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The Ornstein-Zernike equation is a powerful tool in liquid state theory for predicting structural and thermodynamic
properties of fluids. Combined with a suitable closure, it has been shown to reproduce e.g. the static structure factor,
pressure, and compressibility of liquids to a great degree of accuracy. However, out of the multitude of closures
that exist for the Ornstein-Zernike equation, it is hard to predict a priori which closure will give the most accurate
predictions for the system at hand. To alleviate this problem, we compare the predictive power of many closures on a
curated set of representative benchmark systems, including those with hard-sphere, inverse power-law, Gaussian core,
and Lennard-Jones particles, in three and two dimensions. For example, we find that the well-known and highly used
Percus-Yevick closure gives significantly worse predictions than lesser-known closures of equal complexity in all cases
studied. We anticipate that the trends observed in our results will aid in making more informed decisions regarding
closure choices. To facilitate the adoption of more modern closure theories, we also have packaged, documented, and
distributed the code necessary to numerically solve the equations for a given closure and pair interaction potential.

I. INTRODUCTION

Integral equation theories are powerful tools for elucidat-
ing the structural and thermodynamic properties of simple
liquids1,2. In particular, the conception of the Ornstein-
Zernike equation and associated closure theories has facili-
tated the establishment of a powerful link between particle
interactions and equilibrium structural correlation functions.
Given such correlations, one can predict a myriad of ther-
modynamic properties, including potential energy, pressure,
compressibility, and free energy1.

In addition, the integral equation theories based on the
Ornstein-Zernike equation have been successfully adapted
to a plethora of other applications, such as nonspherical
particles3,4, molecular systems5,6 and polymeric fluids7–9,
inhomogeneous fluids10,11, lattice models12,13, quantum
systems14–16, percolation problems17,18, and non-equilibrium
liquids19–21. Moreover, the theory can be applied
inversely22,23, i.e. to answer the question: “What interaction
potential produces the given correlation function at the given
state point?”

All of the above applications have in common that they
require a closure relation to solve the equations in question.
Over the years, many such theories have been constructed (see
Bomont 24 for a review) and they have been widely applied to
great success. Still, the closure relations remain approximate,
leading to occasional, and sometimes substantial, discrepan-
cies compared to simulation results, especially at high den-
sities or low temperatures25. Even in the intermediate den-
sity regime, the choice of closure can significantly impact
predictive accuracy. The abundance of available closure op-
tions further complicates this selection process, rendering it
a formidable task. In practice, a handful of well-established
closures tend to dominate usage not because they exhibit su-
perior accuracy or thermodynamic consistency, but often due
to their familiarity or ease of numerical implementation. In-
deed, for many common model systems, it is unknown how
most closures perform. This is exacerbated by the fact that

newly developed closure relations are typically tested on or
constructed for one or a few specific reference systems in three
dimensions, leaving room for uncertainty about their general-
izability.

In this work, we aim to provide guidance for choosing the
right closure for a specific system of interest. Our approach
involves a systematic exploration of the theory’s performance
across a diverse spectrum of closures for several systems.
While an exhaustive treatise is unfeasible, we have curated
a set of benchmark liquids including the hard-sphere, inverse
power-law, Gaussian-core, and Lennard-Jones liquids, each
in two and three dimensions at multiple state points. These
systems were chosen to cover hard impenetrable, soft im-
penetrable, penetrable, and attractive particles. Comparing
the predicted correlation functions with particle-based Monte
Carlo simulations, we test every model fluid with a list of clo-
sure relations, spanning from the well-known Percus-Yevick
closure26 to more contemporary ones. We focus our compar-
ison on correlation functions over thermodynamic properties
because accurate predictions of the correlation functions im-
ply that the predicted thermodynamic properties are accurate
as well, while the converse is not necessarily true. To maintain
brevity, in this study, our emphasis is placed on uncharged ho-
mogeneous liquids that do not comprise multiple components.

To facilitate the broader utility and reproducibility of our
research, we have documented, packaged, and openly pub-
lished the software tools required for solving the integral
equations27. Thus, it should be straightforward not only to
reproduce our results but also to apply our methods to new
systems of interest.

II. THEORY

A. Liquid state theory

In a homogeneous system of particles that interact with a
spherically symmetric pair interaction potential, the Ornstein-
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Zernike relation1,28

h(r) = c(r)+ρ

∫
dr′c(r− r′)h(r′) (1)

relates the total correlation function h(r) = g(r)−1, to the di-
rect correlation function c(r). The radial distribution function,
denoted as g(r), quantifies the probability of encountering two
particles at a distance described by the vector r = r2 −r1. Be-
cause the system is homogeneous and the pair interactions are
central, such correlations depend only on the length r = |r|. In
Eq. (1), ρ = N/V is the number density of the system, with N
and V being the number of particles and the volume of the sys-
tem, respectively. With the help of diagrammatic techniques,
it is possible to show that1,29

g(r) = exp(−βu(r)+h(r)− c(r)+b(r)), (2)

in which βu(r) is the interaction potential in units of thermal
energy (β = 1/kBT ), and b(r) is the so-called bridge function,
which is the sum of all ‘elementary’ diagrams. Because no
exact expression for the bridge function is known, it is neces-
sary to introduce approximate closure relations, which either
express the bridge function in terms of c(r), h(r), and βu(r)
or approximate it in some other fashion. Together with a clo-
sure relation, a system of three equations is formed that can
be solved self-consistently. Independent of the form of the
bridge function chosen, Eqs. (1) and (2) already mathemati-
cally constrain the possible solutions to the equations. In par-
ticular, Kast and Tomazic 30 found that b(r) ≤ c(r) + βu(r)
must hold for all r. While several exact solutions exist for
simple model systems and closures (the most famous being
perhaps of Wertheim 31 and Thiele 32 ), the equations typically
must be solved numerically.

For mixtures of different particle species, Eq. (1) becomes
matrix-valued, and Eq. (2) is applied for each species pair sep-
arately. In this work, however, we focus on the simpler case of
single-component systems to keep the results tractable. (We
have ensured, however, that the published code27 also works
for mixtures.)

In the case of particles with discontinuous interaction po-
tentials, such as hard spheres, discontinuities arise also in the
direct and total correlation functions, c(r) and h(r). Their dif-
ference γ(r)= h(r)−c(r), called the indirect correlation func-
tion, remains continuous however, which is useful both for
numerical and theoretical reasons1. Similarly, the cavity dis-
tribution function y(r) = exp(βu(r))g(r) and the bridge func-
tion b(r) can be shown to be continuous. These observations
invite us to reformulate Eq. (2) as

lny(r) = γ(r)+b(r). (3)

This form is useful for theoretical purposes as well as for de-
termining the bridge function from simulations.

The solution of Eqs. (1) and (2) not only gives access to
structural properties but also thermodynamic ones. By virtue
of the virial equation, the pressure p can be computed from
the pair structure as29

β p
ρ

= 1− ρ

2d

∫
drβu′(r)rg(r) (4)

in d dimensions, where u′(r) is the derivative of the pair po-
tential u(r). The total potential energy U is equal to the sum
of the pair interactions, which can be rewritten as

U
N

=
ρ

2

∫
dru(r)g(r) (5)

and for the isothermal compressibility χT it can be shown that

ρkBT χT = kBT
(

∂ρ

∂ p

)
β

= 1+ρ

∫
drh(r). (6)

Equation (6) suggests that there is a consistency require-
ment between the compressibility Eq. (6), and that obtained
by differentiating the pressure obtained from the virial route,
Eq. (4):

∂

∂ρ

[
ρ − ρ2

2d

∫
drβu′(r)rg(r;ρ)

]
=

1
1+ρ

∫
drh(r)

= 1−ρ

∫
drc(r). (7)

Similarly, since (
∂U
∂V

)
β

=−
(

∂β p
∂β

)
V
, (8)

we have a second consistency relation:

0 =
∫

dr
{

u(r)
(

g(r)+ρ

(
∂g(r)

∂ρ

)
T

)
(9)

+
u′(r)r

d

[
g(r)− kBT

(
∂g(r)
∂kBT

)
ρ

]}
.

In real systems, these are always satisfied, but the same does
not hold in general for the solution of Eqs. (1) and (2) when
an approximate closure is used. Many closures have been de-
veloped that by design satisfy one or both of the thermody-
namic consistency relations (7) and (8). While this typically
improves the accuracy of the theory, it does not guarantee
the qualitative correctness of g(r). Moreover, even closures
that incorporate computer simulation data of thermodynamic
properties are not guaranteed to predict accurate correlation
functions.

It is important to point out that many closures in the lit-
erature adhere to the unique functionality conjecture, which
asserts that b(r) is a unique local function of γ(r), that is,
b(r) = b(γ(r))33. While approximately true, this is known
to be inaccurate for certain ranges of r at high densities34–37.
We will revisit this later.

B. Closure relations

In Table I we list in chronological order the closure rela-
tions studied in this work. For conciseness, we shall not dis-
cuss here the motivations behind the closures but instead refer
to the excellent reviews by Solana 2 , Bomont 24 , the histori-
cal account of Rowlinson 38 for the earlier closures, and the
references in Table I.
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While we consider a large number of closures in this work,
it has been inevitable to exclude many others. For example,
we have not included historical approximations39,40, second
order theories41–45 (because of their numerical complexity),
closures that are very close in nature to others considered in
this work46–49, closures developed for model systems not con-
sidered here50–52, and machine-learned closures53–55. In addi-
tion, fundamental measure theory results can also be used as a
closure for the Ornstein-Zernike equation56,57, but we exclude
those as well because they do not directly apply to systems
with generic interaction potentials.

Before we discuss our methods and results, let us briefly
point out some notational conventions and considerations re-
garding closure relations. Specifically, when the interaction
potential has an attractive tail, the bridge function of the cor-
responding system is more suitably approximated by a func-
tional of the so-called renormalized indirect correlation func-
tion γ∗(r) = γ(r)− βuLR(r), where uLR(r) is the attractive
“long-ranged" part of the potential76,77. This is the reason that
many of the closures in Table I have been adapted to be a func-
tion of γ∗(r) instead of γ(r). Such closures we indicate with
an asterisk in the abbreviation. For example, the well-known
soft-core mean-spherical approximation (SMSA)76,78 is de-
noted as PY∗ (since it is equivalent to the Percus-Yevick ap-
proximation when γ ↔ γ∗). Similarly, the hypernetted-chain-
SMSA closure, devised by Zerah and Hansen 77 , is denoted
as RY∗ since it becomes equivalent to the Rogers-Young (RY)
approximation.

How the interaction potential is split into a short- and long-
ranged part can be chosen freely. Often, the splitting famously
introduced by Weeks, Chandler, and Andersen 79 is employed,
which states that u(r) = uSR(r)+uLR(r), where

uSR(r) =
{

u(r)−u(r∗), r < r∗,
0, r > r∗, (10)

and

uLR(r) =
{

u(r∗), r < r∗,
u(r), r > r∗, (11)

in which r∗ is typically chosen to coincide with the minimum
of the potential. Different splitting schemes have also been
proposed. For example, Duh and Haymet 67 suggested the use
of

uLR(r) =−4ε

(
σ

r

)6
exp

[
−ε

ρ

(
σ

r

)6
]

(12)

specifically for the Lennard-Jones potential (where ε and σ

are the canonical Lennard-Jones parameters). Other proce-
dures have also been proposed80,81 We will briefly address the
splitting procedures in Section IV G.

III. METHODS

A. The Ornstein-Zernike equation

Throughout this work, we solve the Ornstein-Zernike equa-
tion, together with its closure by the method of Ng 82 . Essen-

tially, the method consists of the following steps:

1. Start with an initial guess γ(0)(r);

2. Use the chosen closure relation to compute c(0)(r) =
e−βu(r)+γ(0)(r)+b(0)(r)− γ(0)(r)−1;

3. Compute its Fourier transform ĉ(0)(k);

4. Compute Fourier transform of the indirect correlation
function with the Ornstein-Zernike relation γ̂(1)(k) =
ρ ĉ(0)(k)2/(1−ρ ĉ(0)(k)) ;

5. Transform back to find a better guess γ(1)(r) for the in-
direct correlation function;

6. Repeat steps 2–5 until convergence.

To speed up the convergence, Ng 82 proposed to use an opti-
mal mixing rule taking into account the current and a number
ℓ earlier iterations of c(r) at step 2. We use their iteration
procedure with ℓ= 4 throughout this work.

The radially symmetric Fourier transforms in d dimensions
are given by

f̂ (k) = (2π)d/2k1−d/2
∫

∞

0
drrd/2Jd/2−1(kr) f (r) (13)

and

f (r) = (2π)−d/2r1−d/2
∫

∞

0
dkkd/2Jd/2−1(kr) f̂ (k), (14)

where Jp(x) is the pth order Bessel function of the first kind,
and k is the radial wave number. For the specific case that
d = 3, the transforms reduce to

f̂ (k) =
4π

k

∫
∞

0
drr sin(kr) f (r), (15)

and

f (r) =
1

2π2r

∫
∞

0
dkk sin(kr) f̂ (k). (16)

The latter is implemented using the type-4 fast discrete sine
transform provided by the FFTW software package83. This
results in an error convergence rate of the Ornstein-Zernike it-
eration of second order in the number of discretization points.
In the d-dimensional case, a scheme with first-order accuracy
is used for the Fourier-Bessel transforms. Because of the iter-
ative nature of the scheme, orthogonality must be ensured. To
ensure convergence of the Fourier transform we discretized
the correlation functions on M = 104 points with separation
∆r = 0.001 in d = 3 and ∆r = 0.003 for d = 2. The larger
step size ∆r in two dimensions is necessary since correlation
functions in that case are typically of longer range.
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TABLE I. Closures used in this work enumerated chronologically. Many closure relations listed have free parameters. Unless otherwise stated,
for those with a single free parameter α , Eq. (7) is used to obtain it. For the ERY closure, Eq. (7) is used in conjunction with Eq. (8).

Closure name Abbreviation Definition, b(r) = Reference

1. Percus-Yevick PY ln(1+ γ(r))− γ(r) 26

2. Hypernetted chain HNC 0 58–62

3. Modified hypernetted chaina MHNC bHS(r) 49

4. Verlet V − 1
2 γ2(r)/(1+4γ(r)/5) 63

5. Modified Verletb MV − 1
2 γ2(r)/(1+αγ(r)) 63

6. Martynov-Sarkisov MS
√

1+2γ(r)− γ(r)−1 64

7. Rogers-Young RY ln
(

1+ exp( f (r)γ(r))−1
f (r)

)
− γ(r); f (r) = 1− exp(−αr) 65

8. Ballone-Pastore-Galli-Gazzillob BPGG (1+αγ(r))1/α − γ(r)−1 66

9. Leede L − 1
2 α1γ̃(r)2 [1− (α2α3γ̃(r))/(1+α3γ̃(r))] 25

10. Duh-Haymetb DH − 1
2 γ2(r) [1+ γ(r)(5γ(r)+11)/(7γ(r)+9)]−1 67, 68

11. Charpentier-Jackse CJ
(√

1+4αγ(r)−1−2αγ(r)
)
/2α 69

12. Choudhury-Ghoshb f CG − 1
2 γ2(r)/(1+ζ (ρ)γ(r)) 70

13. Bomont-Bretonnet BB
√

1+2γ(r)+αγ2(r)−1− γ(r) 71

14. Extended Rogers-Young ERY ln
(
1+φ(r)+α2φ(r)2)− γ(r); φ(r) = e(1−exp(−α1r))γ(r)−1

1−exp(−α1r) 72

15. Carbajal-Tinokoc CT e(r;α) [(2− lny(r))y(r)−2− lny(r)]/(y(r)−1) 73
a The function bHS(r) is the bridge function of a hard-sphere system that is parameterized from simulation data. We use the one of Malijevský and Labík 74 .

The volume fraction of the reference system can be chosen freely, and can thus be chosen to fulfill a consistency relation. For the hard-sphere case specifically,
we do not treat the volume fraction occurring in the MHNC closure as a free parameter but set it equal to the actual volume fraction of the system. b These

closures additionally have b(r) =−γ2(r)/2 if γ(r)< 0. c The function e(r;α) = 3exp(αr) for α < 0 and e(r;α) = 3+α otherwise. d The parameters αi are to
be determined by thermodynamic consistency relations and zero-separation theorems, see Lee 25 and the references therein. In particular, the coefficients are
chosen such that the Carnahan-Starling hard-sphere results for the zero-separation relations are satisfied. We were unable to reproduce the reported results of
Lee 25 , and also to satisfy all conditions robustly. Therefore, instead, we determine αi by minimizing the sum of squares of the three conditions75. e For this

closure, γ̃(r) = γ(r)+ρσd (exp(−βu(r))−1)/2.
f The function ζ (ρ) = 1.0175−0.275ρσd is an empirically determined relation for the Lennard-Jones fluid in d = 3, which we employ for all systems in this

work.

B. Monte Carlo simulations

To test the predictions of the integral equation theories, we
perform Metropolis Monte Carlo simulations in the canoni-
cal NVT ensemble. The number of particles in the simula-
tion is given by N = 30 000 for the hard-sphere system and
by N = 10 000 for all other systems. We use a cut-off of the
potential at rc = 5σ for all potentials except for hard spheres.
Thus, the pair potential used in the simulations is equal to

uMC(r) =
{

u(r)−u(rc), r < rc,
0, r > rc.

(17)

After equilibration, the liquids are simulated for at least 3×
106 attempted moves for every particle, during which the tra-
jectories are saved every 103 steps, from which the correlation
functions are computed. We use periodic boundary conditions
to minimize finite-size effects.

The bridge function is obtained by

b(r) = lny(r)− γ(r) (18)

where γ(r) is obtained by direct simulation of the radial dis-
tribution function g(r). Specifically, once g(r) is obtained,
g(r)− 1 is numerically Fourier transformed and the indi-
rect correlation function is obtained by use of the Ornstein-
Zernike relation γ̂(k) = ρ ĥ(k)2/(1 + ρ ĥ(k)), which is then
transformed back. The Fourier transforms used are more ac-
curate quadratures than those described in Section III A. We
present them in Appendix A. For additional accuracy, we ap-
ply a finite size correction as outlined in Kolafa, Labik, and
Malijevský 36 , who argued that the finite-size errors of g(r)
are much smaller in the grand canonical ensemble than in the
canonical one. Therefore, they show, one may correct the ra-
dial distribution function

g(r)≈ gµV T (r) (19)

= gNV T (r)+
kBT
2N

(
∂ρ

∂ p

)
T

∂ 2ρ2g(r)
∂ρ2 +O(N−2).

This corrects for the spurious g(r → ∞) = 1− 1/N limit ob-
tained in the NV T -ensemble. We evaluate both the inverse
compressibility

(
∂ρ

∂ p

)
T

and the second derivative of g(r) with
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respect to the density by the solution of the Ornstein-Zernike
equation with the HNC closure, which is sufficiently accu-
rate here as it concerns only a 1/N correction of the radial
distribution function. For more details on this procedure, we
additionally refer to the work by Castello and Tolias 84 .

For the cavity distribution function y(r) = g(r)exp(βu),
two complementary methods are employed. In the region
where βu ≫ 1, we have g(r)≪ 1, and thus the simulated g(r)
data are not sufficiently accurate to obtain a satisfactory y(r).
This is even clearer in the hard-sphere case, where this method
fails entirely. To circumvent this issue, y(r) is simulated di-
rectly with a test-particle method described in Henderson 85 ,
as well as in Llano-Restrepo and Chapman 35 . The basic idea
is that the cavity distribution function can be obtained by cre-
ating a cavity and measuring the energy it costs to insert a
particle some distance r away from that cavity. Since this
procedure is already central to standard Monte Carlo moves,
where one measures the energy cost ∆E = E2 −E1 of moving
a particle from position 1 to position 2 (creating a cavity at
1), this measurement can be performed cheaply. The cavity
distribution function is now given by

y(r) = ⟨exp(β µex −βE2)⟩, (20)

where µex is the excess chemical potential, which we have
determined by Widom’s test particle method86,87, and the an-
gular brackets denote ensemble averaging.

In the case where βu(r) ̸≫ 1, and g(r) ≈ 1, we can
use the definition of the cavity distribution function y(r) =
g(r)exp(βu(r)) directly. Where applicable, the latter provides
much more accurate bridge functions.

IV. RESULTS

In this section, we test the various closures of the Ornstein-
Zernike relation against Monte Carlo simulation data. We
consider systems with the following pair potentials:

• Hard spheres; u(r < σ) = ∞, u(r > σ) = 0

• Inverse power-law; u(r) = ε(σ/r)n

• Lennard Jones; u(r) = 4ε
[
(σ/r)12 − (σ/r)6

]
• Gaussian Core; u(r) = ε exp(−r2/σ2)

in which ε and σ are parameters denoting the strength of the
potential and size of the particles, respectively. As mentioned
in the methods, each of the potentials is cut off and shifted
at rc = 5σ for computational efficiency. These systems were
chosen because they encompass different classes of interac-
tion potentials, including both attractive and repulsive as well
as impenetrable and penetrable ones. We consider the two-
dimensional and three-dimensional systems for each interac-
tion potential. For the eight different systems, we have per-
formed Monte Carlo simulations of the corresponding system
at different state points. From the trajectories, we have com-
puted the radial distribution functions and bridge functions,
which we compare to the predictions of the different closures.

We focus on comparing correlation functions directly instead
of using derived thermodynamic properties because good pre-
dictions of the former do not necessarily imply the same for
the latter as we show in Section IV E.

A. Hard spheres (3D)

The hard-sphere system is perhaps the most studied in re-
lation to the Ornstein-Zernike equation, and most, if not all,
of what we present in this section is a replication of what is
presented elsewhere. We have chosen, however, not to omit it,
because we feel there is value in an encompassing overview of
the accuracy of the different closures for this system as well.
The comparison with results published previously also serves
as a good validity test of our methods.

The radial distribution and bridge functions of this system
are shown for reference in Fig. 1a. Our data of the bridge func-
tion very accurately agrees with that of Kolafa, Labik, and
Malijevský 36 . In Fig. 1(b–e), we compare at a high density
(ρσ3 = 0.94, just below the melting point) the radial distri-
bution function obtained from Monte Carlo simulations, with
that obtained from the solution of Eqs. (1) and (2), together
with several closures. Specifically, in Fig. 1(b–c), we con-
sider closures that do not include a free parameter, and in
Fig. 1(d–e) those that do. The free parameters were obtained
by the pressure consistency route, Eq. (7), and, specifically in
the case of the Lee (L) closure, we also used the Carnahan
Starling parametrization for the zero-separation theorems as
described in Lee 25 . We have checked that our numerically
obtained g(r) for the Percus-Yevick closure agrees with that
obtained from the exact expression, that the pressures from the
Rogers-Young closure agree accurately with those reported
in Rogers and Young 65 , and we can reproduce all decimal
places of the values of the thermodynamic properties and the
self-consistency parameters α reported in table I of Carbajal-
Tinoco 72 . However, we cannot accurately reproduce the val-
ues of b(0) reported in Table I of Lee 25 , which we attribute
to a difference in a numerical integration scheme (noting also
that the values reported there do not accurately agree with the
exactly known values for PY).

Our results in Fig. 1 show the predictions of the closures for
the radial distribution functions. Panels (b,e) and (c,f) show
the errors of the predicted radial distribution function in the
region near the first peak and of the subsequent peaks respec-
tively. Focusing our attention to panel (b), it is clear that the
well-known HNC and PY approximations perform the worst
out of all closures considered, especially near the peak of g(r).
PY famously performs better than HNC1, the former of which
can be improved further by the ad hoc correction of Verlet
and Weis 88 . We can see that among the other closures with-
out free parameters, the Verlet closure reproduces the contact
value the best, closely followed by the MHNC closure, whose
good performance is of course not surprising because the clo-
sure is essentially a parametrization of the bridge function ob-
tained from computer simulations. As such, we are effectively
validating the work of Malijevský and Labík 74 , whose param-
eterization we use.
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FIG. 1. Hard sphere system: accuracy of predicted radial distribution function g(r). In panel (a), we show g(r) for various densities obtained
from Monte Carlo simulations. Panels (b–c, e–f) show the difference of the Monte Carlo data with that obtained from a self-consistent solution
of the Ornstein-Zernike equation with the various closures. In particular, the bottom two panels focus on thermodynamically consistent
closures, whereas the top two do not have a free parameter. At ρσ3 = 0.94, the deviation of PY at contact gPY(σ)− gMC(σ) = −0.921,
whereas for HNC it is gHNC(σ)− gMC(σ) = 1.966, where σ is the sphere diameter. Panel (d) shows the bridge function b(r) for different
densities. A different vertical scale is used for the regimes r < σ and r > σ . The ERY closure is not applied because it relies on Eq. (8), which
is always satisfied for the hard sphere system.

Our results of panel (e) show that we find no large qualita-
tive differences between performances of the thermodynami-
cally consistent closures, except for that of Lee 25 , which gives
a better agreement of the pair correlation function at contact
g(σ) (and concomitantly the pressure) because the closure im-
plicitly incorporates the Carnahan-Starling equation of state.
Panels (c) and (f) show that for larger distances the MHNC
closure qualitatively and quantitatively outperforms the other
closures. In this regime, the errors that many closure relations
make are very similar, the reason for which we discuss below.

Let us focus our attention now on the accuracy of the pre-
dicted bridge function. In Fig. 2(a–d), we show the func-
tion obtained from the integral equation theories together with
simulation data. Again, we show separately the thermody-
namically consistent closures and those that are not. In the
figure, the left panels represent distances where the spheres
overlap (r < σ ), while the right panels depict states where
there is no overlap (r > σ ). Unsurprisingly, the data show
that, overall, those closures that produce an accurate g(r) also
represent b(r) accurately. A notable exception is the MHNC
closure, whose parameterization was performed only over the
region r > σ , resulting in its failure for distances below con-
tact. It is important to note that while good predictions for
the bridge function in the r < σ regime are not very impor-
tant for accurate g(r)’s, they are important for thermodynamic
properties25.

In the r > σ regime, all closures assert that b(r) remains

negative, while in reality, this is not the case34–37. In pan-
els (e–f) we show the bridge function as a function of the
indirect correlation function. This is often referred to as a
Duh-Haymet plot67. It shows that in the regime where r < σ

(where both γ(r) and −b(r) are large), the bridge function
b(r) can indeed be written as a well-behaved function of γ(r).
However, in the region r > σ , which is more important for
the accuracy of g(r), this is unfortunately not the case. Here,
many closures that give b = b(γ(r)) fail because γ(r) cannot
be mapped uniquely to b(r)34–37. Due to their similar asymp-
totic series at small γ(r) (typically b(r)≈−γ(r)2/2)71, many
closures break down in the same way in this regime, causing
the behavior shown in Fig. 1(c,e). Exceptions are the closures
MHNC, RY, CT, and L, which do not predict that b(r) is a
pure function of γ(r), but have an explicit dependence on r:
b = b(γ(r),r). However, in the latter three cases, the depen-
dence on r is not sufficiently strong to avoid this issue. For
MHNC, its parameterization does not depend on γ(r) at all,
and it therefore does not experience the same limitation. Our
findings agree well with those reported in Lee 33 , who report
a similar comparison with four closures at ρσ3 = 0.8.
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FIG. 2. Hard sphere system: comparing the bridge function ob-
tained from the simulation data and self-consistent solution of the
Ornstein-Zernike equation with various closure relations at density
ρσ3 = 0.94. The solid black line indicates the results from the Monte
Carlo simulations. In panels (a–b), we show the comparison for clo-
sures without a free parameter, for r < σ (a) and for r > σ (b). For
closures with a free parameter that fixes thermodynamic consistency,
we show the same comparison in (c) and (d) respectively. Panels (e–
f) show Duh-Haymet plots of b(r) as a function of γ(r). Here, panel
(f) is a magnification of (e).

r/𝜎
0.0 0.5 1.0

b(
r)

−20

−15

−10

−5

0

r/𝜎
1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0

−0.2

−0.1

0.0

𝜌𝜎2 = 0.8

𝜌𝜎2 = 0.7

𝜌𝜎2 = 0.6

𝜌𝜎2 = 0.5

FIG. 3. Hard disk system: bridge function at different densities. The
left panel shows the overlap region (r < σ ) and the right panel shows
the region r > σ . In the right panel, the markers show data obtained
by direct evaluation of the cavity distribution function, and the lines
are obtained through the radial distribution function. Both methods
are described in section III B.

B. Hard disks (2D)

The hard disk system in two dimensions is the equivalent of
the hard-sphere system in three dimensions. In contrast to the
three-dimensional case, in two dimensions the system features
a discontinuous liquid-hexatic transition around ρσ2 = 0.89
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FIG. 4. Hard disk system: comparison of the accuracy of the pre-
dicted radial distribution function g(r). In panel (a), we show g(r) for
various densities obtained from Monte Carlo simulations. Panel (b)
shows the DH plot of b(r) against γ(r) for different densities. Panels
(c–f) show the difference of the Monte Carlo data with that obtained
from a self-consistent solution of the Ornstein-Zernike equation with
the various closures. In particular, the bottom two panels focus on
thermodynamically consistent closures, whereas the middle two do
not have a free parameter. Only closures that converged to physical
results are shown.

and subsequently a continuous hexatic-solid transition89–91.
Approaching the liquid-hexatic transition from the liquid side,
the orientational correlation length grows drastically, which
has necessitated increasingly large simulations to properly es-
tablish and quantify the emergence of the hexatic phase. In
this work, however, we remain on the liquid side of the tran-
sition and consider densities up to (only) ρσ2 = 0.8. In this
regime, our simulations with N = 10000 particles remain suf-
ficiently large to observe the decay of spatial correlation func-
tions.

To the best of our knowledge, there is no data available in
the literature for the bridge function of the hard-disk liquid (or
any 2D fluid for that matter). Perhaps this is because the two-
dimensional radial Fourier transform is more difficult to per-
form accurately than its three-dimensional counterpart. In the
Appendix, we present a simple generalized midpoint rule that
we developed for this purpose. We show the resulting bridge
function in Fig. 3 for different densities. In the right panel, we
use symbols and lines to show the bridge function obtained by
the two separate methods to confirm their accuracy.

Comparing the bridge function of the hard-disk system to
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that of the hard-sphere system (inset of Fig. 1a) we see that
the functional forms seem to be very similar. The qualita-
tive behavior in the overlap region is identical, and in the re-
gion r > σ , both oscillate with similar frequency and phase
(slightly depending on density) and both feature non-negative
peaks. The most notable difference is that relative to the
zero-separation values b(0), the first peaks are much higher
in the two-dimensional system. Additionally, in the three-
dimensional system, the first peak is consistently much lower
than the second one. This difference in peak height persists in
the two-dimensional case, but it is much less pronounced.

In Fig. 4, we compare the accuracy of various closures for
the high-density hard disk system fluid. A number of closures
have been excluded from the figure, due to convergence issues
at this state point. Overall, we conclude that most trends that
are visible in the performances of the closure theories for the
hard sphere case are also present in its two-dimensional equiv-
alent. In particular, again PY outperforms HNC, the former
underestimating, the latter overestimating g(σ). In turn, they
are outperformed by all other closures tested (excluding those
that did not converge). Among the thermodynamically con-
sistent integral equation theories, all underestimate the g(σ)
by around two percent, which is better than any of the non-
consistent ones. For r > 3σ/2, the performance of the consis-
tent closures is comparable to that of the non-consistent ones
(excluding HNC).

C. Inverse power law (3D)

The inverse power law potential u(r) = ε (r/σ)−n can rep-
resent a wide range of particles that have repulsive interac-
tions, but that are softer than hard spheres92–96. Practically,
this potential is used for example to model stabilized colloidal
systems and certain simple metals. From a theoretical per-
spective, its scale-free nature is of fundamental interest as it
can be shown that all the system properties are a function of
βρn/3 only (in reduced units)93. Additionally, liquids with
interaction potentials that can be effectively approximated by
it, also share this property to good approximation97. Here, we
show data only for the state point given by (kBT/ε = 1,ρσ3 =
3, n = 5). Because of its soft nature and high density, this sys-
tem provides a good test for the theory and is complementary
to the hard-sphere case.

Figure 5 shows the most important results for this system.
Again, the top panels (a, b) compare simulation data to ther-
modynamically inconsistent closures, and the bottom panels
(c, d) compare to thermodynamically consistent ones. In the
region r < σ , we show the bridge functions, and for r > σ we
show the error in the predicted g(r). While we investigate a
different state point and value of n, the features of the bridge
function are similar to those obtained by Llano-Restrepo and
Chapman 34 . Out of the non-consistent closures, HNC per-
formed the best, being known for its good performance for
systems with soft potentials. The remaining non-consistent
closures overestimate −b(r < σ) significantly. Among the
consistent ones, the more modern ERY, CJ, and CT closures
reproduce g(r) the most accurately, CJ outperforming the oth-
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FIG. 5. 3D inverse power-law system: bridge function b(r) (a, c) and
radial distribution function g(r) (b, d) compared to those obtained
from Monte Carlo simulations. The top panels show thermodynam-
ically inconsistent closures, and the bottom panels show the consis-
tent ones. Note that the vertical scales of (c, d) are smaller compared
to (a, b). The PY and CG closures converged to non-physical results
and are therefore not shown. The inset of panel (c) shows the radial
distribution function at this state point.

ers regarding b(r < σ).
As can be seen in panel (c), the simulation results for the

bridge function suffered from bad statistics when r ̸≪ σ due
to the high density. This does not affect the results for very
small r/σ . Other state points that we investigated show simi-
lar behavior as shown in the figure. As n increases, the results
increasingly resemble those of the hard-sphere case.

D. Inverse power law (2D)

The phase diagram of the two-dimensional inverse power
law system is similar to the hard disk system for large pow-
ers n, with both a discontinuous liquid-hexatic and a contin-
uous hexatic-solid transition. However, as the value of n is
decreased beyond n = 6, the transition between the liquid and
the hexatic phase turns into a continuous transition98. Near
this transition, the correlation functions display behavior con-
sistent with the Kosterlitz-Thouless-Halperin-Nelson-Young
scenario of two-dimensional melting99–101.

On the liquid side of these transitions, the system behaves
similarly to its three-dimensional counterpart. This is shown
in Fig. 6, which summarizes our findings for this system at
n = 5. We find in agreement with the results for the three-
dimensional inverse power law system, that among the ther-
modynamically inconsistent closures, the Verlet closure per-
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FIG. 6. 2D inverse power-law system: bridge function b(r) and radial
distribution function g(r) compared to those obtained from Monte
Carlo simulations. Panels (a) and (b) respectively show b(r) and
g(r) obtained from computer simulations for three temperatures at
ρσ2 = 1.0 and n = 5. Panels (c–f) show the performance of various
closures compared to the simulation data at kBT/ε = 0.5.

forms best regarding the zero-separation value b(0), whereas
HNC, V, and DH give results that are approximately equally
accurate. Similarly, the thermodynamically consistent clo-
sures can be ranked the same in the two-dimensional case as
they could in the three-dimensional system.

E. Gaussian core model (3D)

In addition to the inverse power-law and hard-sphere poten-
tials, we consider the Gaussian core model as a third purely re-
pulsive system102. This model displays qualitatively different
behavior because the interaction potential is bounded, that is,
it remains finite for any separation r. At low temperatures or
high interaction strengths, it shows a re-entrant melting tran-
sition and a mean-field-like glass phase92,102–105. Addition-
ally, this model is of interest because in the high-density limit,
the HNC closure becomes exact and the system reduces to an
ideal gas106. In practice, it is used to model the effective in-
teractions between polymer chains or similar objects107–110.

We compare the accuracy of the different closure relations
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FIG. 7. 3D Gaussian-core model: accuracy of different closures
compared to simulation data for b(r) (a, c) and g(r) (b, d). The inset
of panel (c) shows a magnification of the data in the main panel, and
that of (d) shows g(r) obtained from simulations. In panel (a), the
DH and CG curves overlap, making them hard to distinguish.

for the Gaussian-core model in Fig. 7. We choose a state point
(ρσ3 = 1.0, kBT/ε = 0.1) that is characterized by signifi-
cant particle overlap and little positive correlations to contrast
with the hard-sphere and inverse-power law systems. For this
state point, the pair correlation function is shown in the in-
set of panel 7(d). In particular, we find that g(0) = 0.18 and
g(rpeak = 1.37) = 1.08. The results show a clear dichotomy
between the different closures. Some show a serious overes-
timation of the magnitude of the bridge function, and thereby
of the ordering and volume exclusion in the system. Out
of the thermodynamically non-consistent closures only HNC
performs well in predicting the bridge function. The radial
distribution function is also reproduced best by HNC, but DH,
V, and CG also provide reasonable predictions. Among the
thermodynamically consistent closures, ERY, RY, and CT fail
to predict particle overlap at zero-separation (g(r → 0) > 0)
and thus give qualitatively incorrect results. For the former
two, this is not surprising, because both RY and ERY re-
duce to the PY equation at r = 0.109 All other thermodynam-
ically consistent closures correctly do produce a very small
b(r → 0), slightly outperforming HNC (see the inset of panel
7(c)). Among them, the CJ closure reproduces the Monte
Carlo data best albeit not by much. Though not tested here, the
random phase approximation closure c(r) = −βu(r) is also
known to be very successful for this model106. For tests of the
closures at other state points for this system, see Louis, Bol-
huis, and Hansen 106 , Lang et al. 108 , and Likos 109 . It should
be noted that the state point in question has a large influence
on the accuracy rank order of the closures.

In Fig. 8(a) we show the predicted pressure as a function
of temperature for ρσ3 = 0.33. The symbols are simulation
data taken from Ikeda and Miyazaki 111 , and the lines are our
calculation for a small selection of the closure relations. We
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FIG. 8. 3D Gaussian-core model: virial pressure (a) obtained
from various closures as a function of temperature at ρσ3 = 0.33
compared with Molecular Dynamics (MD) simulation data taken
from Ikeda and Miyazaki 111 and radial distribution functions (b)
at kBT/ε = 0.02 and ρσ3 = 0.33 obtained from the HNC, V, and
DH closure, which respectively correspond to pressures pσ3/ε =
0.2747, 0.2740, and 0.2749.

show that, as the temperature is lowered, each of the closure
theories deviates from the simulation results. For sufficiently
low temperatures, the predictions of some of the closures are
nonphysical or fail to converge and are thus excluded from the
figure. As noted before, it is important to realize that an ac-
curately predicted pressure does not guarantee that the radial
distribution function itself is predicted well. To illustrate this,
we show the radial distribution functions for (ρσ3 = 0.33,
kBT/ε = 0.02) as obtained with closures HNC, V, and DH.
According to our numerics, they respectively predict pres-
sures pσ3/ε = 0.2747, 0.2740, and 0.2749, which deviate less
than 0.5%. However, the corresponding correlation functions,
shown in Fig. 8(b), show significant differences, not only in
the peak height but also in correlation length. The opposite
does hold of course: if predictions for correlation functions
overall improve in accuracy, the derived thermodynamic prop-
erties also become more precise. This gives justification for
our focus on the accuracy of predictions of g(r) and b(r) di-
rectly, as opposed to predictions of thermodynamic properties
(even though the latter is common practice).

F. Gaussian-core model (2D)

The phase diagram of the two-dimensional Gaussian core
model has been studied by Prestipino, Saija, and Giaquinta 112

and by Mendoza-Coto et al. 113 . It features a continuous
re-entrant two-step melting transition with associated critical
temperature around kBTc/ε ≈ 0.01. Figure 9 summarizes our
results for this system. We focus our attention on the state
point (kBT/ε = 0.1,ρσ2 = 0.4) which is far separated from
the melting point. At this state point, the correlation functions
show more structural features than our highlighted state point
of the three-dimensional case, i.e., the first maximum of g(r)
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FIG. 9. 2D Gaussian-core model: bridge function and radial distri-
bution function compared to those obtained from Monte Carlo simu-
lations. Panels (a) and (b) respectively show b(r) and g(r) obtained
from computer simulations for different state points. Panels (c–f)
show the performance of various closures compared to the simula-
tion data at kBT/ε = 0.1, ρσ2 = 0.4, which corresponds to the black
lines in panels (a,b)

is slightly higher, and the zero-separation values g(0) and b(0)
are lower.

Due to the increased structural features, we find that the
HNC closure, which gave excellent predictions in the 3D case,
does not perform as well here. While it still outperforms the
other non-consistent closures, the CJ and BPGG closures per-
form better here. Interestingly, the RY, CT, and ERY closures
perform well here, as opposed to the three-dimensional case.
This is a confirmation of the fact that their inaccuracy can be
attributed to their inability to predict a positive g(0) where
appropriate for this model.

G. Lennard Jones (3D)

Up to this point, we have only considered purely repulsive
systems. All liquids, however, comprise particles that attract
each other. Attractive forces are therefore of vital importance
in the theory of simple liquids. In particular, in relation to clo-
sure theory, they must be given special attention. The reason
is visualized in Fig. 10(a, b), which shows the bridge function
b(r) for a Lennard-Jones system at different temperatures as
a function of the indirect correlation function γ(r). It is clear
that any approach that approximates the bridge function lo-
cally as b(r) ∝ γ2(r), for small γ(r), fails qualitatively in the
regime around 1 < r/σ < 1.6. This issue was first addressed
by Madden and Rice 76 , though from a different motivation.
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FIG. 10. 3D Lennard-Jones model: bridge function b(r) as a func-
tion of the indirect correlation function γ(r) (a, b) and renormalized
indirect correlation function γ∗(r)≡ γ(r)−βuLR(r) (c–f) at different
temperatures and number density ρσ3 = 0.8. The right-hand panels
show magnifications of the left-hand ones. For clarity, the curves
in the right panels have been smoothed by a local regression filter.
Panels (c, d) show the γ-renormalization of Weeks, Chandler, and
Andersen 79 and (e, f) show that of Duh and Haymet 67 . The sym-
bols show the locations where the parameter r is equal to the value
indicated in the legend.

They suggested that the indirect correlation function should
be renormalized as γ∗(r) = γ(r)−βuLR(r) to improve the ac-
curacy. Indeed, with such a renormalization, the issue is partly
resolved, as shown in Fig. 10(c, d) for the renormalization of
Weeks, Chandler, and Andersen 79 (WCA) and (e, f) for that
of Duh and Haymet 67 (DH). This leads to a much more ac-
curate prediction of the theories close to contact because b(r)
is locally much closer to being parabolic in γ∗ than in γ . Ad-
ditionally, this renormalization causes the curves for the dif-
ferent state points to collapse in the region 1 < r/σ < 1.35.
This is seen as a second success of the renormalization pro-
cedure as it ensures that an accurate closure relation is state-
point independent25.

Comparing the WCA and DH renormalization results in
Figs. 10(c, e), we find for our state points that indeed the DH
procedure yields a slightly better collapse of the curves than
that of WCA near contact (r ≈ σ ). However, for distances
r/σ < 1, the curves fan out for DH, whereas the WCA results
do not, making the latter easier to approximate or parame-
terize. Additionally, because the WCA splitting can be per-
formed for any potential with a minimum, it is more generally
applicable than the splitting procedure of Duh and Haymet 67 ,
which is specific to the Lennard-Jones liquid. In the remainder
of this section, therefore, we only consider the WCA renor-
malization.
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FIG. 11. 3D Lennard-Jones model: bridge function b(r) (a, c) and
radial distribution function g(r) (b, d) (ρσ3 = 0.8, kBT/ε = 1.0)
compared to those obtained from Monte Carlo simulations. For con-
text, the peak of g(r) at this state point is g(rpeak) ≈ 2.6. The top
panels show thermodynamically inconsistent closures, and the bot-
tom panels show the consistent ones. The asterisks (*) in the closure
acronyms indicate that the renormalized indirect correlation function
γ∗(r) is used in the closure as opposed to the standard indirect corre-
lation function γ(r). The inset of panel (b) shows the radial distribu-
tion function at this state point.

The performance of various closure theories is compared
in Fig. 11. In the figure, closures indicated with an as-
terisk (*) use the renormalized indirect correlation function
γ∗(r) = γ(r)−βuLR(r). The long-ranged part of the potential
is defined by the WCA splitting procedure. As can be seen
in panels (a, b), the renormalization of the indirect correla-
tion function in the closure relation for PY significantly im-
proves the closure accuracy concerning the radial distribution
function, while not necessarily improving the zero-separation
value of the bridge function b(0). Out of the thermodynami-
cally inconsistent closures, the best performers are CG∗, V∗,
and DH∗.

The thermodynamically consistent closures all predict
the radial distribution function roughly equally accurately
(Fig. 11d). The remaining error is caused by the inability to
express b(r) as a local function of γ∗(r). For small distances
r < σ , each of the closures overestimates the magnitude of
the bridge function. For other comparisons of the accuracy
of closure theories for the Lennard-Jones system, we refer the
reader to e.g. Refs. 24, 77, 114–119.
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FIG. 12. 2D Lennard-Jones system: Duh-Haymet plots for differ-
ent potential splitting schemes. The panels show the bridge function
b(r) against the (renormalized) indirect correlation function γ(∗)(r)
for different renormalization schemes: no splitting (a,b), WCA split-
ting (c,d) and DH splitting (e,f). Each panel on the left contains four
different state points at kBT/ε = 0.6. The right panels are magnifi-
cations of the left ones, showing only two out of four state points for
clarity.

H. Lennard-Jones system (2D)

The liquid-gas critical point of the two-dimensional
Lennard-Jones system is located at ρσ2 = 0.488,kBT/ε =
0.510.120,121 To avoid phase separation, we consider the su-
percritical regime kBT/ε = 0.6 at several different densities
below the melting point (which is located at ρσ2 = 0.82 for
this temperature120,122). One of the interesting questions to
answer here is whether the renormalization schemes of the in-
direct correlation function, which were largely developed for
the three-dimensional Lennard-Jones system, are also viable
in its two-dimensional counterpart.

To answer this question, we draw the Duh-Haymet plots for
this system in Fig. 12 for the WCA and DH splitting scheme
of the pair potential. In the three-dimensional system these
renormalization procedures have been shown to both make the
bridge function b(r) more amenable to local approximation in
terms of γ∗(r) as well as cause a collapse of the function for
different state points. In its two-dimensional version, how-
ever, neither goals are achieved as shown in Fig. 12. For short
distances r < σ , we see that neither procedure reduces the
fanning for large γ . At longer distances r > 1, the failure of
the renormalization procedure can be largely attributed to the
non-negative peaks of b(r), which are much more pronounced
here than for the other systems we studied in this work. These
can also be seen clearly in Fig. 13(b) which shows the b(r) as

a function of r.
Fig. 13(c–h) shows the predictive performance of different

closure theories for this system at ρσ2 = 0.6. We show the
accuracy of the predicted bridge function (c–f) as well as that
of the predicted radial distribution function g(r). The predic-
tions show that the closures can be classified into three clusters
based on performance: renormalized closures, nonrenormal-
ized closures, and a cluster containing only the HNC closure.
Within each cluster, the results are almost indistinguishable in
the r > σ regime. In the r < σ regime, the normalized clo-
sures perform slightly better qualitatively.

V. CONCLUSION

We have presented an accuracy comparison between in-
tegral equation theories based on the Ornstein-Zernike the-
ory across different model systems. We have consistently
separated thermodynamically consistent theories from non-
consistent ones. The former have the advantage of typically
providing more accurate correlation functions and thermody-
namic quantities, while the latter are computationally simpler
to implement and solve. Our results show that there is no
closure theory that performs best across all systems. Never-
theless, some closure relations performed better, overall, than
others. In particular, the non-consistent closure presented in
Verlet 63 (V) stood out because it robustly performed well for
all our benchmark systems, indicating that it could suitably
serve as a first guess for use in unfamiliar systems. Among
the consistent closures, the differences in accuracy are smaller.
The Modified Verlet (MV) closure and the closure by Charp-
entier and Jakse 69 (CJ) both performed excellently in most
cases. For steeply repulsive potentials, MV proved more ac-
curate, while CJ showed superiority for softer, longer-ranged
potentials.

Across all systems studied, the well-known Percus-Yevick
equation performed worse than any among the V, DH, and
MS closures. This comparative underperformance of the well-
known and highly used Percus-Yevick equation, especially in
comparison to other non-consistent closures, highlights the
importance of considering alternatives when accuracy takes
precedence over the necessity for analytical solutions.

By comparing our analysis in two dimensions with that in
three, we conclude that the relative accuracy of the closure
theories seems relatively stable across dimensions. This is for-
tunate since there is relatively little data available for the per-
formance of different closures in two-dimensional systems.
One exception is that the renormalization procedure of the in-
direct correlation function that is often employed in systems
with attractive potential tails seems much less effective in two
dimensions than in three.

Our study has targeted only single-component fluids with
uncharged, rotationally symmetric two-body interaction po-
tentials. It is unlikely that all our conclusions hold when these
restrictions are relaxed, but we leave their investigation to fur-
ther research.

To simplify both the selection of a suitable closure relation
for new model systems and the evaluation and dissemination
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FIG. 13. 2D Lennard-Jones system: pair correlation and bridge function. Panels (a) and (b) respectively show the pair correlation function and
bridge function as a function of r for different densities. The other panels show the accuracy of various closure theories for the bridge function
(c–f) and the pair correlation function (g, h). The closures indicated with an asterisk use the WCA renormalization scheme for the indirect
correlation function. In panels (f) and (h) all closure predictions virtually overlap.

of novel closure relations, we have packaged and documented
our code to solve the Ornstein-Zernike equation in an open-
source repository27, which is straightforward to install and
use from interactive programming languages such as Python
and Julia. It is capable of solving the equations for single-
component systems and mixtures at any spatial dimension for
a given (user-defined) closure and radial pair potential.
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Appendix A: Accurate Fourier-Bessel transforms

Here we present accurate quadrature for the radial Fourier
transform. These are only used for inversion of the Ornstein-
Zernike equation, given measurements for g(r). They are not
suitable for use in iterative solution methods for the integral
equation because their orthogonality is not enforced.

For three dimensions, let

I(k) =
∫

∞

0
dxsin(kx)x f (x). (A1)

To approximate I(k), we discretize x to the grid xi = (i −
1/2)h, where i = 1, . . . ,M, and h can be chosen such that
f (Mh) ≈ 0. Now, assuming f (x) is constant in the interval
xi − h/2 < x < xi + h/2, and with a value of fi = f (xi), we

have36

I(k) =
M

∑
i=1

∫ xi+h/2

xi−h/2
dxsin(kx)x f (x) (A2)

≈
M

∑
i=1

fi

∫ xi+h/2

xi−h/2
dxsin(kx)x (A3)

=
1
k2

M

∑
i=1

fi

[
2sin

(
hk
2

)
(cos(kxi)+ xik sin(kxi))

−hk cos
(

hk
2

)
cos(kxi)

]
, (A4)

which is essentially the midpoint rule with a xsin(kx) weight
kernel.

Alternatively, for the two-dimensional case, let

I(k) =
∫

∞

0
dxJ0(kx)x f (x). (A5)

With the same discretization, we find

I(k) =
M

∑
i=1

∫ xi+h/2

xi−h/2
dxJ0(kx)x f (x) (A6)

≈
M

∑
i=1

fi

∫ xi+h/2

xi−h/2
dxJ0(kx)x (A7)

=
1
k

M

∑
i=1

fi

[(
xi +

h
2

)
J1

(
kxi +

hk
2

)
−
(

xi −
h
2

)
J1

(
kxi −

hk
2

)]
. (A8)
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