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Calculation of Raman scattering from molecular dynamics (MD) simulations requires accurate modeling of the evolu-
tion of the electronic polarizability of the system along its MD trajectory. For large systems, this necessitates the use of
atomistic models to represent the dependence of electronic polarizability on atomic coordinates. The bond polarizabil-
ity model (BPM) is the simplest such model and has been used for modeling the Raman spectra of molecular systems
but has not been applied to solid-state systems. Here, we systematically investigate the accuracy and limitations of
the BPM parameterized from density functional theory (DFT) results for a series of simple molecules such as CO2,
SO2, H2S, H2O, NH3, and CH4, the more complex CH2O, CH3OH and CH3CH2OH and thiophene molecules and the
BaTiO3 and CsPbBr3 perovskite solids. We find that BPM can reliably reproduce the overall features of the Raman
spectra such as shifts of peak positions. However, with the exception of highly symmetric systems, the assumption of
non-interacting bonds limits the quantitative accuracy of the BPM; this assumption also leads to qualitatively inaccu-
rate polarizability evolution and Raman spectra for systems where large deviations from the ground state structure are
present.

I. INTRODUCTION

Spectroscopy is as a powerful tool that has been widely ap-
plied to various inorganic and organic systems to obtain the
characteristic vibrations and other related properties1,2. The
application of molecular dynamics (MD) simulations for the
interpretation of infrared (IR) spectra has provided a powerful
method for detailed understanding of experimental IR spec-
troscopy results, significantly enhancing the value provided
by IR spectra3,4. By contrast, obtaining a similar level of mi-
croscopic insight from Raman scattering with the help of MD
simulations has not been possible due to the difficulties in the
evaluation of the electronic polarizability trajectory.

The Raman spectrum of a system owing to its lattice dy-
namics can be calculated from the changes in the electronic
polarizability of the system due to its atomic (or ionic) vi-
brations. Therefore, to model the Raman spectra using MD
simulations, electronic polarizability along the trajectory of
the system dynamics must be calculated, and then the Raman
spectrum can be obtained from the auto-correlation function
of the time-dependent electronic polarizability trajectory5–7.
Electronic polarizability is an observable related to the elec-
tronic response of the system to the perturbation by an applied
electric field, and ideally should be obtained by quantum-
mechanical (QM) calculations8,9. However, such QM calcu-
lation of electronic polarizability at each time step has a very
high computational cost. While atomistic models using neu-
ral networks for estimation of electronic polarizability trajec-
tories have been developed, due to their complexity they still
have a high computational cost, albeit much smaller one than
that of direct QM calculations, and require large amount of
QM data for model training10–13. Therefore, modeling the
electronic polarizability dynamics for large systems is still

challenging.
Among the atomistic approaches for electronic polarizabil-

ity evaluation, the bond polarizability model (BPM)14–16, is
the simplest and the most computationally efficient. This sim-
ple model is based on the assumption that the total polariz-
ability of the system is the sum of the polarizability contribu-
tions of the individual bonds. The model also assumes that
the polarizability contribution of each bond is a function of
the length of that bond only, i.e. independent bond approxi-
mation. Despite these simplistic assumptions, BPM has been
applied and found to be accurate for obtaining Raman spec-
tra in various systems17–20. However, it was also found to
be inaccurate for some molecular and solid state systems21,22.
Therefore, it is important to analyze the BPM as the sim-
plest possible electronic polarizability model to systematically
evaluate the limits of its applicability to the study of molecu-
lar and solid-state systems and to provide a baseline reference
for the development of more sophisticated electronic polariz-
ablity models.

In this paper, we first applied the BPM to simple molecules
such as the linear molecule CO2, and several two-element
non-linear molecules SO2, H2S, H2O, NH3 and CH4 with dif-
ferent bond angles; these molecules are used as model systems
to understand the effect of bond angles on the BPM accuracy.
We then examined the more complicated multielement CH2O
and CH3OH and CH3CH2OH and thiophene molecules to un-
derstand the impact of various degrees of freedom of molecu-
lar structures on larger molecules in the application of BPM.
Finally, we applied the BPM to perovskites as model solid
state systems due to their broad range of functional proper-
ties and rich physics. In particular, we focused on the classic
oxide ferroelectric (FE) BaTiO3 (BTO) and halide perovskite
CsPbBr3 (CPB). For all of these systems, we compare the

ar
X

iv
:2

40
6.

07
44

8v
1 

 [
co

nd
-m

at
.m

tr
l-

sc
i]

  1
1 

Ju
n 

20
24



2

BPM results for the polarizability and Raman spectra with
those obtained by direct density functional theory (DFT) cal-
culations for small systems. Our results show that despite its
simplicity, BPM can be useful and accurate for capturing the
overall features of the Raman spectra; however, BPM fails to
reproduce fine polarizability changes and some features of Ra-
man spectra when encountering strong asymmetric vibrations
and strong anharmonicity. Our results thus demonstrate the
limits of accuracy of the BPM approach, providing guidance
for modeling of Raman spectroscopy results and also provid-
ing a baseline for the development of more accurate atomistic
and neural network models of polarizability dynamics.

II. METHODS

A. Bond Polarizability Model and computational methods

In this work, the total polarizability tensor (αi j) is defined
as

αi j =
1
Ω ∑

n
αn

i j

where Ω is the volume and αn
i j is the polarizability tensor for

the nth bond. Furthermore, αn
i j is defined as

αn
i j =

1
3
(αl +2αp)δi j +(αl −αp)(

RiR j

R2 − 1
3

δi j)

where i, j denote x, y or z axes. RRR is the vector between two
atoms forming the nth bond, and αl and αp are the longitudi-
nal and perpendicular bond polarizabilities, respectively for a
particular bond type. According to BPM, these parameters are
functions of the bond length R only. Therefore, the bond po-
larizabilities can be expanded in a Taylor series with respect
to the bond length around the equilibrium structure denoted
by superscript 0, as given by

αt = α0
t +α1

t .(R−R0)+α2
t .(R−R0)2 + ..

where αt is either longitudinal (t = l) or perpendicular (t = p)
component of the bond polarizability.

In order to extract the unknown parameters of the BPM,
we calculated polarizability trajectory using density func-
tional perturbation theory (DFPT)23 as implemented in Quan-
tum ESPRESSO code24. For all of the systems consid-
ered here, ab initio molecular dynamics were also performed
using Quantum ESPRESSO. The Perdew-Burke-Ernzerhof
exchange-correlation functional for solids (PBEsol) was em-
ployed for all systems25. All the unknown parameters in the
BPM then were extracted by minimizing the difference be-
tween the model results and the training data set along the
DFPT-calculated polarizability trajectory.

For CO2, SO2, H2S, H2O and NH3, ab initio molecular
dynamics simulations were performed at 300 K. First, we cal-
culated polarizability trajectory directly using DFT for 30, 24,
24, 25 and 24 ps with a time step of 0.0015 ps for the CO2,
SO2, H2S, H2O and NH3 molecules, respectively. However,

due to computational cost, we considered the DFT-calculated
polarizability trajectory for 23, 24, 23, 20 and 20 ps with a
time step of 0.0058, 0.0058, 0.0058, 0.0072 and 0.0072 ps
in case of CH4, CH2O, CH3OH, CH3CH2OH and thiophene,
respectively. We then extracted the BPM parameters for 1st -
and 2nd-order models using the DFT-calculated polarizability
trajectory data. For BTO and CPB, we found that the polar-
izability is dominated by the contributions from the motions
of the TiO6 and PbBr6 octahedra (see Supplementary Material
(SM)). Therefore, BPM parameters are extracted after fitting
to the Ti-O and Pb-Br bonds, respectively, for these systems.
We considered a 10-atom unit cell and performed molecular
dynamics for 30 ps with a time step of 0.0015 ps while keep-
ing the cell volume fixed at four temperatures of 300 K, 600
K, 800 K and 1000 K, respectively. For the DFT-calculated
polarizability trajectory, we considered the full trajectory of
30 ps with a time step of 0.073 ps. The DFT-calculated po-
larizability trajectories for all temperatures were used for the
extraction of the BPM parameters.

For classical molecular dynamics of BTO, we used a
10×10×10 supercell for 300 ps with a time step of 0.001
ps with the LAMMPS code26 using the bond-valence model
atomistic potential (BVMD)27. Then, BPM parameters as ex-
tracted from the polarizability calculations for the 10-atom
unit cell were used to calculate the Raman spectra of bulk and
thin film of BTO for various temperatures.

B. Experimental details

Raman scattering was collected in the backscattering con-
figuration (Z(X ,X)Z̄, X∥(100)), with a 5 mW 385 nm
laser excitation source focused to a surface intensity of
1 W/cm2. Light was dispersed by a triple spectrome-
ter operated in a double-dispersive single-subtractive mode
(Horiba Jobin-Yvon, model T64000), and collected using a
thermoelectrically-cooled CCD (Andor). The (001)-oriented
BaTiO3 bulk single crystal was grown by top seeded solution
growth (MTI Corp.).

Raman spectra were collected between 123 K and 423 K
at 5 K intervals, and each individual spectrum is the average
of 3 acquisitions for 10 s each. Experimental observations
of abrupt structural phase transitions at 183 K (rhombohedral
(R) to orthorhombic (O)), 278 K (O to tetragonal (T)), and
393 K (T to cubic (C)) are in agreement with the BTO re-
sults reported in the literature28. Additionally, the intensity
of the collapsing soft mode (160 cm−1 in the R-phase, and
the broad feature at 35 cm−1 in the O-phase) are an indica-
tion of structural homogeneity and a low population of do-
main walls, showing that these are effectively single-domain
measurements29.



3

(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 1. (Color online) CO2: (a) The xx component of αBPM (1st and 2nd order are shown by blue and red circles, respectively) vs αDFT . The
linear fit of BPM-2nd order data is shown by the black line.. (b) Top panel: Comparison of time-dependent trajectory of αxx. Bottom panel:
Magnified view of the region in first panel marked in filled green color. (c) Raman spectra from DFT (black), BPM-1st (blue) and BPM-2nd

(red).

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Linear CO2 molecule

Fig. 1 (a) compares the polarizabilities calculated using
BPM and DFT along the polarizability trajectory of the xx
component at 300 K for CO2. Both 1st - and 2nd-order BPM re-
produce the DFT polarizability very accurately (see the linear
fit of the 2nd order BPM data). We also compare polarizabil-
ity trajectory (αxx) as calculated from DFT and BPM (1st and
2nd) in Fig. 1 (b). The top panel of Fig. 1 (b), which presents
the overall polarizability trajectory, shows perfect agreement
between the overall trajectories from BPM and DFT, corre-
sponding to low-frequency vibrations. The bottom panel of
Fig. 1 (b), which presents a magnified view of a small re-
gion of the trajectory also shows good agreement between the
model and DFT results for the high-frequency polarizability
oscillations. This demonstrates the accuracy of BPM on sim-
ple linear molecule such as CO2. Therefore, it is expected that
the Raman spectrum calculated using BPM will capture the
main peaks of the DFT Raman spectrum. Fig. 1 (c) shows the
perfect overlap of peak positions and intensities of the Raman
spectra obtained by these two methods. These results show
that the polarizability fluctuations are well-reproduced by the
BPM.

B. Nonlinear molecules

Then, we considered the SO2, H2S, H2O, NH3 and CH4
nonlinear molecules in order to examine the effect of angular
geometry on the BPM accuracy. Fig. 2 (a) compares the cal-
culated values of the the xx component of αBPM for 1st and
2nd order BPM with αDFT for SO2. The scatter of the data
around the y = x line (αBPM = αDFT ) shows that the 1st -order
BPM cannot fully capture the DFT values. These results are
not improved even after the application of the 2nd-order BPM.

However, an overall linear dependence of αBPM plotted versus
αDFT is observed (the equation of the linear fit of the 2nd order
BPM α values plotted versus DFT α values is αBPM = 0.01 +
0.924*αDFT ) with an increase of the deviation of the value of
αBPM from αDFT when going from larger to smaller values
of αDFT , forming a triangular-like data distribution. We also
plotted the polarizability trajectories at 300 K of SO2 from
these different methods in Fig. 2 (b). The gross features of the
DFT trajectory are reproduced well by the 1st and 2nd order
BPM. Even though the low-frequency (top panel of Fig. 2 (b))
and high-frequency (bottom panel of Fig. 2 (b)) polarizabil-
ity fluctuations are well-captured by the BPM, the amplitude
of the low- and high-frequency fluctuations from the BPM re-
sults shows some differences from the DFT results. These
discrepancies are reflected in the calculated Raman spectra for
the high-frequency region (see Fig. 2 (c)), where the spectral
positions of the DFT-generated spectra are reproduced well
by the BPM-generated spectra. However, unlike for CO2, the
peak intensities from BPM do not agree with the DFT results.
Additionally, differences between the Raman intensities of the
DFT and BPM spectra are also observed for the low-frequency
peaks (see inset Fig. 2 (c)).

Next, we examined the BPM results for H2S. Fig. 3 (a),
presents the results for BPM-calculated α plotted versus DFT-
calculated α for the xx component. Similar to SO2, the 1st

order αBPM values show high scatter in comparison to αDFT
forming a triangular data distribution where the deviation of
the BPM-generated α values from the DFT-generated α in-
creases drastically while moving from higher to lower values
of DFT-generated α . Inclusion of 2nd order in the BPM im-
proves the results slightly so that only a small decrease in the
size of the triangular data distribution is obtained. The inclu-
sion of higher-order (3rd and 4th order) terms in the BPM did
not eliminate this error, indicating that it is due to the lack
of consideration of the effects of the H-S-H angle on the po-
larizability. The αxx polarizability trajectories from different
methods are shown in Fig. 3 (b), revealing poor agreement
between the BPM- and DFT-calculated polarizability trajecto-
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(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 2. (Color online) SO2 (a) The xx component of αBPM (1st and 2nd order are shown by blue and red circles, respectively) vs αDFT . The
linear fit of the BPM-2nd order data is shown by solid black line. The green dotted line represents αBPM = αDFT . (b) Top panel: Comparison
of the trajectory of αxx. Bottom panel: Magnified view of the region shaded in green in the first panel. (c) Raman spectra from DFT (black),
BPM-1st (blue) and BPM-2nd (red) results. Inset shows the results in the lower-wavenumber region.

(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 3. (Color online) H2S: (Color online) (a) The results for the xx component of αBPM (1st and 2nd order BPM are shown by blue and red
circles, respectively) plotted vs αDFT . The linear fit of BPM-2nd order data is shown by the black line. The green dotted line represents αBPM
= αDFT . (b) Top panel: Comparison of the trajectory of αxx. Bottom panel: Magnified view of the region in the first panel shaded in green. (c)
Raman spectra generated using DFT (black), BPM-1st (blue) and BPM-2nd (red).

ries. A small improvement by the 2nd-order model compared
to the 1st -order model is observed for the overall variation of
αxx (Top panel of Fig. 3 (b)). However, a magnified view of
the αxx trajectories shows that the 2nd-order model trajectory
exhibits much stronger high-frequency fluctuations compared
to both the DFT or 1st -order model trajectories.

These much stronger high-frequency fluctuations lead to a
dramatically higher Raman intensity for the high-frequency
peaks predicted by the 2nd-order model compared to the DFT
and 1st order model spectra (Fig. 3 (c)). Both BPM-1st and
BPM-2nd order models predict peak positions similar to those
of DFT in the high-frequency spectrum. However, compar-
ison of the obtained peak intensities shows that the BPM-
1st spectrum is closer to the DFT spectrum than the BPM-
2nd spectrum. The unphysicallly high intensity of the high-
frequency fluctuations in the BPM-2nd order model is likely
due to the fact that the model parameterization procedure
seeks to minimize the overall error; since the high-frequency
oscillations are much weaker than the low-frequency oscilla-

tions, an overestimation of high-frequency amplitude will be
acceptable in the parameterization if it is balanced by better
agreement with the overall trajectory. However, this will lead
to unphysically high intensity in the physically relevant part
of the spectrum.

We then examine the performance of BPM for H2O, per-
haps the most important molecule in chemistry and biology.
Fig. 4 (a) shows αxx calculated using BPM-1st and BPM-2nd

for different H2O geometries plotted versus the correspond-
ing DFT αxx values. Similar to other nonlinear molecules, a
triangular data distribution is observed for both BPM-1st and
BPM-2nd . However, unlike for H2S, the inclusion of 2nd or-
der does not improve the BPM results. The calculated slope
(0.275) of the linear fit of the BPM-2nd vs DFT data is even
worse than that for H2S (0.560). We also plot the polariz-
ability trajectories as calculated from BPM-1st , BPM-2nd and
DFT methods in Fig. 4 (b). The low-frequency polarizability
trajectory (see top panel of Fig. 4 (b)) is not well-captured by
BPM. However, the high-frequency oscillations of the polar-
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(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 4. (Color online) H2O: (Color online) (a) The results for the xx component of αBPM (1st and 2nd order BPM are shown by blue and red
circles, respectively) plotted vs αDFT . The linear fit of BPM-2nd order data is shown by the black line. The green dotted line represents αBPM
= αDFT . (b) Top panel: Comparison of the trajectory of αxx. Bottom panel: Magnified view of the region in the first panel shaded in green. (c)
Raman spectra generated using DFT (black), BPM-1st (blue) and BPM-2nd (red).

izability trajectory are well-reproduced by BPM (see bottom
panel of Fig. 4 (b)). This implies that the BPM-calculated Ra-
man spectrum will be in good agreement with the DFT spec-
trum in the high-frequency region but not in the low-frequency
region. The Raman spectra (Fig. 4 (c)) calculated from the po-
larizability trajectory show that the peak position in the high-
frequency range is well-reproduced by the BPM-1st and BPM-
2nd . However, a small disagreement between the peak intensi-
ties between BPM and DFT spectra is observed in this region.
By contrast, the spectra in the low-frequency region (inset of
Fig. 4 (c)) do not show good agreement with the DFT results.

Next, we consider NH3 and CH4 which are nonlinear
molecules with multiple equal bond angles. While naively,
one may expect the BPM polarizability to show stronger dis-
agreement with DFT results for NH3 compared to H2O due
to a greater number of bond angles, in contrast to the results
for H2S, H2O and SO2, the plot of BPM polarizability ver-
sus DFT polarizability shows a good linear trend Fig. 5 (a).
The overall αxx trajectory is also reproduced well (top panel of
Fig. 5 (b)). However, a magnified view of the trajectory shows
significant differences between the high-frequency αxx oscil-
lations predicted by BPM and those obtained by DFT calcula-
tions, with much larger amplitude of oscillations for the DFT
trajectory (bottom panel of Fig. 5 (b)). Correspondingly, ex-
amination of the Raman spectra presented in Fig. 5 (c) shows
that the high-frequency peaks of the DFT spectrum have much
higher intensity than the corresponding BPM peaks. While
BPM and DFT obtain the same frequencies for the peaks, the
relative intensities of the peaks are somewhat different. Thus,
similar to H2S, H2O and SO2, BPM correctly reproduces the
peak positions but does not accurately reproduce the fine fea-
tures of the DFT spectra.

Next, examination of the CH4 results in Fig. 6 reveals good
agreement between BPM and DFT results with only a small
deviation from y = x line. A close examination of the po-
larizability trajectory and the Raman spectrum reveals small
but noticeable differences. Thus, while accurate, the BPM for
CH4 does not show perfect agreement such as that found for

CO2, indicating that the lack of a bond-angle-dependent term
in the BPM does affect the accuracy of model polarizability,
even though the effect is weak.

We now discuss the origin of the polarizability errors of
the BPM in the angular molecules. The BPM is a Taylor ex-
pansion of the polarizability around the ground state struc-
ture, where rather than carrying out the Taylor expansion in
terms of the Cartesian coordinates of the atoms, the Tay-
lor expansion is carried out in terms of the deviations of the
bond lengths from their ground state values. However, for tri-
atomic molecules, in addition to the bond lengths, the bond
angle can also affect the polarizability and a full Taylor ex-
pansion should involve angle-dependent terms such a aθ ∆θ
+ bθ (∆θ)2 +.. as well as cross-terms describing the inter-
play of the effects of the bond length and bond angle, such
as ar,θ ∆θ∆r + ... . Clearly, these terms are absent in the BPM
that only takes into account the changes in the bond lengths
and ignores the effect of the angle.

For a Taylor expansion, we expect that higher-order terms
are weaker than the lower-order terms. Thus, the linear effect
of the change in θ given by aθ ∆θ is larger than the quadratic
effect given by bθ (∆θ)2. In a tri-atomic angular molecule
such as water, a vibration that changes the bond angle will
change the polarizability by aθ ∆θ + bθ ∆θ 2 + ar,θ ∆θ∆r. For
the water molecule with only one bond angle, any motion of
the O-H bonds that changes the bond angle is uncompensated
by an equal and opposite change in a different bond angle,
so that the error is of the order aθ ∆θ + bθ (∆θ)2 + ar,θ ∆θ∆r.
However, for a molecule such as CH4, any movement of the
C-H bond that leads to a change in the bond angle makes one
bond angle smaller and another bond angle greater. This leads
to the cancellation of the first-order effects of both the θ and
the θr terms, so that the error is given by bθ (∆θ)2 only and
is much smaller than that for water. For NH3, the size of the
error depends on the direction of vibration. For a vibration
by an N-H bond toward another N-H bonds, the linear effects
will be canceled out and the error due to ignoring the angu-
lar effect will be only second order in ∆θ and small. How-
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(a) (c)(b)

FIG. 5. (Color online) NH3: (Color online) (a) The results for the xx component of αBPM (1st and 2nd order BPM are shown by blue and red
circles, respectively) plotted vs αDFT . The linear fit of BPM-2nd order data is shown by the black line. The green dotted line represents αBPM
= αDFT . (b) Top panel: Comparison of the trajectory of αxx. Bottom Panel: Magnified view of the region in the top panel shaded in green. (c)
Raman spectra generated using DFT (black), BPM-1st (blue) and BPM-2nd (red).

(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 6. (Color online) CH4: (Color online) (a) The results for the xx component of αBPM (1st and 2nd order BPM are shown by blue and red
circles, respectively) plotted vs αDFT . The linear fit of BPM-2nd order data is shown by the black line. The green dotted line represents αBPM
= αDFT . (b) Top panel: Comparison of the trajectory of αxx. Bottom panel: Magnified view of the region in the first panel shaded in green. (c)
Raman spectra generated using DFT (black), BPM-1st (blue) and BPM-2nd (red).

(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 7. (Color online) CH2O: (Color online) (a) The results for the xx component of αBPM (1st and 2nd order BPM are shown by blue and red
circles, respectively) plotted vs αDFT . The linear fit of BPM-2nd order data is shown by the black line. The green dotted line represents αBPM
= αDFT . (b) Top panel: Comparison of the trajectory of αxx. Bottom panel: Magnified view of the region in the first panel shaded in green. (c)
Raman spectra generated using DFT (black), BPM-1st (blue) and BPM-2nd (red).
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ever for a vibration by an N-H bond toward the N lone pair,
the linear angular effect will be present and the error will be
large. Therefore, we observe very larger deviation of BPM
results for polarizability in the αBPM vs αDFT plot for angu-
lar tri-atomic molecules H2O, H2S and SO2, a much smaller
deviation for NH3 and an even smaller deviation for CH4.

To further test the performance of BPM, we examine the
more complicated tri-element molecules CH2O (see Fig. 7)
and CH3OH (see Fig. 8). We find that despite the strong asym-
metry of CH2O, BMP shows small deviations from the DFT
results. This is likely due to the high stiffness of the 120◦ H-
C-O and the H-C-H angles that only allow small vibrations
(considerably smaller than those for water) and therefore lead
to only small deviations of BPM polarizability from the DFT
polarizability even in the presence of error linear in θ . For
CH3OH, we find significant differences between BPM and
DFT polarizability values, due to the larger fluctuations of the
C-O-H bond angle for which the terms linear in θ are not can-
celed out. These results suggest that BPM will be accurate in
the case where linear dependence of the polarizability on the
bond angle is either zero due to the presence of multiple bonds
such that the bond motion makes one bond angle greater and
the other bond angle smaller, or is small due to the stiff double
bonds. On the other hand, for highly asymmetric molecules
with single bonds, and in particular for O atoms where only a
single bond angle centered at O is possible, BPM errors due
to ignoring the effect of θ will be significant. Comparison of
the BPM results for polarizability and Raman spectra of thio-
phene (C4H4S) and CH3CH2OH with the corresponding DFT
results confirm the above conclusions. For the aromatic thio-
phene molecule, small errors are obtained for the BPM po-
larizability results as shown in Figs. 9, with good agreement
obtained for the Raman spectra except for the peak at 1450
cm−1. This is due to the stiffness of the aromatic structure
with 120◦ bond angles, similar to CH2O. For CH3CH2OH,
the agreement between the BPM and DFT polarizability val-
ues is similar to that for CH3OH (see Figs. 10) and the Raman
spectrum shows a similar poor agreement with the DFT spec-
trum for the 1200-1600 cm−1 region. These results suggest
that spectral features related to asymmetric bonds will be re-
produced relatively poorly by BPM for large molecule, even
while the overall spectrum will show good agreement with
DFT results due to the dominance of the functional groups for
which the BPM model performs well (e.g. CH3 and CH2 in
ethanol).

C. Perovskites

Multicenter bonding is important for solid-state materials
and we therefore examine two perovskites, the classic ferro-
electric BTO and the CPB halide perovskite, which are rep-
resentative materials of the important oxide and halide per-
ovskites in order to understand the effectiveness of the BPM
for representing solid-state polarizability and Raman spectra.
The perovskite structure enables a variety of different dis-
tortions that provide a good test of atomistic polarizability
models. For example, BTO can assume four different phases

generated by different directions of average Ti displacements
from the center of the O6 octahedra that show different Ra-
man spectra. Additionally, the presence of vibrational modes
related to O6 rotations also contributes to the Raman spectra
of BTO. The soft bonds and strong distortions of CPB make
it a particularly stringent test case for atomistic polarizability
models22.

Fig. 11 (a) plots the αxx values for both 1st and 2nd order
BPM versus the DFT-calculated polarizability for ten-atom
supercell of BTO at 300 K. It is observed that the BPM-1st

order completely fails to reproduce the DFT-calculated polar-
izability data, whereas the inclusion of 2nd order term in the
BPM strongly improves the model predictions. For example,
the slope of the line fit to the BPM-2 data plotted versus DFT
data is 0.874, which is relatively close to the αBPM = αDFT
straight line. Nevertheless, large scatter is observed in the plot
of DFT versus BPM-2nd polarizability. Inclusion of higher-
order dependence of bond polarizability on bond length does
not strongly improve the agreement of BPM with DFT (see
SM), suggesting that the BPM error is due to the fundamental
approximation of independent bond contributions to the po-
larizability of the BPM.

We then compare the polarizability trajectories (αxx, αyy,
αzz) calculated from BPM (1st and 2nd) and DFT methods as
shown in Fig. 11 (b). The improvement of BPM results can be
observed clearly after the inclusion of BPM-2nd order, which
reproduces the overall trajectory well but shows local devia-
tions from the DFT values. Here, we only compare the low-
frequency region due to the large time step used to evaluate
the polarizability trajectory.

The Raman spectra calculated using the polarizability tra-
jectory with large time steps are shown in Fig. 11 (c). The
BPM-2nd spectrum reproduces all of the peaks of the DFT
spectrum, but shows strong differences in intensity for four
peaks (at 110, 130, 170 and 215 cm−1), indicating that BPM-
2nd cannot reliably reproduce the lineshapes of the peaks in
the Raman spectrum.

We then applied the same BPM parameters for the struc-
tures obtained in the DFT MD simulation of BTO performed
at 1000 K in order to check the applicability of the BPM pa-
rameters at higher temperatures. Fig. 12 (a) shows the com-
parison of the BPM-calculated polarizability with the DFT-
calculated polarizability. Similar to the 300 K results (Fig. 11
(a)), the BPM-1st order fail to reproduce the DFT-results.
However, the BPM-2nd improved the value of polarizability
so that the data points are more aligned along the αBPM =
αDFT straight line. The scatter of the data is greater than that
for 300 K, most likely due to the more anharmonic vibrations,
greater impact of the changes in the Ti-O-Ti and O-Ti-O bond
angles, and greater coupling between the bonds. This can also
be seen by comparing the calculated slope from the linear fit-
ting, where the calculated value of the slopes are 0.866 and
0.778 at 300 K and 1000 K, respectively.

The direct comparison of the polarizability trajectories at
1000 K is shown in Fig. 12 (b). Similar to the results for the
simulation at 300 K, the BPM-2nd captures the overall fluctu-
ation of the polarizability very well. These results are also
reflected in the calculated Raman spectra plot for the low-
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(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 8. (Color online) CH3OH: (Color online) (a) The results for the xx component of αBPM (1st and 2nd order BPM are shown by blue and
red circles, respectively) plotted vs αDFT . The linear fit of BPM-2nd order data is shown by the black line. The green dotted line represents
αBPM = αDFT . (b) Top panel: Comparison of the trajectory of αxx. Bottom panel: Magnified view of the region in the first panel shaded in
green. (c) Raman spectra generated using DFT (black), BPM-1st (blue) and BPM-2nd (red).

(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 9. (Color online) Thiophene: (Color online) (a) The results for the xx component of αBPM (1st and 2nd order BPM are shown by blue and
red circles, respectively) plotted vs αDFT . The linear fit of BPM-2nd order data is shown by the black line. The green dotted line represents
αBPM = αDFT . (b) Top panel: comparison of the trajectory of αxx. Bottom panel: Magnified view of the region in the first panel shaded in
green. (c) Raman spectra generated using DFT (black), BPM-1st (blue) and BPM-2nd (red).

(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 10. (Color online) CH3CH2OH: (Color online) (a) The results for the xx component of αBPM (1st and 2nd order BPM are shown by blue
and red circles, respectively) plotted vs αDFT . The linear fit of BPM-2nd order data is shown by the black line. The green dotted line represents
αBPM = αDFT . (b) Top panel: Comparison of the trajectory of αxx. Bottom panel: Magnified view of the region in the first panel shaded in
green. (c) Raman spectra generated using DFT (black), BPM-1st (blue) and BPM-2nd (red).
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(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 11. (Color online) BaTiO3 at 300 K: (Color online) (a) The results for the xx component of αBPM (1st and 2nd order BPM are shown by
blue and red circles, respectively) plotted vs αDFT . The linear fit of BPM-2nd order data is shown by the black line. The green dotted line
represents αBPM = αDFT . (b) Comparison of the trajectory of αxx (top panel), αyy (middle panel) and αzz (bottom panel) calculated from DFT
(black), BPM-1st (blue) and BPM-2nd (red), (c) Raman spectra generated using DFT (black), BPM-1st (blue) and BPM-2nd (red).

(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 12. (Color online) BaTiO3 at 1000 K: (Color online) (a) The results for the xx component of αBPM (1st and 2nd order BPM are shown
by blue and red circles, respectively) plotted vs αDFT . The linear fit of BPM-2nd order data is shown by the black line. The green dotted line
represents αBPM = αDFT . (b) Comparison of the trajectory of αxx (top panel), αyy (middle panel) and αzz (bottom panel) calculated from DFT
(black), BPM-1st (blue) and BPM-2nd (red), (c) Raman spectra generated using DFT (black), BPM-1st (blue) and BPM-2nd (red).

(a) (b) (c) (d)
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FIG. 13. (Color online) Raman spectra of different phases ((a) rhombohedral, (b) orthorhombic), (c) tetragonal, and (d) cubic) of BTO single
crystal from bond polarizability model (top panel) and experiment (bottom panel). The temperatures for (a), (b), (c) and (d) are 60 K, 88 K,
110 K and 160 K, respectively (top panel), and 123 K, 233 K, 333 K, 423 K, respectively (bottom panel). Peaks from BPM and experiment
are marked by number for comparison.
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FIG. 14. (Color online) Central peak intensity of single crystal
(black) and thin film (blue) of BTO (tetragonal phase) from BPM
(left panel) and experiment (right panel). The temperature for left
panel and right panel are 130 K and 333 K, respectively.

frequency region as shown in Fig. 12 (c). Interestingly, de-
spite the stronger deviation of the BPM-2nd polarizabilities
from DFT polarizability for 1000 K than 300 K, the Raman
spectrum at 1000 K shows better agreement between DFT and
BPM-2nd with only the peak at 180 cm−1 showing strong un-
derestimation of the intensity by BPM-2nd compared to DFT.
This is likely either due to error cancellation or because the
high errors of BPM-2nd are relevant for non-Raman-active
modes that do not contribute to the error in the Raman spec-
trum. The lack of reliability of BPM-2nd for the peak inten-
sity means that the temperature evolution of the Raman peaks
is reproduced well for some peaks but is only qualitatively re-
produced for other peaks. For example, DFT results for the
ten-atom cell dynamics show that the intensity of the peak at
180 cm−1 is weaker than that at 100 cm−1 at 300 K and then
increases with higher temperature so that at 1000 K the peak
at 180 cm−1 has much higher intensity than the peak at 100
cm−1. By contrast, BPM-2nd spectra show that the peak at
180 cm−1 changes from weaker intensity to same intensity as
the peak at 100 cm−1 when the temperature is changed from
300 to 1000 K. Thus, while the BPM qualitatively reproduces
the overall trend of the changes in the relative intensities of
the two peaks, it does not provide quantitative agreement with
DFT.

The above BTO results are calculated for a large time step
and a short trajectory because of the large computational cost
of DFT-calculated polarizability. Therefore, to examine the
performance of the BPM for obtaining Raman spectra of real-
istic model BTO, we performed classical molecular dynamics
at different temperature for a longer trajectory of 220 ps and
using the standard time step of 1 fs. The different phases of
BTO were obtained by the classical molecular dynamics sim-
ulations at different temperatures, namely rhombohedral for T
< 80 K, orthorhombic for 85 K < T < 90 K, tetragonal for 95
K < T < 150 K, and cubic for 155 K < T. These correspond
to the experimentally observed phases of BTO, namely rhom-
bohedral for T < 183 K, orthorhombic for 183 K < T < 278
K, tetragonal for 278 K < T < 393 K, and cubic for 393 K
< T. As noted in previous studies, the lower temperatures of
the simulated phase transitions compared to the experimental

values are due to fundamental inaccuracies of DFT calcula-
tions for BTO rather than due to the deficiency of the atom-
istic model27. The BPM parameters determined to reproduce
the polarizabilities of 10-atom BTO were used to calculate the
polarizability trajectories for all phases. While in this case dis-
agreement between theory and experiment may be due to both
the errors in the polarizability calculations as well as the er-
rors due to the atomistic potential, comparison of MD-derived
and experimnetal Raman spectra will still reveal the useful-
ness of the atomistic MD + BPM approach for modeling and
understanding of experimental Raman spectra.

Figs. 13 (a), (b), (c) and (d) compare the calculated BPM
Raman spectra and experimental spectra for the rhombohe-
dral, orthorhombic, tetragonal and cubic phases of BTO, re-
spectively, in the 0-700 cm−1 range. Examination of the fig-
ures shows that the BVMD-BPM spectra qualitatively repro-
duce the experimental peaks and their changes with tempera-
ture. The additional peak above 700 cm−1 of the experimental
range is also reproduced by BPM for the rhombohedral, or-
thorhombic and tetragonal phase (see SM). However, differ-
ences in the peak positions are observed for the BVMD-BPM
peaks at lower frequencies in some cases (e.g. peaks 1 and
2 for R-phase, and peak 1 of the C-phase), and at higher fre-
quencies in other cases (e.g. peaks 3-6 for R-phase and peaks
1-4 for the O phase). Considering that BPM reproduces the
peak position of DFT spectra, as discussed above, it is likely
that these differences are due to the error introduced by the use
of the atomistic potential. Furthermore, the lineshapes and in-
tensities of the peaks show differences for all phases, with par-
ticularly significant differences observed for the C-phase and
T-phase peaks 1 and 2, and O-phase peak 2. This is consistent
with the above-discussed errors induced in the peak intensity
and lineshape by the errors in the polarizability trajectory.

To further examine the usefulness of the BVMD-BPM ap-
proach for BTO simulations, we compared experimental cen-
tral peak spectra for bulk BTO and a thin BTO film clamped
to the substrate (Fig. 14) to the BVMD-BPM spectra ob-
tained from MD simulations of bulk BTO and a BTO su-
percell clamped in the x and y directions (i.e. fixed x- and
y- lattice parameters while the z-axis lattice parameter is left
free to vary), thus simulating the clamping of the film by the
substrate. The BVMD simulations are performed at 130 K.
At this temperature, BVMD simulations obtain the tetragonal
phase of BTO corresponding to the experimentally observed
tetragonal phase at room temperature.

Fig. 14 (left panel) shows that the central peak intensity as
calculated from BPM is decreased for the thin-film structure
in comparison to bulk structure, in agreement with the cen-
tral peak intensity change observed experimentally. This indi-
cate that the change in the central peak intensity is due to the
clamping of the film by the substrate, rather than by nanoscale
effects or domain walls, because neither domain walls nor free
surfaces are present in the BVMD simulations. Taken together
with the results presented in Figs. 13 and 14, these results
show that BPM can be used for qualitative modeling of the
BTO Raman spectra and their interpretation. However, fine
features of the spectrum cannot be reproduced with the BPM.
Next, we considered the CPB perovskite, which due to its soft
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(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 15. (Color online) CsPbBr3 at 300 K: (Color online) (a) The results for the xx component of αBPM (1st and 2nd order BPM are shown
by blue and red circles, respectively) plotted vs αDFT . The linear fit of BPM-2nd order data is shown by the black line. The green dotted line
represents αBPM = αDFT . (b) Comparison of the trajectory of αxx (top panel), αyy (middle panel) and αzz (bottom panel) calculated from DFT
(black), BPM-1st (blue) and BPM-2nd (red), (c) Raman spectra generated using DFT (black), BPM-1st (blue) and BPM-2nd (red).

(a)

(b)

FIG. 16. (Color online) In a one-dimensional chain of O-Ti-O-Ti-O,
(a) head-to-tail, (b) head-to-head, movement of dipole formed due
to the displacement of Ti from the center of O as marked by yellow
cross. Red and blue circles corresponding to O and Ti, respectively.
Each arrow indicate the movement of the dipole.

bonds and large distortions at even relatively low tempera-
ture poses a challenge for atomistic polarizability modeling.
Fig. 15 (a) compares the BPM-calculated polarizability with
the DFT-calculated polarizability of CPB at 300 K. It can be
seen that a high scatter that is much stronger than that for BTO
is observed even for the BPM-2nd data. Similarly, the polar-
izability trajectories show stronger deviations of the BPM-2nd

results from the DFT results compared to BTO. Comparison
of the DFT and BPM-2nd Raman spectra shows that even in
this case, BPM-2nd results match the peak position of the DFT
data. However, the agreement between the relative intensities
is quite poor.

Consideration of the perovskite structures and the possible
distortions shows that there are several sources of error in the
BPM for the modeling of BTO, CPB and other perovskites.
The most basic shortcoming is that the strong distortions in
these systems may require higher-order terms in the Taylor ex-
pansion of bond polarizability to reproduce the DFT results.
However, results obtained 3rd- and 4th-order BP models for
BTO show only a slight improvement in agreement with DFT
results (see SM). Second, similar to the molecular systems,
the independent bond approximation of the BPM ignores the

effect of Ti-O-Ti and O-Ti-O (Pb-Br-Pb and Br-Pb-Br) angle
changes in BTO (CPB). Third, due to its dependence on the
bond lengths only, the BPM cannot distinguish between the
head-to-head and head-to-tail dipole structures created by the
displacements of the B-cations from the centers of their octa-
hedra, as illustrated in Fig. 16. The second and third effects
cannot be addressed in the BPM framework due to its funda-
mental assumption of non-interacting independent contribu-
tions of each bond to the total polarizability. In fact, these
effects are the primary origin of the disagreement between
the DFT and BPM polarizability results for BTO and CBP
as demonstrated by the weak improvement provided by the
BPM-3rd and BPM-4th models for BTO (see SM). Thus, the
BPM must be fundamentally modified to include the interac-
tions between bonds to achieve accurate prediction of polariz-
ability for solid-state perovskite systems.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

We have investigated the applicability of the bond polar-
izability model to the modeling of polarizability and Ra-
man spectra using trajectories obtained from MD simula-
tions. We find that BPM including second-order terms gen-
erally gives qualitative agreement with the DFT results such
that the positions of the Raman peaks are reproduced ac-
curately but their intensities can differ from those obtained
by quantum-mechanical calculations. Structures with higher
symmetry and with angular vibrations for which the polar-
izability changes are second-order in the angle change (e.g.
CH4) show much higher accuracy than highly asymmetric
molecules (most importantly water) for which the effect of an-
gle changes on the polarizability is linear in the angle change.
Similarly, BPM accuracy is much higher for molecules with
stiff angular potential energy surface due to sp2 bonding (e.g.
CH2O and thiophene). For solid-state BTO perovskite, qual-
itative accuracy is obtained for the BPM-2nd model while for
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the much softer and distorted CPB, BPM shows poor agree-
ment. Due to its simplicity, BPM provides a good starting
point for simulations of Raman spectra and can be relied upon
to reproduce and interpret strong changes in the experimental
Raman spectra. However, the shortcomings of the BPM due to
the assumption of non-interacting bonds make it incapable of
obtaining quantitative accuracy except for highly symmetric
systems and lead to complete failure in case of systems where
large deviations from the ground state structure are present.
Thus, to enable reliable interpretation of fine features of Ra-
man spectra, it is necessary to develop atomistic models for
polarizability that can include the effects of interactions be-
tween bonds and angles.
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I. EFFECT OF BAO12 ON POLARIZABILITY OF BATIO3

In order to understand the effect of BaO12 on the polariz-
ability of BaTiO3 (BTO), we have considered a cubic 5-atom
unit cell of BTO and calculated polarizability from DFT for
different displacements of Ba and Ti atoms along the [100] di-
rection from their high-symmetry positions. Fig. S1 (a) shows
the DFT-calculated αxx and αyy as a function of Ti displace-
ment (dTi, dTi is the displacement of the Ti atom from its
centrosymmetric position) for two Ba positions (dBa = 0.00
and 0.08 Å, where dBa is the displacement of the Ba atom
from its centrosymmetric position). The results show a nearly
parabolic dependence of αxx and αyy for the displacement of
Ti. By contrast, the results for the two different Ba positions
(dBa = 0.00 and 0.08 Å) show nearly identical αxx and αyy
values. This implies that the polarizability of BTO is mostly
controlled by the Ti and O movement, and the movement of
Ba has only a weak effect on the polarizability. In Fig. S1
(b), we show the dependence of αxx and αyy as a function of
Ba displacement for two different Ti positions (dTi = 0.00 and
0.08 Å). As expected, only weak changes in the polarizability
values are obtained for Ba displacements. The above observa-
tions are due to the fact that Ti atoms are strongly covalently
bonded with the O atoms, whereas the bonds between O and
Ba atoms are mostly ionic. Therefore, for simplicity, we have
neglected the effect of BaO12 bonds in our bond polarizability
model for BTO.

II. EFFECT OF CSBR12 ON POLARIZABILITY OF
CSPBBR3

We followed the procedure described above for BTO in or-
der to understand the effect of CsBr12 complex on the polariz-
ability of CsPbBr3 (CPB). We considered 5-atom cell of CPB
and displaced Cs and Pb atoms along the [111] direction from
their high-symmetry positions. In Fig. S2 (a), we show the
dependence of αxx on Pb-displacement from its centrosym-
metric position denoted by dPb for three different Cs positions
(dCs = 0.00, 0.41 and 0.81 Å, where dCs be the displacement
of the Cs atom from its centrosymmetric position). Similar to
BTO, αxx shows a strong dependence on the value of dPb irre-
spective of the value of dCs. This indicates that PbBr6 strongly

(a) (b)

FIG. 1. (Color online) αxx and αyy of BTO (5-atom cell) calcu-
lated from DFT, where dBa and dTi are the displacements of Ba and
Ti atoms, respectively, along the [100] direction from their high-
symmetry positions denoted by dBa = 0 and dTi = 0. (a) αxx (top
panel) and αxx (bottom panel) as a function of dTi for two values of
dBa (0.00 and 0.08 Å). (b) αxx (top panel) and αyy (bottom panel) as
a function of dBa for two values of dTi (0.00 and 0.08 Å).

(a) (b)

FIG. 2. (Color online) αxx of CPB (5-atom cell) calculated from
DFT, where dCs and dPb are the displacements of Cs and Pb atoms,
respectively, along the [111] direction from their high-symmetry po-
sitions denoted by dCs = 0 and dPb = 0. (a) αxx as a function of dPb
for three values of dCs (0.00, 0.41 and 0.81 Å). (b) αxx as a function
of dCs for three values of dPb (0.00, 0.20 and 0.41 Å).

controls the value of the polarizability in CPB with only weak
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(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 3. (Color online) BaTiO3 at 300 K: (Color online) (a) The results for the xx component of αBPM (2nd , 3rd and 4th order BPM are shown
by red, green and violet circles, respectively) plotted vs αDFT . The linear fit of BPM-4th order data is shown by the black line. The green
dotted line represents αBPM = αDFT . (b) Comparison of the trajectory of αxx (top panel), αyy (middle panel) and αzz (bottom panel) calculated
from DFT (black), BPM-2nd (red), BPM-3rd (green) and BPM-4th (violet) order. (c) Raman spectra generated using DFT (black), BPM-2nd

(red), BPM-3rd (green) and BPM-4th (violet).

(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 4. (Color online) BaTiO3 at 1000 K: (Color online) (a) The results for the xx component of αBPM (2nd , 3rd and 4th order BPM are shown
by red, green and violet circles, respectively) plotted vs αDFT . The linear fit of BPM-4th order data is shown by the black line. The green
dotted line represents αBPM = αDFT . (b) Comparison of the trajectory of αxx (top panel), αyy (middle panel) and αzz (bottom panel) calculated
from DFT (black), BPM-2nd (red), BPM-3rd (green) and BPM-4th (violet) order. (c) Raman spectra generated using DFT (black), BPM-2nd

(red), BPM-3rd (green) and BPM-4th (violet).

effect of CsBr12 on the polarizability. This is further seen in
the Fig. S2 (b), where αxx hardly shows any changes with the
Cs displacement (dCs) for the three Pb positions (dPb = 0.00,
0.20 and 0.41 Å). Therefore, we neglected the effect of Cs in
the calculation of the polarizability of CPB using BPM.

III. BPM-3rd AND BPM-4th OF BATIO3 AT 300 K AND
1000 K

Fig. S3 (a) presents the plots of αxx as calculated using
BPM-3rd and BPM-4th versus the DFT-calculated αxx for
10-atom BTO along the polarizability trajectory at 300 K.

For better understanding of the effect of the inclusion of the
higher-order-BPM, we have also shown the results of BPM-
2nd in the same plot. A clear improvement in the results is ob-
served from BPM-2nd to BPM-3rd to BPM-4th with the value
of the slope of the linear fit for BPM-4th (0.986) order data
improved compared to BPM-2nd (0.866) order data. However,
the linear-fitted line for BPM-4th is far from the exact αBPM =
αDFT line (see Fig. S3 (a)). We then compare the calculated
time-dependent polarizability trajectory of BPM-2nd , BPM-
3rd and BPM-4th with DFT in Fig. S3 (b). Though the BPM-
4th-order shows better results compared to BPM-2nd , compar-
ison to DFT results shows that the BPM-4th-order still does
not correct the several deviations from the DFT polarizabil-
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(a) (b) (c) (d)

FIG. 5. (Color online) Raman spectra of different phases ((a) rhombohedral, (b) orthorhombic), (c) tetragonal, and (d) cubic) of BTO single
crystal from bond polarizability model (2nd order). The temperatures for (a), (b), (c) and (d) are 60 K, 88 K, 110 K and 160 K, respectively.

ity trend obtained by BPM-2nd (e.g. see αzz at 13 ps). This
mismatch of DFT and BPM results is also reflected in the Ra-
man spectra. The Raman spectra calculated with BP models
of different orders are shown along with the DFT spectrum
in Fig. S3 (c). The peak position of the DFT spectrum is well
reproduced by the BPM (2nd , 3rd and 4th). However, the DFT-
calculated peak intensities are not captured well by the BPM
(2nd , 3rd and 4th).

We also compare the results of BPM-3rd and BPM-4th with
DFT results for BTO at 1000 K to check whether the higher
order of BPM can improve the accuracy of the BPM results.
Fig. S4 (a) shows the results of BPM-2nd , BPM-3rd and BPM-
4th plotted DFT values. Even though the results are im-
proved overall with the inclusion of higher order of BPM, the
improvement in the accuracy from BPM-2nd to BPM-3rd to

BPM-4th is not as significant as that obtained for the 300 K
results. This can be seen from the values of the calculated
slope of the linearly fitted data points of BPM-2nd (0.778)
and BPM-4th (0.778) which are the same. The comparison
of time-dependent polarizability trajectory (Fig. S4 (b)) from
different order of BPM and the corresponding Raman spec-
tra (Fig. S4 (c)) also show a noticeable disagreement with the
DFT results.

IV. RAMAN SPECTRA OF BATIO3 SINGLE CRYSTAL

The Raman spectra of single crystal BTO for all phases us-
ing BPM-2nd are shown in Fig. S5.


