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Abstract

The simplified estimation method of Yeh and Hummer has been

adopted to obtain diffusion coefficients for solute molecules using molec-

ular dynamics simulation in many studies. The simplified formula is,

however, not necessarily valid when using a small basic cell. There-

fore, we carried out molecular dynamics simulations of aqueous protein

solution to estimate the diffusion coefficient for the infinite diffusion

limit. We confirmed the deviation from the simplified formula in the

simulation data and rationalized it based on the unsimplified formula.
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1 Introduction

Einstein was interested in Brownian motion and proposed the Stokes–Einstein
law by combining the fluctuation–dissipation theorem with fluid dynamics.[1,
2] The relation is shown as:

D =
kBT

6πηR
, (1)

where D, kB, T , η, and R are the diffusion coefficient, Boltzmann constant,
temperature, viscosity, and hydrodynamic radius for the Brownian particle,
respectively. Although this relation was proposed over 100 years ago, it is
still in use today to determine the molecular size in a fluid. However, it
should be noted that the molecular size determined by the relation is the
hydrodynamic radius R, which is not always the same as the radius of the
particle itself.

Terazima et al. found the difference can be highly variable using the tran-
sient grating method.[3] They showed that the diffusion coefficients changed
significantly upon conformation changes associated with reactions, even when
the shape and volume changes of the proteins were minor.[4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10]
In the case of LOV2-linker, for example, the diffusion coefficient changes sig-
nificantly upon photochemical reaction.[4, 5, 6] If the observed changes in
the hydrodynamic radii were assumed to be proportional to the radii of the
proteins, the volume increase was calculated to be more than two times; how-
ever, such large volume changes were not found experimentally. The authors
proposed that the hydrodynamic radius change is caused by the hydration
change.

The change of diffusion coefficients due to the solvation change was stud-
ied theoretically by Nakamura et al.[11, 12, 13, 14, 15]. The diffusion co-
efficients of a hard sphere in a binary hard sphere mixture were calculated
and the fraction dependences were studied. The results indicate that the
diffusion coefficient depends strongly on the solvation. On the other hand,
we have not found a theoretical study on the correlation between the change
in hydration and the drastic change in the diffusion coefficient for proteins.
Molecular dynamics (MD) simulations seem to be suitable for the study; how-
ever, the traditional method of calculation may not be valid for estimating
the diffusion coefficient.

In MD simulations, diffusion coefficients are highly dependent on the size
of the simulation cell. Therefore, we need correction methods to estimate
the diffusion coefficient for an infinite system D0 in which the dependence
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vanishes. Correction methods have already been proposed[16, 17]. In par-
ticular, Yeh and Hummer showed that the diffusion coefficient for the finite
system under periodic boundary conditions Dpbc can be expressed explicitly
using physical quantities, by the following equation:

Dpbc = DYH1
0 −

kBT ξ

6πηsolL
, (2)

where DYH1
0 is the diffusion coefficient for the infinite system in the equation,

L is the side length of the cubic basic cell, ξ is a constant equal to 2.837297
in the cubic basic cell, and ηsol is the shear viscosity of the solvent.

Eq.(2) gives us adequate D0 for a Lennard-Jones liquid even when the
system has only 27 particles[16]. It has been used in various systems to
estimate the diffusion coefficients D0[18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23]. On the other
hand, an additional correction term was shown as follows:

Dpbc = DYH2
0 −

kBT ξ

6πηsolL
+

2kBTR
2

9ηsolL3
. (3)

Yeh and Hummer mentioned that the additional correction term, the third
term in Eq.(3), based on Hasimoto’s solution of the Stokes equation under
periodic boundary conditions[24]. DYH2

0 is the estimated diffusion coefficient
for the infinite system.

The third term of Eq.(3) includes the hydrodynamic radius R. Unfor-
tunately, we need the coefficient D0 to obtain the radius R. Therefore, the
estimation of D0 becomes difficult. Yeh and Hummer mentioned the third
term of Eq.(3) was relatively tiny for R > L/2 in the paper[16]. After the
study, several studies have been carried out to estimate diffusion coefficients
using Yeh-Hummer’s correction method with MD simulations. In most es-
timations, Eq.(2), which neglects the third term, has been adopted. The
contribution of the third term was not crucial in those discussion on each
phenomenon.

However, Eq.(3) can be a significant equation if accurate measures of
protein diffusion coefficients are desired. we estimate the deviation given by
the third term if we assume the values R and L. The Eq.(3) can be rewritten
in the form:

Dpbc = D0 −
kBT ξ

6πηsolL
(1−

4πR2

3ξL2
), (4)

where the the percentage of the third term in the correction term can be
expressed as 4πR2/3ξL2. Assuming that D0 obeys the Stokes–Einstein law
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(Eq.(1)), Eq.(3) also can be expressed as follows:

Dpbc = D0{1−
R

L
(ξ −

4πR2

3L2
)}, (5)

where the percentage of the correction term in D0 is expressed as R/L(ξ −
4πR2/3L2). Hence, the percentage of the third term in D0 is the product of
4πR2/3ξL2 and R/L(ξ − 4πR2/3L2).

For the purpose of hydration change studies, we want the percentage
contribution of the third term, namely 4πR2/3ξL2×R/L(ξ− 4πR2/3L2), to
be less than 1 % of D0. When this condition is satisfied, the basic cell size L
must be larger than 7.4R. In the case of large solute molecules, conducting
a MD simulation that satisfies the condition becomes very computationally
expensive. For example, the radius of the LOV2 domain is about 3 nm[25].
If the hydrodynamic radius is the same (3 nm), we must prepare a basic
cell for which L is at least 22 nm. If we assume that the basic cell has one
LOV2 domain, the number of solvent molecules is expected to be more than
3×105. The calculation cost for D0 becomes more expensive as the size of
solute molecule increases. Then, Eq. (3) is useful in the present study.

In the present study, we prepare a method to obtain an infinite dilu-
tion diffusion coefficient of a macromolecule D0 using the data of molecular
dynamics simulations for some small systems. Unfortunately, the protein’s
number ratio to the number of solvent molecules in the small systems is much
larger than that in the infinitely dilute system. In other words, each con-
centration for the simulated systems is substantially higher than that for the
infinitely dilute system, namely 0. However, Eq.(3) gives us a new strategy
for the determination of D0. First, we will examine the validity of Eq.(3) in
a solution containing only one protein, and the deviation from the simplified
correction will become clear. This large deviation has not been shown. Next,
we will introduce a small schemes of the estimation method based on Eq.(3)
without the hydrodynamic radius R and carry out numerical tests. Eq.(3)
was used in a previous study[26], but R was obtained by using other meth-
ods in the study. Differences between the present and previous studies will
be clear. This approach will reduces the numerical cost from ‘enormous’ to
‘acceptable’. Finally, the physical meaning of deviation will be discussed.
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2 Method

It is difficult to obtain the diffusion coefficient D0 for a molecule in an infinite
system based on MD simulations because of the basic cell size dependence.
Several researchers proposed the methods that address this issue. The first
method is the Fushiki method.[17] This method is based on linear-response
theory and linearized hydrodynamics. Fushiki showed that Dpbc can be ex-
pressed by the following equation:

Dpbc = DF
0 − α

1

L
, (6)

where DF
0 is the diffusion coefficient for the infinite system in the Fushiki

method, and α is a constant that is independent of the system size. Although
MD simulations for the infinite system are impossible, we can estimate DF

0 by
using this linear function of 1/L and Dpbc data calculated for various system
sizes. DF

0 is given by the vertical intercept of the plot Dpbc vs. 1/L.
The second approach is the Yeh–Hummer method.[16] Fushiki mentioned

α and another method of estimating the diffusion coefficient in his paper.
Yeh and Hummer explicitly showed that α = kBTξ/6πηsol based on the
Kirkwood-Riseman theory of polymer diffusion. Here, we obtain Eq.(2).
Then, we can obtained D0 from Dpbc and ηsol using Eq.(2). Previous studies
have reported that Eq.(2) is reasonable in various systems and basic cell
sizes[16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23]. However, in principle, given the small
size of the system, the correction value DYH1

0 must depends on 1/L due to
the additional correction term (Eq.(3)).

The Fushiki method and the simplified Yeh–Hummer method (Eq.(2))
are based on the same correction principle. The results obtained from both
should be consistent within a numerical error. We can thus use the Fushiki
method to confirm the validity of the simplified Yeh–Hummer method.

MD simulations We performed the MD simulations under NV T con-
ditions to obtain Dpbc of a protein in aqueous solution. Two proteins,
chignolin[27] and β-lactoglobulin(BLG)[28], were examined. To satisfy the
charge neutrality, Na+ ions were dissolved into the solution. TIP4P2005 was
adopted as a model of the water molecule.[29] The all-atom optimized po-
tentials for liquid simulations (OPLS-AA) force field was used for proteins
and ions.[30] Ambient conditions, T = 298.15 K and P = 1 bar, were as-
sumed. The temperature was maintained by using the modified Berendsen
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thermostat.[31] The relaxation time was 0.1 ps. Each L was determined by
the average cell size of the NPT ensemble (T = 298.15 K, P = 1 bar). The
pressure was maintained by the Parrinello–Rahman barostat.[32] The param-
eters are summarized in Table 1. We also performed MD simulations of pure
water under NV T conditions to obtain ηsol. All NV T simulations were con-
ducted for a total of 200 ns after equilibration. For all the MD simulations, we
used GROMACS software with particle-mesh Ewald summation.[33, 34, 35]
The equations of motion were integrated using the leap-frog algorithm with
a time step of 2 fs.

Table 1: System parameters
the simulation the number the number

cell size of of

L[nm] water molecules Na+ ions

chignolina

2.49092 471 2
2.94867 807 2
4.06195 2171 2
5.00068 4084 2
6.00696 7106 2
6.98039 11173 2
8.00418 16865 2
9.01075 24078 2

β-lactoglobulina

5.99188 6334 8
6.96927 10407 8
9.01441 23394 8
11.00137 43140 8
12.01388 56409 8
12.95841 70970 8
14.00551 89805 8
14.96803 109777 8

pure water
2.48582 512 0
a The number of proteins is fixed to 1. ;
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Each mean-square displacement 〈|r(t)−r(0)|2〉 (MSD) of the proteins was
calculated using the MD trajectory. Dpbc is shown as follows:

Dpbc =
1

6
lim
t→∞

∂

∂t
〈|r(t)− r(0)|2〉, (7)

where r(t) represents the position of the protein at time t. Each Dpbc was
obtained from the slope of MSD. Each part from 40 ps to 80 ps (chignolin)
and 60 ps to 100 ps (BLG) was used to obtain Dpbc. Each shear viscosity η
was calculated using the Green–Kubo relation:[36, 37]

η = lim
t→∞

V

kBT

∫ t

0

1

5

5∑
i

〈Pi(t)Pi(0)〉, (8)

where V is the volume of the system and Pi represents each of the five inde-
pendent components of the traceless stress tensor, Pi=1∼5=[(Pxx−Pyy)/2, (Pyy−
Pzz)/2, Pxy, Pyz, Pzx]. In the present study, each viscosity was estimated as
the integral over 10ps checking the convergence. Diffusion coefficient and
shear viscosity values were obtained as the average of over 1000 trials. The
error bars in the figures were obtained from the standard error.

3 Results and Discussion

Fig. 1 shows the system size dependence of the diffusion coefficients Dpbc of
chignolin in an aqueous solution (see closed and open diamonds). Squares
(closed and open symbols) indicate corrected diffusion coefficients given by
the simplified Yeh–Hummer method (Eq.(2)) for each box size. We performed
MD simulations to obtain the viscosity ηsol for water (8.68±0.06×10−4pa·s).
The error bars for the diffusion coefficients are estimated from those for Dpbc

and the viscosity ηsol for water. Given the small error bars, we think that
the number of samples is sufficient; however, the plotted coefficients are not
constant. As 1/L becomes larger, the deviation from the constant increases.
The deviation becomes more pronounced in the region larger than 0.25 nm−1.
Fig. 2 shows the system size dependence of the diffusion coefficients of a
β−lactoglobulin (BLG) in an aqueous solution. A similar argument can be
derived, with the deviation becoming more apparent in the region larger than
0.1 nm−1.

If we adopt the simplified estimation using Eq.(2) with the Dpbc for the
data indicated by open squares, the estimated D0 deviates from the true
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Figure 1: The diffusion coefficients of chignolin as a function of the inverse
box length 1/L [nm−1] for N = 471 ∼ 24078 water molecules, sodium ions,
and chignolin (L = 2.49092 ∼ 9.01075nm). Diamonds indicate the average of
uncorrected diffusion coefficients Dpbc given by MD simulations for each box
size. Squares indicate corrected diffusion coefficients in Eq.(2). The straight
solid and dashed lines were obtained from the closed diamonds and closed
squares, respectively. The dash–dot curve is plotted using Eq.(9) of which
parameters are determined using three open squares.

value. This is confirmed by the results of calculations for L >> R (see the
closed squares). The simplified correction based on Eq.(2) with the Dpbc

indicated by open squares overestimates the values. In contrast, the Fushiki
method (Eq.(6)) with the Dpbc indicated by open squares underestimates the
value. These results indicate that a suitable solution for adequate estimation
is obtained through the use of large L if we use Eqs.(6) or (2). This direct
approach can be carried out if we want to obtain the diffusion coefficient of
a small protein, such as chignolin or BLG. However, the application of the
direct solution becomes harder as the size of the macromolecule increases.

Before further discussion, we assess the more accurate expression given by
Yeh–Hummer (Eq.(3)). However, Eq.(3) contains the hydrodynamic radius
R itself. Here, we will obtain R independently of Eq.(3). As mentioned
above, we can prepare systems with large L values in the case of a small

8



Figure 2: The diffusion coefficient of β−lactoglobulin as a function of the
inverse box length 1/L [nm−1] for N = 6334 ∼ 109777 water molecules,
sodium ions, and chignolin (L = 5.99188 ∼ 14.96803nm). Diamonds indicate
the average of uncorrected diffusion coefficientsDpbc given by MD simulations
for each box size. Squares are corrected diffusion coefficients in Eq.(2). The
straight solid and dashed lines are obtained from the closed diamonds and
closed squares, respectively. The dash–dot curve is plotted using Eq.(9) of
which parameters are determined using three open squares.

protein, such as chignolin or BLG. For both proteins, the left-most set of
five data points (closed squares) is constant. The average values DYH1

0 from
each set of closed diamonds are shown in Table 2. We also applied the
Fushiki method to the left five data points, namely closed diamonds, and the
estimated values DF

0 are also shown in Table 2. The values (DYH1
0 and DF

0 )
for each protein are almost the same. Here, R values are obtained by using
the Stokes–Einstein relation with each DYH1

0 . The values D0 were examined
using Eq.(3) with the hydrodynamic radius R. The results are plotted as
squares in Fig. 3(a),(b). Both plots are constant and consistent with the
values DF

0 (dash–dot line) and DYH1
0 (dashed line). This agreement suggests

that the deviations estimated by Eq.(2) from true D0 can be corrected by
Eq.(3).

In the assessment of Eq.(3), we need a precise hydrodynamic radius R.
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Each protein has an averaged gyration radius 〈Rg〉 that can be easily obtained
using MD simulations. Here, we cannot replace the hydrodynamic radius R
with the gyration radius 〈Rg〉. We obtain the values 〈Rg〉 (chignolin: 0.562
nm, BLG: 1.50 nm) and these gyration radii are used in the assessment of
Eq.(3). The results are shown as crosses in Fig. 3(a),(b). The dependence
of the deviation from the true values on system size remains. These results
indicate that the gyration radii are not suitable for the assessment of Eq.
(3). Experiments show that proteins of similar size can have very different
diffusion coefficients[4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10]. This indicates that 〈Rg〉 is not
suitable for the estimation of D0.

Figure 3: (a) The diffusion coefficient of chignolin as a function of 1/L. (b)
The diffusion coefficient of BLG as a function of 1/L. In each figure, the
squares are corrected diffusion coefficients estimated by using each uncor-
rected diffusion coefficient Dpbc and Eq. (3) with R(DYH2

0 ). The straight
solid lines are obtained from the squares’ average. The straight dash–dot
and dashed lines show the previous results of the Fushiki and Yeh–Hummer
methods, respectively. The crosses indicate corrected diffusion coefficients
estimated using each uncorrected diffusion coefficient Dpbc and Eq. (3) with
the radius of gyration 〈Rg〉.

Next, we introduce a small scheme based on Eq. (3) without the hy-
drodynamic radius. We use Eq.(2) to remove Dpbc from Eq.(3). The above
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analysis showed that the estimated value in Eq.(2) depends on the system
size. Then, the estimated value is replaced by DYH(x), where x = 1/L3. We
can remove Dpbc from Eq.(3) using the replaced equation, and obtain the
following equation:

DYH(x) = D0 + β(R)x, (9)

where the coefficient β(R) is 2kBTR
2/(9ηsol). D0 and β(R) are obtained by

fitting the data. Here, we call the estimated coefficient D0 based on Eq.
(9) as DYH2

0 . Although Eq. (9) has two parameters, DYH2
0 and β(R), it is

essentially a one-parameter theory because there is a relation between R and
DYH2

0 (it is also essentially solving the cubic equation with one variable).
However, we introduce one additional parameter, β(R), to make it easier to
fit the linear function DYH(x).

The method based on Eq.(9) is powerful because it gives us precise es-
timated values for D0. The estimated values are very accurate even when
the basic cells are small. Here, we estimated DYH2

0 and β(R) using only data
for small basic cells, namely the data shown as open symbols. The dash–dot
curves in Figs. 1 and 2 are plotted using the parameters. Although the closed
symbols for large L were not used in the parameter fittings, the curves are
very accurate with all data.

Table 2 includes D0 and R based on three equations, namely Eqs.(2),
(6), and (9). The agreements are good, which suggests two things. First, the
estimation method based on the Eq. (9) is powerful when we cannot prepare a
basic cell that is large enough for other methods, such as the Fushiki (Eq.(6))
and Yeh–Hummer (Eq.(2)) methods. The agreement between R(DYH2

0 ) and
R(β) suggests the consistency in Eq.(9). However, the error of R(DYH2

0 )
must be smaller than that of R(β). The estimation method based on Eq.(9)
becomes more important as the macromolecule becomes larger.

Table 2: Diffusion coefficients for D0 and hydrodynamic radius R in each
method.a

Fushiki Method Yeh–Hummer Method(Eq. (2)) Eq. (9)(Eq. (3))
protein DF

0 [10
−4nm2/ps] R(DF

0 )[nm] DYH1
0 [10−4nm2/ps] R(DYH1

0 )[nm] DYH2
0 [10−4nm2/ps] R(DYH2

0 )[nm] R(β)[nm]

chignolin 3.15 0.798 3.14 0.800 3.12 0.806 0.832
BLG 1.16 2.17 1.18 2.13 1.16 2.16 2.05

a R(D0) are obtained using the Stokes–Einstein law from each D0.;
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The present study shows the deviations from the simplified Yeh–Hummer
formula. The physical picture has not been discussed yet. However, we can
discuss it based on the equations because the numerical deviations are fol-
lowed by the unsimplified Yeh–Hummer formula, namely Eq.(3).The agree-
ment suggests that the deviation is caused by the system size dependence of
solvent viscosity. We will discuss it in the following paragraphs. Then, we
discuss the third correction term in Eq.(3). Hashimoto proposed an equation
as follows,

U = U0 −
B

µτ0
(10)

where µ, τ0, U , and U0 are solvent viscosity equal to ηsol, system volume equal
to L3, the mean flows under periodic boundary conditions in the finite basic
cell and in the infinite basic cell, respectively[24]. B derived in Ref.24 depends
on the hydrodynamic radius R, and −B/ηsolL

3 is the order of 4πR3/(3L3).
The relation between U and U0 can be rewritten,

U = U0(1 +
4πR3

3L3
) (11)

If we substitute Eq.(11) into Stokes–Einstein law,

DYH(x) =
kBT

F
U (12)

where F is the Stokes’s drag, we obtain next relation,

DYH(x) = kBT
U0

F
(1 +

4πR3

3L3
) (13)

The approximation of Eq.(13) is same as that of Eq.(9) (or Eq.(3)). In this
context, the third term means that the dependence of mean flow on the
system size.

On the other hand, Reynolds number Re also has the system size depen-
dence as follows,

Re =
ρRU0

ηsol
(1 +

4πR3

3L3
) (14)

where ρ is the density of solvent. The hydrodynamic radius R scales this
equation. We can recognize that the system size dependence of the mean
flow is equivalent to that of solvent viscosity because of the Reynolds’ law of
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similarity. Then, we can rewrite the size dependence of the solvent viscosity
ηpbc as follows,

ηpbc =
ηsol

1 + 4πR3

3L3

(15)

If we substitute Eq.(15) into Stokes-Einstein law (Eq.(1)), we obtain Eq.(9)
itself.

Moreover, Eq.(3) can be rewritten as follows,

Dpbc = D0 −
kBT ξ

6πηintL
, (16)

where ηint is

ηint =
ηsol

1− 4πR2

3L2ξ

. (17)

Comparing Eq.(16) and Eq.(2), we can recognize ηint as the effective viscosity
in the simplified Yeh-Hummer correction. Therefore, the correction in the
Eq.(3) also means the system size dependence of solvent effective viscosity
ηint between the original and the replica proteins. Here, The two solvent
viscosities ηint and ηpbc are defined in different ranges. ηint indicates the ef-
fective viscosity of the solvent in the region composed of all solvent molecules
between the original and the replica proteins. In contrast, ηpbc indicates the
viscosity of the bulk solvent in the region composed of the solvent molecules
that is outside of the hydrodynamic radius.

As discussed above, the unsimplified formula, Eq.(3), suggests the system
size dependence of the bulk solvent viscosity ηpbc and solvent effective viscos-
ity ηint. Unfortunately, we cannot directly extract the solution’s viscosities
from the simulation results. However, introducing a physical picture should
give us the verification way based on the numerical calculation. The details
will be reported in future articles based on this study because the calculation
cost is expensive, and we need more space for the discussion and the figures.

13



Figure 4: The density distribution function of the water molecules (oxygen)
around the center of the protein molecule (chignolin). The system in which
L=2.49092 (black), 2.94867 (red), and 9.01075 nm (blue) is shown. In the
inset, an enlargement of the region around r = 1.0 nm is shown.

Finally, We have discussed the hydrodynamic effect of the basic cell size.
On the other hand, the finite size also affects the hydration structure. To
discuss the effect of the static structure, we obtain the density distribution
functions of water around the center of the protein. Fig. 4 shows the density
distribution ρ(r) around a chignolin. For L = 2.94867 and 9.01075 nm,
the densities approach that of the bulk value at the end of the function.
By contrast, ρ(r) does not approach the bulk value at the end when L =
2.49092 nm. The hydration shell breaks at the peak of the oscillation around
r = 1.2 nm. Although the hydration shell is incomplete, the values for
the diffusion coefficient obey the hydrodynamic law, Eq.(3). Fig. 5 shows
the density distribution ρ(r) around a BLG. Because ρ(r) oscillates around
r = 3.0 nm, the smallest basic cell size , L = 5.99188 nm, is not enough
to construct the complete hydration shell in the box. However, the values
of the diffusion coefficient obey Eq. (3), again. These results suggest that
the solvation structure effect is relatively minor when the macromolecule has
some solvation layers in the simulation box.

14



Figure 5: The density distribution function of water molecules (oxygen)
around the center of the protein molecule (BLG). The system in which
L=5.99188 (black), 6.96927 (red), and 14.96803 nm (blue) is shown. In
the inset, an enlargement of the region around r = 2.0nm is shown.

4 Conclusion

The diffusion coefficient calculated by the MD simulation is strongly depen-
dent on the basic cell size. Yeh and Hummer proposed a method to estimate
the coefficient at the infinite cell size limit.[16] In this work, we carried out
MD simulations. We examined the unsimplified (Eq.(3)) and the simplified
(Eq.(2)) formulas to estimate the diffusion coefficients of solute molecules in
the infinite system. In many studies, the simplified Yeh–Hummer formula
(Eq.(2)) has been adopted. Actually, the simplified formula gives us an ade-
quate diffusion coefficient for the infinite system when the system size is large
enough. However, the MD data also showed the diffusion coefficient corrected
by the simplified formula depended on the basic cell size. The deviation was
observed when the basic cell size was small. This deviation was systematic
and followed by the unsimplified Yeh–Hummer formula, namely Eq.(3). We
discussed the physical picture of this deviation based on the unsimplified
formula. We showed that the deviation relates to the size-dependence of sol-
vent viscosity. A formula Eq.(9), equivalent to Eq.(3), is more powerful in
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the estimation based on the simplified formula because this approach greatly
reduces the calculation cost of the diffusion coefficients for solute molecules
at infinite dilution. The reduction becomes more significant as the solute size
increases.
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