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A pproxin ate theordes for the restricted prin itive m odelelectrolyte are com pared in the light of
Totsu s lowerbound for the energy (an in provem ent over O nsager’s), G illan’s upperbound for the
free energy, and them al stability requirem ents. T heoriesbased on the D ebye-Huckel D H ) approach
and them ean spherical approxin ation M SA ), including extensions due to B prrum , Ebeling, F isher
and Levin, and Stell, Zhou, and Yeh PM SA 1, 2, 3) are tested. In the range T = kg TD a=q2 <
10T, ' 05, allD H based theories satisfy Totsuiji’s bound, whilke the M SA possesses a signi cant
region of violation. Both DH and M SA theordes violate G illan’s bound in the critical region and
below unless lon pairing and the consequent free—ion depletion are incorporated. However, the
PM SA theordes, which recognize pairing but not depletion, 2ilto m eet the bound. T he inclusion of
exclided-volum e term shasonly sm alle ects In this respect. F inally, all the pairing theordes exhb it
negative constant-volum e speci c heatswhen T > 2T, ’ 0:; this is attriutable to the treatm ent

of the association constant.

I. NTRODUCTION

T he liquid-gasphase transition In electrolytes isofcur—
rent interest because of puzzling experin ents and theo-
retical e orts to understand them . For recent review s,
see [1{d]. T he prin ary m odelused is the restricted prin -
tivem odel RPM ) consisting of tw o oppositely charged,
but otherw ise dentical, sets of N, = N hard soheres
of diam eter a and charge per particke g, iInmersed In
amedim ofdielectric constant D (to represent the sol-
vent) and volume V. W e will restrict our attention to
the RPM in d= 3 din ensions and use the reduced tem -
perature and density

T =ksTDa=¢ and =a’; @)
where = (N, + N
screening length,

)=V N =V ; the D ebye nverse

b= @& DkT)?; with x= pa=" @ =T );
12)

the reduced Heln holtz free energy density
£(;T)= Fy (V;T)=VksT; 13)

and the reduced con gurational energy per particle, u,
de ned via
Ng=Da)u(;T)=Uy 3NksT; (L4)
where Fy and Uy = VkgT? @f=@T) denote the total
free energy and (intemal) energy.
R ecent theory 'Q{:_g] has focussed on two approaches
to approxin ating the free energy of the RPM , based on

either D ébye-H uckel D H) theory [d]or them ean spheri-
calapproxin ation (M SA) [_ié{:_l-é] M any years ago B gr—
rum l_l:_%] proposed to inprove DH theory by including
ion pairing via \chem ical association." Later, Ebeling
and G rigo [_l-fi] com bined ion-pairing wih an M SA ex—
pression for the ionic free energy; m ore recently, Levin
and Fisher E_i] and Stell and cow orkers i_ﬂ] explored fur-
ther extensions of the M SA . O n the other hand, F isher
and Levin Ef,id] supplem ented DH theory not only with
Jon pairing and excluded-volum e term s but also included
the solvation free energy of the electrically active (+; )
dipolar ion pairs. Currently, this class of D H -based the-
ordes seam s to give the best, abeit sam iquantitative, ac—
count of the RPM in the critical region as judged by
com parison w ith sinulations perform ed by various au-
thors i_ﬁ,g] It may be rem arked that the sin ulation es-
tin ates for T, and _ have been changing at an alam -
Ing rate R ©)]. Nevertheless, the M SA -based theories
yield approxin ations for T, (> 0073) that are signif-
icantly higher than those based on the DH approach
(T, < 0:056), which In fact agreesm uch better w ith the
simulations (T, = 0:048-0:056) [,5,8,15].

At a purely theoretical level, however, one cannot be
content since, a priori, there seem no clear grounds
for preferring the DH -based theories | apart from
theirm ore direct and intuitive physical interpretation |
rather than the m ore m odem (and fashionable) M SA -
based theories w hich | since they entail the pair corre-
Jation functions and the O msteinZemike © Z) relation
| give the In pression of being more m ly rooted in
statisticalm echanics. O n the other hand, it has recently
been shown that the DH theories yield pair correlations
satisfying the O Z relation in a very naturalway [_l-é] Fur-
them ore, both theories have an essentially m ean— eld
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character despite which, in contrast to typicalm ean eld
theories for Jattice system s, neitherhasany known G bbs-
B ogoliubov variational form ulation or sin ilarbasis. How,
then, m ight the two approaches be distinguished?

_Now Blum and his coworkers have, in various places
{71201, enthusiastically sung the praises of the M SA for
the RPM , asserting that the theory \ is asym ptotically
correct In the lim it ofhigh density and in nite charge" or
\high screening param eter D ebye length going to zero) ."
Furthem ore, \unlke the DH theory, it fthe M SA ] satis—

es the exact O nsager bounds for the H eln holtz free en—
ergy and the intemalenergy" f_l]:,:_ig‘] (In the sam e asym p—
totic 1im it) and the _\J'ntemalenergy oftheM SA isan ex—
act ower bound" {19]. A's reported below , these clain s
cannot be sustained: however, they do suggest that one
m ight usefully assessand com pare theM SA and DH the-
ordes, and their various extensions, by checking their pre—
dictions against previously developed bounds for the in-
temal energy and Helm holtz free energy. That task is
undertaken here.

Indeed, as discussed more fillly In Sec. II, several
bounds have been established. T he wellknown O nsager
wer bound for the con gurational energy of the RPM
was derived In 1939 EZL], lessheralded isan in provem ent
due to Totsuji som e forty years later £31. For the free
energy, Rasaiah and Stell ﬁ23 ] proved that the hard-core
free energy provides an upper bound, while G illan 1_24]
developed a m uch stronger upper bound em bodying the
idea of ¢+; ) pairing into dipokes P /5,3,14]. Finally,
we note that them odynam ic stability wih respect to
tem perature requires the positivity of the speci ¢ heat
at constant volum e [25

W e will cus particularly on the Totsuj and G illan
bounds applied in the region of the predicted gasliquid
phase transition and critical point. We nd that DH
theory and all its augm entations alw ays satisfy Totsuj’s
(@nd O nsager’s) bound provided T < 10T, ’/ 0:5. On
the other hand, the M SA actually violtes the Totsuf
bound in a signi cant region of the ( ;T ) plane where
coexistence ispredicted, unlessthe theory is suitably aug—
m ented.

In the light cast by G illan’sbound, the tw o approaches
rest on a more equal footing. As already shown by
Gillan 4], the M SA (i its usual om ) fails badly or
T < 0:08;but the sam e is true ©r the orighalDH the-
ory (even when supplem ented by exclided-volum e termm s
2451 . 0 nly when both basic theories are augm ented by
don-pairing contrbutions and by allow ing for the associ-
ated depletion of the free—ion screening do they satisfy
the G illan bound. A s against the hard-core electrostatic
e ects, lncluded in both DH and M SA treatm ents, the
presence or absence of speci ¢ exclided-volum e tem s
has an alle ect num erically and does not a ect the sat—
isfaction of the bound. However, the recent PM SA (or
pairing SA ) theories of Stell and coworkers ] violate
G illan’s bound apparently because they do not account
approprately for the free—ion depletion.

Them ain lesson is the crucial in portance of the clis—

tering of ions into djpolar pairs at low tem peratures. O £
course, this has been appreciated heuristically or a long
tine [13’] and was quantitatively dem onstrated in 1983
by G illan 6] in calrulations for the RPM which showed
that the vapor orT < 0:053 consisted m ainly of ¢ ; ),
@+;2 ), 3+;3 ), ::: neutral clusters and @+;1 ),
@a+;2 ), BG+;2 ),and (2+ ;3 ) sihgly charged clusters,
w ith relatively far fewer free m onopoles, +) and ( ).
T he present work, however, seam s to be the rst purely
analytic dem onstration of the them odynam ic necessity
for ncluding clustering, im plicitly or, perhaps, explicitly,
In approxin ate theordes.

T he recognition of (+; ) ion-pairing requiresthe spec—
i cation ofthe corresponding association oonstant, K (T).
Ever since B frrum ‘s original proposal [13 thishasbeen
a m atter of confusion and contention (see, eg., [_2,-_4'.

N evertheless, In the low tem perature region of princi-
pal interest here, say T < 008 ’ 15T_, Bfrrum’s
cuto form and Ebeling’s m ore sophisticated expression
agree to w ithin 1.8% orbetter §,5,13,14]and, along w ith
other cuto fom s, have identical asym ptotic expansions
In powers of T E_'ﬂ,gﬁ] For practical purposes, there—
fore, K (T) m ight be regarded as known \exactly." At
higher tem peratures, where pairing should be (and is
predicted to be) much weaker, i is natural to sum ise
that di erent treatm ents of association would prove in—
consequential. However, this proves false! Indeed, for
all the previous pairing theories M;ﬂ;’l,g;l-:’:,:iéi] we nd
that the constant<olum e con quratJonaquem cheatbe-
com es negative (violating them odynam ics {25 and sta—
tisticalm echanics) n theregion T = 0:1 to 0:5: see Sec.

IV . T he source of this seriousproblem is found in the pro—
posad behavior of the association constant. Initial steps
tow ards am elioration are indicated, but the issue w illbe
pursued in m ore detail elsew here Eé]

Tt should bem entioned that we also exam Ine the gener—
alized M SA (GM SA) fis2]and variantsoftheM SA ther-
m odynam ics derived from the (approxim ate) pair corre-
lation functions by routes other than the standard en—
ergy equation I_l-]_;]: these are discussed In Sec. III. O ther
even less realistic m odels for electrolytes exist, ncliding
the one-com ponent plasn a w ith hard cores [_i‘é] and the
corresponding \densepoint lin it" [l1(c)]; however, we
address here only the RPM .

T he explicit com parisonsofthe DH and M SA theories
w ithout allowance for ion pairing are presented in Sec.
I1T, below . In Sec. IV the theordes that include descrip—
tions of ion pairing are assessed, including the PM SA
theordes E’j’].



II.BOUNDS FOR THE ENERGY AND FREE
ENERGY

A .Con gurational Energy Bounds

The rst rigorous lower bound for the con gurational
energy of the RPM seam s to be due to O nsager ﬂ_2-]_;] It
is essentially a consequence of the positivity of the to—
tal electrostatic potential energy density and, with the
notation of {l 4), yields

u( ;T Uons = 1: (2.1)
A m ore transparent derivation for a system with a neu-
tralizing background has been presented by Rosenfeld
and G ebart BO] Totsuj, in 1981 ﬁ221 ], In proved on O n—
sager’s result by writing the energy as an integral over
the lonic pair correlation functions and show ing that the
presence of the hard-core repulsions im plies an upper
bound on the correlation functions. He thence estab-
lished
u( ;T Uror = 0:960: 22)
A Ythough the In provem ent isby only 4:0%
icant consequences.

A's ram arked by Totsuj, one may usefully com pare
these bounds w ith the electrostatic or M adelung ener-
gies ofan ionic crysta], fortheNaC1 (sc) and CsC1 (bcc)
structures one has BL]

, it has signif-

08738 and 0:8813: (2.3)

14 ’
UNac1l Ucscl

One may reasonably suppose that the latter represents
the best possible Iower bound and so we w ill also Invoke
i In testing approxin ate theories for the RPM .

B .G illan’s Free Energy U pper Bound

G illan '_B-ff] has developed a convincing, but not fully
rigorous, upper bound on the Heln holtz free energy of
the RPM , which incorporates the idea of ion pairing.
T he pure hard-core free energy actually provides a rig-
orous upper bound {_2:_;], but G illan’s bound is Iower ex—
cept for extrem ely Jow densities (< 10 ° ) where the
lim ting behavior is well understood. Here we utilize
only G illan’sbound, which is derived w ith the aid ofthe
G bbsB ogoliibov nequality by em ploying a sequence of
truncated reference system s. The calculation nally in—
corporates paired (+; ) dons or dipoles by using a ref-
erence system of over-sized, spherically-capped cylinders
wih modi ed Coulomb interactions. The last step of
G illan’s argum ent relies on a com parison of an approxi-
m ate analytical expression for the pressure ofa system of
such soherocylindersw ith com puter sin ulation estin ates
I_B-Z_i,:_B-.E:]: the approxin ate form ula appears to provide a
bound on the true results. A search of the m ore recent

literature conceming this system (eg. Refs. [34{:_5]']) in—
dicates that the original sin ulations have w thstood the
test of tin e. (H owever, Frenkel [3§] has observed that at
high densities and for length/diam eter ratios lJarger than
needed here, the sinulations | and, certainly, the an-
alytic approxin ation | m iss an isotropicnem atic uid
transition that is to be expected.) W e thus believe that
G illan’s bound is valid.

To display the bound explicitly, we w rite the diam e~
ter and the chosen [24 center-to-center distance of the

soherocylindersasas = (L + )a and put
G =24) al= (5 =24)1+ ) 4
Iffld(_‘T)JstheJdeal—gasfteeenergydensiy we then

have R4]

£(;T) £9(;T)+ 3 F (;T); @5)
o 1o 1o T
F(;T)=1 2 - Y InL (;T);
2.6)
L(;T)=T Q@ )fl exp[ =T 0+ )lg: @.J)

W ewilladopt = 0:3,which G illan ound optin ized the
bound form ost valuesof T .

ITII.BASIC THEORIES FOR THE RPM :
COMPARISON W ITH BOUND S

A .DH and M SA without pairing
1. DH theory

D ebyeH uckeltheory iﬁ] (here referred to as \pure" D H
theory, since explicit dipolar pairing is not included) is
the oldest theory for electrolytes still in current use. The
theory entails two approxin ations: rst, the pair corre—
lation functions, gij (r;y  ry), are represented by naive
Bolzm ann factors | w ith the charge, g;, m ultiplied by
the average electrostatic potential at ry when an ion of
charge ¢ is xed at r; | ignoring higher order corre-
lation e ects; and, second, these Boltzm ann factors are
linearized, which is valid only in the lm it of low den-—
sity, sm all charge, or high tem perature. For a m odem
discussion, seeM o uarrie i_‘ft].) T he them odynam icspre—
dicted by DH theory depends only on the single param e—
ter,x = p a.Theappearance ofthe hard core diam eter,
a,dem onstratesthatD H theory takesaccount ofthe elec—
trostatic e ects of the hard cores; however, the original
orpure DH theory did not treat the exclided-volum e ef-
fects of the hard cores (and so reduced to a theory foran
dealgasm ixture in the 1m it ofvanishing charge,g! 0).
N onetheless, exclided volum e contributions m ay be in—
clided naturally by adding to the free energy a suitably
chosen pure hard-core temm EULS]; e below . In the DH
critical region, such tem s have a relatively smalle ect.



2. TheM SA and variants

T he other \basic" theory we consider, them ean spher-
ical approxim ation {10], is de ned by a closure of the
O msteinZemike relation in which the g5 (r) vanish in—
side the hard core, while the direct correlation fiinctions
outside the hard-core exclusion zone are approxin ated
by the C oulom bicpotentials. W aisn an and Lebow itz 1]
solved the M SA exactly forthe RPM :that is, they deter—
m ined the correlation fiinctionswhich, In principle, yield
the them odynam ics. T he electrostatic free energy again
depends only on x = p a, but i and the overall free
energy depend strongly on the theoretical route taken |
via, in particular, the energy, pressure, or com pressbik
iy relations. Since very di erent results are obtained, we
review them brie y. The standard M SA them odynam —
ics aln ost Invariably discussed In the literature em ploys
the energy route; but as a resul, no excluded=olim e
hard-core term s are generated. Typically this problem
is overcom e by adding in appropriate tem s \by hand,"
jist as or DH theory [4]. In light of this fact, the
conceptual advantage som etin es clain ed for the stan-
dard M SA iIn com parison to DH theory (see, eg. BbO)]),
nam ely, that the fom er treats the hard cores in better
fashion, seam s strictly nconsequential. Note also that
the densiy-densiy correlation finctions, G (r), and
also charge-charge correlation functions, G 4 (r), that sat—
isfy the StillingerL.ovett second-m om ent-condition follow
from DH theory (@gadn contrary to B (o)]) when properly
generalized [16].

T he pressure route to M SA them odynam ics (which
we will denote M SpA ) generates a di erent approxin a—
tion for the electrostatic excess free energy, along w ih
the PercusYevick-pressureequation hard-core free en—
ergy. It is nteresting that, like the ordinary energy-route
M SA them odynam ics, the M SpA yields both a critical
point and the exact DH 1l iting law s; early on, how ever,
W aism an and Lebow iz [11(c)] disn issed it as inferior.
By contrast, the com pressibility route yields no electro—
static contrbution, but generatesonl the P ercus-Y evick—
com pressbility-equation free energy for uncharged hard
soheres! Finally, note that the them odynam ics of the
generalized M SA orGM SA Which isdesigned so that all
three routes to the them odynam ics agree) [j ,:;Lé] is iden—
tical to the ordinary, energy-route M SA com bined w ih
the C amahan-Starling (C S) approxim ation for the pure
hard-core free energy [39

3. Hard Cores

Since the RPM consists ofhard spheres, it is certainly
desirable to Include an account of the excluded volum e
e ects In any approxin ate theory. A s we have seen, the
two principal approxin ations, DH and M SA , require the
nsertion of hard cores temm s \by hand," and two other
theories, M SpA and GM SA, entail two di erent hard-

core approxin ations. For the sake of convenience and
unifom iy, then, we will em ploy the CS hard core ap—
proxin ation B9] In the calculations reported here for all
theordies that recognize exclided volum e e ects. T he cor—

responding theoriesw illbe denoted DHC S, M SAC S, and
M SpACS, while the notation DH , M SA, and M SpA will
be reserved for the \pure" (electrostatics only) theories.
W e have, however, checked that other approxin ations
for the pure hard-core contributions yield qualitatively
sim ilar results.

Tt is worth m entioning that although hard-core tem s
do not contribute directly to the intemal energy (since
their contribution to the energy ofallowed con gurations
vanishes | as correctly re ected by the CS approxin a—
tion), they do in uence the overall ntemal energy pic—
ture. Speci cally, for the basic theories, as we shall see,
they a ect intemal energy isothem s by altering the co—
existence curve; orthe augm ented, pairing theories, they
enter by changing the degree of pairing.

B . A ssessm ent of B asic T heories
1.DH Con gurational Energy

ForpureD H theory (w ith neitherpairing norhard-core
e ects) the con gurationalenergy assum es a particularly
sim ple fom , nam ely,
x=21+ x): 3d)
Evidently the energy ofDH theory violtes none of the
bounds for any values of and T : see {1% [2 Z;
£2). Furthem ore, uP ¥ rem ains above the crystalval—
ues @.’q‘ as is apparent in Fig. 1. The contrary state—
m ents by Blum and cow orkers fl?{:[?i] that uP ! violates
O nsager’'sbound perhapsm istake the D ebyeH uckel Iim -
iting law OHLL) | ie. truncation of DH theory to
Jowest order In x, which no one should take seriously for
x> 03:seFig.1 | forthe 1llDH theory propounded
n 1.

Strictly, the dependence of u® ¥ on the single param -
eter x given in {3.1) can be correct only in single-phase
regions of the ( ;T) plane. Below the critical tem pera—
ture (@asde ned by the theory at hand) the energy in the
coexistence region isalwaysa weighted sum ofthe values

In the two phases, say and . In fact, if the energies
perparticke areu andu and the densities = (T)
and = (T), one nds
u + u
u( ;T )= ( ) ( ) i 32)

so that u varies linearly with 1= . Thusthemamn DH
pbtinFig. lisrestrictedto T T2 ® , and sin ibrly for
the other theories. H ow ever, lncliding phase coexistence
according to ¢_3- g) cannot induce bound violation, since a
weighted sum of two acogptable values also satis es the



bound: see the inset In Fig. 1 where the solid curves
depict DH isothemsforT T2F.
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FIG.1l. The con gurationalenergy per particle fortheD e~
byeHuckel D H), mean spherical approxin ation (M SA ) and
related theordes above criticality for com parison, with lower
bounds. For a description of the bounds and the theordes, see
the text. The inset show s isothem s for T T. for the DH
and D HCS theories as solid and dashed curves, respectively.
(Here and below, CS denotes use of the Camahan-Starling
approxin ation for the exclided-volim e e ects.)

Regarding the e ects of hard cores, one nds that the
only changes In DHC S theory occur in the two-phase re—
gions below TP ¥ €5 : the energy isothem s are shifted
from those ofpureD H theory since the coexistence curve
di ers. The dashed curves in the inset to Fig. 1 show the
ratheran alle ects: the shiftsm ainly re ect the expected
low ered densities on the liquid branch of the coexistence
curve. N aturally, these changes cannot induce any viola-
tion of Totsuij’s bound or of the crystal lim its.

2.M SA Con gurational Energy

Now Blim and Bemard [_l-:“_l-g] have clain ed the en—
ergy of the (pure) M SA, is \asym ptotically correct."
However, as can be seen n Fig. 1, the M SA reduced
excess energy, nam ely d],

o nE,

i

M SR @+ 2x)1:2 =;

u ;T )= 1+ x 33)
asym ptotically approachesthe O nsagerbound of 1 but
vioktes the Totsujibound forx  xr ” 1200 (@s Totsuj
noted originally R2]). Furtherm ore, u™ 5 liesbelow the
crystalvalues orx xx / 125.

In fact, even in the absence of Totsu j’s resul, it ishard
tom ake sense ofthe clain [_fj,:_l-g]ﬂlatﬂleM SA energy is
asym ptotically correct for the RPM in the lim it of large
x by virtue of is approach to O nsager’s bound. A gree—

ment wih a bound is hardly proof of correctness EI];:]!

Furthemore, the Imit x ! 1 at xed density implies
T T=¢ ! 0; but at Jow tem peratures, qpe expects
crystalline phases to appear or < _ _ = 2 (forfc
sphere packing) E] and these are not described by any of
theories under consideration .

Tt is worthwhile to interpret m ore explicitly the val-
ues xr and xyx , where violation by the pure M SA (o
hard cores) occurs. O n the liquid side of the coexistence
curve, Xy corresponds to violation when T 0012’
(014)T ™ %% and xx ocorresponds to T 0:035
041)T ™ 52 . (The rst viclation tem perature here is
estin ated w ith the aid ofa low —tem perature asym ptotic
analysis of the pure M SA coexistence curve @2_3] while
the second follow s directly from a num ericalevaluation.)
T he solid curves In Fig. 2 dem onstrate the e ects.

Orm——T7T 71 ;' T
02+ :I J
u | GMSA |
-04} “‘ ]
L |7*=001 0.02 ]
-0.6t '\\ |
0.08
r Totsuji 1
_08 L 4
i CsCl 1
ol T T T T T =

10 10 10

FIG .2. Comparison of the M SA energy w ith bounds for
T T. atmultiplesof T = 001 up to T, ' 0:0858 (solid
curves). The dashed curve shows the T = 0:03 isothem for
the GM SA for which, presum ably, violations occur only at
much lower tem peratures.

The inclusion of hard-core term s (\by hand") in the
pure M SA changes the liquid-side coexistence curves
more strongly than in DH theory. Thus for the M SA
wih CS tem s or, equivalently, for the GM SA, the vi-
olations shift to much lower ratios of T=TS™ 52 : this
is clearly evidenced by the dashed coexistence isothermn
shown in Fig. 2 or T = 0:030’ (038)T, ™ 5% with
T.GM 52 7 00786 {#1,43).

3.M SpA Con gurational Energy

T he energy according to the M SpA is [_1-1:]

ut tPR = 111 @

+2h 1+ x+

1+ 2x)=x 34)

P
1+ 2x 2 Ind4j;

which, In the sihglephase region, also depends only on
the param eter x. A s evident from Fig. 1, however, this



violatesthe Totsujiand O nsagerboundsat xr ’ 6:5 and
Xo ' 7d, respectively. T hese resultsprovide am ple justi-

cation fora disparaging evaluation ofthe pressure-route
them odynam ics for the M SA . For the ram ainder of this
paper, we thus om it the M SpA .

C.DH and M SA Free Energies

In the pure theordes (in which B frrum ion pairing is
not explicitly incuded) we nd thatboth DH theory and
the M SA viokhte G illan’s free energy upper bound. The
entire vapor branches ofboth coexistence curves, aswell
as both sides of the DH critical region, are In violation.
Asshown In Fig. 3, the violations rem ain when hard-core
exclided volum e corrections are included. The DHCS
and GM SA treatm ents exhibit very sim ilar features, for
the low densities of interest. Note that n Fig. 3 we -
low the coexistence prescription for the free energy cor-
responding to B4). Note also that non—iolation on one
branch of the coexistence curve (@son the GM SA liquid
side) is at best a quali ed virtue since the construction
of the coexistence curve depends on the free energies on
both sides. In light ofthese results it is clearly im perative
to exam ine theories which allow for ion pairing.

IV.ASSESSMENT OF ION-PAIRING THEORIES
A .B Jrrum and Beyond

To com pensate for the e ects of the DH Iinearization
of the electrostatic B oltzm ann factor, B frrum f_l:_i'] pos—
tulated association of \free" ions of (residual) density 1
into \bound" neutral dipolar pairs of density , so that
the overalldensity is

= 1+ 2 ,: 4.1)

In tem s of the idealkgas free energy density £1 ( 5;T) =
s In( ?j 5= 3)]with m ean them alde B roglie w ave—
lengths 3 (T') and intemalpartition fanctions ;(T) B,
wem ay then w rite the total free energy density as Ef,g]

£=2£19C 1)+ 5+ £57 (15 2); 42)
w ith the excess free energy density
55 (15 2)= £5C (17 )+ £ () + £2 7 (15 2);
@3)
where (i) f2€¢ denotes the pure hard-core/exclided—

volum e term s, (i) £!°" represents the electrostatic con—
tribution of the free ions, whike (i) f° ! denotes the
dipole—on interaction/solvation temn s @;ﬁ] As men-
tioned, we take here f¥ ¢ to be of Camahan-Starling
form [_§§_}] w ith the dipoles treated as e ective spheres of
diam eter , = 2'7%a li6l.
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FIG .3. Comparison of the free energies predicted by the
DHCS and GM SA theories in the density-tem perature plane
w ith G illan’s upper bound. T he bound is violated below the
solid and dashed curves, respectively. For com parison, the as—
sociated coexistence curves w ith tie-lines and critical points
are also plotted.

Chem ical equilbriuim am ong the + and free ions
and dipolar pairs is in posed via the equality , = 2 1
of the chem icalpotentials. If the association constant is
denedbyK )= I % ,=, §= , (e B) and
the reduced excess chem ical potentials are

—E x

: @4

Erkp T =T ;= @£°*=@ 3);

wih , = =1 and , = = ,,then themass

action law states

2 =K (@T;1;2) K @T)=

“.3)

T he optin alexpression orK (T) is a m atter for debate
#a1| andw illbe discussed furtherbelow . For reference
purposes we adopt Ebeling’s form [_5,@@,:{1@] which guar-
antees an exact representation ofthe RPM ‘s electrostatic
second virial coe cient when one usesD H theory or the
M SA (out not the M SpA) for £1°" ( ;). Note that for
T 005’ T, the di erence between K ®® and B fr
rum ’s original proposal, K ® 3, is Jess than 0.01% ; it rises
to 30% at T = T.," 5% = 00858, in accord with the
Introduction.

B frrum ’s ordiginal theory [_1-j] am ounts to the approx—
In ation

DHBJ: fE* 7 flonry fPH oy with x,= 1a;

4.6)

where 2= 4 ¢ =D kg T representsthe inverse squared

D ebye length for the free ions alone, while asusual [_é],

27 ®)= h(+x) x+ :x° =4 a: @



Friedm an and Larsen §5] later found that the predicted
coexistence curve was unphysical. M ore recently, F isher
and Levin ig:,:ﬁ]:;_S] elicidated the peculiar \banana" shape
of the DHB j coexistence curve (see Fig. 4 below) and
showed it becam e worse when exclided-volum e tem s
were added as, eg., In DHB TS theory. However, they
also estin ated the dipole-ion solvation term as [5

Pl = L @af=alT )4y &x2); xp= 1a2; 428)

L) =3 1+ x+ 1x%) x4 ix* = x°=12;

4.9)

where a; = (10-13)a is the mean dipolar size, or +=
ion separation, whilk a, ’ 1:1619a represents the e ec—
tive electrostatic exclusion radius f]. N ote that all the
results given here use a; = a and a; = 1:16198a.) The
resulting DHB D I theordes lead to sensble coexistence
curves (see Fig. 5 below ) that agree fairly wellw ith cur-
rent sin ulations B,2 ©)].

O.l N T ‘\ T T T T '\ T ; T T T
3 \ ‘\ | \ ! \
A 2.5x10 001 002 0.04 0.08 i
125710°% \ 5x10° \ = i \ MSAB;
008} 625107 NSAWAVEVE
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T 7\ \
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FIG. 4. Pure B Frrum pairing theories tested against

G illan’s free-energy bound. T he solid and dashed \excess con—

tours" are lJabeled by them agnitudes by which the D HB jand

M SA B jreduced free energies, respectively, 2llbelow the up—

per bound (see text). N ote the associated coexistence curves

eéand the unrealistic \banana" shape of the D HB j prediction
A3,

At an earlier stage, Ebeling and G rigo [ié_i] com bined
B prrum pairing wih the M SA by replacing f° " by
Fal 2]

h i
M52 k)= 2+ 6x+ 3x® 2@+ 2x)*? =12 &%;
(4.10)
wih x ) x; agaih evaluated at ;. They also added

exclided<olime tems. The resulting M SABJj and
MSABT{S EGA [B),14] theories yield fully accept—
able coexistence curves E but, as m entioned, the pre-
dicted critical tem peratures are signi cantly too high
2 ©),S5].
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FIG.5. Comparison of BPICS free energies, which in-
corporate dipole-ion solvation and Camahan-Starling ex—
cluded-volum e tem s, w ith the G illan bound, as In Fig. 4.

R ecently, Zhou, Yeh, and Stell Y S) ]have extended
Ebeling’sapproach by using theM SA in conjunction w ith
a \reference cavity theory of association" [46]. Their
pairing m ean-spherical approxim ations orPM SA theories
m ay be described by

PM SA :

£ = MR )+ £9% () + L@ ) = 2);

(4.11)

where x = p a isnow evaliated with the total density,

, and £°° represents the single-com ponent C amahan-—
Starling form ,evaluatedat = 1+ 2 , (ie., bound pairs
are not treated as geom etrically distinct ob jcts). Note
that , ishere to be detem ined from {.5) once K , 1,
and ; are speci ed (see below); hence ; is an explicit
algebraic fiinction ofthe argum ents stated in {fl:l:]:) .The
use of only the totaldensity (in place ofthe free ion den—
sity 1) results in an analytically sin pler, m ore explicit
form ulation; but, in the light ofthe orignalD H and B fr—
rum argum ents, it seem s rather unphysical since neutral
bound pairs cannot contrbute to screening in a direct
way. Furthem ore, aswe w ill see, this approach entails a
signi cant cost in accuracy.

T he speci cation of the PM SA m ay be com pleted by
rst noting that ZY S also adopt Ebeling’s association
oconstant, K P (T) E,:_l-l_l',:fl-é_il] Then, or the activity co—
e cients, . and 5, ZY S propose three levels of
approxin ation, rst:

PMSA1:

n .= @EM%*=e ) M T;); ,=1;

(4.12)



which neglects dipole-ion contrbutions [cf. {4.11)]. Sec
ond, dipole=ion Interactions are introduced by replacing
the approxin ation , = 1 by

PM SA2: o
nh = 21+x) 1+2x 2 4x x? =T x2;

x*=4T [L+ 0 &)]; 413)
e BP)],Eq. @4.11). Finally, the dum bbeltshaped hard
coresofa dipolar on pairare incorporated B (@)]by using
the CS cavity-value contact fiinction and increm enting
In ; by

PM SA 3: n ,=mpa Y= ) @l14)

where = =6.

PM SA 3 is the preferred theory of ZYS and yields
(T.; o) " (0:0745;0:0245). PM SA1 and PM SA 2 give
(0:0748;0:0250) and (0:0733;0:0229), respectively. The
T. values are still signi cantly higher B ()] ‘Eh'an_the DH-
based estin ates, nam ely, T, ’ 0:052-0:057 25,47], while
the sin ulations suggest T, ’ 0:048-0:055 R (),15].

B .Pairing T heories vs. G illan’s B ound

C om parison of the pairing theories w ith G illan’s free
energy bound ism ainly encouraging. W e nd that theo—
ries that incorporate association in the B rrum chem ical
picture, in which the free ion density is deplkted by pair-
ng (ie., 1= 2 ,), never violate the bound. Indeed,
even the most prim tive B rrum theories, DHB j and
M SABJ | which include neither hard-core nor dipole—
ion interactions | satisfy G illan’s bound forall ( ;T )
values tested: see Fig. 4. On the other hand, all three
PM SA theories tum out to violate G illan’sbound in sig—
ni cant regionsofthe ( ;T ) plane, ncluding nearly the
entire vapor branches of the coexistence curves.

A s regards the M SAB jand D HB jtheories, the m ore—
or-less vertical \excess contour lines" In F ig. 4 revealthe
m agnitude of non-violation in the density-tem perature
plane: they are locion which G illan’s upper bound ex—
ceeds the corresponding approxin ate reduced free energy
density, fa?, by the indicated am ounts, ranging from
6 10 “ up to 0:l. The associated coexistence curves are
also shown and one m ay notice that the excess contours
undergo a Jum p In curvature on entering the correspond-—
ing two-phase region: this results from the coexistence
prescription analogousto (.2).

Fig. 5 show sthe e ects of incorporating dipole-ion sol-
vation O I) and excluded—=oluim e (CS) temn s. N ote that
rem oving the excluded-volum e term s from these B P ICS
theories produces only slight shifts in the excess contours
at high densities and low tem peratures.

By contrast, the solid curve In F ig. 6 m arks the bound-
ary of the region inside which the PM SA 3 free energy
violates G illan’s bound. The coexistence curve is also
shown. (N ote, however, that the coexistence prescription

was not used here to com pute the violation boundary
w ithin the two-phase dom ain.) The region of violation
found for PM SA 2 is nearly identical, while that for the
PM SA 1 theory is slightly larger, extending above the cor—
responding criticalpoint, TEM $21: see the dashed curve
in Fig. 6.

0.1

PMSA3

_/# bound —\

violated ‘.‘ ]
\’ ! \
0.04 ' Vo
| \
I ! Vo
—
10°% 10 10 1073 p- 001 0.1 1

FIG.6. Test of the PM SA theories against G illan’s free
energy bound. A 1l theories fail at low tem peratures and den-
sities: see the violation boundaries, solid for PM SA 3 (the
preferred theory) and dashed for PM SA1l. The coexistence
curve and critical point are those predicted by the PM SA 3.

In conclusion, the violations of G illan’s bound found
previously and seen here for the PM SA theories dem on—
strate convincingly that association ofoppositely charged
jons into dipoles along with a concom itant depletion
of free ions and their screening e ects is a crucial ele—
m ent in the criticalregion behavior ofthe RPM .G illan’s
bound also serves to highlight interesting contrasts be—
tween DH- and M SA -based theories: the M SA coexis—
tence curve shifts only slightly when pairing is added
M SAB j yet, surprisingly, violation ofG illan’s bound is
still com pletely avoided; the unphysicalD HB j \banana"
coexistence curve (in Fig. 4), on the other hand, Inm e~
diately points to the signi cance of pairing, while satis-
faction of G illan’s bound is surprising here because the
coexistence curve is so unconvincing.

C .Pairing T heories vs. Energy B ounds

Testing the pairing theories against the bounds of T ot—
sujiand O nsager yields m ixed results. For a w indow of
tem peratures that includes the critical region, nam ely,
0:015< T < 035, allthe theories em bodying ion associ
ation satisfy the energy bounds. W e also nd a surpris—
Ing level of agreem ent am ong the various theories as to
the value of the critical energy per particlke: see Tabl I.
At low tem peratures, however, som e of the M SA -based
theories violate Totsuji’s bound. M oreover, at m oderate



tem peratures (T > 0:5) allofthe pairing theories violate
fiundam entalthem alstability requirem ents (as discussed
In the next section); for som e of the approxim ations, this
is also accom panied by violation of the Totsujiand O n—
sager bounds, as explained below .

Now_the energy for a general pairing theory follow s
from C4 .2 via the them odynam ic relation Cl 4{ ) and the
m ass action law {4 8), etc., which leads to

3 2
w(imy= 28 © sy 2y @as)
QT
where u, (T) is given by
W T)=T 2dlMK (T)=dT ) 4 16)

But this can be recognized sim ply asthem ean energy ofa
singke (+; ) bound pair since the corresponding intermal
con gurationalpartition fiinction for a pair is em bodied
in the association constant, K (T ) | see the text above
{44) and Levin and Fisher f]. O f course, the factor

5 (;T) T {fl 15 is also to be detem ined via the law of
m ass action {fl .E}) For theories of the form @ 3), one can
further w rite

TABLE I. Som e criticalpoint param eters for various theordes: T, ; uc, the reduced energy per partick; x. = 4 )
, the scregr_l‘jng param eter. (N ote that the values quoted for x. in E’]

the (overall) D ebye param eter; and, xic = (4 1.=T, )2

YREE*=QT )= u™+u"T; @17
w here the \basic" expressions for the electrostatic contri-
bution, u'®®, arenow given by the naturalgeneralizations

of 3.1) and 33), nam ely,

(1= )x1=2(1+ x1); (4.18)
h i
(1= ) 14+ x; @+ 2%)72% =x1:
4 19)

For reference, w e also quote the explicit resul: oruP ! ok
low Jng from the treatm ent ofF isher and Levin In leading
order [43 De ning a; and a; as in C4 3) and €4£1 5'],
one nds

((az)?

aa? , )
B+ 3 ax+ (a)?]

420
= (4 20)

T he corresponding expressions forthePM SA theoriesare
om itted for the sake ofbrevity.

1=2
c=Tc )

correspond here to x1. and that the Ebeling association constant Q4_] was used throughout.)

DH +CsS +B +B{S +BPI +BPICS

T, 0:0625 0:0613 0:0625 0:061s 0:057, 0:0525

Uc 025 0241, 0:431s 0:437g 0:4444 0:4533

Xc 1 0:931s 30135 3281, 24661 2424,

X1ic 1 0:9315 1 0:9386 1:122 0:931s

M SA +CS +B +BLS +BPI +BPICS

T, 0:085¢ 0:0786 0:085g 0:0787 0:082:1 00723

Uc 014142 013358 014157 023781 024442 024148

Xe 2414, 1522, 2:7213 2:040s 30729 22083

Xic 2414, 1522, 2414, 1531, 24509 1:485¢
PM SA 1 PM SA 2 PM SA 3

T, 0:0733 0:074g 0:074s

Uc 0:374, 0:426¢ 0:4265

Xc 1:9814 2049, 20329

1. Low Tem peratures: Violation in M SA P airing T heories

For T < 02015, evaluation of u( ;T) reveals viola-
tions of the Totsuji bound for m ost of the M SA theo—
ries. The reason tums out to be literally the same as
for the pure M SA : in the correspondingB3 B S,BP I,
and B P IC S theordes, aswellas in thePM SA 1 (although
not PM SA 2 and 3) theory, the m assaction pairing pre—
dicted by §5) becom es exponentially snallasT ! 0
[flg A s a resul, all these theories revert to their ion—
only form (ie., M SA orM SACS) and violations occur:

e Fig. 1. A sinilar depltion of pairs occurs when
T ! 0ntheDHBDPI/CS butnotDHB JCS) theories,
and so these theories revert to the corresponding non-
violating D H /C S theories. T hese results are ndependent
of w hether one uses the Ebeling or B rrum association
constant, or any other reasonable partition-fiinction-lke
form , as discussed below .



2. M oderately Low Tem peratures

In the tem perature range 0:015< T < 05, which in-
cludes T, , allthe pairing theordes described in the present
study satisfy the Totsujibound, and hence O nsager’s as
well. Fig. 7 depicts energy isothem s for the pairing the—
ories at T 007 . The plotted isothem s have been
cut o %r_]arge x = p a at the hard-core packing lim i,

max = 2.Fig.7 also show s the Jocation ofthe critical
point ofthe DHB P IC S theory, which m ay be regarded
as a reference point In reading Tabl I. The table lists
the various critical energies and D ebye param eters. A s
m entioned, there is a fair m easure of agreem ent am ong
the di erent pairing theories regarding the energy at crit—
icality even though other param eters vary quite strongly.

DHBjDICS critical point
(77 10.0525)

-06F
T*=0.07
_08 L 1 L L
1073 1072 0.1 1 10
X = KDCl

FIG.7. Plots of con gurational energy isothem s for var-
ious theories at T 007, which tem perature lies above all
D H “based estin ates of T, but below all M SA -based values.
T he scalloped sections of the latter isothemm s thus represent
the twophase regions. A s regards the theories, recall that
GM SA is equivalent to M SACS and note that the \+ " in —
plies the B P ICS extensions of the basic theories. At large
x = p a all isothemm s have been cut o at the hard-sphere
close packing density. For reference, the critical point of the
DHB P ICS theory wWhere T, = 0:0525) hasbeen m arked.

3. Viokhtions at M oderate and H igh Tem peratures

V lolation of the energy bounds are found again, as
m entioned above, at higher tem peratures in the range
T > 0:5,some 6 to 10 tin es greater than the estin ates
for T, . The reason for this surprising fact, however, is
quite di erent from the cause at low tem peratures: it
transpires, Indeed, that the form of the association con—
stant is now crucially in portant.

In fact, any theory w ith pairing govemed by B frrum ’s
association constant violates both the Totsuiji and O n-
sagerboundswhen T ! and islargeenough! O nce

10

noticed num erically, this behavior can be understood an—
alytically by evaluating the factor u, (T') in (4.13) using
416) with K = K®J(T'). To that end recall, rst, the
well known fact E] that K B3 (T) vanishes Inearly, say
asg (1 2T ),when T ! % (@and rem ains denti-
cally zero forT > %). Consequently, u; (T ) diverges to

1 lke %_=_(1_ 2T ) in this lin it. H owever, the factor

2 (;T) In {4.1%) must be evaluated via the m ass action
law (4 35) and is proportionalto K B3 (T ); this gives

2 2 2
dK .
2y, = Lip & &3 1 @21)
4 2 dT 88.3 2
asT ! % ,sothat , ! 0Oand 1 ! . Note that

the ;(;T), de ned via {4), depend on the theory
under consideration. One nds that cg j=8a3 S 11%:
this is Jarge enough so that the pairing tem @ 21) by
itself yields a violation of Onsager’s bound when (in

D HB j theory) > JPEBI 039 or (or M SAB)
> MSAEBI4 064, However, as the other term s In

- Ons

@:1_3) are also negative, violations must arise at even
Iower densities. One nds num erically, In fact, that the
violations occur at orbelow < 0:3 in all the theories
w ith pairing govemed by B Frrum ’s association constant.

0 ne expects Ebeling’s choice, K ®® (T ), which provides
a match to the exact RPM second virial coe cient and
never vanishes Ej;}%ﬂ_@é] | i contrast to the singular
vanishing of K B I (T ) at T 1 | to farebetter. N ever-
theless, Ebeling’s association constant leads to O nsager
and Totsujibound violations in the region T ' 0:7-10
| although only in those theories which explicitly allow
for the excluded volum e e ects. The PM SA 3 treatm ent,
furthem ore, f2lls into this sam e category of violation;
however, PM SA1 and 2 do not because the excluded—
volum e tem s there do not a ect the degree of pairing.

A 11 the violations just described tum out to be sym p—
tom s of a m ore serious weakness of both the B frrum
and Ebeling association constants, aswew illnow dem on-—
strate.

D .V iolations of T herm al Stability

To pursue further the origins of the Totsuj and O n—
sager energy bound violations at T -~ 0:5, consider
the energy isochores shown in Fig. 8. The two den-—
sities 003 and 0: have been chosen for display
because they bracket the critical density; sin ilar behav—
jor is seen at higher and lower densities. For the pure
DH and M SA theories, included In Fig. 8 for reference
purposes, u( ;T ) rises monotonically wih T : this in -
plies a positive constant-volum e con gurational speci ¢
heat, CS™f( ;T). (Note that outside the twophase re-
gion these two energy isochores are identicalto those for
DHCS and GM SA, respectively.)

Now the positivity of the total constant~volim e spe—
ci c heat is a them odynam ic necessity dictated by the



Second Law I_2-§‘] For a classical particle system , how —
ever, the con gurationalcontribution m ust be separately
nonnegative: this follow s either, them odynam ically, by
regarding the kinetic and con gurationaldegrees of free—
dom as them ally distinct system s or, from statistical
m echanics, by expressing C,°"f( ;T) as a m ean-square
energy uctuation which is necessarily positive at nite
posiive tem peratures In any nontrivial system [5()]

0.2

1

FIG . 8. Energy isochores at = 0:03 and 01 (ote shifted
vertical scales) for the basic DH and M SA theories and for
various pairing theories | solid lines for those bassd on DH,
dashed lines forM SA -based. Ebeling’s association constant is
em ployed for all plots exocepting the four bracketed isochores
for 0:1 labelkd K 7, which use B rrum s expression
(which vanishesat T %). The PM SA isochores are shown
as dotdash curves. T he plots labeled 1 g 3 and 1u§ b repre—
sent com plete jon pair association (1 = 0; » = % ), whik
u?j and ugb are corresponding single-pair energies in plied
by the m assaction law . E xcept for these plots, the isochores
havebeen cuto below T = 0:03 becauseby then the extrap—
olation below T. into the two-phase regions loses all signif-
icance. N ote that, for the approxin ations considered here,
UDH(,'T) UDHCS(;T)aIlduMSA(;T)=UGMSA(;T)
outside the respective tw o-phase regions (see Sec. ITIA 3).]

However, a quick perusal of Fig. 8 show s that all the
pairing theory isochores | the solid and dashed curves
representing D H —and M SA -based theordes, respectively,
and the dot-dash plots or PM SA1 and 3 | disgplay re—
gions where u( ;T ) decreases as T increases. In other
words, all the paring theories predict negative constant-
volum e speci ¢ heats and violate the Second Law !

T he reason is not far to seek. In the lim it of com plete
pairing e, 1= 0; 2= % ) all the approxin ate theo—
ries under consideration predict, via {4.15), that the en-
ergy should be sin ply that of independent dipolar pairs:

this corresponds to the plots labeled 1u§’ I and Zus® in

11

Fiy. 8 which derive from {4.16) and the B frrum and
Ebeling form s for K (T'). But, as evident from the g-
ure, both ug’ I(T) and u2 Eb(T) exhbi pronounced m ax—
Ina in the ntervalT = 0:12-0:13 and then 2ll sharply
as T increases, dropping below uB I 0) = wro) = 1
atT = 022; and 021y, respectively. It is this behavior
that leads to the decreasing regions in the overall excess
energy isochores w ith incom plete pairing. But such a
variation ofu, (T) is physically nonsensical since, clearly,
the con gurational energy ", (r) =D r of a bound
pair cannot fallbelow the contact valie =D a (which,
In tum, can be achieved in equilbrium only at T = 0).
The p]:ob]em wih u, (T) arises because the de ning
relation gfl 16 ) does not actually yield the physically an—
ticipated therm odynam ic m ean value @]J], say h"s (r)ix ,
which in the B frrum picture of association would be

Z R
h", ()ix = 4 " (e Prde=K T); (@22)
a
w ith association constant
Z R
K (T)= 4 e ) 2 gr: @ 23)

a

T he reason for the failire is sin ple: the B pn:um cuto
R is taken to be tem perature dependent [51], explicitly,
RBIT) = a=2T for T [5,:_1;&] Tn general, such
tem perature dependence leads to the di erence

%UZ(T)

4 RZea=T R
K (T)

,dR
kBT —-—

424
dT @24

h"Zj-K
w hich isnegative wheneverR (T ) decreasesasT risesand
which divergeswhen K (T) ! 0. TheEbeling association
constant can also be w ritten in the form @ 23) but w ith
the largeT asym ptotic om REP(T) a a=12T * ﬂ_&'],
which isquite accurateonce T > 0:3. W em ust conclude
that neither the Ebeling northe B f£rrum association con—
stants can be regarded as representing even an \e ective"
partition function for an isolated ion pair as is required
by or in pJJCJtJy assum ed in the standard theories of as—
sociation 5,52]

A s suggested by Fig. 8, the unphysically large values
of u, (T) lead to negative speci c heats over large re—
gions ofthe ( ;T) plane when eitherK (T ) orK 23 (T)
is em ployed. Fortunately for our prin ary focus on the
critical region, the violations of themm al stability are
con ned n all cases to T 012 > 2T. (and for
the PM SA theoriesto T ~ 0:35). At densities below
0:01-0:02 < 0:6  the pairing is su ciently weak
that the predicted C &% ( ;T ) always rem ains positive |
although it does display an unphysical oscillation. O nce
violations arise at a given T, m oreover, they persist to
the highest densities.

O f course, certain features are speci ¢ to the choice
of association constant. A s rem arked earlier, K B3 (T)
\sw tches o " abruptly at T % where a nonphysical
latent heat is mplied orall > 0;above T

_ 1 .
= 5 pairing



is Jost and no violtions rem ain. W hen K P (T') is used
In DH-and M SA -based theories w ith exclided-volim e
tem s, violations rem ain at the highest tem peratures.

W hat m ight be_a cure for these patholgies? It is
clear from (4. 22)-{4 24) that the unphysical behavior of
Uy (T) can be avoided ifone =xesthe cuto in @._-2:3:) at,
say R = a, so de nng K (T). Furthem ore, for any

xed > 1, the low-T behavior of K (T) stillm atches
KEP(T)toallordersin T E,.'_Z-Z;] Tn addition, the choice
of may be optim ized by requiring that the deviation
JK EP=K ) 17 rem ain Jess than a speci ed levelup
to ashigh a tem perature aspossbl. Thusone ndsthat

"' 34 providesl% precision ( = 001)uptoT ' 0:11.

One can then check that none of the pairing theo—
riesemploying K (T) wih ' 34 violates the energy
bounds or them al stability for any realizable them o—
dynam ic state, ( ;T). In addition, the qualitative con—
clusions regarding the violation and nonviolation of the
G illan free energy bound rem ain unchanged. Indeed, us—
ing K 3% (T) causes only isigni cant shifts of the free
energy excess contours from those displayed in Figs. 4
and 5when T < 0i.

N evertheless, m erely replacingK *° (T )by K (T ) leads
to signi cant maccuracies In the themm odynam ics at
higher tem peratures. T hus a m ore thoughtfiil approach
is essentialto providing a reasonable approxin ate theory
ofthe RPM that is valid over the fiill range of tem pera-
tures fand up to m oderate densities excluding, of course,
the solid phase(s)]. Such a treatm ent w ill be presented
elsew here P§].
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