(0)⟩dt (SI-13)

SI: III-D. Shear viscosity

For the shear viscosity η we link the momentum fluctuation p to the density fluctuation ρ with the help of the
particle current j.63

For an one component fluid witch follows the laws of conservation the number density ρ and momentum density p
can be expressed trough ”heat equations”. For a system with a mean velocity of zero the differential equations are:

m
∂

∂t
ρ(r, t) +∇ · p(r, t) = 0 (SI-14)

∂

∂t
p(r, t) +∇ ·Π(r, t) = 0 (SI-15)
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For the shear viscosity we only need the stress tensor Π where α ̸= β e.g. the off diagonal elements which results in
a simple Π:

Παβ = η

(
∂uα(r, t)

∂rβ
+
∂uβ(r, t)

∂rα

)
(SI-16)

We furthermore assume the local deviation for the number density is small, which allows us to express the momentum
density as the particle current:

p(r, t) ≈ mρu(r, t) ≡ mj(r, t) (SI-17)

After substitution we reach:

∂

∂t
j(r, t)− 1

m
∇ · η

ρ

(
∂jα(r, t)

∂rβ
+
∂jβ(r, t)

∂rα

)
= 0 (SI-18)

Since we only look at the x direction we can simplify to:

∂

∂t
jx(r, t)− η

ρm
∇2jx(r, t) = 0 (SI-19)

To solve this partial differential equation we use the Laplace and Fourier transformation, which transforms the problem
into an ordinary differential equation, which we can solve. In the end we link the microscopic stress tensor to the
macroscopic pressure tensor and obtain the Green-Kubo relation for shear viscosity:

η =
1

V kBT

∫ ∞

0

⟨P xz(t)P xz(0)⟩dt (SI-20)

V is the volume of the system, T the temperature, kB the Boltzmann constant and P xz the off diagonal elements of
the system pressure tensor

SI: III-E. MSM

The dynamical properties of the first five processes are represented for a MSM of 9 states at lag time τ = 20.01 ps
and coupling parameter τT = 1 ps. Fig. SI-19 is a representative example of the dynamics of all analyzed cases with
different coupling parameter. The discretization is shown in Fig. SI-19.a). The dynamics is split into a slowest process
(λ1, l1 blue), three similarly fast processes (λ2, l2 orange; λ3, l3 green; λ4, l4 red), and further separate processes (λ5,
l5 purple); see Fig. SI-19.c). The slowest process is characterised by transitions along the diagonal running through
clusters 1,5 and 9. Processes 2 and 3 are maily jumps between cluter 2,4,6 and 8. The next slower processes shows
the exchange between the most populated cluster 5 and the surrounding regions. The slowest process shown here is
the exchange of the least popular clusters with 2,4,6 and 8.
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FIG. SI-19. a) MSM grid with 9 mircostates in (ϕ,ψ)-angle space. b) The MSM eigenvectores at 20.1 ps for the process 1-5. c)
MSM implied timescales with standard deviation as function of lag times in the range of 0.1− 59.1 ps for the first five slowest
processes.
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