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The Ornstein-Zernike equation is solved for the hard-sphere and square-well fluids using a diverse selection of closure
relations; the attraction range of the square-well is chosen to be λ = 1.5. In particular, for both fluids we mainly
focus on the solution based on a three-parameter version of the Verlet closure relation [Mol. Phys. 42, 1291–1302
(1981)]. To find the free parameters of the latter, an unconstrained optimization problem is defined as a condition
of thermodynamic consistency based on the compressibility and solved using Evolutionary Algorithms. For the hard-
sphere fluid, the results show good agreement when compared with mean-field equations of state and accurate computer
simulation results; at high densities, i.e., close to the freezing transition, expected (small) deviations are seen. In the
case of the square-well fluid, a good agreement is observed at low and high densities when compared with event-driven
molecular dynamics computer simulations. For intermediate densities, the explored closure relations vary in terms of
accuracy. Our findings suggest that a modification of the optimization problem to include, for example, additional
thermodynamic consistency criteria could improve the results for the type of fluids here explored.

I. INTRODUCTION

Integral equation theories have been a recurring theoretical
framework to study the structural and thermodynamic proper-
ties of both simple and complex fluids1. The most common
framework is the Ornstein-Zernike (OZ) equation1. This is in
part due to its theoretical formulation, and modern techniques
for providing an efficient numerical solution2–5. However, the
OZ equation must be paired with a closure relation to get a
physical solution1. The use of a closure relation relies on ap-
proximating some physical information that produces results
that commonly depend on the physical or mathematical path
used to obtain a solution, leading in some cases to inconsis-
tencies. This is normally referred to as thermodynamic incon-
sistency1, and it constitutes one of the biggest challenges to
the use of integral equation theories.

To solve the problem of thermodynamic inconsistency, sev-
eral closure relations have been developed, most of the time
tailored to specific intermolecular fluids6–9. One such case is
the hard-sphere fluid, which serves as an invaluable reference
model for understanding simple and complex fluids1,10. The
Percus-Yevick11 approximation is one of the first closure re-
lations used within the OZ formalism to provide an analytical
solution for the hard-sphere fluid. Still, even though the so-
lution is exact, the problem of thermodynamic inconsistency
is present when it is used to determine, for example, either
the pressure or compressibility1. This means that the latter
computed through different routes might give different results,
which is not desired. The main approach to solving this is-
sue is to enforce thermodynamic consistency using different
routes for all possible state variables. Verlet proposed using
the first exact virial coefficients to provide a closure for the
hard-sphere fluid, creating a semiphenomelogical approxima-

tion that works quite well, as shown in the original work12,
where the approximation was compared directly with com-
puter simulations. A different approach is to drive consistency
by obtaining the same value for thermodynamic pressure us-
ing multiple routes, which has been extensively explored be-
fore7,13–19. This is the so-called partial thermodynamic con-
sistency, which is simple to implement and use, but it has the
disadvantage that other state variables might still give differ-
ent results depending on the route used to calculate them1,20.
For more robust consistency requirements, free energy must
also yield the same result through different routes, and other
proposals that include this information have been studied for
the case of the hard-sphere fluid17,21,22.

Most of these proposals deal with the hard-sphere fluid, and
the closure relation must be chosen for each particular inter-
molecular potential. The work by A. Goodall and A. Lee23

is a recent attempt to work towards a unified framework of
closure relations, using the formalism and modern tools of
Machine Learning (ML). By collecting a large data set of dif-
ferent interactions given by a diverse range of attractive and
repulsive intermolecular potentials, a closure relation can be
obtained that could potentially work in most cases by fitting a
neural network to the training data. Yet, the amount of com-
putation needed to perform such tasks is too large if a single
intermolecular potential needs to be studied. Similarly, ther-
modynamic consistency is not enforced in any way, only re-
lying on the results obtained from computer simulation data.
Still, the approach is a novel way using data-driven methods in
the theory of simple liquids, paving the way to explore other
kinds of ML methods that could be used to gain a better under-
standing of the role of bridge functions and closure relations.

In this work, we follow the original proposal by Verlet13,
and rely on the particular formulation of the modified Ver-
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let (MV) approximation, which has proven to be an excel-
lent approximation in several applications of the hard-sphere
fluid24–28. Through the enforcement of compressibility con-
sistency, the free parameters of the closure relation are found.
To find these parameters, an unconstrained optimization for-
mulation of the problem is defined and solved using Evolu-
tionary Computation algorithms29. It is shown that the case of
a monocomponent hard-sphere fluid is solved correctly, find-
ing results consistent with those reported by Verlet, i.e., the
closure relation works well with small and expected devia-
tions at high densities (close to the freezing transition). Then,
the same closure relation is used with the square-well fluid for
a particular attraction range parameter, namely, λ = 1.50. The
closure relation is found to give good results when compared
with event-driven molecular dynamics computer simulations
and other closure relations.

This work is organized as follows. In Sec. II, the theoreti-
cal framework of integral equations of liquids is developed,
as well as the closure relations and the role of the bridge
function. In Sec. III, Evolutionary Optimization is introduced
along with the methods used to solve global unconstrained
optimization problems. In Sec. IV, the numerical methods for
solving the OZ equation are presented, as well as the com-
puter simulation methods and the details to obtain the results
presented in this paper. The results and discussions for the
hard-sphere and square-well fluids are provided in Sec. V.
The work is closed with remarks and outlooks for future work
in Sec. VI.

II. INTEGRAL EQUATIONS THEORY

A. Ornstein-Zernike equation

The OZ equation provides a straightforward route to calcu-
late the static properties of a liquid in equilibrium, using both
direct and indirect contributions of the interacting particles.
We briefly describe the theoretical formalism here, but there
are excellent descriptions of it in standard textbooks1,20. For
an isotropic, monocomponent closed system at temperature T ,
the OZ equation reads as1,

h(r) = c(r)+ρ

∫
c
(
|r−r′|

)
h(r′)dr′ , (1)

where ρ = N/V is the number density, with N being the num-
ber of particles contained in a volume V . The OZ equa-
tion in Eq. (1) introduces the total correlation function, h(r),
and the direct correlation function, c(r). With these func-
tions, the indirect correlation is defined as γ(r)≡ h(r)− c(r),
as well as the radial distribution function (RDF), defined as
g(r) = h(r)+1.

To provide a solution to Eq. (1), a second expression must
be introduced that relates the correlation functions to the pair-
wise intermolecular potential, u(r). This new expression is
the so-called closure relation, and in its most general form is
defined as1,

c(r) = exp [−βu(r)+B(r)+ γ(r)]− γ(r)−1 , (2)

where B(r) is known as the bridge function, β = 1/kBT , with
kB the Boltzmann constant. When attempting to solve the
OZ equation, an approximation for B(r) is required1. This
is due to the fact that the bridge function can only be ex-
pressed exactly as an infinite power series in density1. The
most common closure relations are the so-called Hypernetted
Chain (HNC),

BHNC(r) = 0 , (3)

and the Percus-Yevick (PY) equation11,

BPY (r) = ln [γ(r)+1]− γ(r) . (4)

The latter can also be obtained by assuming that B(r) =
0 in Eq. (2) and linearizing the resulting argument of the
exponential26.

B. Thermodynamic consistency

When approximations for the bridge function are used to-
gether with the OZ equation, most of the time the solution
shows a phenomenon where, if a thermodynamic observable
is computed through two or more routes, the results may vary
drastically. This is not the desired behavior of the closure re-
lation. Rather, it is expected that the closure relations could,
in fact, provide accurate results regardless the thermodynamic
route they are computed with.

For example, a standard route for computing the thermody-
namic pressure, P, is the so-called virial equation1

βP = ρ− ρ

6

∫
∞

0

∂βu(r)
∂ r

g(r)r dr . (5)

A related thermodynamic quantity, the isothermal compress-
ibility, is defined as30,

χT =− 1
V

(
∂V
∂P

)
T
=

1
ρ

(
∂ρ

∂P

)
T
. (6)

Following Eq. (6), together with Eq. (5), χT can be computed
through these definitions. We refer to this way of computing
χT as the pressure route.

A different way of computing χT is by using correlation
functions1,

β

(χT ρ)
= 1−ρ

∫
dr c(r) , (7)

where c(r) is the direct correlation function introduced in the
OZ equation, Eq. (1). Using Eq. (7) to compute χT is called
the compressibility route.

Standard closure relations, such as HNC or PY, lead, in gen-
eral, to different results for the hard-sphere fluid when using
the compressibility and pressure routes1. When both routes
produce the same quantity for the isothermal compressibility
for a given interaction potential, it is said that the OZ equation
along with the closure relation used is partially thermodynam-
ically consistent.
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C. Modified Verlet bridge function

Between 1980 and 1981, Loup Verlet published a series of
two papers dedicated to the integral equations of hard-sphere
fluids and introduced what is now called the modified Verlet
(MV) bridge function12,13. The original proposition for the
bridge function by Verlet is12,

B(r) =− A [γ(r)]2 /2
1+Bγ(r)/2

. (8)

By fitting the exact values of the first five virial coefficients for
the hard-sphere fluid, Verlet reached the conclusion that the
values for A and B that would reproduce the expected results
up to the fluid-solid transition were the values A= 1 , B= 4/5,
which turn the original closure relation in Eq. (8) into,

B(r) =− 0.5 [γ(r)]2

1+0.8γ(r)
. (9)

This turned out to be a highly accurate bridge function
approximation for the hard-sphere fluid, as shown by Verlet
when comparing the results obtained with equations of state
and computer simulations12. Some of the advantages of this
approximation are the fact that it is simple, efficient, and there
are no free parameters to be fixed, contrary to the case of, for
example, the Rogers-Young7 and Zerah-Hansen8 closure rela-
tions. It has been shown that even when hard-sphere mixtures
are considered24,25, the MV bridge function produces excel-
lent results. Similar results have been obtained for the case of
hard-disk fluids and their mixtures26. More recently, the MV
closure relation has been used in overcompressed and super-
cooled metastable hard-sphere fluids27, as well as in the study
of correleations and nonuniversal effects in glass-forming liq-
uids28, with good results overall.

The problem lies, as with most closure relations, in the fact
that the bridge function in Eq. (9) is not thermodynamically
consistent. There are other closure relations which are already
thermodynamically consistent, e.g., the reference Hypernetted
Chain approximation6. This approximation comes from first
principles, and the thermodynamic consistency comes from
the fact that the reference potential is chosen such that the free
energy of the fluid is minimized6. Still, the problem with this
closure relation, although accurate, is that it might be hard
to implement and use in several different scenarios, such as
being useful for different kinds of intermolecular potentials.
Also, the use of a reference potential means that a approxi-
mation for the bridge function must be used for that reference
potential. In the original work by Lado, Foiles, and Ashcroft6,
the hard-sphere fluid was used as the reference potential, but
any other reference potential can be used as long as there is an
accurate bridge function for that fluid.

In the second paper in the series13, Verlet developed a sec-
ond approach to the MV closure relation. The purpose of the
reformulation was to provide a closure relation on first prin-
ciples, and make the approximation partially thermodynam-
ically consistent by introducing free parameters. The basic
idea is to use Padé approximants for the bridge function, then

the coefficients of such polynomials will be obtained through
a minimization process that successfully reproduces the virial
and compressibility routes. For more details on the formula-
tion, we refer the reader to the original work by Verlet13.

The form of the improved closure relation is a generalized
three-parameter version of the original closure relation de-
scribed by Eq. (9),

B(r) = Aγ(r)2
[

1+Bγ(r)
1+C γ(r)

]
. (10)

To obtain the values for A,B,C, Verlet used a series of steps
to approximate the value of the thermodynamic pressure. In
essence, the idea is to fix a value for A and B, and then vary
C. This process is then performed once again to find B, and
finally to determine A. To obtain an accurate estimation of the
equation of state of the hard-sphere fluid, an intermediate step
based on using the Carnahan-Starling equation of state20 was
needed. The results obtained from this procedure revealed that
good agreement with previous results reported were achieved,
although the compressibility factor is underestimated at high
densities.

D. The Kinoshita variation

The Kinoshita variation to the MV closure relation reads31,

B(r) =− 0.5 [γ(r)]2

1+0.8 |γ(r)|
, (11)

and introduces the absolute value |·| in the denominator, which
increases the numerical stability of the closure relation, avoid-
ing the possibility that the denominator becomes zero.

It is important to note that even though this approach seems
to be a good approximation for the particular case of the hard-
sphere fluid, in general, a virial expansion based on the evalu-
ation of the virial coefficients does not lead to a proper equa-
tion of state. The reason for this is that the virial expansion
is an infinite series, but computationally only truncated series
can be dealt with, and so the series has to be truncated some-
where, dropping accuracy and physical relevance for higher
order terms in the expansion, which are important at high par-
ticle concentrations.

III. EVOLUTIONARY OPTIMIZATION

The idea behind Evolutionary Computation (EC) is to use
the powerful mechanism of evolution and apply it to com-
plex problems, using modern computational and mathemati-
cal resources to facilitate and empower a simplified version
of evolution.29 In the most general case, evolution is roughly
a two-step process: first comes variation and then comes se-
lection32. Algorithms based on EC use these properties, and,
depending on how these variations and selections occur, the
algorithms are named and used differently. In particular, for
this work, the focus will be on evolution strategies and their
direct application to global optimization problems, which will
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Initialization Mutation Crossover Selection Stop? Termination

FIG. 1. Flowchart of a generic DE optimization method.

be addressed next. However, there are also genetic algorithms,
evolutionary algorithms, and others32.

A. Evolution Strategies

The principal characteristics of Evolution Strategies (ES)
are the ease of dealing with high-dimensional optimization
problems and the low number of function evaluations. Also,
unlike other EC algorithms, ES methods evaluate the fitness
of the functions in batches instead of individually, allowing
for more efficient computations, as well as a more efficient
search of solution space. The most prominent algorithm in
the ES family of methods is the CMA-ES, or Covariance Ma-
trix Adaptation-Evolution Strategy33. In general, ES methods
do two main things. First, to perform variation, multivariate
normal random vectors are used. Second, to carry out muta-
tion, these algorithms modify different aspects of that particu-
lar probability distribution, such as mean and covariance. One
of the main disadvantages of the CMA-ES is its high compu-
tational cost, having to perform the inverse of the covariance
matrix at each step of the solution.

B. Differential Evolution

Differential Evolution (DE)34,35 methods have been widely
used as stochastic optimization methods due to their simplic-
ity and efficiency in finding a solution in a short period of
time. These methods perform the same steps as all ES meth-
ods, shown in Fig. 1.

During initialization a set of NP ∈ Z candidate solutions is
chosen at random, based on the upper and lower bounds of the
search space. These solutions, also known as agents, will be
used throughout the complete optimization procedure.

Then comes the evolution of the agents, starting with mu-
tation. During the mutation step, a donor is computed at gen-
eration G, as a weighted difference between two randomly
chosen agents,

V G
j = XG

r1 +F ·
(
XG

r2−XG
r3
)
, (12)

where F ∈ [0,1] is a scaling vector, most commonly chosen to
be F = 0.835,36. Labels r1,r2,r3 ∈ {1,2, · · · ,NP} represent
different agents chosen at random from the set of available
candidates. The index j takes the values 1,2, · · · ,NP.

The next step in the evolution process is that of the
crossover. In this step, a new trial agent is created from the
donor and a target agent. By selecting a crossover probability

Cr ∈ [0,1], the new trial agent is generated as,

UG
j =

{
V G

j rand ≤Cr

XG
j rand >Cr ,

(13)

where rand is random number from a uniform probability dis-
tribution. This means that if the condition is met, the new trial
agent is chosen instead of the agent already in the population.

The final step is called selection, and it is based on evaluat-
ing the fitness of the function and the trial agent obtained with
Eq. (13). If the evaluation of the fitness is lower for the trial
agent, then the trial agent UG

j is kept and XG
j is discarded. If

not, the original target agent is kept. This process is repeated
for as many generations as needed, or when a given stopping
criterion is met. In the area of numerical optimization, the
most common choices for stopping criteria are running time
of the algorithm; target fitness of the function evaluation; or
number of function evaluations37.

In most real applications, the simplicity of DE methods is
its biggest disadvantage, and several enhancements have been
researched and implemented since its invention, mostly fo-
cused on the crossover operation, which is critical to the per-
formance of the DE methods38–40. In this work, a variation
of the DE method using CMA-ES covariance matrix learning
techniques41 is used to solve the unconstrained global opti-
mization problems. The implementation used in this work is
the radius limited DE method from the software BlackBox-
Optim.jl42.

IV. METHODOLOGY

By enforcing that the isothermal compressibility computed
from Eq. (6), with the pressure calculated with Eq. (5), and the
isothermal compressibility given by Eq. (7) are equal to some
arbitrary precision, closure relations can be partially thermo-
dynamically consistent. The standard way of alleviating the
problem of thermodynamic inconsistency is to compute χT
using both routes and adjust some free (non-physical) param-
eter, or function, such that both thermodynamic routes yield
the same result. In other words, both results must come from
the same free energy functional1. This is normally achieved
by enforcing not only one, but several thermodynamic routes.

In this contribution, the proposal is to use the three-
parameter variation of the Verlet closure approximation,
Eq. (10),

B(r) = Aγ(r)2
[

1+Bγ(r)
1+C |γ(r)|

]
, (14)

where we have kept the absolute value in the denominator to
ensure numerical stability. As this closure relation is an im-
provement to the original two-parameter version, this seems
like an ideal candidate for the EC optimization method. Also,
following the results from Verlet12,13, this closure relation
should yield good results not only for the hard-sphere fluid.
To the best of our knowledge, this closure relation has not
been implemented for the square-well fluid yet.
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To find the new free parameters A,B,C, partial thermody-
namic consistency will be imposed through the use of the
pressure and compressibility routes in order to obtain the same
value for the isothermal compressibility. In the special case
when A = 1/2, B = 0,C = 4/5, we recover the original two-
parameter version of the Kinoshita variation, Eq. (11).

A. Optimization setup

In order to solve the problem of finding the free parameters
A,B,C, in Eq. (14) that would provide partial thermodynamic
consistency, a special type of setup needs to be implemented.
It has already been stated that we seek the compressibility and
virial routes to give the same result. This can be formulated as
an unconstrained optimization problem, if a particular physi-
cal observable is chosen.

Let [χT (α)]
−1 be the inverse isothermal compressibility,

and α = {A,B,C} ∈ R3 is the vector of free parameters, also
known as the design vector. A loss function can be defined as
the squared difference between both quantities as follows,

f (α)≡
[
[χc

T (α)]
−1− [χv

T (α)]
−1
]2

. (15)

where [χc
T (α)]

−1 is the inverse isothermal compressibility
computed through the compressibility route, while [χv

T (α)]
−1

is computed through the virial route. Then, an unconstrained
optimization problem that minimizes the function f (α) can
be simply defined as,

minimize
α

f (α) , (16)

In other words, for a fixed set of parameters α, the inverse
isothermal compressibility is computed via both routes, and
its difference squared is calculated. The goal of the optimiza-
tion problem is to minimize this difference. If a good set of
parameters is found, then the difference will be ideally zero or
close to zero, which in turn would mean that both routes are
giving the same result, up to an arbitrary numerical tolerance.

Now, to solve the optimization problem, the numerical pro-
cedure needs to be included in a single function evaluation. To
achieve this, a black-box function is introduced that performs
the following steps:

1. Take as input three fixed values, A,B,C, and use them
to define the closure relation in Eq. (14).

2. Solve the OZ equation with the closure relation pro-
vided in the previous step. This will output two quanti-
ties, the radial distribution function, g(r), and the direct
correlation function, c(r).

3. Using Eq. (5) and Eq. (6), (χv
T )
−1 is computed.

4. Then, using Eq. (7), (χc
T )
−1 is calculated.

5. After both routes have been obtained, the squared
difference of both quantities is calculated, i.e.,[
(χc

T (α,β ))−1− (χv
T (α,β ))−1

]2
.

An schematic representation of these steps is shown in Fig. 2,
where the different steps are shown in each square of the fig-
ure. The black-box function is comprised only on the middle
part of the procedure, with the closure relation and the three
parameter being the input, and the squared difference of the
isothermal compressibilities is the output of the function.

Given that the function is not differentiable, DE methods
were used to find the best set of parameters. The general pro-
cedure is as follows:

1. An initial search space is selected. In this work, the
search space is chosen for each parameter: A∈ [−50,0],
B ∈ [0,50], C ∈ [0,50]. An initial set of parameters is
chosen randomly from within the search space.

2. Using the DE global optimization method41, a search
is performed for all global minima. Note that the opti-
mization procedure is constrained to the bounds of the
search space.

3. Only the parameters that evaluate to f (α′) ≤ 0.5 are
kept for the next step.

4. Using a local optimization method, the SBPLX
method43,44, the parameters found by the previous two
steps are taken as input for the function, α′. Now, the
search bounds are restricted to α′±1.5 to force the op-
timizer to look for a better solution within the interval.

5. The optimization procedure is stopped when the new set
of parameters evaluate to f (α∗)≤ 1×10−12.

Thus, an optimal solution is found, α∗. These values are the
ones that yield the same value for the compressibility regard-
less the route taken. To obtain accurate estimations of the op-
timal solutions and the compressibility values obtained, 15 in-
dependent solutions were determined using different random
seeds and initial values. The solutions were required to have
positive isothermal compressibility values, and should also
give the same result regardless the route. Then, to compute the
uncertainties the bias-corrected bootstrap45 was employed. To
build 95% confidence intervals, 106 bootstrap samples were
used.

B. Numerical procedure

In this work, two monocomponent fluids are considered.
The first, the hard-sphere fluid, described by the intermolecu-
lar potential,

uHS =

{
∞ r < σ

0 r ≥ σ
, (17)

with σ being the hard-core diameter.
The square well fluid was considered as well,

uSW =


∞ r < σ

−ε σ ≤ r ≤ λσ

0 r > λσ

, (18)
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FIG. 2. Schematic of the black-box function used for the optimization procedure implemented to solve the OZ equation, Eq. (1), together
with the three-parameter Verlet closure relation, Eq. (14). The procedure is as follows. First, the three parameters A,B,C are chosen randomly
from a defined search space. Then, the closure relation is fixed and the OZ equation is solved. Using the compressibility and virial routes, the
inverse isothermal compressibility is calculated. Finally, the squared difference between both routes is calculated and this is the value to be
minimized, as explained in the text.

where λ is the interaction range parameter and ε the well
depth. For illustration purposes, in this work, only the value
of λ = 1.5 was considered.

For the solution of the OZ equation, an in-house code writ-
ten in Julia46,47 that implements a simple Picard scheme is
used, which includes the five-point modification of Ng48. A
grid of 8192 equally spaced values was used to discretize the
correlation functions. The numerical tolerance for the residual
of the direct correlation functions during successive iterations
was set to 10−5. To reach faster convergence, the solution to
the OZ equation was started at a low density and using a grid
of 35 different values, the target density was reached, solving
for each value the OZ equation and using the result as an in-
put for the next value. The integration was cut off at a value
of rc = 8σ .

For the compressibility route, the isothermal compressibil-
ity was determined using Eq. (7), where the integral was com-
puted using Romberg’s method49. For the virial route, the
pressure was computed using the inverse of Eq. (5). A cen-
tral difference scheme using a five-stencil rule49 was used to
compute the isothermal compressibility, using different values
for the density in order to obtain the numerical derivative. For
each density value, the OZ equation is solved and the pressure
is computed. In general, the pressure is computed through the
virial equation, which for the three-dimensional hard-sphere
fluid20 reads,

PHS = 1+
2π

3
ρσ

3 g(σ+) . (19)

Similarly, for the square-well fluid, the pressure20 reads,

PSW = 1+
2π

3
ρσ

3 (g(σ+)+λ
3 [g(λσ

+)−g(λσ
−)
])

.

(20)

In both expressions, the value g(σ+) is the value of the ra-
dial distribution at contact, as computed from the right side.
Equivalently, the values g(λσ+) and g(λσ−) are the values of
the RDF at the breakpoints at both sides of the potential range
of the square-well fluid. In this work, all these quantities were
obtained from the integral equation solutions without extrapo-
lation due to the grid points being sufficiently small such that
the values at contact could be obtained within the discretiza-
tion of the correlation functions.

Furthermore, for certain closure relations, a different ex-
pression of the virial expression was needed. For the Mean
Spherical approximation, the expression due to Smith, Hen-
derson, and Tago50 was used. This expression reads,

PMSA = 1+
2π

3
ρσ

3g(σ+)+

+
π

3
βερσ

3
λ

3 [g(λσ
+)−g(λσ

−)
]
. (21)

For the Zerah-Hansen closure relation, the expression due
to Bergenholtz et al.51 was used. This expression takes the
following functional form,

PHMSA = 1+
2π

3
ρσ

3g(σ+)− 2π

3
ρ(λσ)3×

×
(

βε +
1

f (λσ)

[
g(λσ

−)−g(λσ
+)−βε

])
. (22)

In this expression, the function f is the mixing function of
the Zerah-Hansen closure relation8, taken to be f (r) = 1−
e−ar, with a being the free parameter to fix by enforcing some
kind of thermodynamic consistency. In this work, the Zerah-
Hansen closure relation was solved using the Brent bracketing
method49 to enforce compressibility consistency and finding
a suitable parameter for the mixing function.
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C. Computer simulations

Computer simulations were used to compare the results ob-
tained from integral equations theory. In particular, the equa-
tion of state of the square-well fluid was obtained through
event-driven molecular dynamics (EDMD) using the Dy-
namO52 software. The simulations were performed for sys-
tems with N = 16384 particles, for a wide interval of den-
sities ρ ∈ [0.1,0.8], in steps of 0.1. A single isotherm T ∗ =
kBT/ε = 1.5 was studied, which is above the critical point for
λ = 1.5.53 All systems were initialized using a face-centered
cubic configuration. A Andersen thermostat54 is used to ther-
malize the system in the NV T ensemble to the specific re-
duced temperature. The thermalization procedure consists of
108 collisions for each system. Then, the thermostat is re-
moved and the NV E ensemble is sampled for an additional
5×108 collisions. From these simulations, the pressure is
calculated through a time average over the change in momen-
tum of every collision55. For each density value, 21 indepen-
dent simulations were done using different random seeds and
initial values for the velocities of the particles. To compute
the statistical uncertainties, the bias-corrected bootstrap45 was
employed. To build 95% confidence intervals, 106 bootstrap
samples were used.

V. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Hard-sphere fluid

In Table I we compare the results for the compressibility
factor obtained for the hard-sphere fluid using several closure
relations, as well as theoretical equations of state. The EDMD
simulations of Pieprzyk et al.59 are taken as the ground truth
for comparing the relative error in the estimation of the com-
pressibility factor. These results are highly accurate and were
obtained through extensive computer simulations. All closure
relations are in good agreement with computer simulations,
up to the reduced density of ρσ3 = 0.6. For larger densities,
the estimations provided by the mean-field equations of state
and the two-parameter MV closure are much better in terms of
accuracy, when compared against computer simulations. Fur-
thermore, it is important to see that most of the results re-
ported by Verlet13 are reproduced here, namely, the fact that
the three-parameter MV closure relation has good agreement
to other equations of state and computer simulations, up to
the highest values of densities. In particular, this can be bet-
ter observed in Fig. 3, where the compressibility factor for the
highest density reported start to slightly deviate from the other
equations of state, which basically overlap each other, and the
computer simulation results.

A clearer picture of the relative error is seen in Fig. 4, where
the relative error between approximations and computer sim-
ulations is shown. In that figure, it is observed that the three-
parameter MV closure relation gives better results than the
two-parameter MV closure relation for low to medium den-
sity values. However, this changes at higher densities, where
the two-parameter version is clearly better. In the same way

FIG. 3. Compressibility factor of the hard-sphere fluid as a func-
tion of the reduced particle density, ρσ3. Only the results from
event-driven molecular dynamics (EDMD) simulations and opti-
mized modified Verlet closure have error bars (see section IV). The
comparison is done between the following different closure relations:
the optimized, three-parameter, modified Verlet closure (MV-Opt)13;
the Percus-Yevick (PY) closure relation11; the two-parameter mod-
ified Verlet closure relation (MV-Fixed)12. The rest of the com-
parison is made with the following theoretical equations of state,
which basically predict the same compressibility factor within this
density window: Hansen-Goos (HG)56; Kolafa-Labík-Malijevský
(KLM)57; Carnahan-Starling (CS)58; and the Carnahan-Starling-
Kolafa (CSK)57.

as Verlet reported his results, the three-parameter version un-
derestimates the compressibility factor at high densities. Al-
though not shown here, it might be possible that this behav-
ior is due to the virial coefficients being underestimated as
well, given a poor prediction of the compressibility factor. It
is also interesting to note that the results obtained with the
three-parameter version of the MV closure relation gives good
results when compared to the exact equation of state, at least,
from low to intermediate density values. When compared, the
relative error is quite small and gives a good estimate over-
all of the equation of state. This might seem that the best
closure relation overall is the three-parameter version of the
MV for low to intermediate density values and that it could be
supplemented with the two-parameter version for higher den-
sity values. In fact, if a fourth parameter were introduced to
serve as the mixing between the two-parameter and the three-
parameter versions, the optimization would remain the same
and there would be almost no change in the computation time
and an estimation of the compressibility factor.

Most closure relations that enforce thermodynamic consis-
tency do not have a unique set of parameters that solve the
optimization problem22. A solution to this problem would be
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TABLE I. Compressibility factor Z = βP/ρ of the hard-sphere fluid for different values of the reduced number density, ρσ3. The closure
relation approximations used are the same as in Fig. 3 and Fig. 4. The number inside the parenthesis indicates the uncertainty of the last digits
(see section IV). The last row indicates results for the compressibility factor obtained through computer simulations using EDMD, as reported
in Pieprzyk et al.59.

Density, ρσ3

Closure approximation 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8
Optimized

Verlet (This work) 1.239678(62) 1.512(69) 1.9682(79) 2.5218(35) 3.2678(76) 4.280(11) 5.723(36) 7.22(42)

Percus-Yevick 1.239329 1.549965 1.953768 2.480814 3.173219 4.091178 5.322839 7.000663
MV-Fixed 1.239365 1.550652 1.957950 2.496940 3.221974 4.218188 5.622829 7.664554

Equations of State
Carnahan-Starling58 1.239666 1.553165 1.966711 2.518002 3.262431 4.283421 5.710209 7.749693

Carnahan-Starling-Kolafa57 1.239717 1.553587 1.968191 2.521604 3.269514 4.295329 5.727445 7.769947
Kolafa-Labík-Malijevský57 1.239720 1.553608 1.968229 2.521614 3.269392 4.294971 5.726998 7.770104

Hansen-Goos56 1.239720 1.553608 1.968227 2.521606 3.269358 4.294852 5.726655 7.769712
Simulation Methods

EDMD59 1.2397199(12) 1.5536043(45) 1.968231(11) 2.521620(13) 3.269404(11) 4.294977(18) 5.726960(29) 7.770090(34)

FIG. 4. Relative percentage deviation 100 · (Zsim−ZX)/Zsim as a
function of the reduced particle density, ρσ3. Zsim is the com-
pressibility factor obtained from EDMD simulations, as reported in
Pieprzyk et al.59 for the hard-sphere fluid; see section IV. ZX is
the compressibility factor obtained from different closure relations,
where the symbols have the same meaning as in Fig. 3.

to increase the number of independent runs and search for the
variation in the parameters and see if within the range of the
latter it is possible to find, in average, the same local min-
ima. This might be possible, but an important remark is that
at higher densities, the solution of the OZ equation and the
search for a local minima increases in difficulty. This can be
seen in particular in the error bars from the compressibility
factor of the hard-sphere fluid, Fig. 3. At the highest density
explored, ρσ3 = 0.8, the error is the highest from all the other

density values explored, for the specific case of the three-
parameter version of the Verlet closure. This points out the
fact that at the density ρσ3 = 0.8 the minima found were not
accurate enough, due to poor performance of the optimization
procedure, having found several minima with low accuracy
and high variance. DE methods are suitable for highly nonlin-
ear functions, but, in general, they do not always converge to
global minimum60. If this is the case, then the local optimizer
will not find a suitable minimizer to the function. A possible
solution to the problem is to incorporate even more physical
information into the loss function, Eq. (16). For instance, if it
could incorporate a simple regularization term61, it might be
possible to increase the number of successful solution for the
optimization problem.

B. Square-well fluid

To test the ability of estimating the compressibility factor
with the three-parameter MV closure relation, we have also
studied the square-well fluid for a single isotherm and a single
interaction range, namely, T ∗ = 1.5 and λ = 1.5, respectively.
The results obtained with other closure relations, as well as the
computer simulations are displayed in Fig. 5 and summarized
in Table II. For this intermolecular potential, the situation is
quite different when compared to the hard-sphere fluid. As we
mentioned previously, to the best of our knowledge, this is the
first attempt of using the three-parameter version of the MV
closure relation with the square-well fluid.

From Fig. 5, it is evident that at intermediate densities,
ρσ3 ∈ [0.3,0.6], all closure relations give different results.
The relative error reported in Fig. 6 clearly illustrates this sit-
uation. A similar result was reported by Bergenholtz et al.51,
where the use of the Zerah-Hansen closure relation gives good
results when compared to accurate results from computer sim-
ulations, mostly at a density region that does not include high
densities. The same results were also found in this work,
i.e., the Zerah-Hansen closure relation becomes more accu-
rate than the other closure relations explored. However, when
compared with the three-parameter MV closure relation, it can
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FIG. 5. Compressibility factor of the square-well fluid for an attrac-
tion parameter of λ = 1.5, at a reduced temperature of T ∗ = 1.5,
as a function of the reduced particle density, ρσ3. Only the results
from event-driven molecular dynamics (EDMD) simulations and op-
timized modified Verlet closure have error bars (see section IV). The
results of the following closure relations are also displayed: the op-
timized, three-parameter, modified Verlet closure (MV-Opt)13; the
Zerah-Hansen (ZH)8; the Percus-Yevick (PY)11; the two-parameter
modified Verlet closure (MV-Fixed)12; and the Mean Spherical Ap-
proximation (MSA)50. The data here shown are also summarized in
Table II.

be seen that both approximations give similar results, with the
difference that the Zerah-Hansen closure underestimates the
compressibility factor, while the three-parameter MV closure
relation overestimates it. This indicates that if the results of
both closure relations were, in some way, combined or mixed,
both closures could complement each other and might give
better results. With the idea of mixing the three-parameter
MV closure relation with the Zerah-Hansen in the same op-
timization problem, it could be possible to provide a better
estimation of the compressibility factor, with small changes
to the optimization procedure. However, this case is neither
explored nor reported in this contribution.

For the lowest density studied, ρσ3 = 0.1, almost all clo-
sure relations give the same value and agree well with com-
puter simulation results. However, for the highest density
case, ρσ3 = 0.9, this is not longer the case. In contrast to the
hard-sphere fluid, it seems that higher densities are not really
a problem for the square-well fluid. Only the two-parameter
version of the MV and the Percus-Yevick give poor results
when compared with the computer simulation results, as seen
in Fig. 5. On the other hand, the three-parameter version gives
excellent results, quite similar to those obtained by the Zerah-
Hansen closure relation. The Mean Spherical Approximation
is also a good closure relation for the square-well fluid, and

FIG. 6. Relative percentage deviation 100 · (Zsim−ZX)/Zsim as a
function of the reduced particle density, ρσ3. Zsim is the compress-
ibility factor obtained from EDMD simulations for a square-well
fluid with an attraction parameter of λ = 1.5 at reduced temperature
T ∗ = 1.5; see section IV. ZX is the compressibility factor obtained
from different closure relations, where the symbols have the same
meaning as in Fig. 5.

this has been previously reported50,62.

The reduced densities ρσ3 = 0.5,0.6 will now be investi-
gated. We begin with the value of ρσ3 = 0.5. No closure re-
lation used in this work can estimate the compressibility fac-
tor for this density accurately. Looking at the relative error
in Fig. 6, it can be seen that the only closure relations that
come close to a good approximation are the Mean Spherical
Approximation and the Zerah-Hansen, with the Zerah-Hansen
being the closest with a relative error of approximately -8%,
which means that it overestimates the compressibility fac-
tor. The three-parameter MV approximation deviates quite
heavily, surpassing 20% of the relative error, which is quite
high. Furthermore, the two-parameter version and the Percus-
Yevick equation deviate for more than 50%, i.e., both clo-
sures are clearly inaccurate and not useful at all. For the case
of the ρσ3 = 0.6, the situation is similar, but it is now ob-
served that the Mean Spherical Approximation can estimate
the compressibility value with high accuracy. However, the
Zerah-Hansen and the three-parameter MV still deviate quite
strongly, with the Zerah-Hansen being more accurate. It is not
really clear why this is the case, as it would seem by observ-
ing the adjacent density values of ρσ3 = 0.4 and ρσ3 = 0.7,
that the three closure relations oscillate between their estima-
tions. For the reduced density ρσ3 = 0.4, the Zerah-Hansen
is better; for ρσ3 = 0.5 it has already been shown that nei-
ther closure relation is good enough; for ρσ3 = 0.6, the Mean
Spherical Approximation is better and, finally, for ρσ3 = 0.7
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TABLE II. Compressibility factor Z = βP/ρ for different values of the reduced number density, ρσ3, using several closure approximations
for the square-well fluid with λ = 1.5. The closure relation approximations used are the same as the ones reported in Fig. 5 and Fig. 6. The
number inside the parenthesis indicates the uncertainty of the last digits (see section IV). The last two rows correspond to the compressibility
factor obtained through both EDMD and Monte Carlo computer simulation methods. MC data was taken from Ref.63.

Density, ρσ3

Closure Approximation 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8
Optimized

Verlet (This work) 0.7789(47) 0.642(56) 0.58(19) 0.60(38) 0.91(5) 1.41(6) 2.50(3) 4.42(2)

Zerah-Hansen 0.77446 0.62316 0.55054 0.57412 0.77977 1.34523 2.49603 4.46077
Percus-Yevick 0.77952 0.65493 0.63587 0.75835 1.11718 1.84873 3.09157 4.96477

Mean Spherical
Approximation 0.74848 0.56162 0.45445 0.45907 0.65774 1.20081 2.27751 4.06664

Modified Verlet 0.77936 0.653043 0.628289 0.740228 1.08556 1.80991 3.08212 5.10293
Simulation methods

EDMD 0.7758(36) 0.6335(28) 0.5631(41) 0.5684(39) 0.7219(79) 1.2007(90) 2.315(13) 4.403(23)
Monte Carlo63 0.77902 0.63332 0.559392 0.565727 0.704298 1.20577 2.30921 4.36758

is estimated almost equally by the three, with the Mean Spher-
ical Approximation the best.

The Percus-Yevick and the two-parameter MV closure rela-
tions are the least accurate of all closure relations explored. It
is known that the Percus-Yevick does not give good estimates
for the compressibility factor of the square-well fluid64,65.
This fact is clearly shown in the results of this work, where the
Percus-Yevick is the worst closure relation in terms of accu-
rately estimating the compressibility factor. At low densities,
the results are quite similar to other closure relations, all es-
timate the compressibility factor quite well. At intermediate
densities, the Percus-Yevick approximation deviates greatly
from computer simulation results and other closure relations.
For the case of the two-parameter MV closure relation, the
situation is quite similar. In contrast, this closure relation was
recently used to study the thermodynamic, static and dynamic
properties of competing interaction fluids66. For an interac-
tion parameter of λ = 1.15, Perdomo-Pérez et al. found that
the two-parameter version was an accurate closure relation for
the square-well fluid, which was one of the systems studied
in that work. Yet, the comparison cannot be done directly
with this work, due to the attraction well being smaller, and
somewhat closer to the hard-sphere fluid. In that case, the
two-parameter MV closure relation could give good results
for high temperatures (above the binodal), as shown in the re-
sults obtained in this work for the hard-sphere fluid. Results
for square-well fluids with a shorter interaction range will be
reported elsewhere.

VI. CONCLUDING REMARKS AND OUTLOOK

In this work, the three-parameter Verlet closure relation
(Eq. (14)) was used to study the equation of state of the
hard-sphere fluid, as well as for the square-well fluid with a
well range λ = 1.5 at a reduced temperature T ∗ = 1.5 (well
above the critical temperature). To fix the parameters in the
closure relation, Evolutionary Algorithms were used to solve
a bounded unconstrained optimization problem by enforcing
thermodynamic consistency via the inverse isothermal com-
pressibility. For the hard-sphere fluid, it was shown that the
closure relation reproduces the original results by Verlet13,
which is the closure relation that gave good results when com-

pared with computer simulations and mean-field equations
of state, at least from low to intermediate densities. For the
square-well fluid, results obtained with the Zerah-Hansen and
the three-parameter Verlet closure relation were the more ac-
curate when compared with computer simulations. At inter-
mediate densities, both closure relations along with the Mean
Spherical Approximation seemed to oscillate around the sim-
ulation results and provided good results.

Still, for a more conclusive study, several well depths and
attractive ranges should be studied and at different thermody-
namic state points. It should be possible to study these sys-
tems, as it has been shown in this work that the methodology
works for different short range fluids. This methodology can
be readily extended to other kinds of intermolecular poten-
tials, such as long-ranged potentials like the Lennard-Jones
fluid. The advantage of the proposal presented here is that by
defining a general unconstrained optimization problem, and
with the aid of DE algorithms, the same methodology should
work, regardless the number of parameters and the specific
mathematical form of the intermolecular potential.

In both fluids here considered, it seemed that a combina-
tion of closure relations might be beneficial for an accurate
estimation of the compressibility factor. Similarly, the three-
parameter Verlet closure relation should be included. The
mixing of the two and three parameter versions of the Verlet
closure relation could lead to improved results for the hard-
sphere fluid. For the square-well fluid, the combination of
the Zerah-Hansen and the three-parameter version could be
used to get better estimations. The fact that Evolutionary Al-
gorithms are used to solve the optimization problems implies
that there is little overhead when including more parameters,
as these algorithms are perfectly suited for high-dimensional
and nonlinear optimization problems. We believe that the suc-
cess of the three-parameter Verlet closure relation is closely
related to the diagram expansion and that it has a better suited
functional form to estimate the compressibility factor in both
classical fluids.

Last, but not least, we should stress out that although this
is not the first attempt to combine both computational in-
telligence and the integral equations theory formalism, this
contribution opens up a new venue to use robust optimiza-
tion techniques to solve the Ornstein-Zernike equation and to
build a more general scheme that searches physical solutions
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that guarantee thermodynamic consistency. As the choice
of optimization algorithm is an important part of this frame-
work, a new route to explore would be a direct comparison
between the most common Evolutionary Computation algo-
rithms; work in this direction is currently in progress.
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