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In principle, the answer to the posed titular question is undoubtedly ‘yes.’ But in practice, requisite reference
data for homogeneous systems have been obtained with a treatment of intermolecular interactions that is
different from that typically employed for heterogeneous systems. In this article, we assess the impact of
the choice of truncation scheme when comparing water in homogeneous and inhomogeneous environments.
Specifically, we use explicit free energy calculations and a simple mean field analysis to demonstrate that
using the ‘cut-and-shift’ version of the Lennard-Jones potential (common to most simple point charge models
of water) results in a systematic increase in the melting temperature of ice Ih. In addition, by drawing an
analogy between a change in cutoff and a change in pressure, we use existing literature data for homogeneous
ice nucleation at negative pressures to suggest that enhancements due to heterogeneous nucleation may have
been overestimated by several orders of magnitude.

I. INTRODUCTION

The formation of ice is a process of great importance
across a broad range of fields, from climate science1,2

to biology.3 Obtaining a detailed molecular-level under-
standing of both homogeneous nucleation (i.e., in the ab-
sence of foreign bodies such as mineral particles) and het-
erogeneous nucleation (i.e., in the presence of surfaces
due to foreign bodies) has attracted major research ef-
forts from both experimental and simulation groups.4,5

With regard to the latter, in a bid to reduce computa-
tional cost, most molecular simulations employ empirical
potentials that approximately describe the interactions
between water molecules. While many types of empirical
potentials exist,6–8 simple point charge (SPC) models are
one of the most commonly used. Note that we use ‘SPC
model’ to refer to the general class of water model de-
tailed in Sec. I A rather than the specific water model of
Ref. 9. In addition to being relatively simple and compu-
tationally efficient, an appealing feature of SPC models is
that they preserve the donor-acceptor nature of water’s
hydrogen-bond network, which can be especially impor-
tant for heterogeneous nucleation, e.g., in the presence of
kaolinite.10,11

To ensure short-ranged repulsion between molecules,
most commonly used SPC water models, at least for-
mally, employ the Lennard-Jones (LJ) potential,12

u
(∞)
LJ (r) = 4ε

[(
σ

r

)12

−
(
σ

r

)6
]
, (1)

which is parameterized by an energy scale ε and length
scale σ, and where r indicates the distance between two
water molecules (usually the separation between their

oxygen atoms). Figure 1a shows u
(∞)
LJ .
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In addition to explicit electrostatic interactions be-
tween water molecules, the −(σ/r)6 term contributes to
the cohesive energy of the system. Despite being the ba-

sis for most SPC water models, however, u
(∞)
LJ is rarely

sampled explicitly; due to the infinite range of the at-

tractive −(σ/r)6 term, it is common to truncate u
(∞)
LJ in

some fashion (see, e.g., Refs. 13 and 14). Two common
procedures, which we detail in Sec. I A, are to use ‘tail
corrections’ or to ‘cut-and-shift’, as shown in Figs. 1a
and 1b, respectively. By comparing these plots it can be
seen that, while similar, these two truncation procedures
result in different intermolecular potentials, and will in
general have different properties. For example, thermo-
dynamic properties such as interfacial tension and the lo-
cation of phase boundaries are known to be affected.15–20

Why then, would another article that investigates the
effects of truncating the LJ potential be useful? Put sim-
ply, the phase behavior of SPC water models has been
studied extensively using the tail corrected truncation
scheme.21–24 And the same can be said for most calcu-
lations of homogeneous ice nucleation rates.25–28 Yet, as
we will discuss in more detail below, the use of tail cor-
rections makes direct comparison to inhomogeneous sys-
tems challenging. While a simple approach to mitigate
discrepancies between homogeneous and inhomogeneous
systems would be consistent use of cut-and-shift poten-
tials, it is unreasonable to expect that each study of het-
erogeneous nucleation is accompanied by: (i) a full recal-
culation of the melting temperature or phase diagram;
and (ii) recomputation of the homogeneous nucleation
rate. [To give a sense of perspective, in Ref. 26 over
21 × 106 CPU hours were required to compute the ho-
mogeneous nucleation rate with forward flux sampling
(FFS).] In this article, we address the first issue directly,
by outlining a procedure to approximately predict the
change in melting temperature between the tail-corrected
and cut-and-shift systems. We then combine our results
with those in Ref. 28 to estimate the impact on the com-
parison of homogeneous and heterogeneous nucleation
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a

b

FIG. 1. The two variations of the LJ potential studied in this

article. (a) The solid blue curve shows u
(∞)
LJ given by Eq. 1.

For homogeneous systems u
(∞)
LJ is well-approximated by trun-

cating interactions at a given cutoff (indicated by the arrow),
and applying ‘tail corrections’ to account for neglected inter-
actions; this is equivalent to a mean field approximation. In-
set: schematic representation of the tail correction procedure.
The blue shaded region indicates that interactions between
the tagged particle (dark blue) and those beyond the cutoff
radius are accounted for in an average sense. (b) The ‘cut-
and-shift’ variant of the LJ potential (see Eq. 7) has vanishing
interactions beyond the cutoff. It is a different potential with

different properties compared to u
(∞)
LJ . In both examples, the

cutoff radius is 2σ.

rates.

A. Formulating the problem

We now detail the tail-correction and cut-and-shift
truncation schemes, as well as illustrate the inconsisten-
cies that appear between homogeneous and inhomoge-
neous systems. We are concerned with SPC water mod-
els that formally have a potential energy function of the
kind

U (∞)(RN ) =

N∑
i<j

u
(∞)
LJ (|r(O)

ij |) +

N∑
i<j

∑
α,β

q(α)q(β)

|r(α)j − r
(β)
i |

,

(2)
where RN denotes the set of atomic positions for a config-

uration of N water molecules, r
(O)
ij is the separation vec-

tor between the oxygen atoms of molecules i and j, and

q
(α)
i is the charge of site α, located at r

(α)
i , of molecule i.

a

b

FIG. 2. Typical simulation geometries for water. (a) Homo-
geneous bulk water simulated under 3D bulk periodic bound-
ary conditions such that the average density is independent
of position, 〈ρ(r)〉 = ρ̄(p). (b) The slab geometry employed
to study interfacial systems also employs periodic boundary
conditions (often in 3D) and has a density profile that varies
with position z along the surface normal, such that in general
〈ρ(z)〉 6= ρ̄. For thick enough slabs, regions far removed from
the interfaces (as indicated, e.g., by the orange box)) have an
average density equal to ρ̄(p = 0) for the homogeneous sys-
tem. Green lines indicate the boundaries of the periodically
repeated simulation cells.

(We adopt a unit system in which 4πε0 = 1, where ε0 is
the permittivity of free space.) The second set of sums in
Eq. 2, which we will denote Uelec hereafter, describes elec-
trostatic interactions between molecules, while the first
set of sums involve the LJ potential. For SPC models of

water, the choice of u
(∞)
LJ is rooted in grounds of conven-

tion and convenience, rather than having any deep theo-
retical justification. Nonetheless, SPC models of the kind
formally described by Eq. 2 have been, are, and will likely
continue (at least in the near future) to be the founda-
tion for many molecular simulations of water’s condensed
phases.

So far, we have referred to SPC models of water that
are ‘formally’ described by the potential energy given by

Eq. 2. But as already mentioned, in practice u
(∞)
LJ is usu-

ally truncated in some fashion.13,14 For the tail-correction
scheme, one employs a simple truncation,

u
(rc→∞)
LJ (r) =

{
u
(∞)
LJ (r), r ≤ rc,

0, r > rc,
(3)

and then approximately accounts for the effects of trun-
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cation by adding a mean field (MF) correction,

∆MFU(rc)

N
=

8περ̄σ3

9

[(
σ

rc

)9

− 3

(
σ

rc

)3
]
, (4)

to the total potential energy:

U (∞)(RN ) ≈ U (rc→∞)(RN )

=

N∑
i<j

u
(rc→∞)
LJ (|r(O)

ij |) + ∆MFU(rc) + Uelec(R
N ), (5)

where ρ̄ is the average number density. The superscript
‘(rc → ∞)’ indicates that, when used in combination

with ∆MFU(rc), a system that employs u
(rc→∞)
LJ satis-

fies U (rc→∞) ≈ U (∞); this is reasonable provided that
gOO(r ≥ rc) ≈ 1, where gOO is the oxygen-oxygen pair
correlation function. In a similar spirit, the pressure can
also be corrected in a MF fashion,

∆MFp(rc) =
32περ̄2σ3

9

[(
σ

rc

)9

− 3

2

(
σ

rc

)3
]
. (6)

A comment is in order concerning the functional form of

u
(rc→∞)
LJ (Eq. 3). The discontinuity at rc suggests the

presence of impulsive forces. Impulsive forces, however,
are challenging to implement in molecular dynamics sim-
ulations, and it is standard practice to neglect them en-
tirely. Moreover, as interactions beyond rc are not ne-
glected in U (rc→∞), but instead accounted for in a mean
field fashion, we argue (see SM) that this neglect of im-
pulsive forces is in fact consistent with the use of ∆MFU
and ∆MFp, as it accounts for a pointwise cancellation of
impulsive forces.

The alternative cut-and-shift truncation scheme is:

u
(rc)
LJ (r) =

{
u
(∞)
LJ (r)− u(∞)

LJ (rc), r ≤ rc,
0, r > rc,

(7)

such that the total potential energy is

U (rc)(RN ) =

N∑
i<j

u
(rc)
LJ (|r(O)

ij |) + Uelec(R
N ). (8)

We will use the superscript ‘(rc)’ to indicate that u
(rc)
LJ

is used. (We will, on occasion, drop the superscript
notation, either because it is clear from context which
truncation scheme is relevant, or because it is unimpor-
tant to differentiate between truncation schemes. When
a numerical value of rc is specified, it will be given
in Ångstrom, though we will omit units from the su-
perscript.) For simulations of systems in the canonical
(NV T ) ensemble, dynamics are unaffected by the choice
of U (rc) vs. U (rc→∞). The pressure, however, is sensitive
to the choice of truncation scheme:

p(rc→∞) ≈ p(rc) + ∆MFp(rc). (9)

a

b

FIG. 3. Evaluating the impact of rc on ρ̄m for liquid
TIP4P/ice at 300 K. (a) ρ̄m(p) for a homogeneous system.
White-filled circles show results from constant-p simulations
of TIP4P/ice(8.5→∞), and the solid blue line indicates a
quadratic fit. Dashed lines indicate MF predictions (Eq. 9,
see also Sec. III) for different rc, as indicated in the legend
(the lines are also labeled). Orange squares show results from

constant-p simulations of TIP4P/ice(8.5). The dotted line in-

dicates ρ̄m(p = 0) for TIP4P/ice(8.5), which intercepts the

TIP4P/ice(8.5→∞) results at p ≈ −427 bar. (b) 〈ρm(z)〉 for a

film of TIP4P/ice(8.5→∞) in contact with its vapor (only part
of the simulation cell is shown). Spatially averaging 〈ρm(z)〉
in the slab’s interior, as indicated by the shaded region, gives
an estimate for ρ̄m(0), which is plotted with the orange-filled
circle in (a).

The implication of Eq. 9 is that dynamics in the
isothermal-isobaric (NpT ) ensemble are affected by the
choice of U (rc) vs. U (rc→∞). Furthermore, systems em-
ploying U (rc→∞) and U (rc) will have, for the same rc,
different equations of state.15,16

Implicit in our above discussion of MF corrections is
that the system is homogeneous, such that the average
equilibrium density 〈ρ(r)〉 = ρ̄ does not depend upon the
position r in the fluid, as shown in Fig. 2a. If the system
of interest is inhomogeneous, such as liquid water in coex-
istence with its vapor, a typical simulation approach is to
employ the NV T ensemble with a cuboidal cell that has
an elongated dimension along the average surface nor-
mal; such a scenario is depicted in Fig. 2b. As ∆MFU
and ∆MFp do not affect dynamics in the NV T ensem-
ble, effects of using U (rc→∞) for inhomogeneous systems
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would perhaps seem benign, resulting simply in a shift of
the energy, i.e., U (rc→∞)(RN )− U (∞)(RN ) = const.

Potential problems arise, however, concerning thermo-
dynamic consistency between the homogeneous and in-
homogeneous systems. This is demonstrated in Fig. 3
for TIP4P/ice24—a commonly used SPC water model
for studying ice formation—at 300 K, with rc = 8.5 Å.
Fig. 3a shows the average mass density ρ̄m(p) obtained
from simulations of the homogeneous fluid employing ei-
ther TIP4P/ice(8.5→∞) or TIP4P/ice(8.5). Fig. 3b shows
the equilibrium mass density profile 〈ρm(z)〉 for a film of
TIP4P/ice(8.5→∞) water approximately 40 Å thick, with
its liquid/vapor interface spanning the xy plane.29 Ow-
ing to the low vapor pressure of water, p ≈ 0 in the vapor
phase. As the normal component of the pressure tensor is
independent of z for a planar interface, and furthermore
isotropic for z in a bulk-like fluid region, it immediately
follows that p ≈ 0 deep in the slab’s interior.30 Thermo-
dynamic consistency then requires that

1

`bulk

∫
`bulk

dz 〈ρm(z)〉 = ρ̄m(p = 0)

for TIP4P/ice(8.5→∞), where `bulk is a length over which
〈ρm(z)〉 is bulk-like, as indicated, e.g., by the orange rect-
angles in Figs. 2b and 3b. The result of such an averag-
ing procedure is indicated by the orange-filled circle in
Fig. 3a; it is clearly inconsistent with ρ̄m(p = 0) ob-
tained from the homogeneous TIP4P/ice(8.5→∞) simula-
tion. As dynamics in the NV T ensemble are unaffected
by the choice of U (rc) vs. U (rc→∞) we might expect, and
indeed observe, that the result is instead consistent with
ρ̄m(p = 0) for TIP4P/ice(8.5).

While schemes for effectively sampling U (∞) do exist
for heterogeneous systems (e.g., one can treat the attrac-
tive −(σ/r)6 term in a Ewald fashion,31–34 or use mean-
field corrections that take the heterogeneous nature of the
system into account35–40) their use is relatively limited
compared to that of SPC water models. And, as dis-
cussed in Sec. I, no discrepancies would be observed with
consistent use of U (rc) for both the homogeneous and in-
homogeneous systems, but information concerning phase
behavior and homogeneous nucleation rates relevant to
U (rc) systems is scarce. In Sec. II, we therefore assess
the effect of using U (rc) instead of U (rc→∞) on the melt-
ing temperature Tm of ice Ih for SPC models of water. In
particular we focus on TIP4P/ice24 and TIP4P/2005,23

as these are most commonly used in simulations of ice nu-
cleation. We stress, however, that the findings presented
in this work readily extend to any SPC water model of the
kind formally described by Eq. 2. To illustrate our find-
ings, we will focus exclusively on results for TIP4P/ice
in the main article, with results for TIP4P/2005 instead
given in the Supplementary Material (SM). In Sec. IV
we then estimate the impact of our findings on the com-
parison of homogeneous and heterogeneous ice nucleation
rates.

As an aside, before proceeding to discuss our main
results, we mention that our initial motivation for this

study stemmed from recent work by Wang et al.,41 who
developed a new potential that gives broadly similar be-
havior to the LJ potential, but does not suffer, by con-
struction, from ambiguities arising from the choice of
truncation scheme. While our preliminary investigations
suggested that the approach of Wang et al. could be
used to develop workable SPC models of water, we judged
their performance insufficiently strong to warrant intro-
ducing another set of SPC water models to the commu-
nity. We therefore adopt a more pragmatic approach in
this article by instead providing results and insights rele-
vant to existing SPC water models that are heavily used
by practitioners of molecular simulations.

II. THE MELTING POINT OF ICE Ih FROM FREE
ENERGY CALCULATIONS

The central quantity under investigation in this study
is the melting point of ice Ih under conditions of van-
ishing pressure, p = 0 bar. To obtain estimates of Tm
for TIP4P/ice(rc) and TIP4P/2005(rc), we need to estab-
lish the chemical potential at p = 0 bar for both the ice
[µice(T )] and liquid [µliq(T )] phases: the point of intersec-
tion is Tm. To compute µice, we will adopt the Frenkel-
Ladd approach,42 adapted by Vega and co-workers for
rigid SPC water models.43–45 As this approach has been
detailed elsewhere, we present a detailed overview of our
workflow in the SM, and discuss only the most salient
aspects of the methodology in the main article.

First, we equilibrate a crystal of ice Ih comprising
768 molecules at a temperature Ti to obtain the aver-
age cell parameters. The cell parameters are then fixed
to their average values, and the structure ‘minimized’ by
a low temperature simulation at 0.1 K. (We adopt this
approach as the standard minimizers in LAMMPS46 are
incompatible with the RATTLE algorithm47 used to im-
pose the rigid body constraints of the water molecules.)
Our reference structure is then this minimized crystal
structure with no intermolecular interactions, and with
the oxygen and hydrogen atoms of each water molecule
tethered to their positions by a harmonic potential with
spring constants kO and kH, respectively. The difference
in Helmholtz free energy (per molecule) ∆r2ia between
this reference system and the interacting ice crystal of in-
terest is then calculated by thermodyamic integration,48

at temperature Ti. The rigid body constraints, however,
mean that we do not know the free energy of the ref-
erence system. We therefore define a ‘sub-reference’ sys-
tem (with free energy asub that is calculated analytically)
in which only the oxygen atoms of the water molecules
are tethered, and compute the Helmholtz free energy be-
tween the sub-reference and reference systems ∆s2ra, also
by thermodynamic integration. The free energy of the ice
crystal is then

aice = akin + asub + ∆s2ra+ ∆r2ia− kBTi ln
3

2
− kBTi ln 2,

(10)
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with akin = 3kBTi ln(T0/Ti), where T0 is a reference tem-
perature (see SM). We use T0 = 272 K throughout this
article. The final two terms respectively account for the
Pauling entropy arising from proton disorder in ice Ih,
and the fact that the reference system does not respect
the permutational invariance of the two protons in a wa-
ter molecule.45 The chemical potential is, in general, ob-
tained from βµice = βaice+βp/ρ̄; as p = 0 bar, we simply
have βµice = βaice. (β = 1/kBT , where kB is Boltz-
mann’s constant.) We note that there have been exten-
sive studies to understand the effects of finite system size
on the calculation of free energies for solids (see Ref. 44
for a detailed discussion). Previous simulation studies
suggest that the system size we use (768 molecules) is
large enough to obtain a reliable estimate of Tm for ice
Ih.49 Moreover, it is likely that any finite size effects
will largely cancel when comparing the two truncation
schemes considered in this study.

For the liquid, we equilibrate a system comprising 360
molecules at Ti to obtain an estimate of ρ̄. At this den-
sity, we then calculate the change in free energy ∆LJ2wa
between the LJ fluid and the SPC water model under
investigation using thermodynamic integration. For sys-
tems that employ U (rc→∞), we determine the excess free

energy of the LJ fluid a
(rc→∞)
LJ,ex ≈ a(∞)

LJ,ex from the equation

of state. (For consistency with previous calculations of
water’s phase diagram,44 we use the equation of state of
Johnson et al.16) For systems using U (rc), we must also
compute the free energy difference ∆tc2csa between the
U (rc→∞) and U (rc) systems. The free energy of the liquid
is then

a
(rc)
liq = aid + a

(rc→∞)
LJ,ex + ∆tc2csa+ ∆LJ2wa, (11)

where aid = kBTi ln
(
ρ̄(T0/Ti)

3
)
−kBTi (see SM). An anal-

ogous expression holds for a
(rc→∞)
liq , except that ∆tc2csa is

omitted. The chemical potential is simply βµliq = βaliq.
Once the chemical potential has been established at Ti,

we establish its temperature dependence by integrating
the Gibbs-Helmholtz equation,

βµice(T ) = βiµice(Ti)−
∫ T

Ti

dt
hice(t)

kBt2
, (12)

where hice is the enthalpy per molecule of ice, and βi =
1/kBTi. An analogous expression holds for βµliq.

In Fig. 4a, we present βµ
(8.5→∞)
ice (T ) and

βµ
(8.5→∞)
liq (T ), from which we determine

T
(8.5→∞)
m ≈ 273.0 K. This is in good agreement

with T
(8.5→∞)
m = 272 ± 6 K at p = 1 bar obtained by

Vega and co-workers.22,24 The results for TIP4P/ice(8.5)

are shown in Fig. 4b. It is clear that using U (rc)

instead of U (rc→∞) results in an apparent increase of the

melting temperature, with T
(8.5)
m ≈ 276.0 K. While an

increase of approximately 3 K is modest, it is nonetheless
comparable to the difference in melting temperature
between D2O and H2O.49,50

a

b

ice

liqu
id

FIG. 4. Locating coexistence: βµα(T ) at 0 bar, with α =

‘ice’ or ‘liq’, for (a) TIP4P/ice(8.5→∞) and (b) TIP4P/ice(8.5).
Tm is determined from the point of interception, as indi-

cated by the black dotted lines, with T
(8.5→∞)
m = 273.0 K

and T
(8.5)
m = 276.0 K.

We have not reported an error estimate for either

T
(8.5→∞)
m or T

(8.5)
m . Yet, the similarity of the slopes for

βµliq and βµice seen in Fig. 4 suggest that even small sta-
tistical errors in the chemical potential will result in rel-
atively large changes in the estimate of the melting tem-
perature. Instead of performing a thorough error analy-
sis, in Sec. III we use a combination of a MF approach
and Hamiltonian Gibbs-Duhem integration51,52 to argue
that the difference in Tm reported above reflects a gen-
uine effect of the choice of truncation schemes.

III. A MEAN FIELD ESTIMATE FOR rc DEPENDENCE
OF Tm

We have already seen in Fig. 3a that the density of
the homogeneous system under isothermal-isobaric con-
ditions is sensitive to the choice of U (rc) vs. U (rc→∞). As
indicated by the solid blue line, ρ̄m(p) is well-described
by a quadratic polynomial r2p

2 + r1p+ r0 (see SM). Us-
ing this polynomial approximation in combination with
Eqs. 6 and 9, we can predict the pressure difference be-
tween the U (rc) and U (rc→∞) systems, as shown by the
dashed lines in Fig. 3a. To validate this MF estimate,
we have performed NpT simulations for TIP4P/ice(8.5)

at p = p(8.5) predicted by Eq. 9. Excellent agree-
ment between the simulation data and MF estimate
is observed. This result is perhaps unsurprising, and
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a

b

liquid

ice

FIG. 5. ρ̄m(p) at 272 K for (a) liquid water and (b) ice.
White-filled circles show results from constant-p simulations
of TIP4P/ice(8.5→∞), and the solid blue line indicates a
quadratic fit. Dashed lines indicate MF predictions (Eq. 9)
for different rc, as indicated in the legend, which are used to
predict ρ̄m(p = 0) for a given rc, i.e., where the dashed lines
intersect the vertical gray dotted line.

simply reflects that rc = 8.5 Å ≈ 2.7σ is sufficiently
large to ensure gOO(rc) ≈ 1. Nonetheless, it serves
as an acute reminder of the effects of the truncation
scheme: ρ̄m(p = 0) for TIP4P/ice(8.5) corresponds to
p ≈ −427 bar for TIP4P/ice(8.5→∞); even for a relatively
large cutoff rc = 14 Å ≈ 4.4σ, differences on the order
100 bar persist.

Assuming that a
(rc→∞)
LJ,ex ≈ a

(∞)
LJ,ex, the Helmholtz free

energy per particle for a system with potential energy
function U (rc) can be estimated at a MF level,16

a
(rc)
liq ≈ a

(rc→∞)
liq + ∆MFa(rc), (13)

with

∆MFa(rc) = −32πρ̄εσ3

9

[(
σ

rc

)9

− 3

2

(
σ

rc

)3
]
. (14)

While MF corrections of the kind given by Eqs. 4, 6
and 14 are strictly appropriate for systems with uni-
form density, such as homogeneous liquids, they are of-
ten employed for crystalline phases too, with evidence to
suggest that the obtained results are reasonable.53 (Note
that ∆MFa approximates the difference in free energy be-
tween systems employing U (rc→∞) ≈ U (∞) and U (rc). In
contrast, ∆MFU approximately accounts for the energy

a
b

ice
liqu
id

FIG. 6. Predicting the effect of rc on the melting temper-

ature of TIP4P/ice with MF theory. (a) βµ
(MF,8.5)
α (T ) at

p = 0 bar, with α = ‘ice’ or ‘liq’, obtained from Eq. 15.

T
(MF,8.5)
m = 275.7 K is determined from the point of inter-

ception, as indicated by the black dotted lines. (b) T
(MF,rc)
m

is shown by the solid blue line. The orange circle indicates

T
(8.5)
m obtained from the free energy calculations described in

Sec. II, and the orange squares indicate T
(9.25)
m and T

(10.0)
m ob-

tained from Hamiltonian Gibbs-Duhem integration, starting

from T
(8.5)
m .

neglected by simply truncating the LJ potential at rc.)
In Figs. 5a and 5b we show similar analyses as Fig. 3a
for the liquid and ice phases of TIP4P/ice, respectively,
and temperature Ti = 272 K, which allow us to predict
ρ̄m(p = 0) for both phases of TIP4P/ice(rc). Along with
Eqs. 13 and 14, this estimate of the density for a given
cutoff provides a MF estimate of the chemical potential:

βµ(MF,rc) ≈ βµ(rc→∞) + ∆MFa(rc). (15)

Note that, for simplicity, we have ignored any variation
of the density with temperature. Results for βµ(MF,8.5)

are shown in Fig. 6, from which we deduce a MF estimate

for the melting temperature T
(MF,8.5)
m = 275.7 K; this is

in fair agreement with T
(8.5)
m = 276.0 K obtained from

our free energy calculations.
Without performing further simulations, we can use

the above procedure to calculate T
(MF,rc)
m for arbitrary rc,

as shown in Fig. 6b. It can be clearly seen that T
(MF,rc)
m

approaches T
(MF,rc→∞)
m monotonically and slowly, with

differences of approximately 1 K still observed for rc =
12 Å ≈ 3.8σ. Also shown in Fig. 6b are estimates
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of T
(9.25)
m = 275.4 K and T

(10.0)
m = 275.1 K obtained

from Hamiltonian Gibbs-Duhem integration, starting

from T
(8.5)
m = 276.0 K. The observed relative decrease in

Tm obtained from Hamiltonian Gibbs-Duhem integration
agrees well with that predicted by our MF procedure, and
provides compelling evidence that reducing rc results in
a systematic increase in the melting temperature. As al-
ready mentioned, the increase in Tm with decreasing rc
is modest. We argue that this is a useful observation, as
obtaining consistent ice nucleation rates among different
studies has proven itself to be challenging.5 Our find-
ing suggests that changes in the degree of supercooling
due to differences in rc are an unlikely source of signif-
icant discrepancies in nucleation rates between studies.
In Sec. IV, we suggest a way in which effects of the trun-
cation scheme can have a material impact on comparing
nucleation rates.

IV. ESTIMATING THE IMPACT ON ICE NUCLEATION
RATES

Our results so far indicate that a finite cutoff results
in an increase, albeit small, on the melting temperature
of SPC models of water. Despite this relatively modest
effect on Tm, we nonetheless anticipate that the resulting
inconsistencies observed between homogeneous and inho-
mogeneous systems may have a significant impact when
comparing nucleation rates. In particular, Figs. 3 and 5
suggest that a decrease in rc is analogous to an increase
in pressure (for fixed ρ̄). Conversely, for inhomogeneous
systems like those shown in Fig. 2b, where U (rc→∞) and
U (rc) generate the same dynamics, it is more appropriate
to compare to homogeneous nucleation rates computed
with U (rc→∞) at p < 0 bar rather than p = 0 bar.54

To estimate the impact of this effective change in pres-
sure arising from a finite cutoff, we appeal to the recent
study of Bianco et al.,28 where homogeneous nucleation
across a broad range of pressures and temperatures for
TIP4P/ice(9.0→∞) was investigated, and data for ρ̄(p),
diffusion coefficient D(p), and size of critical cluster nc(p)
were given. The homogeneous nucleation rate can then
be estimated by

J(p) = ρ̄f+Z exp
(
− β∆Gc

)
, (16)

where Z =
√
β|∆µ|/(6πnc) and f+ = 24Dn

2/3
c /(3.8 Å)2.

For simplicity, we have assumed |∆µ| = 0.62 kJ/mol
(see Fig. 3a of Ref. 28), independent of pressure; this
is justified based on previous studies that find changes
in ice/water interfacial tension dominate variations in J
with p, and is supported by our finding that Tm is only
weakly affected by rc.

27,28 (To gauge the sensitivity of
our results to this approximation, the blue shaded re-
gion in Fig. 7b encompasses predictions obtained with
0.60 kJ/mol ≤ |∆µ| ≤ 0.64 kJ/mol.) In Fig. 7a we
show ρ̄(p) at T = 230 K for TIP4P/ice(rc→∞) from
Ref. 28, along with MF estimates for TIP4P/ice(8.5) and

TIP4P/ice(11.0). From Fig. 7a, it can clearly be seen that
ρ̄(p = 0) for TIP4P/ice(8.5) and TIP4P/ice(11.0) corre-
spond to p ≈ −400 bar and p ≈ −200 bar, respectively.
In Fig. 7b, we plot log10

[
J(p)/J(0)

]
according to Eq. 16,

from which we estimate that homogeneous nucleation is
faster in TIP4P/ice(8.5) and TIP4P/ice(11.0) by approxi-
mately four and two orders of magnitude, respectively.

The implication of the preceding analysis is that en-
hancement due to heterogeneous nucleation may in fact
be lower than previously thought. For example, Sosso
et al.55 used a variation of the cut-and-shift potential56

with rc ≈ 11 Å to investigate ice nucleation at 230 K in
the presence of kaolinite, using FFS and TIP4P/ice. By
comparing to the homogeneous nucleation rate obtained
by Haji-Akbari and Debenedetti for TIP4P/ice(8.5→∞)

with FFS, an enhancement of 20 orders of magnitude
was reported; we estimate this result is too high by ap-
proximately two orders of magnitude. Similarly, Haji-
Akbari and Debenedetti also investigated nucleation in
free standing thin films of TIP4P/ice(8.5) water57 and
found an increase of approximately seven orders of mag-
nitude, despite nucleation occurring in bulk-like regions;
Fig. 7b suggests the nucleation rate of the reference ho-
mogeneous system at p = −400 bar would also be faster
by approximately four orders of magnitude.

This discussion on the impact of truncation scheme on
the nucleation rate is admittedly crude, and relies on the
analogy that a change in rc simply amounts to a change
in pressure. In practice, it is likely that relevant quan-
tities, e.g., ice-liquid interfacial tension, will differ be-
tween TIP4P/ice(rc→∞) at p < 0 bar and TIP4P/ice(rc)

at p = 0 bar. While the estimates presented above may
provide a useful first-order approximation, they await full
validation by explicit calculation of nucleation rates us-
ing consistent truncation schemes for homogeneous and
inhomogeneous systems. Such calculations are, however,
beyond the scope of the present article.

V. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

In this article, we have investigated the effect of trun-
cating the Lennard-Jones potential on the melting prop-
erties at p = 0 bar of two common water models—
TIP4P/ice and TIP4P/2005—that are frequently used to
study ice nucleation with molecular simulations. Specif-
ically, we have compared results from two truncation
schemes: simple truncation at rc with ‘tail corrections’;
and ‘cut-and-shift’ at rc. We have combined explicit free
energy calculations, Hamiltonian Gibbs-Duhem integra-
tion, and a simple mean field analysis to show that a finite
cutoff results in an increase of the melting temperature.
While we have focused on TIP4P/ice and TIP4P/2005,
the effects described in this article should be applicable
to any reasonable SPC model of water. Moreover, while
not an SPC model, we note that the coarse grained mW
model6—another water model commonly used to investi-
gate ice nucleation—is inherently short-ranged, with in-



8

a

b

FIG. 7. Estimating the impact on ice nucleation rates. (a)
ρ̄(p) for homogeneous liquid water at 230 K. The solid blue

line is the result for TIP4P/ice(9.0→∞).28 Dashed lines in-

dicate MF predictions (Eq. 9) for TIP4P/ice(8.5) (orange)

and TIP4P/ice(11.0) (green); the dotted lines indicate ρ̄(p =

0) for these two cut-and-shift variants. For TIP4P/ice(8.5)

and TIP4P/ice(11.0), ρ̄(p = 0) respectively corresponds to

p ≈ −400 bar and p ≈ −200 bar for TIP4P/ice(9.0→∞).
(b) log10[J(p)/J(0)] extracted from Ref. 28 with |∆µ| =
0.62 kJ/mol. At p ≈ −400 bar (orange circle) and p ≈
−200 bar (green square), homogeneous nucleation is approxi-
mately four and two orders of magnitude faster, respectively,
than at p = 0 bar.

termolecular interactions that vanish beyond 4.32 Å. As
such, we can conclude that the mW model will not suf-
fer from the inconsistencies between homogeneous and
inhomogeneous systems discussed in this article.

Based on recent work that has investigated homoge-
neous ice nucleation at negative pressures,28 we suggest
that enhancements due to heterogeneous nucleation cal-
culated by molecular simulations have likely been over-
estimated by several orders of magnitude. Going for-
ward, those simulating heterogeneous nucleation either
need to employ a truncation scheme that effectively sam-
ples U (rc→∞),31–40 or reference data for homogeneous nu-
cleation rates for U (rc)-based SPC models needs to be
computed explicitly. As a stop-gap solution, one can use
the crude but cheap estimate for the impact on com-
paring homogeneous and heterogeneous nucleation rates
outlined in this article.

Inconsistencies arising from the choice of truncation
scheme are not the only challenges faced when compar-

ing homogeneous and heterogeneous ice nucleation. In
particular, we note that Haji-Akbari has shown that con-
ventional FFS approaches can underestimate nucleation
rates by failing to account for the ‘jumpiness’ of the order
parameter, the severity of which is system dependent.58

While such subtleties in rate calculations further compli-
cate quantitative comparison of homogeneous and het-
erogeneous nucleation rates, our work nonetheless pro-
vides an important contribution toward resolving incon-
sistencies between homogeneous and inhomogeneous sys-
tems. Our results will also facilitate consistent compari-
son of different studies of heterogeneous ice nucleation.

VI. METHODS

Full details of the methods used are given in the SM.
In brief, molecular dynamics simulations were performed
with the LAMMPS simulations package.46 The particle-
particle particle-mesh Ewald method was used to account
for long-ranged interactions,59 with parameters chosen
such that the root mean square error in the forces were
a factor 105 smaller than the force between two unit
charges separated by a distance of 0.1 nm.60 For simu-
lations of a liquid water slab in contact with its vapor,
the electric displacement field along z was set to zero,
using the implementation given in Refs. 61 and 62; this
is formally equivalent to the commonly used slab correc-
tion of Yeh and Berkowitz.63 The geometry of the water
molecules was constrained using the RATTLE algorithm.47

Where appropriate, temperature was maintained with ei-
ther a Nosé-Hoover chain thermostat64,65 or Langevin
dynamics,66,67 and pressure with a Parrinello-Rahman
barostat68 with a damping constant 2 ps. A time step of
2 fs was used throughout. Ice structures were generated
using the GenIce software package.69

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Supplementary Material includes a detailed overview
of the simulation methods used. Results for the
TIP4P/2005 water model are also given.
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Supplementary Material

S1. BACKGROUND THEORY FOR CALCULATING THE FREE ENERGY OF THE LIQUID AND CRYSTALLINE
PHASES

To help set notation, and highlight slight differences in approach compared to previous studies, we will briefly cover
some of the theory underlying the free energy calculations performed in the main article.

A. Liquid

As we consider rigid water molecules, the position of all atoms in molecule i can be specified entirely by the location

of its oxygen atom r
(O)
i ≡ Ri and its orientation Ωi. The translational and rotational momentum of molecule i are

denoted pi and Li, respectively. The partition function for a system comprising N indistinguishable molecules can
thus be written as

Q =
1

h6NN !

∫
dpN

∫
dLN

∫
dRN

∫
dΩNe−βKt(p

N )e−βKr(L
N )e−βU(R

N ,ΩN ), (S1)

=
(8π2)NV N

h6NN !

∫
dpN e−βKt(p

N )

∫
dLN e−βKr(L

N ) 1

V N

∫
dRN 1

(8π2)N

∫
dΩNe−βU(R

N ,ΩN ), (S2)

where h6N defines a volume element in phase space, Kt and Kr are the translational and rotational kinetic energy,
respectively, and U is the potential energy. For non-linear rigid molecules like the water models considered,

Kr(L) =

N∑
i=1

|L(1)
i |2

2I(1)
+
|L(2)
i |2

2I(2)
+
|L(3)
i |2

2I(3)
, (S3)

where the superscripts indicate different principal axes of rotation, and I(1) indicates the moment of inertia around
axis 1 etc. The ideal contribution to the partition function is then

Qid =
(8π2)NV N

Λ3NN !

(
2πkBTI

(1)

h2

)N/2(
2πkBTI

(2)

h2

)N/2(
2πkBTI

(3)

h2

)N/2
. (S4)

If the total mass of a molecule is m, then we can write e.g.,(
2πmkBT

h2

)N/2(
I(1)

m

)N/2
=

1

ΛN

(
I(1)

m

)N/2
.

Thus,

lnQid ≈N ln

(
V

NΛ3

)
+N

+N ln

[(
I(1)

m

)1/2
1

Λ

]
+N ln

[(
I(2)

m

)1/2
1

Λ

]
+N ln

[(
I(3)

m

)1/2
1

Λ

]
+N ln 8π2 (S5)

= −N ln
(
ρ̄Λ3

)
+N −N ln

[(
m3

I(1)I(2)I(3)

)1/2
Λ3

8π2

]
, (S6)

= −N ln
(
ρ̄ηrΛ

6
)

+N, (S7)

where we have defined

ηr ≡
(

m3

I(1)I(2)I(3)

)1/2
1

8π2
.
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Let us now write η
1/6
r Λ = Λ̄0T

−1/2, such that Λ̄0T
−1/2
0 = 1 Å1/2. Then,

η1/6r Λ = Λ̄0T
−1/2
0

(
T0
T

)1/2

=

(
T0
T

)1/2

Å
1/2
.

The ideal free energy can then be written as,

βAid

N
= βaid = ln

(
ρ̄(T0/T )3

)
− 1, (S8)

where it is understood that (T0/T ) carries units of Å. The choice of reference temperature T0 is arbitrary provided
it is chosen consistently. This approach differs from the common ‘set Λ = 1 Å’ encountered in the literature.44 By
adopting this approach we use, e.g., the full enthalpy when performing thermodynamic integration (c.f. Ref. 70).

The excess part of the partition function is

Qex =
1

(8π2V )N

∫
dRN

∫
dΩNe−βU(R

N ,ΩN ). (S9)

Note that, if U is independent of Ω e.g., we turn off the charges in our water model, then Qex reduces to that of
a simple mono-atomic system. This means we are free to use equations of state for the standard LJ liquid where
appropriate; we make use of this fact to calculate the excess free energy of the liquid by thermodynamic integration.

B. Ice

Unlike liquid water, the molecules in the crystalline phase are distinguishable by virtue of their association with a
particular set of lattice sites. This leads to a straightforward modification of the partition function:

Q =
1

h6N

∫
dpN

∫
dLN

∫
dRN

∫
dΩNe−βKt(p

N )e−βKr(L
N )e−βU(R

N ,ΩN ) (S10)

Instead of dealing with ‘ideal’ and ‘excess’ quantities, it is now useful to consider ‘kinetic’ and ‘configurational’
quantities:

Qkin =
1

Λ6NηNr
, (S11)

Qcon =
1

(8π2)N

∫
drNO

∫
dΩNe−βU(r

N
O ,Ω

N ). (S12)

Note that Qkin and Qcon have dimensions of hyperdensity and hypervolume, respectively; it is important that units
are chosen consistently. The factor 1/(8π2)N is still included in Qcon to ensure a consistent definition of ηr. By similar
reasoning to above, we can write the kinetic contribution to the free energy as

βAkin

N
= βakin = ln

(
(T0/T )3

)
. (S13)

As detailed below, we have used the Frenkel-Ladd approach,42 adapted by Vega and co-workers for rigid SPC water
models,43–45 to calculate the difference in free energy between a non-interacting crystal with its atoms tethered to
their equilibrium positions by harmonic springs, and the fully interacting crystal. The potential energy of the former,
‘reference’, system is

Uref(RN ,ΩN ) =

N∑
i

∑
α

k(α)

2

(
Ri + ∆r

(α)
i (Ωi)− r

(α,0)
i

)2
, (S14)

where ∆r
(α)
i = r

(α)
i −Ri, r

(α,0)
i is the equilibrium position of atom α of molecule i (recall that r

(O)
i ≡ Ri), and k(α)

determines the strength of the harmonic potential that tethers atom α to r
(α,0)
i . The rigid body constraints mean

that the free energy of this reference system is analytically intractable. We therefore define a ‘sub-reference’ system
with the following potential energy,

Usub(RN ) =

N∑
i

k(O)

2

(
r
(O)
i − r

(O,0)
i

)2
. (S15)
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The configurational partition function for this sub-reference system is just that of the standard Einstein crystal,

Qsub =

∫
dRN exp

(
−βUsub(RN )

)
, (S16)

resulting in the following free energy per particle:

βasub = −3

2
ln

(
2π

βk(O)

)
. (S17)

S2. WORKFLOW: FREE ENERGY CALCULATIONS OF ICE Ih

The procedure described below was performed for both truncation schemes described in the main article and both
water models, i.e., for TIP4P/ice(8.5→∞), TIP4P/ice(8.5), TIP4P/2005(8.5→∞), and TIP4P/2005(8.5). Unless otherwise
stated, all simulations used the LAMMPS simulation package.46 The particle-particle particle-mesh Ewald method was
used to account for long-ranged interactions,59 with parameters chosen such that the root mean square error in
the forces were a factor 105 smaller than the force between two unit charges separated by a distance of 0.1 nm.60

The geometry of the water molecules was constrained using the RATTLE algorithm.47 A time step of 2 fs was used
throughout.

A. Obtaining average cell parameters

A proton disordered ice Ih structure comprising 768 molecules was generated using the GenIce software package.69

After equilibration of at least 0.5 ns, the average cell parameters were obtained from a 10 ns simulation at p = 0 bar and
temperature T = Ti, with Ti = 272 K for TIP4P/ice, and Ti = 252 K for TIP4P/2005. Temperature was maintained
with a Nosé-Hoover chain thermostat64,65 with a damping constant 0.2 ps, and the pressure was maintained with a
Parrinello-Rahman barostat68 with a damping constant 2 ps. The latter was applied such that all cell lengths and
angles could fluctuate independently.

B. Obtaining the reference ice structure

The simulation cell parameters were fixed to their average values, and the structure was ‘minimized’ by running short
(approximately 10-20 ps) simulations at T = 0.1 K. The damping constant of the Nosé-Hoover chain thermostat was
reduced to 20 fs. As explained in the main text, this approach was adopted as standard minimizers available in LAMMPS
are incompatible with the RATTLE algorithm used to constrain the rigid geometry of the water molecules. Simulation
settings were otherwise the same as above.

C. Thermodynamic integration from the non-interacting to interacting crystal

Atoms were tethered to their positions in the reference ice structure with force constants k(O) = 4.8 kcal/mol-Å2 and
k(H) = 6.0 kcal/mol-Å2 (see Sec. S1 B). For each water model and truncation scheme considered, we constructed the
following potential energy function:

Uλ(RN ,ΩN ) = λU(RN ,ΩN ) + (1− λ)Uref(RN ,ΩN ), (S18)

where U is replaced with U (rc→∞) or U (rc) as appropriate (see Eqs. 5 and 8). The Helmholtz free energy difference
between the reference and interacting systems is then,

∆r2ia =
1

N

∫ 1

0

dλ 〈∆U(RN ,ΩN )〉λ, (S19)

where ∆U(RN ,ΩN ) = U(RN ,ΩN ) − Uref(RN ,ΩN ), and 〈· · · 〉λ denotes a canonical ensemble average according to
the Hamiltonian specified by Uλ. The integral in Eq. S19 was evaluated using 11-point Gauss-Legendre quadrature,
and simulations for each value of λ were 20 ns in length. Temperature was maintained through Langevin dynamics
as implemented in LAMMPS,66,67 with a damping constant 100 fs. The total random force was set exactly to zero to
ensure the center-of-mass of the system did not drift.
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D. Thermodynamic integration from the sub-reference to reference system

As molecules in both the sub-reference and reference systems are non-interacting, we need only consider the behavior
of a single water molecule. Specifically, we construct the following energy function:

uλ(R1,Ω1) = λU (N=1)
ref (R1,Ω1) + (1− λ)U (N=1)

sub (R1,Ω1), (S20)

where U (N=1)
ref and U (N=1)

sub are given by Eqs. S14 and S15 with N = 1. The change in Helmholtz free energy is then
given by:

∆s2ra =

∫ 1

0

dλ 〈∆u(RN ,ΩN )〉λ, (S21)

with ∆u = U (N=1)
ref −U (N=1)

sub , and 〈· · · 〉λ now denotes a canonical ensemble average at temperature Ti according to the
Hamiltonian specified by uλ. The integral in Eq. S21 was again evaluated using 11-point Gauss-Legendre quadrature,
using a bespoke Metropolis Monte Carlo (MC) code. In brief, after 104 MC moves for equilibration, production
simulations of 5 × 107 MC moves were performed for each value of λ. For each MC move, the water molecule was
either translated or rotated with equal probability. For translations, a displacement along each Cartesian direction

was randomly chosen in the interval [−
√

2/βk(O),
√

2/βk(O)). For rotations, three angles (α, β, γ) were randomly
chosen in the interval [0, π/6), and a rotation matrix was constructed as R = Rz(α)Ry(β)Rx(γ), where Rx(γ) is a
rotation about the x-axis etc. With equal probability, the molecule was then rotated about its oxygen position using
either R or its transpose. Note that, as ∆s2ra is independent of truncation scheme, we only computed it once for each
water model.

E. Computing βµice(T )

With an estimate of βiµice(Ti) obtained from thermodynamic integration, βµice(T ) is computed from the Gibbs-
Helmholtz relation (Eq. 12). For TIP4P/ice(8.5→∞) and TIP4P/ice(8.5), simulations in the temperature range T =
267 K, 268 K, . . . , 277 K, and T = 267 K, 268 K, . . . , 282 K, respectively, were performed, while for TIP4P/2005(8.5→∞)

and TIP4P/2005(8.5) we adopted the temperature range T = 247 K, 248 K, . . . , 267 K. Simulations were initialized
from the reference structure, starting at 0.1 K with the temperature steadily increased to T over 1 ns at constant
volume. An equilibration period of 0.5 ns at constant T and p = 0 bar was then performed (see Sec. S2 A), followed
by a production run of 20 ns. The integrand in Eq. 12 was then fitted to a quadratic polynomial, from which βµice(T )
was obtained by analytic integration.

S3. WORKFLOW: FREE ENERGY CALCULATIONS OF LIQUID WATER

The procedure described below is again appropriate for both truncation schemes and both water models. Simulation
details were broadly similar to those specified throughout Sec. S2.

A. Obtaining the average density of liquid water

A 20 ns simulation of liquid water was performed after at least 0.5 ns equilibration at temperature Ti and p = 0 bar.
A Nosé-Hoover chain thermostat was used to maintain the temperature, and an isotropic Parrinello-Rahman barostat
was used to maintain the pressure.

B. Thermodynamic integration from the LJ fluid to water

To compute the excess free energy of liquid water, we exploit the fact that the equation of state for the LJ fluid has

been computed previously, which provides a
(rc→∞)
LJ,ex . The density of the fluid is fixed to its average (see Sec. S3 A) at

temperature Ti and p = 0 bar, and thermodynamic integration is performed with the following energy function:

Uλ(RN ,ΩN ) = U(RN ,ΩN ) with charges multiplied by λ1/2. (S22)
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(We reuse the notation Uλ as it should be clear from context what is intended.) Again, U is replaced with U (rc→∞)

or U (rc) as appropriate. The free energy difference ∆LJ2wa between water and the LJ fluid is then given by an
expression analogous to Eq. S19, with the integral evaluated by 9-point Gauss-Legendre quadrature. For each value
of λ, 〈∆U(RN ,ΩN )〉λ was averaged over a 20 ns simulation, following a 0.5 ns equilibration period.

C. Thermodynamic integration from the ‘truncated + tail corrections’ LJ fluid to ‘cut-and-shift’ LJ fluid

For systems employing the ‘cut-and-shift’ truncation scheme, we also computed the free energy difference between

the fluid with interactions described by u
(rc→∞)
LJ and u

(rc)
LJ . As dynamics in the canonical ensemble are unaffected by

this choice of truncation scheme, we simply have (see Eq. S22)

∆tc2csa =
〈
U

(8.5)
λ=0 (RN ,ΩN )− U (8.5→∞)

λ=0 (RN ,ΩN )
〉
, (S23)

which we calculated from a 20 ns simulation, following a 0.5 ns equilibration period.

D. Computing βµliq(T )

Using the same temperature ranges described in Sec. S2 E, the Gibbs-Helmholtz equation was evaluated in an analogous
manner to βµice(T ). For each temperature, a 0.5 ns equilibration period was performed followed by a 20 ns production
run. The pressure was maintained with an isotropic barostat (see Sec. S3 A).

S4. WORKFLOW: LOCATING THE MELTING POINT

For each water model and truncation scheme, βµice(T ) and βµliq(T ) were each fitted to a quadratic polynomial, and
the melting temperature was obtained by solving the resulting simultaneous equations.

S5. WORKFLOW: HAMILTONIAN GIBBS-DUHEM INTEGRATION

With T
(8.5)
m determined from the free energy approach described above, T

(9.25)
m and T

(10.0)
m were subsequently deter-

mined by Hamiltonian Gibbs-Duhem integration. Specifically, we define the potential energy function

Uλ(RN ,ΩN ) = λU (rc,1)(RN ,ΩN ) + (1− λ)U (rc,0)(RN ,ΩN ), (S24)

and the quantity,

x(λ)α =
1

N

〈
U (rc,1)(RN ,ΩN )− U (rc,0)(RN ,ΩN )

〉
λ
, (S25)

where α indicates sampling of the ice or liquid phase. The derivative of the melting temperature with respect to λ is
then

dT
(rc,λ)
m

dλ
=
T
(
x
(λ)
ice − x

(λ)
liq

)
h
(λ)
ice − h

(λ)
liq

, (S26)

where h
(λ)
ice and h

(λ)
liq are the enthalpies per particle of ice and liquid, respectively, obtained from trajectories using Uλ.

Starting from T
(8.5)
m , T

(9.25)
m was obtained by integrating Eq. S26 by fourth-order Runge-Kutta integration. This was

then repeated, starting from T
(9.25)
m , to obtain an estimate for T

(10.0)
m . We implemented Uλ by tabulating the potential

at 0.0005 Å intervals for 1.8 Å < r < 10.1 Å, but otherwise, simulation settings were the same as those described in
Secs. S2 A and S3 A. Simulations were 5 ns, following 0.5 ns equilibration.
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a

b

FIG. S1. Evaluating the impact of rc on ρ̄m for liquid TIP4P/2005 at 300 K. (a) ρ̄m(p) for a homogeneous system. White-filled

circles show results from constant-p simulations of TIP4P/2005(8.5→∞), and the solid blue line indicates a quadratic fit. Dashed
lines indicate MF predictions (Eq. 9) for different rc, as indicated in the legend. Orange squares show results from constant-p

simulations of TIP4P/2005(8.5). The dotted line indicates ρ̄m(0) for TIP4P/2005(8.5), which intercepts the TIP4P/2005(8.5→∞)

results at p ≈ −370 bar. (b) 〈ρm(z)〉 for a film of TIP4P/2005(8.5→∞) in contact with its vapor (only part of the simulation cell
is shown). Spatially averaging 〈ρm(z)〉 in the slab’s interior, as indicated by the shaded region, gives an estimate ρ̄m(0), which
is plotted with the orange-filled circle in (a).

S6. WORKFLOW: LIQUID-VAPOR SIMULATIONS

Simulations to produce Figs. 3b and S1b comprised 512 water molecules, using TIP4P/ice and TIP4P/2005, respec-
tively. Simulation details are broadly similar to those described in S3. The cross sectional (xy) area of the simulation
box was 19.7× 19.7 Å2, and its length normal (z) to the liquid-vapor interface was 90 Å. To facilitate post-processing
analysis, repulsive walls as described in Ref. 71 were placed at the edges of the simulation cell along z to prevent
molecules escaping the primary simulation cell. The electric displacement field along z was set to zero, using the
implementation given in Refs. 61 and 62; this is formally equivalent to the commonly used slab correction of Yeh and
Berkowitz.63 Production simulations were performed for 20 ns following at least 0.5 ns equilibration. A Nosé-Hoover
chain thermostat was used to maintain the temperature at 300 K. ‘Tail corrections’ were formally applied, but as
discussed in the main text, this produces the same dynamics as the ‘cut-and-shift’ potential.

S7. RESULTS FOR TIP4P/2005

In this section, we present results obtained with TIP4P/2005. While quantitative differences are expected, and indeed

observed, our general conclusions are unaffected by the choice of water model. At p = 0 bar, we find T
(8.5→∞)
m =

251.9 K in good agreement with Tm = 252 ± 6 K reported previously for p = 1 bar. We also see a modest increase

in melting temperature when using TIP4P/2005(8.5), with T
(8.5)
m = 253.4 K and T

(MF,8.5)
m = 254.0 K. The predictions

of the mean-field prediction are supported by Hamiltonian Gibbs-Duhem integration. Note that, unlike the results
for TIP4P/ice(rc) reported in the main paper (Fig. 5b), the Hamiltonian Gibbs-Duhem simulations performed for

TIP4P/2005(rc) were initiated from T
(MF,8.5)
m instead of T

(8.5)
m (indicated by the blue star in Fig. S4).



16

a

b

ice

liqu
id

FIG. S2. βµα(T ) at 0 bar, with α = ‘ice’ or ‘liq’, for (a) TIP4P/2005(8.5→∞) and (b) TIP4P/2005(8.5). Tm is determined from

the point of interception, as indicated by the black dotted lines, with T
(8.5→∞)
m = 251.9 K and T

(8.5)
m = 253.4 K.

S8. FITTING COEFFICIENTS

In this section, we report the coefficients for the quadratic polynomial r2p
2 + r1p+ r0 obtained using numpy’s polyfit

routine,72 as shown in Figs. 3 and 5 in the main article, and Figs. S1 and S3.

A. Results for TIP4P/ice

• Liquid, 300 K (Fig. 3a):

r2 = −3.822428× 10−9 g/(bar2 cm3);

r1 = 4.460206× 10−5 g/(bar cm3);

r0 = 9.939254× 10−1 g/cm3.

• Liquid, 272 K (Fig. 5a):

r2 = −4.700729× 10−9 g/(bar2 cm3);

r1 = 5.129812× 10−5 g/(bar cm3);

r0 = 9.898901× 10−1 g/cm3.

• Ice, 272 K (Fig. 5b):

r2 = 1.442316× 10−11 g/(bar2 cm3);

r1 = 8.358199× 10−6 g/(bar cm3);

r0 = 9.056778× 10−1 g/cm3.
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a

b

liquid

ice

FIG. S3. ρ̄m(p) at 252 K for (a) liquid water and (b) ice. White-filled circles show results from constant-p simulations of

TIP4P/2005(8.5→∞), and the solid blue line indicates a quadratic fit. Dashed lines indicate MF predictions (Eq. 9) for different
rc, as indicated in the legend, which are used to predict ρ̄m(0) for a given rc, i.e., where the dashed lines intersect the vertical
gray dotted line.

B. Results for TIP4P/2005

• Liquid, 300 K (Fig. S1a):

r2 = −4.748523× 10−9 g/(bar2 cm3);

r1 = 4.561509× 10−5 g/(bar cm3);

r0 = 9.973669× 10−1 g/cm3.

• Liquid, 252 K (Fig. S3a):

r2 = −3.051495× 10−9 g/(bar2 cm3);

r1 = 5.587068× 10−5 g/(bar cm3);

r0 = 9.967701× 10−1 g/cm3.

• Ice, 252 K (Fig. S3b):

r2 = −2.226744× 10−10 g/(bar2 cm3);

r1 = 9.123390× 10−6 g/(bar cm3);

r0 = 9.201753× 10−1 g/cm3.

S9. COMMENT ON THE APPARENT ROLE OF IMPULSIVE FORCES

We have remarked in the main article that in the canoncial ensemble, dynamics are unaffected by the choice of
U (rc) vs. U (rc→∞). While we have verified this directly by comparing trajectories, and by checking the forces between

a pair of LJ particles (as implemented in LAMMPS), the form of u
(rc→∞)
LJ given by Eq. 3 suggests the presence of
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FIG. S4. Predicting the effect of rc on the melting temperature of TIP4P/2005 with MF theory. (a) βµ
(MF,8.5)
α (T ) at p = 0 bar,

with α = ‘ice’ or ‘liq’, obtained from Eq. 15. T
(MF,8.5)
m = 254.0 K is determined from the point of interception, as indicated

by the black dotted lines. (b) T
(MF,rc)
m is shown by the solid blue line. The orange circle indicates T

(8.5)
m obtained from

the free energy calculations described in Sec. II, and the blue squares indicate T
(9.25)
m and T

(10.0)
m obtained from Hamiltonian

Gibbs-Duhem integration, starting from T
(MF,8.5)
m , which is marked with the blue star.

an impulsive force at r = rc. Here will we demonstrate that including impulsive forces would be inconsistent with
standard implementations of tail corrections.

Let us introduce a system with the following potential energy:

U (rc!)(RN ) =

N∑
i<j

u
(rc!)
LJ (|r(O)

ij |) + Uelec(R
N ), (S27)

with

u
(rc!)
LJ (r) = u

(∞)
LJ (r)h(rc − r), (S28)

where h(r) is the Heaviside step function. The potential energy function U (rc!) describes a system where LJ interactions
are described by the unshifted LJ potential for r ≤ rc, and abruptly vanish for r > rc. Forces due to the LJ interactions
are obtained by differentiation,

f
(rc!)
LJ (r) = f

(∞)
LJ (r)h(rc − r) + u

(∞)
LJ (r)δ(rc − r). (S29)

We clearly see an impulsive force at r = rc. Now consider the average virial pressure:

p(rc!) =
2πρ̄2

3

∫ rc

0

dr r3f
(∞)
LJ (r)g(r) +

2πρ̄2

3
r3cu

(∞)
LJ (rc), (S30)

=
2πρ̄2

3

∫ rc

0

dr r3f
(∞)
LJ (r)g(r) +

8περ̄2σ3

3

[(
σ

rc

)9

−
(
σ

rc

)3
]
, (S31)

where we have assumed that gOO(r ≥ rc) = 1. The second term in Eq. S31, which we will denote ∆p(rc!), is the
impulsive contribution to the virial. For a system where impulsive forces are present (whose dynamics in the NV T
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ensemble in principle differ from U (rc) and U (rc→∞) systems), one is required to add ∆p(rc!) to the virial pressure,
which in turn will affect the dynamics in the NpT ensemble. If we attempt to account for neglected interactions
beyond the cutoff in the usual fashion by simply adding the contribution

∆MFp(rc) =
2πρ̄2

3

∫ ∞
rc

dr r3f
(∞)
LJ (r) =

32περ̄2σ3

9

[(
σ

rc

)9

− 3

2

(
σ

rc

)3
]

(S32)

to p(rc!), we find an average virial pressure,

2πρ̄2

3

∫ rc

0

dr r3f
(∞)
LJ (r)g(r) + ∆p(rc!) + ∆MFp(rc), (S33)

that does not approximately describe the average virial pressure of a U (∞) system.
Now consider a U (rc→∞) system. The LJ pair potential is

u
(rc→∞)
LJ (r) = u

(∞)
LJ (r)h(rc − r) + u

(∞)
LJ (r)h(r − rc), (S34)

with the proviso that interactions for r > rc are evaluated in a mean field fashion. The forces are:

f
(rc→∞)
LJ (r) = f

(∞)
LJ (r)h(rc − r) + f

(∞)
LJ (r)h(r − rc) + u

(∞)
LJ (r)δ(rc − r)− u(∞)

LJ (r)δ(r − rc). (S35)

The impulsive forces at r = rc cancel. Again, we consider the average virial pressure:

p(rc→∞) =
2πρ̄2

3

∫ rc

0

dr r3f
(∞)
LJ (r)g(r) + ∆p(rc!) −∆p(rc!) + ∆MFp(rc), (S36)

=
2πρ̄2

3

∫ rc

0

dr r3f
(∞)
LJ (r)g(r) + ∆MFp(rc). (S37)

Equation S37 demonstrates that the standard ‘tail correction,’ ∆MFp, is appropriate for a system that employs

u
(rc→∞)
LJ (r) (Eq. 3) to describe explicit LJ interactions for r ≤ rc in which the apparent impulsive force at r = rc is

not included. In this case, dynamics in the U (rc→∞) and U (rc) systems are identical in the NV T ensemble. It would
be inconsistent to use ∆MFp(rc) in combination with a system whose dynamics includes impulsive forces (see S33).
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