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The interaction between two particles with shape or interaction anisotropy can be modeled using a pairwise
potential energy function that depends on their relative position and orientation; however, this function is
often challenging to mathematically formulate. Data-driven approaches for approximating anisotropic pair
potentials have gained significant interest due to their flexibility and generality but often require large sets
of training data, potentially limiting their feasibility when training data is computationally demanding to
collect. Here, we investigate the use of multivariate polynomial interpolation to approximate anisotropic pair
potentials from a limited set of prescribed particle configurations. We consider both standard Chebyshev
polynomial interpolation as well as mixed-basis polynomial interpolation that uses trigonometric polynomials
for coordinates along which the pair potential is known to be periodic. We exploit mathematical reasoning and
physical knowledge to refine the interpolation domain and to design our interpolants. We test our approach on
two-dimensional and three-dimensional model anisotropic nanoparticles, finding satisfactory approximations
can be constructed in all cases.

I. INTRODUCTION

Anisotropic particles are widely encountered as both
synthetic1,2 and natural3–5 materials, and the complex
interactions between these particles is known to lead to
interesting collective behaviors such as self-assembly.6–8

For example, shape-anisotropic nanoparticles have been
used to synthesize photonic crystals with desirable opti-
cal properties,9,10 dense and exotic superlattices,11 and
porous supraparticles;12 anisotropic surface interactions
have been designed to drive the formation of protein
nanocages;13 and shape is believed to play a role in
the aggregation of microplastics in the environment.14,15

Computer simulations are useful tools for understanding
and engineering these mesoscale processes, so there is in-
terest to develop robust, efficient modeling capabilities
for anisotropic particles.

An anisotropic particle can be represented as a sin-
gle body with translational and rotational degrees of
freedom,16 and a pairwise potential energy function
can be used to model how the effective interaction be-
tween two anisotropic particles depends on their rela-
tive position and orientation. Examples of such en-
ergy functions include the Kern–Frenkel potential for
patchy nanoparticles,17 the Gay–Berne potential for
ellipsoids,18 and an anisotropic generalization of the
Weeks–Chandler–Andersen repulsive potential19 to hard
polyhedra.20 These pair potentials have functional forms
that are relatively straightforward to parametrize and im-
plement in simulations but only represent a limited set
of anisotropic particles. Additional types of anisotropic
particles can be described as composites of smaller con-
stituent particles that interact isotropically.21 An effec-
tive anisotropic interaction arises from the placement of
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the constituent particles and the nature of their interac-
tions with each other. This approach offers the flexibil-
ity to represent many types of anisotropic particles;15,22

however, such models can be cumbersome to construct
and their computational cost grows with the number of
constituent particles required.
Recently, there has been significant interest in us-

ing data-driven methods to approximate anisotropic
pair potentials with unknown functional dependence
on the relative position and orientation of the parti-
cles. An anisotropic potential modeled as a multi-
variate series of cubic B-splines and cosines was fit
to measured forces and torques23 using a generaliza-
tion of the multiscale coarse-graining method.24,25 Lin-
ear regression of a downselected pool of particle-centered
descriptors26,27 and density expansions28 has been used
to approximate anisotropic pair potentials without pre-
scribing the functional form. Neural-network potentials
were also used to model anisotropic interactions of ben-
zene and sexithiophene29 as well as shape-anisotropic
nanoparticles30 by force and torque matching. These
data-driven models have shown promising accuracy but
training them can require large amounts of data that may
not always be feasible to collect, e.g., if the underlying
model is costly to simulate.
In this work, we explore the possibility of using mul-

tivariate interpolation to approximate anisotropic pair
potentials with limited data. Specifically, we consider
an N -term approximation û of the true pair potential u
that is a function of the relative position r and relative
orientation Ω of two anisotropic particles,

û(r,Ω) =
N−1∑

n=0

cnψn(r,Ω), (1)

where cn and ψn are the n-th coefficient and basis func-
tion, respectively. The set of coefficients {cn} can be
uniquely determined from a system of linear equations
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equating û and u at only N points where u has been
sampled. Different interpolation schemes typically con-
sist of both a set of basis functions and a set of sam-
ple points that are connected to each other in some way.
For example, piecewise linear interpolation is usually per-
formed with uniformly spaced sample points that are
colocated with the boundaries of the locally linear pieces,
whereas Chebyshev polynomial interpolation is typically
performed using sample points placed at the roots or ex-
trema of the Chebyshev polynomials of the first kind that
also serve as global basis functions. This relationship
between basis functions and sample points for interpo-
lation schemes differs from black-box machine-learning
approaches, for which the sample points are usually only
expected to cover the input space, and it can help pro-
duce good approximations with relatively small amounts
of data. For example, Chebyshev polynomial interpola-
tion using the Chebyshev extrema as sample points tends
to minimize oscillations near the edges of the approxima-
tion domain.31,32

Polynomials with analogous form to eq (1) have been
successfully used to construct classical potential energy
functions. The Chebyshev Interaction Model for Efficient
Simulation (ChIMES)33–36 approximates the many-body
potential of mean force (up to four-body terms) using a
multivariate polynomial in the distances between bodies
whose basis functions are products of Chebyshev polyno-
mials of the first kind. ChIMES has been demonstrated
to accurately model molten carbon,33 water,34 carbon
condensation,35 and nitrogen under shock compression.36

In ChIMES, the coefficients of the basis functions are fit
to match the forces observed in a quantum-mechanical
simulation using least-squares regression rather than in-
terpolate the energy. Nance and co-workers have used
Langrange polynomials with sparsely sampled Cheby-
shev extrema to interpolate an ab initio potential en-
ergy surface and reaction path for the isomerization of
2-butene.37,38 Additionally, Morrow et al. used a combi-
nation of Lagrange polynomials and trigonometric poly-
nomials with sparse sampling to model a potential en-
ergy surface for azomethane.39 Based on physical knowl-
edge, they used Lagrange polynomials as basis functions
for nonperiodic coordinates (e.g., bond lengths and bond
angles) and trigonometric polynomials as basis functions
for periodic coordinates (e.g., torsional angles). Nguyen
and Huang also used a mix of basis functions for force
and torque matching of anisotropic potentials;23 in their
work, the radial-distance dependence was captured by
B-spline functions, while all other angular dependences
were expressed using cosines.

Building on this prior work, we develop and assess
a framework for using multivariate interpolation to ap-
proximate anisotropic pair potentials. Anisotropic inter-
actions present several challenges for interpolation that
must be addressed. First, the prescribed sample points
may contain overlapping configurations with large repul-
sion (large or divergent energies) that are challenging
to accurately approximate using polynomials, but these

configurations may occur at varying center-to-center sep-
arations of the particles due to their anisotropy. Second,
physical symmetries of the shapes may introduce aliasing
effects or sampling inefficiencies. Finally, the interaction
energy may vary much more significantly with respect to
some coordinates than others. We address these chal-
lenges by developing suitable coordinate transformations
to remove unfavorable configurations from the approxi-
mation domain, leveraging physical symmetries to reduce
the approximation domain, and choosing appropriate ba-
sis functions and degrees of approximation for our trans-
formed coordinates based on both physical and math-
ematical considerations. Overall, we find that our ap-
proach produces quite satisfactory approximations using
relatively few terms (and corresponding sample points)
in eq (1).

The rest of this article is organized as follows. We
first describe the model two- and three-dimensional
anisotropic nanoparticles, comprised of Lennard-Jones
particles, that we considered as test problems. We then
develop our framework for interpolating anisotropic pair
potentials using a two-dimensional rod nanoparticle as
a motivating example. We apply our framework to ap-
proximate anisotropic pair potentials for all our two- and
three-dimensional nanoparticles and assess its accuracy.
We conclude with a summary of our key results and some
remarks on the framework.

II. MODEL ANISOTROPIC NANOPARTICLES

We used three two-dimensional (rod, square, trian-
gle) and three three-dimensional (rod, cube, tetrahedron)
anisotropic nanoparticles as representative test problems
for our framework (Figure 1). All nanoparticles were
modeled using spherical constituent particles with nomi-
nal diameter σ that were regularly arranged inside the
nanoparticle volume and separated from their nearest
neighbors by 2σ/3. The constituent-particle discretiza-
tion was also similar for all nanoparticles (6 constituent
particles per axis or edge). The initial position and ori-
entation of a nanoparticle was defined such that its cen-
ter of mass was at the origin and its moment of inertia
tensor was diagonal (i.e., its principal axes were aligned
with the Cartesian axes). The two-dimensional nanopar-
ticles translated in x and y, and they rotated about the
z-axis by angle α. The three-dimensional nanoparticles
translated in x, y, and z, and they rotated using an in-
trinsic (body-attached) Euler angle sequence in which the
nanoparticle was first rotated about its z-axis by α, then
about its x-axis by β, and last about its z-axis again by
γ.

The total energy between two nanoparticles was
computed as a pairwise sum of interactions between
constituent particles in different nanoparticles. The
constituent particles interacted through a perturbed
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FIG. 1. Two-dimensional nanoparticles [(a) rod, (b) square, and (c) triangle] and three-dimensional nanoparticles [(d) rod, (e)
cube, and (f) tetrahedron] in their initial orientations. Images rendered using VMD 1.9.4.40

Lennard-Jones potential,19

u(r) =

{
uLJ(r) + (1− λ)ε, r ≤ 21/6σ

λuLJ(r), r > 21/6σ
, (2)

where uLJ is the standard Lennard-Jones potential,

uLJ(r) = 4ε

[(σ
r

)12

−
(σ
r

)6
]
, (3)

ε is the energy scale, λ modulates the strength of the
attraction, and r is the distance between the centers of
the constituent particles. The constituent-particle inter-
action was truncated and shifted to zero at 3σ for com-
putational convenience. To help reduce the dependence
of our model on the constituent-particle discretization
across different nanoparticle shapes, we numerically com-
puted λ to make the interaction energy −5ε for the most
attractive configuration for each nanoparticle. We first
minimized u with respect to r and Ω when λ = 1, start-
ing from a edge-to-edge or face-to-face configuration. We
then performed a bisection search for 0 ≤ λ ≤ 1 to solve
for λ such that u = −5ε for this configuration.

III. FRAMEWORK

A. Multivariate interpolation

We considered multivariate interpolation schemes us-
ing continuous, differentiable basis functions on the do-
main of û because the gradient of û is required for some
energy minimization methods and to evaluate forces and
torques for molecular dynamics simulations.16 The mul-
tivariate basis functions and sample points were con-
structed using a tensor product that forms all possi-

ble combinations of univariate basis functions and sam-
ple points selected for each coordinate. Specifically, we
used univariate interpolation schemes based on Cheby-
shev polynomials and trigonometric polynomials. For
the Chebyshev polynomial scheme, the univariate basis
functions were the first P + 1 Chebyshev polynomials
of the first kind Tn(x) for n = {0, ..., P}, which have
the domain −1 ≤ x ≤ 1. The corresponding sample
points were the extrema of the highest degree polyno-
mial TP , which occur at cos(πm/P ) for m = {0, ..., P}
when P ≥ 1 and nominally at 0 for P = 0. For the
trigonometric scheme, the univariate basis functions were
the P+1 complex exponential functions ϕn(x) = einx for
n = {−P/2, ..., P/2}, which have the domain 0 ≤ x < 2π;
here, P is required to be even. The corresponding sam-
ple points were uniformly spaced in the domain of the
basis function, at 2πm/(P + 1) for m = {0, ..., P}. In
both cases, the domain of the coordinate being inter-
polated was linearly transformed to the domain of the
basis function. We anticipated that the Chebyshev poly-
nomials might be better basis functions for nonperiodic
coordinates, while the trigonometric polynomials might
be better basis functions for periodic coordinates. We
will discuss this more later.

We initially attempted to interpolate u(x, y) for a pair
of two-dimensional rods fixed in their initial orientation
as a function of the Cartesian position (x, y) of one rel-
ative to the other (Figure 2). The domain of the inter-
polant û was −8σ ≤ x ≤ 8σ and −4σ ≤ y ≤ 4σ, and we
considered 5 sample points (P = 4) for both coordinates.
To establish a reference point for our chosen polynomial
interpolation schemes, we also constructed a multivariate
linear piecewise interpolant on an equivalent-size uniform
grid of sample points. The linear piecewise interpolant
is simpler to evaluate than the polynomial interpolant
but is not continuously differentiable. For some sample
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FIG. 2. Energy of a pair of two-dimensional rods fixed in their
initial orientation as a function of relative Cartesian position:
(a) true, (b–c) piecewise linear interpolation using Cartesian
coordinates, and (d–e) Chebyshev polynomial interpolation
using Cartesian coordinates. In (b) and (d), 5 sample points
were used per coordinate, while in (c) and (e), 9 sample points
were used per coordinate.

points, u diverged or was very large, so we capped the
energy to be less than 5 ε as a typical “large” value that
would not be expected to be frequently observed in a
simulation. Both approximations were poor compared
to the true pair potential [Figure 2(a)]. The piecewise
linear interpolant had limited resolution of the repulsion
and did not capture the deep attraction between side-
by-side rods [Figure 2(b)]. The Chebyshev polynomial
interpolant did worse at capturing the repulsion and also
exhibited unphysical attraction at large separations [Fig-
ure 2(d)]. Increasing the resolution of the interpolation
to use 9 sample points (P = 8) per coordinate did not
resolve these issues [Figures 2(c) and 2(e)].

This result highlights one of the key challenges for in-
terpolating anisotropic pair potentials. By construction,
the multivariate sample points form a grid that spans
the entire domain; however, some of these sample points
include energetically-unfavorable configurations that de-
crease the accuracy of the interpolation for other configu-
rations and, practically, may not be as important to faith-
fully resolve because they are less likely to be observed.
Machine-learning-based approximations are less suscep-
tible to this complication because their sample space
is not as rigidly prescribed and configurations can be
straightforwardly excluded from the training data. In-
deed, constant-temperature molecular simulations have
often be used to collect the training data for such mod-
els, so these high-energy configurations are naturally ex-

cluded by the simulation.23,26,27,29,30 A different strategy
is required to remove such configurations from interpola-
tive approximations.

B. Variable transformation

For many types of particles, the pair potential is ex-
pected to rapidly increase to enforce a strong, short-
ranged repulsion when the particles approach a config-
uration in which their volumes overlap. For example,
the isotropic Lennard-Jones potential [eq (3)] increases
drastically when r < σ (two spheres overlap), so highly
energetically unfavorable configurations can be excluded
by setting a lower bound on r. For anisotropic pair poten-
tials, though, an analogous lower bound on the particles’
separation is more complex to prescribe because it can
depend on both the relative position r and orientation Ω
of the particles. For example, our two-dimensional rods
can only approach to a center-to-center distance of 4.3σ
in an end-to-end configuration but to 1σ in a side-to-
side configuration if their volume is nominally that of a
spherocylinder.
To address this issue, we first represented the rela-

tive particle position r in spherical coordinates (r, θ, ϕ),
where r is the center-to-center distance, 0 ≤ θ < 2π is
the azimuthal angle, and 0 ≤ ϕ ≤ π is the polar an-
gle. Both angles used the standard convention relative
to the principal axes of the reference particle chosen as
the origin. We then defined r0(θ, ϕ,Ω) as a position- and
orientation-dependent lower bound on r. Different cri-
teria for r0 could be adopted; in this work, we defined
r0 as the largest r for which u exceeded a threshold 5 ε
because the probability of observing particles in such a
configuration with larger energy is unlikely if ε is compa-
rable to thermal energy. For our nanoparticles, we solved
for r0 numerically: for a given (θ, ϕ,Ω), we performed a
decreasing linear search to find the first r where u > 5 ε
using a small step size (0.1σ) and starting from an ini-
tial guess at which u < 5ε for all configurations, then we
refined the resulting bracket using bisection search.

An upper bound on r is also typically adopted to
reduce the number of pair interactions that must be
evaluated in a simulation.16 Inspired by core-shifted
forms of eq (3) and the Gay–Berne model for ellipsoids,
we assumed that anisotropic interactions resulting from
short-ranged attractions would sufficiently decay after
the center-to-center distance was increased by a nomi-
nal cutoff distance rc, making the approximation domain
r0 ≤ r ≤ r0 + rc. We used rc = 3σ for all nanoparticles
in this work.
In our multivariate interpolation schemes, the domain

of each coordinate must be specified independently of the
others, so these bounds on r are not immediately suitable
for this purpose. We first considered a variable redefini-
tion ∆r = r − r0, which is bounded 0 ≤ ∆r ≤ rc and
so is suitable for interpolation. To test the effectiveness
of this redefinition, we constructed a one-dimensional in-
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FIG. 3. Energy for a pair of two-dimensional rods as a function of (a–b) r at fixed θ and α, (c–d) θ at fixed r and α, and
(e–f) α at fixed r and θ for the configurations described in the text. The true potential energy is compared to one-dimensional
linear piecewise interpolants (top row) or Chebyshev polynomial interpolants (bottom row). In (a–b), the interpolants were
constructed using either ∆r or ρ as the transformed distance coordinate, while in (c–f), the interpolants were constructed either
without (−) or with (+) symmetry (sym.) All interpolants used 9 sample points.

terpolant û(∆r) for the side-to-side configuration of our
two-dimensional rod (θ = π/2, α = 0) using either piece-
wise linear interpolation [Figure 3(a)] or Chebyshev poly-
nomial interpolation [Figure 3(b)] with 9 sample points
(P = 8). While we observed significant improvements
compared to equivalent traces of Figure 2 (interpolation
using Cartesian coordinates), there were still visible er-
rors in the approximation. The piecewise linear inter-
polant poorly approximated the attractive minimum due
to the lack of samples in that region, while the Cheby-
shev polynomial interpolant exhibited oscillatory behav-
ior that we attribute to attempting to represent a diverg-
ing function using a polynomial.

Based on these shortcomings, we considered an alter-
native variable redefinition that leverages physical knowl-
edge. Since many pair potentials are known to depend
on powers of 1/r (rather than r), we defined

ρ =
1/r − 1/r0

1/(r0 + rc)− 1/r0
, (4)

where 0 ≤ ρ ≤ 1. Both the piecewise linear interpolant
and Chebyshev polynomial interpolant based on ρ im-
proved substantially compared to the same based on ∆r
using the same number of points. The linear piecewise
interpolant still had some small inaccuracies in approxi-
mating the attractive minimum, but the Chebyshev poly-
nomial interpolant was in excellent agreement with the
true energy across the entire domain. We believe that the
transformation to ρ helped both by placing more sam-
ple points at shorter distances where the energy changed
more rapidly, as well as by effectively changing the func-
tional form of the interpolation.

C. Symmetry

Having accurately approximated the energy u with re-
spect to only the center-to-center distance r, we then
considered schemes for each of the other translational
coordinates as well as the rotational coordinates. We
constructed a one-dimensional interpolant û(θ) for two-
dimensional rods fixed in their initial orientation (α = 0)
and another interpolant û(α) for two-dimensional rods
initially in an end-to-end configuration (θ = 0) using the
same number of points as for û(ρ). In both cases, r was
fixed at the maximum value of r0 as θ or α was var-
ied. Unfortunately, both the piecewise linear interpolants
[Figures 3(c) and 3(e)] and the Chebyshev polynomial in-
terpolants [Figures 3(d) and 3(f)] were highly inaccurate.
One cause of this approximation error is that u quickly
varies when the rod passes through configurations close
to overlap, similarly to how u increases when r decreases.
However, unlike in the case of r, there was not an obvi-
ous variable transformation that could be used to remove
such configurations because some of them occurred in the
middle of the approximation domain.

We additionally noted that u was periodic with respect
to θ and α due to physical symmetries of the rod. The
other nanoparticles we considered also have symmetries,
and symmetry is often present to some extent in many
anisotropic particles that are of scientific interest.41,42 We
hypothesized that accounting for symmetry (periodicity)
when defining our approximation domain would improve
the accuracy of û. Symmetry arguments were used in
ref 30 to reduce the input space to the neural-network
anisotropic pair potential, with mixed success reported.

For the translational spherical coordinates (θ, ϕ), we
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TABLE I. Upper bounds of angles sampled for interpolation, solid angle represented, and corresponding reduction relative to
the total solid angle (4π2 for two-dimensional nanoparticles, 32π3 for three-dimensional nanoparticles).

nanoparticle θ ϕ α β γ solid angle reduction

rod (2D) π/2 π π2/4 8

square π/4 π/2 π2/8 32

triangle π/3 2π/3 2π2/9 18

rod (3D) π/2 2π π/2 2π ≈ 158

cube π/4 π/2 2π cos−1(1/
√
3) π/2 (3−

√
3)π3/12 ≈ 303

tetrahedron 2π/3 π 2π π 2π/3 32π3/9 9

considered symmetries of the reference particle (serving
as the origin for the interaction) that could be expressed
as proper rotations that preserve the orientation of the
coordinate system. We then rotated the second particle
around the reference particle to reduce θ and ϕ to their
smallest equivalent values. For example, a pair of two-
dimensional rods with relative position θ ≥ π can be
rotated about the z-axis of the reference particle by π.
The reference particle is in an equivalent configuration
after this rotation, but the second particle now has θ <
π. Further, if θ > π/2 after this transformation, the
rods can be rotated again about the new y-axis of the
reference particle by π. This transformation again leaves
the reference particle in an equivalent configuration, but
now 0 ≤ θ ≤ π/2.

The orientation coordinates represented by Euler an-
gles (0 ≤ α < 2π, 0 ≤ β ≤ π, and 0 ≤ γ < 2π) can also be
reduced using symmetry. A procedure for doing so has
been used previously in the context of crystallography
to standardize orientation descriptors.43 For our Euler
angle convention, the domain of γ for three-dimensional
particles (α for two-dimensional particles) can be reduced
by the degree of rotational symmetry about the princi-
pal axis aligned with the z-axis. For example, the two-
dimensional rod can be rotated by π to an equivalent
configuration, so 0 ≤ α < π is sufficient to represent
its orientations. We recommend that the principal axis
with the highest degree of rotational symmetry should be
aligned in this way. Additionally, for three-dimensional
particles, the domain of β can be reduced to 0 ≤ β ≤ π/2
if the principal axis aligned with the x-axis has two-fold
rotational symmetry by remapping α to π+α, β to π−β,
and γ to 2π− γ.43 We applied these strategies for all our
nanoparticles, reducing the solid angle represented by a
factor between 8 and 303 (Table I). Details of the rota-
tions needed to reduce the translational coordinates for
each nanoparticle are described in the Supporting Infor-
mation.

To test how much leveraging symmetry might im-
prove approximation accuracy, we constructed new in-
terpolants û(θ) and û(α) for the two-dimensional rods
using the same number of points in the reduced domains
that account for symmetry. Both the piecewise linear
interpolants [Figures 3(c) and 3(e)] and the Chebyshev
polynomial interpolants [Figures 3(d) and 3(f)] that used
symmetry agreed much better with the true energy than
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FIG. 4. (a) Energy for a pair of two-dimensional rods as a
function of α with θ = π/2 and r fixed at the maximum
value of r0 as α varies. The true energy is compared to a
Chebyshev polynomial interpolant (C) using 33 sample points
(P = 32) and a trigonometric polynomial interpolant (T)
using 27 sample points (P = 26). (b) The first derivative
of the same with respect to α.

those that did not. By removing periodicities due to
known symmetry, the sampling density of unique con-
figuration space effectively increases, which is important
when approximating using limited data.

D. Selecting univariate approximations

In addition to physical symmetries of specific
anisotropic particles, some of the coordinates chosen for
our approximation have inherent periodicity (θ, α, and
γ). Application of symmetry to reduce their domains
may remove some of these periodicities but some may
remain; indeed, α and γ for three-dimensional particles
and α for two-dimensional particles are always periodic
using our procedure. We typically expect that not only
the energy but also its partial derivatives with respect
to periodic coordinates should be periodic. The sample
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points for the Chebyshev polymomials naturally enforce
periodicity of the interpolant, but its first derivative is
not guaranteed to be periodic. Trigonometric polynomi-
als, on the other hand, are inherently periodic functions
that also have periodic derivatives; they work well for
approximating periodic data but can struggle to repre-
sent nonperiodic data. Hence, a “mixed” basis,39,44,45

formed from a tensor product of Chebyshev polynomi-
als for nonperiodic coordinates and trigonometric poly-
nomials for periodic coordinates, may be advantageous
for multivariate interpolation of anisotropic pair poten-
tials.

In support of this notion, we compared the use of
Chebyshev polynomials and trigonometric polynomials
to interpolate û(α) for two-dimensional rods with θ =
π/2 and r fixed at the maximum r0 as α varied (Figure 4).
To ensure a reasonably faithful approximation of the en-
ergy, we used 33 points for the Chebyshev polynomial in-
terpolant and 27 points for the trigonometric polynomial
interpolant. (The reasons for selecting these particular
numbers of points are described below.) The trigonomet-
ric polynomial interpolant, despite having slightly fewer
terms and sample points, produced a better approxima-
tion of û than the Chebyshev polynomial interpolant,
which showed unphysical oscillations. We also computed
dû/dα, and these differences were more exaggerated. We
noted that dû/dα was also discontinuous across the peri-
odic boundary for the Chebyshev polynomial interpolant,
although the true energy and the trigonometric polyno-
mial interpolant were continuous. This example high-
lights the potential benefits of selecting trigonometric
polynomials for periodic coordinates.

After selecting the type of basis function for a given
coordinate, the degree of the univariate polynomial must
also be chosen. We anticipated that some coordinates
may be more challenging to interpolate than others, re-
quiring a higher degree polynomial and more sample
points. Even for interpolating a single coordinate, some
configurations may be more challenging than others, as
can be seen for the side-to-side, side-to-end, and end-to-
end configurations of our two-dimensional rods (Figure
S1). To efficiently refine the approximation of a given
coordinate, we considered only univariate polynomial de-
grees that produced nested sample points, i.e., all sam-
ple points continued to be used as the degree increased.
Nested points of a nominal nonnegative integer “level” l
were generated by choosing P = 2ℓ when ℓ ≥ 1 and P = 0
when ℓ = 0 for Chebyshev polynomials and P = 3ℓ−1 for
trigonometric polynomials. We considered 2ℓ + 1 nested
sample points for the corresponding linear piecewise lin-
ear interpolant.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

We tested our framework on the model two-
dimensional and three-dimensional nanoparticles we se-
lected as test problems (Figure 1). We constructed a

linear piecewise interpolant, a Chebyshev polynomial in-
terpolant, and a mixed-basis polynomial interpolant that
used Chebyshev polynomials for the nonperiodic coor-
dinates and trigonometric polynomials for the periodic
coordinates. All interpolants used ρ as the transformed
coordinate for the center-to-center distance, and Table I
lists the angles with corresponding upper bounds for each
nanoparticle after application of symmetry. The periodic
coordinates were α and γ.

To interrogate how much data was required to ac-
curately approximate the energy u, we exhaustively
searched combinations of univariate approximations of
different degrees that produced a multivariate interpolant
û with fewer than a threshold number of sample points
[N in eq (1)]. In this discussion, we emphasize that the
number of sample points also describes the number of
basis functions included in the polynomial interpolants,
and interpolants with more sample points are expected to
be more accurate because they have sampled more con-
figurations and have more flexibility in their functional
forms. Based on Figure S1 for the two-dimensional rod,
we used a minimum of 17 sample points for ρ to en-
sure we faithfully captured the dependence on center-
to-center distance, which we expect to play a significant
role in determining the forces between particles. We also
used a minimum of 2 sample points for two-dimensional
nanoparticles and 3 sample points for three-dimensional
nanoparticles for the angle coordinates as well as a max-
imum number of sample points for all coordinates to re-
duce the size of the search space by excluding interpolants
that were unlikely to perform well. All univariate approx-
imations were also required to use nested sample points.
Table S1 summarizes the minimum and maximum sam-
ple points considered for each coordinate for the differ-
ent nanoparticles. For the two-dimensional nanoparti-
cles, the approximated pair potential was a function of
only three coordinates, û(ρ, θ, α), so we set the threshold
number of sample points to a modest 2 × 103. For the
three-dimensional nanoparticles, we increased N to 104

for the rod, for which û(ρ, ϕ, α, β) is a function of four
coordinates, and to 5×104 for the cube and tetrahedron,
for which û(ρ, θ, ϕ, α, β, γ) depends on all six coordinates.

To compare the accuracy of the three interpolation
schemes, we randomly generated an additional 104 test
configurations for the two-dimensional nanoparticles and
5 × 104 test configurations for the three-dimensional
nanoparticles using uniform sampling in the spherical co-
ordinates and Euler angles with rejection to obtain only
points that, when reduced, were inside the domain of
the interpolants. We computed the square of the Pear-
son correlation coefficient R2 and root mean square error
(RMSE) for each multivariate interpolant by comparing
the approximated energy û and the true energy u for the
test configurations. For clarity, we will present only the
results from interpolants that improved (had larger R2

or smaller RMSE) as the total number of sample points
increased. Both metrics identified the same best inter-
polants, with the exception of the linear piecewise inter-
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FIG. 5. (a–c) R2 and (d–e) RMSE for linear piecewise (L), Chebyshev polynomial (C), and mixed-basis polynomial (M)
interpolants for the two-dimensional nanoparticles [(a) & (d) rod, (b) & (e) square, and (c) & (f) triangle] as a function of total
number of sample points. For clarity, points are only shown for interpolants that increased R2 or decreased RMSE.

FIG. 6. Parity plots of the approximated energy û vs. the true energy u for the two-dimensional nanoparticles (rod, square,
and triangle) and best (a–c) linear piecewise, (d–f) Chebyshev polynomial, and (g–i) mixed-basis polynomial interpolant for
each nanoparticle.
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polant for the tetrahedron. For most of the results we
present here, we computed r0 numerically for both the
sample points and test points so that we could focus on
the accuracy of û. We will discuss approximation of r0
itself at the end of this section.

A. Two-dimensional nanoparticles

We first calculated R2 and the RMSE for each inter-
polation scheme for our two-dimensional nanoparticles
(Figure 5). For the rod, the Chebsyhev polynomial inter-
polants were slightly more accurate than the linear piece-
wise interpolants, but the mixed-basis polynomial inter-
polants were slightly less accurate; the Chebyshev poly-
nomial interpolant additionally improved fastest with
number of sample points. For the square, both the
Chebyshev and mixed-basis polynomial interpolants ap-
proximated the energy more accurately and improved
faster with number of sample points than the linear
piecewise interpolants. For the triangle, all three inter-
polation schemes reached a similar level of final accu-
racy, but the mixed-basis polynomial interpolants had
the smallest RMSE and improved fastest with number of
sample points. The number of univariate sample points
used for each coordinate is shown in Table S2 for the
best interpolant for each particle type and scheme. We
noted that the piecewise linear interpolants consistently
required more sample points with respect to ρ than the

polynomial interpolants, and as a result, were restricted
to use fewer points with respect to the angles θ and α.

To better understand differences in interpolation
schemes, we created parity plots of the approximated en-
ergy û vs. the true energy u for the best interpolants
found for each scheme (Figure 6). In all cases, the par-
ity plots showed quite satisfactory agreement, consistent
with R2 being close to one and RMSE being close to
zero. The linear piecewise interpolants consistently over-
predicted the energy of repulsive configurations some-
what for all particles, while the Chebyshev polynomial
and mixed-basis polynomial interpolants were highly ac-
curate for those configurations. This error is likely due to
the difference in functional form of the interpolants. All
interpolation schemes typically captured the energy of at-
tractive configurations well, but the mixed-basis polyno-
mial interpolant underpredicted the attraction between
triangles. These differences can be more clearly seen in
a plot of the residual ∆u = û−u against the true energy
u (Figure S2), where systematic deviations of ∆u from
zero suggest there are some behaviors not captured by
the approximations.

To more specifically understand the configurations
these errors were associated with, we evaluated the en-
ergy as a function of relative translation for particles fixed
in an orientation that included the minimum-energy con-
figuration. Figure 7 shows the true energy u in the xy
plane, along with the lower bound r0 and upper bound
r0 + rc on the center-to-center distance r. This visu-
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alization confirms that the cutoff we selected was suffi-
ciently large that the true energy was negligible beyond
this upper bound. We then evaluated the residual ∆u
for each best interpolant for only configurations inside
the domain of û. The linear piecewise interpolant strug-
gled for configurations near corners of the particles, with
the residual typically being negative for these configu-
rations (i.e., the approximated energy is more attrac-
tive than the true energy). The positive residuals for
the linear piecewise interpolants tended to occur near
close edge-to-edge configurations of the rods, and edge-
to-edge configurations of the squares and triangles that
tended to be very repulsive. The Chebyshev and mixed-
basis polynomial interpolants had mostly similar behav-
ior, showing small inaccuracies for configurations that
were close to the minimum-energy configuration. Con-
sistent with the parity plot, the mixed-basis polynomial
interpolant, in particular, had a significant positive resid-
ual near these attractive configurations. We suspect that
the primary reason for this error is that there was no
sample point close to this orientation for the triangle
(α = π/3). Traces of the energy as a function of center-
to-center distance r for multiple orientations show essen-
tially the same trends (Figure S3).

B. Three-dimensional nanoparticles

We performed the same analysis of R2 and RMSE for
our three-dimensional nanoparticles (Figure 8). For the
rod, all interpolation schemes produced accurate approx-
imations, with the mixed-basis polynomial interpolant

having a slightly faster improvement with number of sam-
ple points than the other two. We note that substantially
more sample points were required to achieve a compara-
ble accuracy as for the two-dimensional rod, which was
expected because of the increase in both number of co-
ordinates and total solid angle being approximated for
the three-dimensional rod. For the cube, the mixed-basis
polynomial interpolant outperformed the linear piecewise
and Chebyshev polynomial interpolants, achieving com-
parable accuracy as for the three-dimensional rod. How-
ever, even more sample points were now required. Al-
though the total solid angle was actually smaller for the
cube than for the three-dimensional rod (Table I), the
cube was described by six coordinates rather than four.
Because we used a tensor product to construct our multi-
variate interpolant, the increase in number of coordinates
restricted us to smaller degrees of univariate approxima-
tion per coordinate in order to stay below the threshold
total number of sample points. This tradeoff highlights
one challenge of constructing multivariate interpolants
using tensor products, whose size grows highly unfavor-
ably with dimensionality. For the tetrahedron, all inter-
polation schemes had similar performance but achieved
a smaller R2 and larger RMSE than for any of the other
nanoparticles. We expected that the tetrahedron would
be the most challenging particle to approximate due to
its lesser degree of symmetry, and our results suggest that
more sample points may be needed to better approximate
this interaction.

As for the two-dimensional nanoparticles, we also cre-
ated parity plots for the best-performing interpolant for
each particle type and interpolation scheme (Figure 9).
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FIG. 9. Parity plots of the approximated energy û vs. the true energy u for the three-dimensional nanoparticles (rod, cube,
and tetrahedron) and best (a–c) linear piecewise, (d–f) Chebyshev polynomial, and (g–i) mixed-basis polynomial interpolant
for each nanoparticle.

The number of univariate sample points used for each co-
ordinate is shown in Table S2. Qualitatively similar be-
havior was obtained as for the two-dimensional nanopar-
ticles but the scatter in the points increased, consistent
with the somewhat smaller R2 and larger RMSE. One no-
table difference is that all methods struggled to capture
the attractions between tetrahedra, even though the most
attractive configurations were not present in the test set.
All the interpolation schemes gave systematically posi-
tive residuals for these configurations (Figure S4). This
systematic error also suggests that these configurations
were not adequately sampled by any of the interpola-
tion schemes. Increasing the degree of the univariate
approximations would likely help address this issue at
the expense of adding additional sample points. Traces
of the energy as a function of center-to-center distance r
for multiple orientations show essentially the same trends
(Figure S5).

C. Approximation of r0

Until now, we have numerically computed r0 each time
it was needed to determine ρ so that we could focus on

comparing different schemes for approximating û. How-
ever, for practical purposes in simulations, an approxi-
mation of r0(θ, ϕ,Ω) is also needed for faster evaluation.
The multivariate interpolation methods and framework
we have used for û are amenable to approximating r0;
however, it is not immediately clear how much error in
an approximation r̂0 may affect the accuracy of û. We ex-
plored this question using the two-dimensional and three-
dimensional rod as a case study.

We considered only Chebyshev polynomial inter-
polants given their good performance for both rods. We
first created an approximation r̂0 using the same an-
gle points as the best Chebyshev polynomial interpolant
for each rod, which had a modest RMSE of 0.039σ
for the two-dimensional rods and 0.104σ for the three-
dimensional rods. We then computed the RMSE for all
the Chebyshev polynomial interpolants appearing in Fig-
ures 5(d) and 8(d), but we now used r̂0 to calculate ρ.
The RMSE for û unfortunately increased significantly
compared to using the numerically determined r0 (Figure
10), indicating that having an accurate approximation r̂0
is likely important. To assess how much r̂0 needed to im-
prove, we constructed additional approximations using
more points for each cooordinate (Table S3), aiming to
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reduce the RMSE for both r̂0 and û. Indeed, we found
that we could achieve comparable accuracy to the numer-
ically determined r0 using a multivariate interpolant r̂0
with more sample points. We correlated the RMSE for
û with the RMSE for r̂0 [Figure 10(c)] and found that
an RMSE for r̂0 less than 0.01σ produced comparable
RMSE in û as when using the numerically determined
r0. This test supports the viability of approximating r̂0
in addition to û.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we developed a framework for using mul-
tivariate interpolation to approximate anisotropic pair
potentials. We focused on multivariate interpolants that
used basis functions and sample points constructed from
a tensor product of those for univariate Chebyshev and
trigonometric polynomials. The key elements of the
framework are: (1) a physically-motivated coordinate
transformation that excludes highly energetically unfa-
vorable configurations, (2) a systematic reduction of the
domain to be approximated using symmetry, (3) refine-
ment of univariate approximations for each coordinate,
and (4) use of trigonometric polynomials to enforce dif-
ferentiability with respect to periodic coordinates. Our
tests conducted while developing our framework indicate
that the first three elements are particularly important
for obtaining good approximations.

We showed that our approach could accurately approx-
imate the energy between three different two-dimensional
nanoparticles using fewer than 2 × 103 sample points,
a three-dimensional rod using fewer than 104 sample
points, and a cube using fewer than 5×104 sample points.
We also obtained a reasonable approximation of the en-
ergy between two tetrahedra; however, it was less accu-
rate than for the other nanoparticles we tested, which we
attribute to the tetrahedron having the least symmetry.

Overall, our multivariate polynomial interpolants typi-
cally performed at least as well as, if not better than, lin-
ear piecewise interpolants that we also tested as a refer-
ence point (particularly for repulsive configurations) and
have the benefit of being differentiable everywhere in the
approximation domain. They also required substantially
fewer sample points than have been previously used to
construct data-driven approximations of anisotropic pair
potentials.29,30

There is a practical tradeoff between accuracy and
computational cost that must be considered when de-
signing the interpolation scheme. The interpolant is the
sum of products of up to six univariate polynomials. As
the degree of each univariate approximation and/or the
number of coordinates included increases, the number
of sample points that must be collected as well as the
number of terms that must be evaluated both increase.
The samples are only collected once and are all known
in advance, so these calculations are trivially parallel
and potentially well-suited to high-throughput comput-
ing. However, a large number of sample points may be
prohibitive to collect if each individual calculation is de-
manding. Additionally, the increase in the number of
terms increases the computational cost of evaluating the
interpolant, which may become limiting if done repeat-
edly in a simulation. Sparse interpolation37–39,44–49 is
one strategy that can potentially help address this trade-
off by reducing the number of sample points and terms in
the multivariate interpolant, which we intend to explore
in the future.
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I. SYMMETRY

We applied symmetry to reduce the relative translational coordinates θ and ϕ as shown

in Table 1 using the following procedures:

• Rod (2D). If θ > π, rotate by π about z-axis so θ ≤ π. Then, if θ > π/2, rotate by π

about y-axis so θ ≤ π/2.

• Square. If θ > π/2, rotate by −π/2 about the z-axis until θ ≤ π/2. Then, if θ > π/4,

rotate by π about the vector [1/
√
2, 1/

√
2] so θ ≤ π/4.

• Triangle. If θ > 2π/3, rotate about the z-axis by −2π/3 until θ < 2π/3. Then, if

θ > π/3, rotate by π about the vector [1/2,
√
3/2] so θ ≤ π/3.

• Rod (3D). If ϕ > π/2, rotate by π about the x-axis so ϕ ≤ π/2. Then, rotate by −θ

about the z-axis so θ = 0.

• Cube. If ϕ > π/2, rotate by π about the x-axis so ϕ ≤ π/2. Next, if θ > π/2, rotate

about the z-axis by −π/2 until θ < π/2. Last, if θ > π/4, rotate by 2π/3 about the

vector [1/
√
3, 1/

√
3, 1/

√
3] until θ ≤ π/4.

• Tetrahedron. If θ > 2π/3, rotate by −2π/3 about the z-axis until θ < 2π/3.

II. SELECTING UNIVARIATE APPROXIMATIONS

TABLE I. Minimum (min.) and maximum (max.) numbers of sample points considered for each

coordinate for û.

nanoparticle ρ angles

min. max. min. max.

rod (2D), square, triangle 17 257 2 33

rod (3D) 17 65 3 65

cube, tetrahedron 17 33 3 33
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FIG. 1. Energy for a pair of two-dimensional rods as a function of r at different fixed θ and α. The

three configurations are (θ, α) = (π/2, 0), (0, π/2), and (0, 0), illustrated below the curves. The

true energy is compared to Chebyshev polynomial interpolation with respect to ρ using either 9 or

17 sample points. Note the oscillations for the interpolant using 9 sample points for the end-to-end

configuration.
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TABLE II. Number of sample points for each coordinate for the best linear piecewise (L), Chebyshev

polynomial (C), and mixed-basis polynomial (M) interpolants found for û.

nanoparticle interpolant ρ θ ϕ α β γ

rod (2D)

L 33 5 9

C 17 9 9

M 17 9 9

square

L 65 5 5

C 17 9 9

M 17 9 9

triangle

L 33 5 9

C 17 5 17

M 17 9 9

rod (3D)

L 17 5 17 5

C 17 5 17 5

M 17 9 9 5

cube

L 33 3 3 17 3 3

C 17 3 5 17 3 3

M 17 3 9 9 3 3

tetrahedron

L 33 3 5 5 5 3

C 17 3 9 3 5 5

M 17 3 17 3 5 3
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TABLE III. Number of sample points for each coordinate for Chebyshev polynomial interpolants

r̂0 with varied RMSE.

nanoparticle θ ϕ α β γ RMSE (σ)

rod (2D)

9 9 0.039

17 33 0.014

33 65 0.007

65 128 0.001

rod (3D)

5 17 5 0.104

9 33 5 0.037

17 33 9 0.02

33 65 17 0.007

5



III. TWO-DIMENSIONAL NANOPARTICLES

FIG. 2. Same as Figure 5, but showing the residual energy ∆u = û− u vs. the true energy u.
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FIG. 3. Comparison of energy approximated using linear piecewise (L), Chebyshev polynomial (C),

and mixed-basis polynomial (M) interpolants to the true energy for two-dimensional nanoparticles

as a function of r at different fixed θ and α. The three configurations (θ, α) are the same for the

rod as in Figure 1; (0, 0), (0, π/4), and (π/4, 0) for the square; and (π/3, π/3), (0, 0), and (0, π/3)

for the triangle, illustrated at the bottom.
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IV. THREE-DIMENSIONAL NANOPARTICLES

FIG. 4. Same as Figure 8, but showing the residual energy ∆u = û− u vs. the true energy u.
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FIG. 5. Comparison of energy approximated using linear piecewise (L), Chebyshev polynomial

(C), and mixed-basis polynomial (M) interpolants to the true energy for the three-dimensional

nanoparticles as a function of r at different fixed θ, ϕ, and orientation. The three configurations

are (ϕ, α, β) = (π/2, 0, 0), (0, π/2, π/2), and (0, 0, 0) for the rod; (θ, ϕ, α, β, γ) = (0, π/2, 0, 0, 0),

(0, π/2, π/4, 0, 0), and (π/4, π/2, 0, 0, 0) for the cube; and (θ, ϕ, α, β, γ) = (4π/3, π, π/2, 7π/18, π/6),

(0, 0, 0, 0, 0), and (2π/3, π/2, π/3, 0, 0) for the tetrahedron, illustrated at the bottom.
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