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Abstract

The lack of a procedure to determine equilibrium thermodynamic properties of a
small system interacting with a bath is frequently seen as a weakness of conventional
statistical mechanics. A typical example for such a small system is a solute surrounded
by an explicit solvation shell. One way to approach this problem is to enclose the small
system of interest in a large bath of explicit solvent molecules, considerably larger than
the system itself. The explicit inclusion of the solvent degrees of freedom is obviously
limited by the available computational resources. A potential remedy to this problem
is a microsolvation approach where only a few explicit solvent molecules are considered
and surrounded by an implicit solvent bath. Still, the sampling of the solvent degrees of
freedom is challenging with conventional grand canonical Monte Carlo methods, since
no single chemical potential for the solvent molecules can be defined in the realm of
small-system thermodynamics.

In this work, a statistical thermodynamic model based on the grand canonical en-
semble is proposed that avoids the conventional system size limitations and accurately
characterizes the properties of the system of interest subject to the thermodynamic con-

straints of the bath. We extend an existing microsolvation approach to a generalized
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multi-bath "micro-statistical" model and show that the previously derived approaches
result as a limit of our model. The framework described here is universal and we validate

our method numerically for a Lennard—Jones model fluid.

Introduction

When we take the limit of N — oo particles, thermodynamics emerges from statistical
mechanics. We can provide a microscopic justification for thermodynamics when we eval-
uate the relative fluctuations in thermodynamic quantities such as energy and show that
they vanish as 1/ VN When fluctuations are ignored, thermodynamics is the statistical
mechanics of near-equilibrium systems. However, this interpretation is no longer valid when
a small system is examined. In other words, the lack of a procedure to determine equilib-
rium thermodynamic variables of a small system interacting with a bath is frequently seen
as a weakness of conventional statistical mechanics.”™ One way to deal with this problem
is to directly simulate a small system enclosed in a bath in the thermodynamic limit, which
typically requires the explicit inclusion of a large portion of the bath compared to the size
of the small system. Such an approach is often constrained in practice by the available
computational resources.® This is exacerbated by the generally high computational cost of
accurate ab initio calculations. For purely short-ranged interactions an often used conven-
tional technique is to adopt periodic boundary conditions and empirically assess the system
size dependence of the computed thermodynamical properties by carrying out simulations
with successively larger baths. Typical problems in computational chemistry of small systems
interacting with a large environment, such as molecule solvation or the study of nanoconfined
species, however, can be substantially affected by long-range electrostatic interactions.™ As
a result, implicit solvent models that ignore the explicit molecular structure of the solvent
bath in favor of an approximate description of its effect became increasingly popular over
the last three decades.*"® Among the drawbacks of such implicit models is the fact that

the accuracy of implicit solvent models relies strongly on the geometric details of the solute-



solvent interface, which is often described by simple models rather than physical properties
of the solute-solvent interactions.*” Unlike implicit models, explicit models offer a phys-
ical and spatially precise description of the solvent. However, as stated above, due to the
sampling problem, many of the explicit models are computationally expensive and therefore
may fail to reproduce experimental results. A potential remedy are hybrid methods that
combine implicit and explicit schemes to reduce the computational cost while keeping the
solvent’s spatial resolution in the solvation sell. Despite the hybrid approaches’ apparent
effectiveness, there are unanswered questions concerning the construction of microsolvation
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such as the subtleties of the coupling to the bulk solvent, and the extension of
these models to solvent mixtures.

Understanding solvation phenomena hence requires quantitative knowledge of occupancy
statistics of solvent molecules around the solutes. Recently, Dixit et al.** have shown that a
single-bath grand canonical simulation does not allow for an accurate description when the
size of the solvation shell is comparable to the size of the particle for a simple hard-sphere
model system. In this article, we propose and derive a statistical thermodynamic model
based on the grand canonical ensemble that avoids the conventional system size limitations
of typical simulations with periodic boundary conditions by eliminating the need to explicitly
include large parts of the thermodynamical bath in the simulations. We extend an existing
microsolvation approach to a generalized multi-bath "micro-statistical" model to obtain the
properties of small systems and show that the previously derived approaches result as a limit
of our model. We then validate our method numerically for a Lennard—Jones model fluid.
From a statistical point of view, we propose a model that allows us to sample the properties
of a small core system interacting with its bulk environment, the bath, when the core size is

on the order of the average inter-particle distance. This is achieved from a simulation of the

core alone.



Theory

Let us consider a system like the one shown on the left panel of Figure [I In the grand
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Figure 1: A) The composite system core-+shell with the volume V' = V. +Vj, in which the volumes of
the core and shell subsystems are V, and Vj, respectively, is in contact with a bath, at the chemical
potential 1 and the reciprocal thermodynamic temperature 5 = 1/kgT, where kg is the Boltzmann
constant. Vg is very large compared to V., and throughout this article, we consider V ~ Vyand V' >>
Ve. B) A schematic representation of mapping the problem of finding the microstate probability
distribution for a small system to a system coupled to theoretically (practically) infinitely (finitely)

many artificial thermodynamic baths with the corresponding artificial thermodynamic variables, L
and 37 (see Eq. )

canonical ensemble, the composite system core+shell is in contact with a bath and therefore
at constant chemical potential 1 and constant temperature 7. The microstates of the com-
bined system are characterized by the set {d, p}, in which g and p are position and momenta
of all particles, respectively. The probability distribution of the various microstates of this

composite system core+shell can be written as?)

wBYV) (1)

p ({q)a ﬁ}‘@a {q)7 ﬁ}%

with the volumes of the core and shell subsystem, V. and Vj, respectively and the reciprocal

thermodynamic temperature 5 = 1/kgT where kg is the Boltzmann constant. The quantity



p({d,P}v., {d,P}v. | i, 5,V) can be interpreted as the joint probability distribution of mi-
croscopic degrees of freedom constrained by the macroscopic thermodynamic variables. So

we can write,

p ({qv 5}‘/57 {C_ia ﬁ}‘/c Hs ﬁa V)

Q (1,5, V)

with the grand partition function Q, the total number of particles N and the Hamiltonian

of combined system H. The grand partition function is defined as

Q (w8, V) =
> exp(BuN ({4, B}v. {4, Bhv.) — BH ({4, P, {d, Bhv.))- (3)

{67ﬁ}vs ){(—iﬁﬁ}vc

Here and in the remainder of the article we write an integration over microstates as an infinite

sum. The Hamiltonian of the combined core+shell system can be partitioned as follows

H ({(_ia ﬁ}‘év {C_L ﬁ}‘/(:) = Hs ({EL ﬁ}‘/;) + H. ({(_L ﬁ}‘/c) + Hint ({C_i7 ﬁ}‘/sv {Eia ﬁ}%) ) (4>

where H(s) is the Hamiltonian of the core(shell) system, respectively and Hiy is the inter-

action between the subsystems. Our actual quantity of interest, the marginal distribution,

p({d,B}v. | 1, B,V), can be calculated by integrating the joint probability distribution,

p({d,P}v., {d, P}v. | i, 5, V), over all shell degrees of freedom {q, p}v,



p{d.BYv. | w8 V)= > p({d B, {d.Blv. [ 1.8, V)
{d,B}vs
Q(u,8,V)

{d,P}w

= exp (BuN({d, P}v.) — BuH. ({4, B}v.))

3 exp (BuN({d, P}v.) — BHs ({4, B}v.) — BHin ({4, P}vi, {d, P}v.))
Q(u,B,V)

W@ B} ve 8.V

= exp (BuN({4, P}v.) — FHe ({d, B}v)) W ({4, B}v.

{d,P}vs
N

B, V). (5)

In this expression for the marginal distribution, the interaction between core and shell is

exclusively described by W({q,p}v. | i, 5,V). This interaction term is highly dependent
on the characteristics of the core+shell interaction Hamiltonian, H;,, which in general is
difficult to approximate. As a result, while Eq. is strictly correct, it has no practical
significance. An efficient method to calculate the distribution of the microstates of the core
system conditional to the thermodynamic constraints of the bath — which is not in direct
contact with the core part of the system — without the need of an explicit calculation of
the interaction Hamiltonian H;,; is therefore highly desired.

The need to explicitly calculate the interaction is rooted in a microstate interpretation
of the joint probability distribution. One way to circumvent this issue is to introduce j
macrostate degrees of freedom and corresponding artificial thermodynamic variables, ! and
(7, and link these infinite macrostate degrees of freedom to the core system microstates.

This link is provided by the law of total probability, which can also be stated for conditional

probabilities

p{a, Bl | 8. V)= p({d Bhv. | 1.8, Vipid, B, Vo) p (ul, B, Ve | 1. B,V) . (6)



Now, using the chain rule for conditional probability (see the Appendix), we have

3 D ] j p<{(_i7 ﬁ}Vauaﬁ7 Vmuéaﬂga‘/::)
p ({4, v, |, B,V i, B, Ve) = c Al
( ) p (B, V, i, BLVE)

_ p (i, BLVe) p ({4, Bve | il B2, Vo) p (1, B,V | i, B, Ves {6, B ve)
p(pd, B, Ve |, B, V) p (1, B,V)

(7)

For a sufficiently large shell compared to a small core, we can conclude that the newly
introduced artificial thermodynamic constraints on the core do not affect the thermodynamic
properties of the shell (which is still in equilibrium with the bath).“¥ As a result, the artificial
thermodynamic variables of the core system and the shell are almost independent. With

this assumption we arrive at

p(l, B Ve | 1, B,V) = p (1l B, V2) (8)

and

p (s B,V | i, B2, Ve, {@, Bw.) = p (1, B, V) . (9)

Inserting the results of Eqns. —@D into Eq. @, we find

b ({EL ﬁ}Vc s 57 V)

~3 p(pd, B, Ve ) p ({4, Bve | 1l B Ve) p (1, 8, V)
- p(pd, B, Ve) p (. B,V)

pl, B2 Vo) p (ul, BLVE) (10)

p(ul, B, V2)

~ ZP ({d,P}v.

This constitutes an approximation of the core microstate distribution under the thermody-
namical constraints of a bath which is not in direct contact with this core. The first term in
the sum, p ({q, B}v, | 12, 87, V), is the probability for a given core microstate under the con-

straint of the artificial thermodynamic variables assigned to the core, which is the standard



grand canonical probability distribution for a chosen set of ul, 37 and V,

o < I N(({G. B A —
p (1 b, | ., ) = 2L Hg(ljvcﬁ)j VB;,H({q,p}vc»

(11)

We can interpret Eq. as a weighted average of the probability distributions of infinitely
many artificial thermodynamic baths with the individual weights given by p (1, 8%, V.), Fig-
ure (right panel). In the limit of the core volume approaching the shell volume, lim V., — V,
we expect that we can describe the probability distribution by a single bath with conven-
tional grand canonical distribution function. This seemingly obvious statement reveals an
important property of the probability distribution p(u?, 3/, V). Taking this limit on both
sides of Eq. we find

- - _ - . i g : i g
Jim p ({6, Bhve | 1,8, V) = Zvlclglvp({q,p}v; | i, B Ve) Jim p (1,8, Vo)  (12)
- -

p({@.B}v |wB.Y)

_ / / AP A e V) (e V) - (13
McPc

We see that p(pic, B, V') filters the value of the integrand p({q,P}v | te, Be, V'), at the point

of its occurrence (u, 8) — a property fulfilled by the Dirac delta function

p(umﬂcav) %62(:“8_/%60_6)- (14>

At this point we mapped the problem of finding the microstate probability distribution of
a core system coupled indirectly to a thermodynamic bath via a shell that is in equilibrium
with this bath, to a core system coupled to infinitely many artificial thermodynamic baths
(see Figure . We are left with the difficulty of calculating the coupling strengths (or
weights), p(ul, 87,V.), of the individual baths. However, in light of the thermodynamic
limit, we require the weight distribution to collapse to a Dirac delta function for large core

volumes. We arrived at this interpretation without any reference to characteristic properties



of the system. The above-mentioned behaviour at the thermodynamic limit was predicted

in previous works?#2%27 hut has not been rigorously proven so far.

Identifying a functional form for the weight distribution

The function p(u?, 87, V.) assigns a weight to a bath with thermodynamic variables u/ and
37 coupled to the core of size V.. Unfortunately, the functional form of the weight function
is unknown a priori. We now attempt to rewrite this unknown function in a more familiar
form. Therefore, we start by applying the fundamental law of probability, meaning that for
a given set of artificial thermodynamic variables (17, 57, V..), the sum of all the probabilities

p({d,P}v. | 12, B2, V) on all possible degrees of freedom {q, p}y, must be equal to one,

> p({a@. Bl [, B, Ve) = 1. (15)

{q7ﬁ}vc

Multiplying by p(u?, 52, Ve) on both sides of Eq. (15)),

p(ud, B Ve) = p (ud, B2 Ve) Y p({d, Bhve |l B, Ve) (16)

{Q7ﬁ}vc

and using Eq. , we can write

p (i, B2, V2)

= Q7 (ud, BLVe) p (ud, B2, Ve) Y exp (BIuIN({G, Bhv.) — AIH ({d, B}v))  (17)

{(_ivf)}vc
~ »Z
v

X (ul,BLVe)

By now, we can interpret p (ul, 37, V.) as a weighted distribution with a known part (the in-

verse of the grand canonical partition function) and a yet to be determined part X (ul, 57, V;)

p (1 B, Ve) = Q7" (1 B2, Ve) X (pz, B, Ve) )



For notational simplicity, we replace (p, 87, V.) with y

p(y) =97 (y) X (y) . (19)

We know that Q@ !(y) has an exponential form with known argument g(y). We can write
the argument as the sum of two parts g1(y) and go(y), respectively. It is trivial that after
choosing one part (for which we have infinitely many choices), the other part is uniquely

determined. Now we can write

p(y) =exp (g1 (y) +92(y) X (y) =exp (91 (y) + g2 (y) + In X (y)) . (20)

The idea is that among all of the infinite number of options for picking go(y), we choose

X(y) for our ansatz, i.e. X(y) = g2(y), leading to

determined choose ansatz

~ ~ ~
py)=exp| 91(y) +0)+ngy) | . (21)
As is evident from Eq. , p(y) is fully defined. With the original variables we find

b (/‘Lgﬁﬂga‘/c) = Q_l (91 (Mﬂ»ﬂ&%) » 92 (Mi)ﬁgvm)) g2 (Mg;ﬁga‘/c)
Q_l (gl (M?;?B(jw ‘/;:) )y 92 (:U’fnﬁga ‘/C> + hlg? (N’fwﬂga ‘/C)) : (22)

Now the proposed functional form is proportional to the inverse of the partition function,
which has a physical interpretation. In summary, the functional form of the grand partition
function has been used as a guide for constructing the weighted distribution. The remaining
question is which part of the inverse partition function should be chosen as g»(y) and hence
define X (y). To identify a potential expression, we first need to inspect the grand partition

function more closely. This is the topic of the next section.

10



Grand canonical partition function for an interacting system of par-

ticles

The grand canonical partition function Q(3?, i, V;) can be written as a sum over canonical

partition functions Z (54, N', V,)

QAL W, Vi) = 3 N ST EB) = 37 oY Z(8] N VL)L (23)
N'=0

({QVﬁ}Vc‘N/J/C) N’ZO

It is obvious that if we evaluate the canonical partition function Z(47, N',V,), then finding
the grand canonical partition functions is straightforward. As discussed previously, we at-
tempt to understand the role of more complicated interactions between particles such as the
Lennard—Jones model and investigate how to treat them in our proposed framework. We
consider a one-component system of N’ spherical particles with mass m, positions q and
momenta p. Particles ¢ and j interact via a pair-wise potential ¢;; (r;,r;). The Hamiltonian

of this system of interacting particles can be written as,

!

N 9
Pi o R
Y = ) 24
N ; o + ¢ (@1 In') (24)
in which ¢ (¢, - ,qy) is total internal potential function which can be written as
1 &
0@ Q) =505 (@) - (25)

i#]

We can now write the canonical partition function of the system of interacting particles.®

(see the Appendix for details).

’ - 3N/
o, VN |V 2mkgT! o S
Z( (]:7 N ’ ‘/C) = ]\C[/‘ Tr; b <eXp [_/Bg¢ (QD e 7QN'>] >N0n-Int (26>

11



Taking the natural logarithm on both sides of Eq. ,

’ - 3N/
— VCN v 2mkgT! C .
an( gaN 7‘/::) =In NI h b —f-hl <€Xp [_/ngb((hy an')} >Non-Int (27)
and using Eq. (108)), we arrive at
. VN [V 2mkpT w :
IHZ( gaNa‘/C) =1In ]\Cf" h +1H<eXp [_ngb((jla 76N’>]>Non-1nt
B rr =] 3N,—
VY | V2mkpTY o (=B)™ - »
=In N 3 +IH<ZT¢ (Ql;“‘ an’)
| L _ m=0 Non-Int
B rr -] 3N,_ r
VN | V2mkpT! o (=B)™ B
= ln N/' h + 1n 2:0 m| <¢ (qu e ’qN/)>Non-Int
B Ir 3N r
VY | V2mkpT! — (=8D)™ s .
=1In I . + In |exp [Z . (@™ (¢, 7qN/>>Non—Int, c
L ] L m=1
_ , _ - 3N/_
VY| V2mkpT! — (=B8)™ -
=In Nll h + Z m) <¢ (Qh T 7qN/)>Non—Int,c (28>
L | m=1

Considering explicitly only the first and second term of the expansion we obtain

’ - 3N/
- VN 1V 2mkpT! —pl . -
mZ(3L N, Vo) =In | % L I U AT v N
N'! h 1! ’
Sl Iy 7 Higher order t 29
9] <<I5 (G, ’qN')>Non-1nt,c+ igher order terms. (29)
We can substitute the internal potential, Eq.
/ -4 3N
o VN |\ 2mkgT! N' (N —1)
¥ _ C c 3= (7
InZ(B,N,V.)=In AT ; + oV / d°7 ¢;;(7)
N'(N'—1 437 437 ?
+ % / VT ¢12j(;) _ </ %dh;(ﬁ) + Higher order terms (30)

12



Using mathematical induction®® for higher order terms, we can write,

InZ(8%,N',V.)

/I -1 3N ’
o [V Vo, T > (—B8)" N'( N D (Ao N
- /I .-3Nl: , , /3
VN | V2mkpT! N'(N'—1 N
=In o . B I %/d%exp(—ﬁ@j(yf)) -1]+0 <V2> (31)

Terminating the expansion at order N 2 /Ve and applying the exponential function on both

sides of Eq. , we can write

’ -9 3N
S VNV 2mkpT! N' (N —1) .
j ~ | Le ¢ 3 B () —
23N Vo)~ | Ve | Y2 exp |5 [ @rtenn(- o) - 1
(32)
With Eq. , we finally obtain for the grand canonical partition function
(B, il V. Zeﬁcﬂch (BN, V) ~ ZeﬁcﬂcN Ci(BI, N, V.)Co(BI,N', V) (33)
in which
VamksT? ]’ .
- 1 2mkpT?
CL(BL,N' Vi) = o | Ve | omBe (34)
NI h
and
) , N/N/ ) !
CullL N Vi) = xp | G Cal AL Vo) = €l Vo) 3

13



where

Cy(. Vi) = / Bifexp(— By (7)) — 1]. (36)

As we will see in the following section (precisely in Eq. ), we will interpret the infinite sum
over N as the series expansion of the exponential function. To do this, we must eliminate the
dependence on (N')? in C,. We achieve this by replacing Co(87, N', V) with C§™/ (84, N', Vz)
defined as

o NN, .
CN (BN, V,) = exp %Cs(ﬁﬁa‘/) <2V>C3(5 V) (37)

so that we can define QW) (87, 17 V) as

Q<NC> C?Mc? Z eBchN Z Nc j’ ]\]/7 ‘/C)

_ Z PN ¢ (31 N VCSN (51 N, V). (38)

We know that Q(37, uZ, V..) is an infinite series of strictly non-negative terms, but it is also the
grand canonical partition function that equals the phase space volume of a physical system
and hence it converges to a finite number. From calculus, we know that the comparison
test is a way of deducing the convergence of an infinite series. Based on the comparison

test, since Q(B7, i, V.) converges and the following inequality holds for all sufficiently large

!

N,

0 < N ey (81, N V)CN (85, N' Vi) < N ¢y (89, N' V) Ca(BE, N, Ve),  (39)

14



then the infinite series QN (37, u?, V;.) also converges and we can write

QB 1ty Vo) = € QNN (BL, 1l Vo), €>0 (40)

where ¢ is a scaling factor. By doing so,

QB ity Ve) = € QW (BL, il Vo)

!

o N ; j
x Z e ““CNC 2N, Vo) exp %63(657‘/;) - 563(5(]:"/6) ’ (41)

where p is the number density of particles inside the shell

(42)

Obviously @ and QWe) are related via a simple scaling factor that becomes irrelevant once

the weighted distribution is normalized at fixed f.

Derivation of a functional form for p(p!, 37, V.)

As discussed before, to fully determine the weight function according to Eq. , we need to
choose g» (12, 82, V..). By inspection of Eq. (41]), we suggest the following ansatz, g» (12, 5, V¢)

can be written as

92 (1L, B, Vi) = 5C(82. Vi) (43)

With this choice, g» can now be interpreted as a dimensionless variable with the same order

of magnitude as the average number of particles in the core. Following Eq. , the weighted

15



distribution function can be written as

p (Mgaﬁga ‘/C> ! (gl (:uia/657 ‘/;:) » 92 (M{;)ﬁgv ‘/C) + hlg? (/‘Lgnﬁga ‘/C))

=0
=0 (o (0L v) L@ v+ mbeua V) @
Here, we want to remind the reader that after choosing gs, ¢; is uniquely determined. To
make our mathematical derivation easier to follow, we continue with the notation g, that
is now defined, and insert Eq. in the final step. Ideally, we would simply strive for
an analytical expression of Eq. . Unfortunately, this is not possible as we show in the
Appendix and we need another approximation to continue. Based on the fact that g, is of
the same order of magnitude as the average number of particles (N.) in the core and our
starting condition that the core is small with a volume comparable to that of the particles,
it is reasonable to conclude that the observed average number of particles in the core is a
small number. For lim (N.) — 1, we see that <J\1}SIL1 g2 (,ug, 3, VC) ~ 1. Now, approximating

g2 (ul, B, V) = In (o (1, B2, Vo)) + 1 at the point (ga (u, 82, Ve)) = 1, we can write
g2 (Mg7ﬁga‘/C) +1ng2 (:U’ﬁaﬁg?‘/c) ~ 21n92 (,U/gaﬁ(jn‘/c) +1.

To extend the range of validity for the large average number of particles in the core, we

adjust the approximation by introducing two parameters

92 (,Ui,ﬁé Vc) + Ingo (ngﬁgy Vc) ~ A1 lngo (Miﬁg, Vc) + A2 (45)

As can be seen, one would have \; = 2 and Ay = 1 in the vicinity of the average number
of particles being equal to one. We emphasize that this parameterization is neither rigorous

nor unique but a reasonable choice with the correct low particle number limit that allows us

16



to move on. With this, Eq. can be reformulated to give

p (Miy/gga‘/c) = Q_l (gl (M{nﬁgv%) » 92 (Mg7ﬁga‘/c) +1n92 (ui;ﬁt&%))

~ Q7 (g1 (4, B V) N g (4, B, V2) + )

x Z eﬁg“gN/Q( I N, V) x exp [()\1 In gy (pd, B2, Vo) + A2) N — (MIngs (1, BL,Ve) + )\2)]
N'=0

(46)
The artificial chemical potential y/ is defined in terms of the artificial entropy S7 as
; - (0S!
J = T c 47
w=n(5v) (47

with volume V,, internal energy ¢, and the number of particles N'. The Sackur Tetrode

29130

equation expresses the entropy S of a monoatomic ideal gas in terms of its thermody-

namic states

S) = N'kg (48)

V. (4mmo\**\ 5
ln - P~ + —
N \3N'h2 2

Inserting Eq. into Eq. allows us to obtain the chemical potential for a monoatomic

ideal gas

— InpAd°, (49)

3/2
Bl = —In Ve <27rmk:BT>

N’ h?

where A{:s = h/v/2mmkgT is the thermal de Broglie wavelength and h is Planck’s constant.
For an interacting system of particles with no internal structure, i.e. no intramolecular

degrees of freedom, we can write®!

Blul = 1n pA® + BLple,

17
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with the excess chemical potential p/®*, which accounts for intermolecular interactions be-
tween molecules and is given by the potential distribution theorem.®#33 Equivalently, the
number density can be written as

eﬁg e

=0 =P (=BLpd™) > 0. (50)

Now we can write

i gl _ B il
g2</’1/07/8c7‘/c) ’Yke ) k 2A‘(7:3

(51)
and

M Inga(id, B9, V2) + o = Ay In [ykeﬁﬁﬂﬂ Fe=MF M nvk+ e (52)
With this we can finally write

p (1l B, V2)

o | Y PN ey (BN VL) exp [(AlﬁgngrAl Iy k+ ) N — (A B + Ay lnfyk—l—)\g)}
N =0

-1

/

i C 'k ! i i]~1 -
X Z eBchN Cl( (]:’ N 7‘/‘;) |:e)\1 Bcﬂc] |:e)\2 (p}/ k))\l:|N |:e>\1 5cﬂc:| |:e)\2 (,y k,))\l:| 1
N'=0

- /

-1

231N ,
| v 2mkgT? i 31N N i 311 —1
x | S estun 7 |Ve . |:e)\1 Bcuc] e (v k)™] [eAl Bcuc} e (7 k)]
N'=0 '
_ N/ —1
-3
i i1~1 = 1 v/ 2mkgT!? LB A B A
~ [emﬁcuc} [eAg (v k)h] Z na V. - (7 k) efmd i Blud A
N'=0 N _
(53)
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Interpreting the infinite sum over N’ as the power series of the exponential function,

!

0 N

exp o = Z N

N'=0

Q

we arrive at
,%emm BLud+xg

p (i BLVe) o () et it ,

and with

a simplified notation gives

i i M B4 —a e(>\1+1)ﬁgug+A2
p (1, B2, Ve) o an et Fenetizg ez .

(54)

(56)

(57)

Since a; and «y are explicit functions of 5/ (via 7), for the sake of simplicity, we consider

all artificial baths to have a fixed temperature equal to the thermal bath surrounding the

composite system, i.e. 37 = 3, for all j and only the artificial chemical potentials are allowed

to fluctuate. It is important to note that Eq. is valid for any set of artificial baths

with any arbitrary combination of artificial thermodynamic variables. We choose to fix the

temperature for simplicity. In this case, Eq. must be adjusted to give

J
B V) =Y p({d. Bhve | 1, Ve) p (i, Ve)

:/dmwmmw%mwwug.
o

/
c

p({d, P}v.
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In order to preserve the probability distribution as a dimensionless function, we should define

fr. = Bu.. So we can equivalently write,

p{d, Bl | .8, V) =Y p({d.Bv. | Bul, Vo) p (B, Ve)

- 5/}% duep ({4, BYv | Bpte, Vo) p (Bie, Ve) (59)
in which
p ({4 BYv. | Bed, Ve) = p ({4, B}v. | 42, B, Ve) (60)
and
p (Bl Ve) = p (ul, B, Ve) - (61)

For the remaining derivations in the fixed temperature scenario we use the following inte-

gration convention,

zj: = / L B dpied e (62)

which is adjusted to

> =5 [ du. (63)

The weighted distribution function can be written as

i J
aq e)\l 5u§+)\26_a26(>\1+1)ﬁuc+)\2

(64)

p (B, Vo) =

. ] 9
Zj o eM gug+)\2€fa2e(>\1+1)6uc+kz
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and the normalization factor of p(u, 3,V,) can be written as

; e o]
J —aoe(M1+D) Bul 4 — oM+ BuctA
E oy e>\1 5,uc+>\2e aget’l etz B/ d'uc ay e>\1 5uc+>\2e age(PM 2 (65)
. —0o0

J

We impose a change of variables (A + 1)Bu. + A2 = —u, such that du. = —du/(A + 1)8

> A A (A1 +1) Buc+Aa 5 o _)‘17“4_)‘72 _u
B d,uc Qg e 1 Bpct 2p7a2¢ = — du e Mt e~ a2¢
—co oo
A1 A1

(M+1)p5

15} > 22 —xh 3T M
= duag et oy Qyt e MitleT 2
<>\l + 1) 5 —00

A1 A

—u

B > 22 —x —u\ s —
= — du g e’ i o, 7 (age™ ) Mitle2¢ (66)
<>\l + 1)B —o0
Another change of variables ase™ = x, such that du = —dx/ayz gives
o0 A _ A1 A —u
Ay 2Tl /Oo RS Ay 2Tl A
=  __ajeMitia, depas™M+l e = ———agedtla, TN T ,
M+1)p 2 0 M+1p 2 ()\1+1)
(67)
and we finally arrive at
AL B 42 g — e+ Al A Bl 2z g1+ il +rs
; aje e (M +1)Be e
p (an B, VC) = 5 a 7?&171 R = B 7§Ai11 R : (68)
Tarna et a ' F(Aljd) fertla,™ F<)\1Jlr1)

And we finally obtain a valid analytic expression for the weighted distribution function of

the artificial thermodynamic baths with three parameters A\;, Ay and as

) .
] AM+1 eM ﬁlﬁf:'i‘/\ze—aze(AHl)Bchr 5
p(ﬂéaﬂa‘/;) — ( 1 ))\ —2x; -1 (69)

een NP YES A
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where

(,-)/ k))\l ‘/:: 63(67 ch) h
SO0 Ve g k=30 NS0 A= —2
a2 A3 i 973 ! 2amkaT

Co(B, Vi) = / & ifexp(—Bey () — 1].

The purpose of this study is to capture the properties of an interacting system in an
explicitly simulated core region conditional to the thermodynamic constraints of the bath.
The computational low-cost strategy was proposed in Eq. . Now, by starting from

p(Ne | i, 5,V) and following the same steps as in Equs. (6{10) the counterpart of Eq.

can be written as
p(Ne | 1, 8,V) = > p(Ne | d, 52, Ve) p (il B, Ve) - (70)
J

In the following we will establish a workflow that allows us to accurately capture the prob-
ability distribution of the number of particles inside the core p(N. | u,,V) from grand
canonical simulations. For sake of simplicity, we again only allow artificial chemical poten-

tials p to change while we keep 3¢ constant and equal to 3. Eq. can be expanded by

substituting Eq.

h A+1 e>‘1B/‘C+>\Qe—a2e<>‘1+1)ﬁuc+>\2
p(Nc|PJ757V)%ﬁ/ d“Cp(Nc’Mc,/B,VC) ( 1 )A e | <71)

2
PYES IR AL
et 062 F()\1+1)

We use a simplified parametric notation for the right hand side of Eq. as follows

p(Nc‘ﬂaﬂav)%p(Nc‘Ba‘/c;a%)\la)@) . (72>

As we discussed in the introduction, in order to find p(NV. | i, 5,V), a trivial albeit computa-
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tionally expensive way is to simulate a system where a large fraction of the bath is included in
addition to the small core. We can treat the combined system as a micro-canonical, canon-
ical or grand canonical system under an appropriate thermodynamic constraint. Then, by
using Monte Carlo simulations, we can sample the probability distribution of the number of
particles in the core. Alternatively, with our newly proposed framework that culminates in
Eq. , we have mapped the problem — provided the parameters oy, A; and Ay have been
determined appropriately — to a computationally cheaper method.

We will show in the following that we can determine a set of parameters that leads to
accurate results for a hard-sphere model system and a Lennard—Jones fluid. To optimize these
parameters, we opted to perform canonical reference calculations on a very large system.
Obviously, this route only leads to a computationally cheaper method if the parameters are
transferable for similar situations (e.g. core volume, interaction strengths), such that the
expensive reference simulations are rarely required. We will come back to this point in the
discussion. For now, we describe how we optimized the parameters based on reference data
and demonstrate that our model is indeed capable to reproduce the reference data from
core-only simulations.

To generate our reference data, we run a canonical Monte Carlo simulation for the com-
bined system, i.e. bath+shell+core and then sample the probability distribution of the
number of particles in the core, termed pres(N. | i, 5, V). We then have to fit the parametric
model p(N. | 5, Ve, aa, A1, Ag) to match per(Ne | i, 8,V). For a given reference distribution
(Dret(ND), - .- pret(NF)), where (N}, ..., N¥) is a set of k different numbers of particles inside

the core, a class of candidates for the parametric model can be defined as

p(N(’f|67‘/C79>:p(Ng|B7V:37O[27/\17/\2) Vi:]-)"'vkv

0= (QQ,)\l,)\Q) € @, st. © = {(Ozg,)\l,)\g) | Qg > O, )\1 > O, /\2 S R}, (73)

where the structure of the function p(N! | 38, V., ) is completely determined by Eq.
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and the 3-dimensional parameter vector 6. A reasonable and quite intuitive way to fit the
parametric model to the reference data is to use a quadratic approximation criterion. The

average squared approximation error w.r.t. the observed reference

k
5(6) = 5(0&2,)\17>\2) - Z [logpref(Nci | M7ﬁ7v) - logp(Né | ﬁ7‘/079)}2 (74>

=1

will be used to quantify the difference between the proposed model and canonical simulation
results.

Note that in the simulation section, we denote 4 as the error between our proposed model,
Eq. — with optimized parameters as, A1, Ao — and the canonical reference calculations,
whereas we show the discrepancy between the canonical simulations and the single-bath

grand canonical simulations with A that is defined as

A =

)

[logpref(Nz | ,LL,ﬁ,V) - longC(NCZ | M:7/87‘/C>]2 ) (75>

k
=1

where pac(N? | uf, 8, Ve) is the single-bath grand canonical probability distribution with the

chemical potential p} that is defined as

W&ﬂ)

7~ Y

/Jli = argmin <Népref(Né ’ M7ﬁ7 V)> - <NclpGC(Né | :u’j7ﬁ7 ‘/c)> ) (76>

W €[pmin Hmax]

where argmin stands for the value of the chemical potential in the domain of integration
[ftmins fmax] that produces the minimum value of W (u?) over the the domain of integration.

Note that the bracket (...) indicates the average number of the particles inside the core.
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Algorithm 1 Canonical Monte Carlo

e Set up the particles in some initial configuration r.
e pick a maximum displacement vector (d, d,, d.).
e Initialize the Monte Carlo step counter nycs = 0 and choose the maximum number of
Monte Carlo steps nmax.
while nyvces < Mmax do
e From all V particles, choose particle ¢ at random.
e Calculate the energy of the current system ¢y(r).
e Generate three uniform random numbers wuy, us, u3 between —1 and 1.
e Through random displacement, Ar = (u1d,, usd,, usd,),
shift atom ¢ to its new location r; = r; + Ar.
e Calculate the energy of the system after the movement Ug,(r).
e Find the difference in potential energy A¢ = dan — Gini,
caused by the displacement of atom i,
then the Metropolis algorithm’s fundamental principle
is that a motion is accepted or rejected based on.
if A¢p <0 then
e Accept the state
else if A¢ > 0 then
e Generate a random number k£ between 0 and 1.
if k < e 29/ksT then
e Accept the state.
else if k > e 2¢/kT then
e The trial is rejected, the configuration that
existed before the rejected move is returned: r; = r; — Ar.
e Count the number of particles in the core for positions r, N,.
e Set nycs = nves + 1
e Calculate probability distribution of the number of particles in the core based on the
histogram for all N..

Simulations

Having derived an expression for the particle number distribution in the core, p(N|u, 5,V)
(see Eq. ), we will now demonstrate that for a proper choice of parameters this expression
is indeed flexible enough to accurately convert the grand canonical simulation results to those
obtained from a canonical simulation with a large simulation box for an interacting system.
Only if this is achieved, we can obtain accurate results for the small system of interest at
the low computational cost of a grand canonical simulation of the core system alone.

As a first check, we will test our approach for the case of a non-interacting hard-sphere
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Algorithm 2 Grand Canonical Monte Carlo

e Initialize the Monte Carlo step counter nycs = 0 and choose the maximum number of
maximum Monte Carlo steps nyax-
while nycs < Npax do
e Select a uniform random number 7; between 0 and 1 .
if 71 < 0.5 (particle removal attempt) then
e Select a uniform random number 7, between 0 and 1
e perform the Metropolis test given by

3

(¥ = 3 = 1) = Min (1,2 exp(= 50+ o 1) = () )
if o <7(N —- N —1) then
e Remove the particle. Otherwise, keep the old configuration.
else if 1, > 0.5 (particle insertion attempt) then
e Select a uniform random number 7, between 0 and 1 .
e perform the Metropolis test given by

(N — N+ 1) = Min ( exp(B(p— (N +1)+ qb(N))))

L A3(N +1)
if no <7(N — N +1) then
e Add the particle.
else if 17, > 7(N — N + 1) then
e keep the old configuration.
e Count the number of particles in the core.
e Set nycs = Nyves + 1
e Calculate probability distribution of the number of particles in the core based on the
histogram for all V..

124 and we compare to their results

model. This system has been studied before by Dixit et a
in the following. We simulate the system at the reduced density 8p7“g = p' = 0.9 and a fixed
radius for the spherical core or solvation shell R = 2.2r,, where 7}, is the radius of the hard-
sphere particle. In all simulations we fix one particle in the center of the core and count

the number of additional particles in the solvation shell or core. For the reference canonical

Monte-Carlo calculations we choose a cubic box with an edge length of

d= BN /o) (77)
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employing periodic boundary conditions and N = 100.

We obtain reference canonical simulation results employing a modified version of the
Metropolis algorithm [I] where acceptance of a random Monte-Carlo step is only possible
if there is no overlap between the particles. A similar modification is used for the grand
canonical simulations following algorithm [2 since no inner energy ¢ is associated with the

configurations of the hard-sphere model.

5=1.84, A=21.17, 6=2.30
A2=-8.44, Q’2=1.36, A1=210

~ e © © 4 0'=0.9
:U —5] L ? s ®

¥ o °* ADX=1747 AP%t=336 °* o
3 Hard Sphere °
& —-107 @ MC e Dixit
< e GC e This work

01232567 89
Number of particles

Figure 2: Particle number distributions for reduced density p’ = 0.9 of a three-dimensional hard
sphere liquid. The blue dots show the results for a reference canonical Monte Carlo simulation
(MC), a grand canonical Monte Carlo simulation for a single bath is shown in black (GC) and
results for the improved grand canonical description with coupling to multiple baths is shown in
green (Dixit, Ref. 24) and red (this work). The parameters above the graph show the optimized
parameters for the model suggested in this work, the corresponding entropy is denoted by S and
A denotes the discrepancy between the reference calculation and the single-bath grand canonical
simulation according to Eq. . The error between our proposed model, Eq. — with optimized
parameters as, A1, As — and the reference calculations has been denoted by § according to Eq. .

In Figure [2| we show the particle number distribution obtained from the canonical ref-
erence calculations (blue dots), the standard grand canonical simulation assuming a single
bath (black dots), the corrected prediction according to Dixit et al. (green dots) and the cor-
rected prediction according to Eq. (red dots). We implemented a numerical integration
scheme to approximate the integral in Eq. . To do this, we had to transform the domain

of integration in j. from an indefinite to a definite one, ! € [fmin, fhmax]. The integrand has
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to be evaluated at a finite set of integration points i.e. chemical potentials and a weighted
sum of these values is employed to approximate the integral via the trapezoidal rule. We
carefully checked convergence with respect to the bounds of the integral and the intervals
applied for the numerical integration for each individual calculation. Note that the integra-
tion points and weights rely on the specific scheme employed and the accuracy demanded
from the calculation. As can be seen in Eq. , the integrand comprises two parts, the first
part is p (N, | pZ, B, V.), which is evaluated with Metropolis grand canonical Monte Carlo
sampling at each integration point, Algorithm [2 and the second part is the weight function
that can be analytically evaluated as a function of the parameters 6 = (ag, A1, A2). Now, ao,
A1 and )y can be determined such that they minimize the error between log pet(N¢ | 1, 3, V)
and log p(N! | 8, Ve, aa, A1, A2), Eq. . We employed a similar strategy to obtain optimal
parameters for the model of Dixit et al.** (green dots).

While there is a discrepancy of A = 21.17, Eq. , between the single bath grand
canonical result and the reference simulations, both optimized multi-bath descriptions (green
and red dots) are perfectly capable to reproduce the reference results, reducing the squared
error to only 6 = 2.30. That our approach produces roughly the same result as the one of
Dixit et al. is to be expected since for the choice ay = 1.0 the functional form of our model
equals that of Dixit et al.”* as we show in the following.

Their weighted distribution function reads

-\ eiul—A/ul -\ —u! A

e( ! 2 Vi e~ M oA

PN = ——— (78)
2

I INPAPY

P(p) =

in which y’ is the chemical potential in units of 5. Writing our proposed model, Eq. ,

in the units of Dixit et al. (1/ = Bul) we obtain

AN+l e)‘lﬂleA2e*a2e(’\l+1)“,e’\2
p(:u’,7B7 ‘/C) - ( ! 3 -y v i (79)

2 N1 A
A +1 1 1
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Setting ay = 1.0 considerably simplifies the expression to

A + 1)eh2 @@ 2T a
P+ 1) 5 . (80)

F(,\ijrl) et

p(,B,Ve) =

With the following change of variables
M+1=A4 and e =B,

we can write

AB e—BeA W e(A—l) w

r(4F) B

p (1, B,Ve) = (81)

and arrive at the same functional form as in Eq. . However, it is not possible to map
our set of parameters to those of Dixit et al. In the following we will only present results
obtained with our model and note here that the model in Ref. 24/is capable to provide results
of similar quality also for an interacting system. In practice, however, we found it slightly
easier to optimize the parameters of our model due to well-defined boundaries and a smaller
range of values.

We now challenge our approach with an interacting Lennard-Jones fluid. For such a
system, we can modulate the reduced interaction strength ¢’ (and the distance at the potential
minimum o) in addition to the reduced density p’. We again obtain the optimal parameters
for our model by minimizing the error function ¢ defined in Eq. . To understand how
different choices of the parameters affect the model performance and in order to provide a
reliable initial guess for subsequently applied standard numerical optimization algorithms,
we prepared contour plots of the sum-of-squares error function ¢ for a 2D-scan of the A\; and
i parameters, keeping Ay fixed. We varied A; from 0 to 6 in intervals of 0.1, and as from 0

to 2 in intervals of 0.1. Contour plots where then created for values of —100 < Ay < 10 in
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steps of 10.

A Initial guess: a,=1.51, A;=5.01 o0 B Initial guess: A,=-33.00, A;=1.51 o0
0
1.5 1000 1000
glO 00 WO ,.2‘_50 100 WO
0.5 10 10
1 2 3 4 5 ' 0.5 1.0 1.5 '
A]_ Al
5=1.87, 6=1.85 5=1.75, 6=2.11
0 A=-34.77, a;,=1.20, A\1;=1.64 0 A,=-34.23, A;=1.60
= o © & p'=0.9 = e Sl St S p'=0.9
< o ¢ ¢ =18 < e ® g £=18
=z 0 ¢ = —51 % RN
—~ [ ] - N
o ¢ @ MC s Thiswork ° ) e MC -~ This work (@=1.00) | *
£ -10 e GC . c-10 e GC .
01 2 3 456 7 89 01 2 3 456 7 8 9
Number of particles Number of particles

Figure 3: The upper part of panel A shows the contour plot of the sum-of-squares error function §
according to Eq. , for a 2D-scan of A\q varied between 0 and 6 in intervals of 0.1 and a9 varied
between 0 and 2 in intervals of 0.1, keeping Ao = —80 fixed for a constant well depth ¢ = 1.8
of a Lennard—Jones liquid with a reduced density of p’ = 0.9. In the upper part of panel B we
show the contour plot of the sum-of-squares error function 4, for a 2D-scan of A\ varied between
0 and 2 in intervals of 0.1, and Ao varied between -100 and 10 in intervals of 10, keeping ag = 1
fixed for the same Lennard—Jones liquid. The lower panels are the corresponding particle number
distributions. The blue dots show the results for a reference canonical Monte Carlo simulation
(MC), a grand canonical Monte Carlo simulation for a single bath is shown in black (GC) and
results for the improved grand canonical description with coupling to multiple baths are shown in
red dots (panel A, three-parameter optimization) and the red dashed line (panel B, two-parameter
optimization, cs = 1.0). The parameters above each graph show the optimized parameters for
the model suggested in this work for the initial guesses (a2 = 1.51,\; = 5.01, A2 = —80) and
(ag = 1, A\; = 1.51, Ay = —33). The corresponding entropy is denoted by S and ¢ denotes the error
between our proposed model, Eq. — with optimized parameters as, A1, Ao — and the reference
calculations according to Eq. .

The upper part of panel A in Figure [3] shows an exemplary result of such calculations
for Ay = —80.0 for a reduced density of p/ = 0.9 and ¢ = 1.8. The parameter o was
fixed to a value of one for all simulations in the current work. Similarly, the upper part
of panel B in Figure |3 shows a contour plot of the sum-of-squares error function ¢ for a
2D-scan of the \; and Ay parameters, keeping ap = 1 fixed for the same set of p’ and €.

Keeping s fixed at 1.0 is motivated by the analogy to the approach of Dixit et al.?* and

by the fact that the optimized value for as is close to 1.0 for all systems studied in this

30



work (vide infra). We varied A; from 0 to 2 in intervals of 0.1, and Ay from -100 to 10 in
intervals of 10. We observe structured contours and substantially different local minima for
both scans (red dots). These local minima then served as initial guesses for the numerical
parameter optimization for which we chose a conjugate gradient algorithm with numerical
gradients. It is worth mentioning that for panels A and B in Figure [3| we implemented the
minimization algorithm for a three-parameter optimization problem and a two-parameter
(keeping s = 1, fixed) optimization problem, respectively. The lower panels of Figure
show the particle number distribution function obtained for the optimized set of parameters.
We see that we arrive at the approximately same set of corresponding optimized parameters
within numerical precision of the optimization algorithm and hence quasi-identical particle
number distribution functions and residual errors 0 (lower graphs of both panels in Figure [3)
no matter if we keep an fixed at 1.0 or optimize it. We can further characterize the particle

number distributions with an entropy

k

S:—Zplnp (82)

=1

and find approximately identical entropies for both simulations. If we consider the reference
distribution to be the accurate equilibrium distribution, then we can interpret ¢ as the error
between the distribution of our proposed model and the equilibrium distribution. A smaller
0 can be interpreted as how much our model distribution converges toward the equilibrium
distribution. However, from a statistical mechanics perspective, the entropy attributed to
the equilibrium distribution should be at its maximum and any slight difference from the
equilibrium distribution should lead to a decrease in entropy. One interesting observation is
that at panel A we have higher entropy compared to panel B, which is in good agreement
with observing a lower § for panel A compared to panel B. Despite these clearly rugged
hypersurfaces it is obviously possible to optimize the three parameters or two parameters

(keeping ap = 1) of our model with standard optimization schemes and arrive at a global
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minimum if a suitable initial guess is provided. As expected, the excellent agreement between
the reference simulations and our model can not be obtained if only a single bath is assumed
for the grand canonical.

We investigate the performance of these different models further in the following for
different reduced densities p and interaction strengths ¢

Figure [4] shows the probability distribution of the number of particles in the solvation
shell for different reduced depths of the Lennard-Jones potential well ¢ = (0.2,1.0,1.8),
and a fixed reduced density p’ = 0.9. We observe that with increasing €', the discrepancy A
between the single-bath grand canonical and the canonical Monte Carlo simulations becomes
more pronounced. In all cases, however, we are able to identify a set of parameters for which
the multi-bath model we propose here results in excellent agreement with the reference
simulation.

In Figure[5| we show the probability distribution of the number of particles in the solvation
shell, for different reduced densities p’ = (0.7,0.8), and a fixed reduced depth of the Lennard—
Jones potential well ¢ = 1.0. We observe that the smaller p’, the smaller the discrepancies
between the single-bath grand canonical and the canonical Monte Carlo reference simulation.

Figures[]and [f]illustrate how the density and the potential well depth affect the difference
between the solvent-shell particle number distribution of the single-bath grand canonical sim-
ulation and the canonical reference simulations. The single-bath grand canonical description
for a small solvation shell is increasingly inaccurate for higher densities and more attractive
potentials suggesting the average pairwise internal interaction between two particles to be
the relevant property. For a system in thermal equilibrium with a heat bath at a fixed

temperature, we can calculate the classical average inter-particle distance [ as
loxps. (83)

Since the magnitude of a pairwise force F). experienced by a particle can be defined as the
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Figure 4: Particle number distributions for different reduced potential well depths ¢ = 0.2,1.0 and
1.8 (panels A, B and C, respectively) and constant reduced density p’ = 0.9 of a Lennard-Jones
liquid. The blue dots show the results of a reference canonical Monte Carlo simulation (MC),
a grand canonical Monte Carlo simulation for a single bath is shown in black (GC) and results
for the improved grand canonical description with coupling to multiple baths are shown in red
dots and red dashed line (this work with three parameters optimization and this work with two
parameters optimization keeping ap = 1 fixed, respectively). The optimized parameters for the
model suggested in this work (with three parameters optimization) are shown above each panel
along with the corresponding entropy S and A which denotes the discrepancy between the reference
calculation and the single-bath grand canonical simulation according to Eq. .

negative of the derivative of the internal potential energy function with respect to the inter-

particle distance r, the average pairwise interaction (F)) for a system at thermal equilibrium
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Figure 5: Particle number distributions for constant reduced well depth ¢ = 1.0 of a Lennard—
Jones liquid for a reduced density of p’ = 0.7 (panel A) and p’ = 0.8 (panel B). The blue dots show
the results for a reference canonical Monte Carlo simulation (MC), a grand canonical Monte Carlo
simulation for a single bath is shown in black (GC) and results for the improved grand canonical
description with coupling to multiple baths are shown in red dots and red dashed line (this work
with three parameters optimization and this work with two parameters optimization keeping ao = 1
fixed, respectively). The optimized parameters for the model suggested in this work are shown above
the graphs, along with the corresponding entropy S and A, which denotes the discrepancy between
the reference calculation and the single-bath grand canonical simulation according to Eq. .

can be calculated as

9wy

F(l) = ==

—

r=l r=l

where ( is the slope of the internal potential energy curve. Figure [6] shows the dependence
of the average pairwise interaction in a Lennard-Jones system with density and depth of
potential well. For a fixed density, increasing the depth of the potential well increases the
magnitude of the average pairwise interaction, and for a fixed depth of the potential well,
increasing the density increases the average pairwise interaction. In light of the previous
observations we find that weaker pairwise interactions lead to a smaller discrepancy between
the single-bath grand canonical simulation and canonical reference calculation, making the

former a more suitable approximation in these cases.
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Figure 6: The pairwise Lennard—Jones potential energy ¢r1,5 as a function of the distance r between
a pair of particles for different reduced potential well depth ¢ = 0.2,1.0 and 1.8 (curves blue, black
and red, respectively) and constant o = 1 that is the distance at which the particle-particle potential
energy is zero. [ is the classical inter-particle spacing that is controlled by the density. (7 is the
slope of the internal potential energy curve at a specific density j and a specific depth of potential
well 7, such that its negative value equals the force on the particle.

Discussion and outlook

We present a model for the simulation of the thermodynamic properties of a small explicit
core region — or solvation shell — from grand canonical Monte Carlo simulations by coupling
to an ensemble of thermodynamic baths rather than a single bath. To achieve this, we intro-
duced a weight distribution function embedded in the definition of the marginal probability
distribution. We then considered a pairwise interaction between the particles using Lennard—
Jones’ internal potential function and derived an analytical functional form for the weight
distribution. In an initial proof-of-principle numerical experiment, we showed that our model
is capable to correctly predict the particle number distribution of a non-interacting system
of hard-sphere particles. Then, we challenged our model with an interacting Lennard—Jones
fluid for different interaction strengths ¢ and reduced densities p’. The simulation results
demonstrate that our proposed model allows us to simulate the particle number distribu-
tion of an interacting system in the framework of computationally economic grand canonical

simulations.
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We note that we discarded higher-order terms in Eq. in order to arrive at a suitable
analytic form for the canonical partition function. Potentially, including more terms in
Eq. will result in a mathematically well-behaved model and make the optimization
process faster. Such an analysis is left for future work if the current model proves to be
insufficient or not flexible enough for more complicated interactions.

For the numerical integration of the newly derived expression for the particle number
distribution in the solvation shell, Eq. , we had to transform the indefinite integral over
the chemical potential into a definite one. Currently, we determine both the limits of the
integral and the number of integration points based on a manual convergence check. In an
ongoing project, we attempt to automate this process and reduce the computational effort
of this step.

An obvious drawback of our current study is certainly the need to optimize the three (or
two) parameters of our model, which requires reference data that we generate from a canon-
ical Monte Carlo simulation for the entire system which is usually rather computationally
expensive. In upcoming research, we will investigate the transferability of these optimized
parameters, i.e. if a parameter set optimized for a given reference system can be used for
a slightly modified system (e.g. conformational changes) if critical properties like the size
of the solvation shell remain constant. If so, a single reference calculation would allow us
to perform the calculation of thermodynamical properties or even reactivity studies in this
new grand canonical framework. In addition, we will explore if a parameter optimization
based on the principle of maximum entropy is a valid alternative that eradicates the need
for reference data.

Last but not least, it is remarkable that Eq. provides a discrete-state partition
function to represent the distribution of the number of particles inside the core. Quasi-

I although a discrete-state partition function

chemical theories are based on this feature,”
is the primary obstacle in the construction of a quasi-chemical model. This conceptual

resemblance inspired us to think about how we can link our proposed model with quasi-
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chemical theories. Since we incorporate the excess chemical potential inside the definition of
~ whereas in quasi-chemical theories, the chemical potential of the solvated species is usually

% we consider this to be a good starting

expressed in terms of ideal and excess contributions,
point for linking the two models.

Most importantly, in future work we will explore how appropriate our grand canoni-
cal model describes more complicated interactions provided by advanced force fields or the
full quantum-chemical Hamiltonian. In an ongoing project, we therefore calculate thermo-
dynamic properties of solvated systems and analyze the computational advantage of our
multi-bath grand canonical approach compared to a standard canonical simulations or other
alternatives. In addition to solvation studies and the development of novel solvation models,
we assume that our model will prove useful for the simulation of properties in metal-organic

frameworks and other nano-confined structures, where the rather small system of interest

(e.g. an active site) is in indirect contact with its environment.

Appendix

Chain rule for random variables

For a set of random variables with indices X, ..., X,,, we can use the conditional probability

definition to determine the value of each component of the joint distribution
p(Xn, Ce ,Xl) = p(Xn | Xn—la Ce ,Xl) . p(Xn—ly- .. ,Xl) . (84)

The chain rule for random variables is obtained by applying the aforementioned rule for each

last term

)it

k=1
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With three variables the chain rule produces the following product of conditional probabilities

p (X3, X2, X1) =p (X3 | Xo, X1) - p(Xo | X1) - p(X1) . (86)

Canonical partition function of the system of interacting particles

The canonical partition function for a system of interacting particles with a Lennard—Jones

internal interaction potential can be written as

—2

3 3 - .
2000~ T (P[5 ] ot 0
52 N' '
.th / Hd3pzexp [—ﬁi ;ﬁ;@] / 1] A exp [~416 (@1, Gy)]

1 1 i N’ . N \ ‘
= — diex + d_;eX _g —»"”7—»/
Ny [/ e kaBTg} J/ Iizll Giexp [~50 (@, )]

~~

—- 3N’
1 | VemkpTd
R

N!

1 [\/zkaT

TN

/H dqueXp ¢(671a 7(7N/)]

(87)

We can now multiply Eq. with the sum of the probability density function evaluated
over the domain of the entire phase space of a non-interacting system of particles, which

yields 1:
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Z(BLN Vo) = 5

1 [\/2kaT

/H &G exp [~56 (G, ,qy)] x 1

N h

1 [\/ kTl |

N
/H A3, exp [—5({@5 (qh,--- 7(7N'>]
i=1

’

By, &3¢, 1 Y p?
/ H ( % ) — exp |37 (88)
3 ZNon—Int (ﬁga N ) ‘/c> 2m

=1

In Eq. , the integrand can be separated into two distinct parts, one over the momentum
and one over the position. The position integrand, which corrsponds to a non-interacting
system, has an exponential term that expresses the total kinetic energy and can be merged
with the integrand of the total internal potential function of the interacting system. The
result is a double-integral that can be considered as the expectation value of the internal
potential function multiplied by £. It is also worth mentioning that this expectation value
has been calculated based on the probability density function of a non-interacting system of

particles.
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Z(BLN Vo) =
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Attempt to write the weight distribution function without approxi-

mation (pseudo-Sophomore’s dream)

Let us assume that there is a possibility to derive an analytical form for p (u?, 37, V..) without

any approximation. By doing so, we can write

p (M{:)B(j:v %) = Q_l (gl (M‘Z:aﬁg7 ‘/C) )y 92 (M{;?B(jw ‘/;) + 1n92 (M{nﬁgv V;:))

_ eﬂéﬂiN Cl( ﬁ,N/,VC)

!

N =0
-1

exp [ (100 (s 8, V) + 90 1 84, V) N — (i (s 2, V2) + 0 s 2, V)] ]
(90
where
In g (s B2, Vo) + g2 (1l B, Ve) = In [k ™| 4 [y k€02 = Bl Iy oy e
o)

With this we can write

p(pl, B2, Ve)

o | Y PN ey (BN VL) exp [(ﬂiuﬁ+lnvk+vkeﬁg”g)N' —(5§MZ+1nvk+'ykeﬁg“z)]
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Interpreting the infinite sum over N as the power series of the exponential function,

’

exp v i= Z N (93)
N'=0

we arrive at

_a k.‘gc oBLud oy ke ePere

p (s B, Vi) ox y ket r ke (94)

we consider all artificial baths to have a fixed temperature equal to the thermal bath sur-
rounding the composite system, i.e. 37 = 3, for all j and only the artificial chemical poten-

tials are allowed to fluctuate.

i J
) . Yk Ve Bul «/keﬁﬂc
j —CePHce
/7 k e/B,U«J: e’ykeﬁy‘ce Ag3

p(pd,B,Ve) = — (95)
j Bl — Ay eBuger kel
Zj fykeﬁﬂc evkefte s Al
a simplified notation with
(05} |4
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J
The normalization factor of p(u?, 3, V,) can be written as
. - ; j 00
Z o eBM(J: eal eB,u,g e_a2 e[‘lugeal ePre _ /8 / d/J/C o eBuC eal EB“CG_OCQ eBhcel eBhc . (98)
j —0o0
We now impose a change of variables e®! ¢ — u, such that a; ePredy, = du/Bu and

ePte = Inu/a;. We also note that for a hard sphere system of particles we can easily prove
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that £ < 0 and on the other hand we know 7 > 0 then a; < 0.

Buc _ Brc gy ePhe —22 4 lnu
ﬁ/ dptc vy @7 @1 ¢ gz e :_6/ Sutyte

1

s —22 4 Iny ! ag,u(lnw)™
= —— d ay = — d -~ 7
ue /0 u E ( ) i

The above integral was historically computed by Johann Bernoulli,®

/1 du )" (=1)™(n + 1)~ (+D (100)

n!

With this we arrive at

ﬁ/ d,u o e/BIJc a1 eﬁ“Ce*QZ eﬁuceale _ Z ( ) 1)7(n+1) ) (101)

The infinite sum can only be computed when the inter-particle distance approaches the
radius of the solvation shell, i.e. V./ A2 = 1. Only under this condition we can determine

the normalization as

$ g ot g e o eitens Z (n+1)"" ~ —1.29, (102)

J

and write the weighted distribution function as

] Oé]_ eﬁ/,l%‘ eal eﬁuge—al eﬁﬂgeal eB“g

Since this condition for which we can solve the expression is unphysical, we decided to
approximate g, + In g2 by introducing the two parameters A\; and A, as shown in Eq. and

arrive at a model for which we can formulate an analytic form without imposing unphysical
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conditions.

Moments in terms of the cumulants

28 The expectation value of e** can be written as,

<e_ikw> = /dxf(:v)e_”m = F.lf(x)](k) = F(k), (104)

in which f(z) is the density probability function. We can interpret F'(k) as the Fourier

transform of the probability density function f(z), called the characteristic function. If we

expand e ** based its power series,

m!
m=0

The logarithm of the characteristic function, F'(k), is the cumulant generating function.

Expanding this expression gives the cumulants of the distribution defined by

(106)

and hence

m!
m=1

F(k) = exp [Z (k)™ (:cm>C] . (107)

Combining the Eqns. (104]), (105) and (107]), we obtain

m

exp [Z il <xm>c] =3 ET ey (108

m=1
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