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The dielectric constant (ε′) of interfacial water is an important parameter, but its measure-
ment has posed challenges, and no consensus has been reached on a generalized expression. We
derived a formula for ε′ of a buried interface using the slab model for a half-solvated sphere:
ε′ = ε1ε2 (ε2 − ε1 + 6) /2 (2ε2 + ε1), where ε1 and ε2 are the dielectric constants of the solid and
liquid phases, respectively. We experimentally validated this expression using vibrational sum fre-
quency generation and Fresnel factor calculations for interfaces of alumina with water (H2O and
D2O) and acetonitrile. This fills an important knowledge gap in the description of the dielectric
constant of interfaces.

Introduction.— The unique properties of liquids at
interfaces or under confinement arise from asymmetric
forces and molecular interactions that differ from those
in bulk [1, 2]. Notably, the reduced rotational freedom
of water dipoles near surfaces can lead to a decrease in
the dielectric constant at the interface [3, 4], influencing
surface interactions, mass transport, ionic adsorption [5],
and chemical equilibria [6], which in turn impact atmo-
spheric chemistry [7–9] as well as various chemical and
biological processes [10, 11]. For example, the interfa-
cial electric fields, which according to Coulomb’s law in-
versely depend on the interfacial dielectric constant, are
believed to be the driving force of the high activity of
interfacial water environments in “on-droplet” chemistry
[12, 13]. Therefore, understanding the dielectric constant
of the interface is crucial due to its significant contribu-
tions to many interfacial phenomena [1, 14–17].

Multiple experimental and theoretical approaches [18],
including plasmonic sensors [19], atomic force microscopy
[3, 14, 20], and classical molecular dynamics (MD) sim-
ulations of water in charged nanopores [21], have been
employed to investigate the static and optical dielectric
constants of water in interfacial regions or confined envi-
ronments. For example, the value of the static dielectric
constant at the air/water interface has been reported to
be∼2 [20]. Additionally, local capacitance measurements
have shown that the 2-3 layers of water confined between
thin channels of hexagonal boron nitride crystals have
an out-of-plane dielectric constant of ∼2 [3]. There is
qualitative agreement that these values are significantly
smaller compared to the bulk water static dielectric con-
stant of ∼80, and above its value of ∼1.8 at optical fre-
quencies [3, 14, 20].

The dielectric constant, a frequency dependent quan-
tity, has four distinct components: ionic transport, dipole
reorientation, vibrational and electronic resonances [22].
Under confinement or at interfaces, the reorientation of
molecules is likely reduced so that vibrational and elec-
tronic responses should dominate the dielectric function

∗ Correspondence email address: eborguet@temple.edu

[3]. Surface specific techniques, e.g., vibrational sum fre-
quency generation (vSFG) spectroscopy, whose response
depends on the dielectric constant of the medium, should
be sensitive to the interfacial dielectric constant [14, 15].
For example, the vSFG response is inherently sensitive to
the interfacial dielectric environment, as the local dielec-
tric function governs the strength of the electromagnetic
fields (via Fresnel factors) at the interface [23]. Con-
sequently, the vSFG spectra can yield insight into the
interfacial dielectric constant.
The dielectric constant at the air/water interface has

been modeled considering the inhomogeneous interfacial
dielectric profile using the Lorentz and the slab mod-
els [15, 24]. The Lorentz model assumes that the chro-
mophores are completely solvated, resulting in ε⋆ = ε (ε⋆ :
interfacial dielectric constant and ε: dielectric constant
of water) [25]. The slab model, on the contrary, as-
sumes that the interfacial molecules are partially sol-
vated and treated as idealized hemispheres, leading to
ε⋆ = ε(ε + 5)(4ε + 2) for the air/liquid interface [26].
Both models are commonly used for liquid/vapor inter-
faces, where the dielectric constant of air is 1, and ε′ is
largely determined by the liquid medium’s dielectric con-
stant. However, whether these formulas for the dielectric
constant accurately describe the environment at buried,
e.g., solid/liquid, interfaces is not clear.
We derived expressions for ε′ for the solid/liquid in-

terface based on the slab and Lorentz models. We
then devised an approach to test their validity through
angle-dependent vSFG spectroscopy and Fresnel factor
calculations using the α-Al2O3(0001) surface in contact
with H2O, D2O, and acetonitrile. The results showed
that the slab model more accurately estimates the in-
terfacial dielectric constant. We further compared the
angle-dependent Fresnel factors using distinct ε′ mod-
els, which enabled us to determine the interfacial di-
electric constant, ε′. Our calculations, confirmed by
our experiments, suggest that ε′ can be defined us-
ing the expression that we derive for buried interfaces,
ε′ = ε1ε2 (ε2 − ε1 + 6) /2 (2ε2 + ε1) where ε1 and ε2 are
the dielectric constants of solid and liquid phase, respec-
tively, which generalizes the approach of Shen et al. [26].
Although the majority of models discussed in the liter-
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ature were not effective in estimating the interfacial di-
electric constant, one formula, derived from classical MD
simulation [27], shows good agreement with our expres-
sion for ε′, which further supports its validity.

Experimental methods.— Details of experiments, in-
cluding sample preparation, optical setup, spectrum nor-
malization and other information, can be found in the
Supplemental Material section I and II.

Results and discussion.— Expressions for the dielectric
constant of the interfacial region, ε′, have been deter-
mined by several different approaches [27, 28]. Morita et
al. used classical MD simulations to determine an expres-

sion,
(
0.8

√
ε2 + 0.2

√
ε1
)2
, for the interfacial dielectric

constant of the vapor (ε1)/liquid (ε2) interface [27]. Shen
et al. derived an expression, ε∗ = ε2 (ε2 + 5) / (4ε2 + 2),
using the slab model to calculate local-field corrections
for the monolayer/air interface [26]. The applicabil-
ity of ε∗ expression to buried, e.g., solid/liquid, inter-
faces remains unexplored and debatable. For example,
at solid/liquid interfaces, where the solid phase, such as
Al2O3, has a higher dielectric constant (ε1), with ε ≈ 2.9
at 3350 cm−1, compared to the liquid phase (ε2), e.g.,
water with ε = 1.74 + i0.75, the impact of both ε1 and
ε2 must be considered in the calculation of the interfacial
dielectric constant [29].

Following classical electrodynamics, we used two ap-
proaches, the Lorentz and slab models, to calculate the
interfacial dielectric constant [30]. The slab model, which
considers a half-solvated shell for molecules at the in-
terface, shows good agreement with our results. The
Lorentz model, however, did not show good agreement
with the experiments as it overestimated ε′ when com-
pared to the experimental results (Further information
comparing the two approaches can be found in the Sup-
plemental Material section III and IV). We believe the
success of the half-solvated model is due to its more accu-
rate representation of interfacial molecules, which, com-
pared to bulk molecules, should lack part of their solva-
tion shell [31, 32]. We used an approach similar to Shen et
al. [26], who derived an equation for the solid/air inter-
face dielectric constant, to calculate ε′ at the solid/liquid
interface considering that the dielectric constant of the
solid medium, (ε1), is more than 1. An external field
induces charges on a dielectric sphere (ε1) in a dielectric

FIG. 1. Schematic representation of the slab model for a
hemisphere interacting with an external electric field E0 along
A) the Z-axis and B) the X or Y-axes.

medium of different dielectric constant (ε2) (FIG. 1A),
generating an electric field due to the polarization of the
medium. As a result, the local electric field is amplified
through additional dipole fields generated by the polar-
ization on the sphere in the X, Y and Z directions (FIG.
1A and 1B) [28].
We calculated the induced local fields perpendicular,

E⊥ FIG.( 1A), and parallel, E∥ (FIG 1B), to the sur-
face using the approach for a dielectric hemisphere of
dielectric constant (ε1) in a medium with a different di-
electric constant (ε2) [30]. Based on Shen et al., the local
field at the interface is the sum of the external field, E0,
and the field generated through polarization inside the
hemisphere, which in our case represents a half solvated
molecule, and the surrounding semi-infinite medium [26].
However, due to the isotropic symmetry of the medium,
the dipole field originating from the polarization in the
bulk is zero [26]. E⊥ and E∥, can be described using
Eq. 1 and Eq. 2 (See Supplemental Material section III
for further details):

E⊥ = E0

(
ε2 − ε1 + 3

3

)
(1)

E1 = E0

(
2ε2 + ε1

3ε2

)
(2)

The local field applied to the molecules at the interface,
which in our case is the half-solvated hemisphere, is pro-
portional to the external electric field, E0. The local
fields can be defined through the local electric field cor-
rection factors, discussed below in more detail, by know-
ing the dielectric functions of the media and the interfa-
cial region as well as the angles of incidence of the input
laser beams. These correction factors are embedded in
the vSFG response, enabling this technique to be used
for determining the unknown interfacial dielectric func-
tion [33].
Sum frequency generation is a surface-specific second-

order nonlinear technique [33, 34]. Within the electric
dipole approximation, all second-order processes are for-
bidden in isotropic media, as the effective second-order

susceptibility, χ
(2)
eff , vanishes due to symmetry constraints

[34]. However, the intrinsically non-centrosymmetric in-

terface results in a non-vanishing χ
(2)
eff that enables the

generation of a vSFG response (Eq. 3) [34].

I (ωv SFG) =

∣∣∣∣∣χ(2)
NRe

iφNR +
∑
v

Aν

ωIR − ων + iΓν

∣∣∣∣∣
2

IVisIIR

(3)

where Aν is the amplitude, Γν is the damping coeffi-
cient, ων represents the central frequency of the (νth vi-
brational mode, and φNR is the phase of the second order

non-resonant (χ
(2)
NR) nonlinear susceptibilities [28]. The

vSFG response can be measured under SSP (S- for vSFG,
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S- for visible, and P- for IR), SPS, PSS and PPP polar-
ization combinations, each probing different components

of χ
(2)
eff tensor that can be expressed by macroscopic el-

ements χ
(2)
IJK (I, J, K = X, Y, Z) through the following

equations, Eq. 4a- Eq. 4d, with S referring to s-polarized
light and P to p-polarized light, where the electric field
is oriented perpendicular and parallel to the plane of in-
cidence, respectively [28, 35].

χ
(2)
eff, SSP = LY Y (ωSFG)LY Y (ωV IS)LZZ (ωIR)

sin θIR χY Y Z

(4a)

χ
(2)
eff, SPS = LY Y (ωSFG)LZZ (ωV IS)LY Y (ωIR)

sin θV IS χY ZY

(4b)

χ
(2)
eff, PSS = LZZ (ωSFG)LY Y (ωV IS)LY Y (ωIR)

sin θSFG χZY Y

(4c)

χ
(2)
eff, PPP = −LXX (ωSFG)LXX (ωV IS)LZZ (ωIR)

cos θSFG cos θV IS sin θIR χXXZ

− LXX (ωSFG)LZZ (ωV IS)LXX (ωIR)

cos θSFG sin θV IS cos θIR χXZX

+ LZZ (ωSFG)LXX (ωV IS)LXX (ωIR)

sin θSFG cos θV IS cos θIR χZXX

+ LZZ (ωSFG)LZZ (ωV IS)LZZ (ωIR)

sin θSFG sin θV IS sin θIR χZZZ

(4d)

where θ is the incident angle with respect to the surface
normal, and the LII(I = X,Y, Z) are the Fresnel factors
that describe the local field corrections [34].

When an external electric field is applied to the inter-
face, the medium becomes polarized, consequently alter-
ing the electric field at the interface [28]. The Fresnel
factors, elements of a 3 ×3 tensor, are local field cor-
rection factors (LII : LXX , LY Y , LZZ) that account for
changes in the electric fields at interfaces [28]. The Fres-
nel factors can be calculated (Eq. 5a - Eq. 5c) knowing
the dielectric constants of medium 1 (ε1), medium 2 (ε2)
and the interface (ε′) as well as the angles of the incident
beams [28]:

LXX (ωI) =
2ε1 (ωI) cos γI

ε1 (ωI) cos γI + ε2 (ωI) cos θI
(5a)

LY Y (ωI) =
2ε1 (ωI) cos θI

ε1 (ωI) cos θI + ε2 (ωI) cos γI
(5b)

LZZ (ωI) =
2ε2 (ωI) cos θI

ε1 (ωI) cos γI + ε2 (ωI) cos θI

ε1 (ωI)

ε′ (ωI)
(5c)

where the θI represent the angles of incidence for the
input beams, and the γI are the angles of the transmit-
ted waves calculated using Snell’s law [36]. The inter-
facial dielectric constant is buried in the Fresnel factor,

LZZ (ωl), offering the opportunity to determine the inter-
facial dielectric constant through angle-dependent vSFG
experiments.
The electric field components at the interface, E⊥ and

E∥, can be determined using the Fresnel equations [28].
Knowing that LZZ/LY Y = ε1/ε

′, LXX = LY Y = E⊥/E0

and LZZ = E∥/E0 we have [26] (See Supplemental Ma-
terial section III and Eq. S13 for further details):

ε′ =
ε1ε2 (ε2 − ε1 + 6)

2 (2ε2 + ε1)
(6)

At optical frequencies, we typically use the refractive
index as per Maxwell’s relation, n =

√
ε, and therefore

[14, 15]:

n′ =

√
n2
1n

2
2 (n

2
2 − n2

1 + 6)

2 (2n2
2 + n2

1)
(7)

To validate the expression that we derived for ε′, we
collected angle-dependent vSFG spectra under three dif-
ferent experimental geometries that were selected, con-
sidering the critical angles at the solid/liquid interfaces.
The vSFG experiments were performed at two total in-
ternal reflection (TIR) geometries (i.e., with angle-of-
incidence higher than the critical angle for the IR and
visible beams at the solid/liquid interface; Table S1 in
the Supplemental Material section V), TIR1: θVis ≈
63◦, θIR ≈ 57◦, TIR2: θV is ≈ 54◦, θIR ≈ 60◦ and in
an ”external” geometry, where the angles of incidence
of the incoming beams are less than the critical angle:
θV is ≈ 31◦, θIR ≈ 29◦ (Further details can be found in
the Supplemental Material section V). TIR geometries
were selected for to improve the signal-to-noise ratio.
We performed vSFG experiments on aque-

ous/aluminum oxide/ interfaces, due to their abun-
dance and importance in nature [33, 37]. Specif-
ically, we investigated the H2O/α−Al2O3(0001),
and D2O/α−Al2O3(0001) interfaces in the OH and
the OD stretch regions, respectively, as well as the
CH3CN/α−Al2O3(0001) in the C = N stretch and the
C − H stretch regions (FIG. 2) interfaces. The vSFG
spectra of acetonitrile in the C ≡ N stretch and CH
stretch region are similar to previous studies of this
solid/liquid interface in that a single feature is observed
near ∼ 2250− 2260 cm−1 (FIG. 2A) and near 2940-2950
cm −1 (FIG. 2B) [38–43]. We did not observe the
Fermi resonance peak which arises from the coupling
between the C ≡ N stretch and the combination band
(∼ 2300 cm−1) of the C − C stretching and C − H
bending modes since this mode is expected to lie at
the edge of the IR profile used in our experiments [44].
The presence of single narrow peaks in the C ≡ N and
the CH stretching spectral regions makes these features
effective for benchmarking the dielectric constant at the
interface [39? ].

As the experimental geometry changes from TIR2 to
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FIG. 2. vSFG spectra for A) C ≡ N stretch of CH3CN,B)CH stretch of CH3CN,C)OD stretch of D2O and the OH stretch of
H2O at α−Al2O3(0001) interfaces. All of the experiments were performed using the PPP polarization combination in different
geometries, TIR2 (Top), TIR1 (Middle), and Ext. (Bottom) in each panel.

TIR1 and then to the external geometry, I (ωνSFG) de-
creases for the C ≡ N stretch and CH stretch of CH3CN
at liquid/α-Al2O3(0001) interface. The OD stretch D2O
(FIG. 2C) and the OH of H2O (FIG. 2D) for TIR2 and
TIR1 shows distinct peaks for strongly hydrogen bonded
(OD ∼ 2200− 2400 cm−1 and OH ∼ 3000− 3400 cm−1 )
and weakly hydrogen bonded ( OD ∼ 2400− 2700 cm−1

and OH ∼ 3400− 3700 cm−1 ) regions. For the external
geometry, we observe an additional, relatively weak
peak near ∼ 2730 cm−1 for OD stretch (FIG. 2C) and
near ∼ 3750 cm−1 for OH stretch (FIG. 2D). These
OD and OH stretch spectral characteristics suggest that
distinct hydrogen bonding environments are probed in
the external geometry compared to what is detected in
the TIR geometries.

To evaluate ε′ we compared the experimental ratios of
the effective second order nonlinear susceptibility for the

PPP polarization combination
(∣∣χ(2)

eff, PPP

∣∣2) for TIR2

and TIR1 in relation to the external geometry (FIG. 3)
with the calculated values for different spectral regions.
These include the C ≡ N stretch (FIG. 3A) and the CH
stretch (FIG 3B) of CH3CN, the OD stretch of D2O

at 2350 cm−1 (FIG 3C) and the OH stretch of H2O at
3350 cm−1 (FIG. 3D). Utilizing our expression and six
other models for ε′ (Table S2, Supplemental Material

section VI), we calculated the
∣∣χ(2)

eff, PPP

∣∣2 ratio for each
geometry using Eq. 4d and the Fresnel coefficients of
LXX (ωI) , LY Y (ωI) and LZZ (ωI) described in Eq. 5a

- Eq. 5c. The
∣∣χ(2)

eff, PPP

∣∣2 ratio comparison shows that

our expression ε1ε2 (ε2 − ε1 + 6) /2 (2ε2+ ε1 ) and the
expression from MD simulations [27], marked by red
arrows in FIG. 3, estimate ε′ better than other models
for a broad range of spectral regions investigated here.

By comparing the calculated
∣∣χ(2)

eff, PPP

∣∣2 ratio with the
experimental values, we showed that all other models
underestimated ε′ by factors of 5 to 10 compared to the
experiments. (FIG. S2: Supplemental Material section
VI). Additionally, the model using ε2 as ε′, i.e., only
considering the dielectric constant of the bulk liquid
phase, overestimates the interfacial dielectric constant
and ignores the impact of the solid on ε′. The formula
ε∗ = ε2 (ε2 + 5) / (4ε2 + 2) appears to effectively esti-
mate the interfacial dielectric constant at the air/liquid
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FIG. 3. The ratio of
∣∣χ(2)

eff, PPP

∣∣2 of the total internal reflection versus the external reflection geometry for A)C ≡ N stretch

of CH3CN,B)CH stretch of CH3CN,C)OD stretch of D2O and, D) the OH stretch of H2O at the α− Al2O3 interfaces. Our
expression and six different models for ε′ including: ε1, ε2, (0.5

√
ε1 + 0.5

√
ε2)

2 , (0.4
√
ε1 + 0.6

√
ε2)

2, (0.2
√
ε1 + 0.8

√
ε2)

2 , ε∗ =
ε2 (ε2 + 5) / (4ε2 + 2) and ε′ = ε1ε2 (ε2 − ε1 + 6) /2 (2ε2 + ε1) compared to the experimental results (last bar on the right).
Gray dashed line indicates the experimental value. The top row in each panel refers to TIR2 and the bottom row refers to
TIR1.

and air/solid interface [15, 26, 28]. However, our experi-
mental results indicate that ε∗ = ε2 (ε2 + 5) / (4ε2 + 2)
might not be accurate for estimating ε′ at solid/liquid
interfaces because, as shown in FIG. 3 A-D, the∣∣χ(2)

eff, PPP

∣∣2 ratio calculated using this formula is lower
than the experimental ratio. This is not surprising since
the dielectric constant of the solid is different from that
of air.

The vSFG response of water at various mineral in-
terfaces reflects the differences in the hydrogen bonding
environment of the first few layers [45]. This diversity
in interactions becomes evident when probing the OH
and OD stretch region, [45]. It is important to note that
the Fresnel factors exhibit a noticeable frequency de-
pendence, primarily driven by the frequency-dependent
dielectric constant of bulk water in the infrared region
[46].

To further investigate if our expression,
ε′ = ε1ε2 (ε2 − ε1 + 6) /2 (2ε2 + ε1), for the interfa-
cial dielectric constant provides consistent results with

respect to frequency, we compared the
∣∣χ(2)

eff, PPP

∣∣2
for TIR2 and TIR1 versus the external geometry at

different frequencies in the OH and OD stretch re-
gions. The results indicate that our expression provides
accurate estimates of the modulus of the interfacial
dielectric constant for these frequencies (FIG. 4: A
and B). Between the six different expressions, only our
expression and the one from classical MD simulations

[27], ε′ =
(
0.2

√
ε1 + 0.8

√
ε2
)2
, show good agreement

with the experimental results at the OH (FIG. 3A) and
OD (FIG. 3B) stretch frequencies (FIG. S9: A and B).
Our expression, derived from a continuum electrostatic
approach, agrees well with the microscopic approach
intrinsic to MD simulations further validates our model.

Using our expression for the interfacial dielectric
constant for both OH of H2O and OD stretching of
D2O reveals that |ε′| shows frequency dependency, as
expected, and and varies between 1.6-2.4 (FIG. 4C)
and 1.8-2.4 (FIG. 4D) at these interfaces, respectively.
In addition, |ε′| for H2O and D2O at the interface
appears higher than their bulk values, which could arise
from the influence of Al2O3 surface [47]. Our value
for the interfacial dielectric constant of H2O and D2O,
calculated from our expression and corroborated by
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FIG. 4. Calculated frequency dependent
∣∣χ(2)

eff, PPP

∣∣2 ratio for TIR2 (Top) and TIR1 (Bottom) with respect to the external

geometry for the A) OH stretch of H2O (blue) B) OD stretch of D2O (green) at the α−Al2O3 interfaces compared to the
experimental data (red). The dependence of |ε′| at the C) H2O/α−Al2O3 and the D)D2O/α−Al2O3 interfaces. The expression
ε′ = ε1ε2 (ε2 − ε1 + 6) /2 (2ε2 + ε1), was used to calculate the interfacial dielectric constant.

results from MD simulations (FIG. S9C and D), shows
that |ε′| is close to the value of the static dielectric
constant (ε ∼ 2) determined under confinement [3].
Additionally, using our expression we can estimate that
|ε′| for the C ≡ N and the CH stretch of CH3CN are
∼ 2.28 and 2.04, respectively, are higher compared to
their bulk values, ∼ 1.69 and 1.78, respectively due to
the influence of Al2O3 surface [48],
Conclusions.—We have derived a general-

ized expression for the interfacial dielectric con-
stant at buried, solid/liquid interfaces, ε′ =
ε1ε2 (ε2 − ε1 + 6) /2 (2ε2 + ε1), using a slab model for
a half-solvated sphere, and employed angle-dependent
vSFG spectroscopy and Fresnel factor calculations to
evaluate this expression in different infrared spectral
regions. We showed that our approach is effective in
predicting the interfacial dielectric constant across a
broad frequency range for several liquids (H2O,D2O
and acetonitrile) in contact with Al2O3 surfaces. We

expect that our expression will be valid across various
other types of buried interfaces which is fundamentally
important for heterogeneous chemical reactions like
hydrolysis, hydrogenation, and crosscoupling reactions,
etc.
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I. Experimental methods (Sample preparation and optical setups): 

a. PNNL 

CH3CN (HPLC Grade, Fisher Scientific Inc.), H2O (nanopore DI water 

with a resistivity of 18.1 MΩ.cm), D2O (99.9 atom % D atoms; Sigma- 

Aldrich Corp. St. Louis, MO, USA), and double-side polished Al2O3(0001) windows, 

0.5”x0.5’x0.5mm (MTI Corporation, Richmond, CA, USA) were used for the experiments.  Before 

the vibrational sum frequency generation (vSFG) measurements, the alumina windows were 

plasma cleaned using  a plasma cleaner (Harrick, Ithaca, NY, USA) for five minutes on each side 

with high RF power setting to remove any surface contaminants.  A custom-built Teflon sample 

cell was used for the vSFG experiments to probe the solid-liquid interface in the external geometry 

where the angles of incidence are below the critical angle for total internal reflection (FIG S1). 

The sum frequency generation spectra were obtained using a commercial scanning 

picosecond SFG spectrometer (EKSPLA, Lithuania) setup with a 532.1 nm visible beam and 

tunable infrared (IR) beam.  Both beams were overlapped spatially and temporally at the sample 

surface with angles of  incidence of 65° and 55° for the visible and the IR beam, respectively, at 

the air/alumina interface.  The SFG spectra were normalized by the power of the incident beams 

measured simultaneously at each step scan.  The SFG spectra presented here were collected using 

the SSP and PPP polarization combinations, where each letter signifies the polarization state of 

the sum frequency signal, visible, and IR beam, respectively.  The S-polarized beam has the 

incident electric field perpendicular to the incident plane, whereas the P-polarized beam has the 

optical field parallel to the incident plane. 
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b. Temple University  

CH3CN (HPLC Grade, Fisher Chemicals Inc.), H2O (deionized water source >18.2 MΩ·cm 

resistivity, Thermoscientific Barnstead Easypure II purification system 

equipped with a UV lamp), D2O (Deuterium oxide (D, 99.9%), Cambridge Isotopes, USA) 

 and a c-cut Al2O3 equilateral roof prism (Al2O3(0001)) (Team Photon Inc., San Diego, CA) were 

used for the experiments.  The prism was cleaned using Piranha solution (1:3, H2O2: H2SO4) 

(CAUTION: “Piranha is extremely reactive and can cause severe damage to skin/eyes.  Handle 

using gloves, goggles, a lab coat, and extreme care) for ~60 minutes in a Teflon dish and was 

rinsed with deionized water (>18.2 MΩ.cm resistivity, Thermoscientific Barnstead Easypure II 

purification system with UV lamp), to remove residual piranha.  Then, the sample was dried using 

ultra-high purity N2 gas.  At the end of the cleaning process, the homemade sample holder, Teflon 

spacer and the prism were plasma cleaned (low-pressure RF plasma: Harrick PDC-32G) for ~2 

minutes.   

The vibrational sum frequency generation (vSFG) experiment was performed using a 

tunable broadband IR beam and a narrowband visible beam. 10% of Ti:Sapphire regenerative 

amplifier laser system (Coherent, Libra-F-1K-110-HE+), generating 5 mJ pulses at 800 nm with 1 

kHz repetition rate and 120 fs pulse duration, after passing through a bandpass filter (~2 nm, 800 

nm, CVI Laser Optics), was used as a visible beam of ~30 μJ.  Approximately, 90% of the Libra 

output pumps a commercial optical amplifier (OPA: Coherent, TOPAS-Prime HE) to generate a 

tunable mid-IR pulse in the 2-5 μm spectral region using external difference frequency generation 

(DFG) in an AgGaS2 crystal.  Both the visible (200 mm focal length lens) and IR (50 mm focal 

length lens) beams were spatially and temporally overlapped at the sample interface to generate 

sum frequency (SF) light.  The incident angles at the interface were 60°: IR ~10 μJ/pulse and 54°: 
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Visible ~ 10 μJ/pulse with ~ 75 and 200 𝜇m spot size, respectively.  The angles of incidence were 

above the critical angle for α-Al2O3(0001)/water interface to reach Fresnel factor enhancement at 

total internal reflection (TIR) geometry.  The resulting vSFG response was separated from the 800 

nm visible beam using a 750 nm short-pass filter (Thorlabs) and collected via a liquid nitrogen 

cooled (-120 °C) charge-coupled device detector array (Princeton instrument) coupled to a 

spectrograph (300i Acton Research Corp.) 

The non-resonant response of a gold-coated (~100 nm thick) α-Al2O3(0001) (Team Photon 

Inc., San Diego, CA, 15 mm x 13 mm x 15 mm) was collected under the PPP polarization 

configuration for vSFG normalization. After this, the sample spectra were collected in PPP and 

SSP polarization configurations and then normalized with the spectrum collected from a gold-

coated α-Al2O3(0001) surface.  
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II. Experimental geometries: 

 

FIG S1: Experimental geometries A) TIR1 geometry vSFG setup at α-Al2O3(0001)/liquid prism:	𝜃!"# ≈ 63°, 𝜃$% ≈
57°, B) TIR2 geometry vSFG setup at α-Al2O3(0001)/liquid prism: 𝜃!"# ≈ 54°, 𝜃$% ≈ 60°,   C) External geometry 
vSFG setup at liquid/α-Al2O3(0001) window: 𝜃!"# ≈ 31°, 𝜃$% ≈ 29°. 
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III. Approaches for deriving the interfacial dielectric constant:  

a. The slab model 

 

FIG S2: Schematic representation of the resulting electric fields for the slab model for a hemisphere inside a block of 
a dielectric between the plates of a parallel plate capacitor subjected to an external field along A) the Z-axis 
(Perpendicular, 𝐸!) and B) the X or Y-axis (Parallel, 𝐸"").  In case A, the induced field acting on the hemisphere is 
composed of the components E1 (A-1), E2 (A-2), and E3 (A-3), along the Z-axis.  The thick black arrows inside the 
figures represent the direction of the induced electric field components.  The angle θ shown in B is the schematic 
representation of the angle used in equation S3. 

 

Induced electric field along the Z-axis: (Perpendicular, 𝑬!) 

To describe the induced electric field along the Z-axis, we considered a block of dielectric  

(FIG S2 A-1 - A-3: gray box), between the plates of a parallel plate capacitor,  polarized by an 

external electric field (E0) and contains a hemisphere (representing the interfacial molecules with 

half solvated shells) of different dielectric constant [1].  In this configuration, the induced electric 

field along the Z-axis (FIG S2A) can be divided into three distinct components considering 

Gauss’s law for a dialectic medium:  
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E1 (Equation S1, FIG S2 A-1) represents the field due to the charge density on the dielectric 

plates within the finite interfacial region on the parallel plate capacitor [1].   

𝐸! =
"
#!
						and					𝐷 = 𝑃 + 𝜀$𝐸$											then:      𝐸! =

%&#!'!
#!

= 𝐸$ +
%
#!
																																										(S1) 

E2 (Equation S2, FIG S2 A-2) describes the field due to the charge density induced on the 

two sides of the dielectric plates in response to E1. 

𝐸( = − %
#!
																																																																																																																																																						(S2) 

E3 (Equation S3, FIG S2 A-3) represents the field due to polarization charges on the surface 

of the hemisphere induced by an external electric field [1]. 

𝐸) = ∫𝑑𝐸) =
*%
+#!
∫  ,$ cos(𝜃	sin𝜃	𝑑𝜃                                                                              

 if  𝑧 = Cos𝜃          then:      𝑑𝑧 = −sin𝜃𝑑𝜃                   

θ represents the polar angle relative to the polarization direction as shown in FIG S2B. 

𝐸) = ∫𝑑𝐸) = 	 %
+#!

∫  *!
!   𝑧(𝑑𝑧 = %

+#!
6-

"

)
7
!

*!
= 	 %

.#!
										

Hence:        𝐸) =	
%
.#!
																																																																																																																																						(S3) 

𝐸/ =	𝐸! 	+ 	𝐸( 	+ 	𝐸) 	= 	𝐸$ +
%
#!
	− %

#!
	+ 	 %

.#!
		  

We should note that the induced polarization at the surface of the hemisphere will result from the 

combination of two polarizations with opposite signs due to the difference in permittivity (𝜀( ≠ 

𝜀!).  The internal filed which yield an opposite polarization can be calculated by 4𝜋𝑃/6, for a 

hemisphere using the internal field for non-polar dielectrics [1].  Then we can define 𝑃! = (𝜀! −

1)	𝐸$ .  
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Thus:           𝑃 = ∑𝑃! = 𝑃" −	𝑃# =	∑𝐸$𝜀$	[(𝜀! − 1)]	 	 = 𝐸$𝜀$	[(𝜀" − 1) − (𝜀# − 1)]	then:  

𝐸%	=	𝐸$ +
&!'!('")'#)

+'!
	=	𝐸$ 2

'")'#,+
+

3																																																																																																										(S4)	

In equations S1-S4, the 𝐸! represent the electric fields, D stands for the electric displacement, P 

denotes the polarization, and 𝜀$, 𝜀# and 𝜀"	correspond to the dielectric functions in the vacuum, 

medium 1, and medium 2, respectively. 

Parallel electric field along the XX and YY axes: (𝑬∥): 

To calculate the parallel electric filed one may use a dielectric sphere (𝜀") in an infinite 

dielectric (𝜀#) of different dielectric constant [1].  Outside the sphere, without free charge, the 

potential is going to satisfy the Laplace’s equation ( ∇"𝜑 = 0	) when an external electric field 

𝐸./0.1234  has been applied.  The analysis involves the utilization of the Laplace equation to 

compute the electric field both outside (𝜑#) and inside (𝜑") the hemisphere as follows [1]:  

𝜑# = ∑ 2𝐴2𝑟2 +
5$
1$%#

3 𝑃2(𝑐𝑜𝑠𝜃)6
27$                                                                                            (S5) 

𝜑" = ∑ 2𝐶2𝑟2 +
8$
1$%#

3 𝑃2(𝑐𝑜𝑠𝜃)6
27$                                                                                           (S6) 

Where the 𝑃2(𝑐𝑜𝑠𝜃) is the spherical harmonics function. When considering the locality, continuity 

and non-singularity of the electric potential, we can get: 

𝜑#|𝑟 → ∞ = −𝐸./0.1234𝑟𝑐𝑜𝑠𝜃  (S7-1) 

𝜑"|𝑟 → 0 = 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑡	(𝑛𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑢𝑙𝑎𝑟) (S7-2) 

𝜀"
9:#
9/
I𝑟 → 𝑎 = 	 𝜀#

9:"
9/
I 𝑟 → 𝑎  (S7-3) 

𝜑#|𝑟 → 𝑎 = 𝜑"|𝑟 → 𝑎  (S7-4) 
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Where a is the radius of the molecular cavity in Lorentz model, and 𝜀! and 𝜀" are the dielectric 

constant for medium 1 (hemisphere) and medium 2 (plate), respectively.  It is easy to get 𝐵# = 0 

and 𝐶# = 0 when 𝑛 ≠ 1 and the solution can be given as: 

𝜑! = *$!"%$"
"$!&$"

'#

(#
− 1,𝐸)*+)(#',𝑟𝑐𝑜𝑠𝜃  (S8-1) 

𝜑" = −* -$!
"$!&$"

, 𝐸)*+)(#',𝑟𝑐𝑜𝑠𝜃   (S8-2) 

If we ignore the contribution from the driving electric field −𝐸)*+)(#',𝑟𝑐𝑜𝑠𝜃, then we can get the 

electric potential generated by surface bounded charge of polarized medium. 

𝜑!. = * $"%$!
"$!&$"

'#

(#
,𝐸)*+)(#',𝑟𝑐𝑜𝑠𝜃  (S9-1) 

𝜑". = −* $!%$"
"$!&$"

, 𝐸)*+)(#',𝑟𝑐𝑜𝑠𝜃   (S9-2) 

Then the electric field generated by surface bounded charge (𝐸/ and 𝐸/.) can be given as: 

𝐸0#102) = −∇𝜑" =
-$!

"$!&$"
𝐸)*+)(#',  (S10-1)e 

𝐸34+102). = −∇𝜑!. = −∇𝜑". =
$"%$!
"$"&$!

𝐸)*+)(#',  (S10-2) 

In this scenario we consider the 𝐸)*+)(#',  = 𝐸∥  and  𝐸0#102) =	𝐸/		as a driving force for the 

induced polarization outside the hemisphere (FIG S2 B). 

𝐸∥ = 𝐸/ *
"$"&$!
-$"

,																																																																																																																																								(S11) 

Considering this scenario the induced electric field is described with similar approach to Shen et.al 

while considering 𝜀! = 	1 the parallel electric filed will reduce to the 𝐸∥ = 𝐸/ *
"$"&!
-$"

,	[2]. 

The perpendicular (𝐸6: FIG S2A)  and parallel (𝐸∥: FIG S2B) and electric field components 

(as explained above along the  X or Y-axis and the Z-axis, respectively) at the interface can be 

determined using the Fresnel equations (equations S12-1 – S12-3) [3].   
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𝐿!!(𝜔") = 	
2𝜀#(𝜔") 𝑐𝑜𝑠 𝛾"

𝜀#(𝜔$) 𝑐𝑜𝑠 𝛾" + 𝜀%(𝜔") 𝑐𝑜𝑠 𝜃"
																																							(S12 − 1)	

𝐿&&(𝜔") = 	
2𝜀#(𝜔") 𝑐𝑜𝑠 𝜃"

𝜀#(𝜔") 𝑐𝑜𝑠 𝜃" + 𝜀%(𝜔") 𝑐𝑜𝑠 𝛾"
																																						(S12 − 2) 

𝐿''(𝜔") = 	
2𝜀%(𝜔") 𝑐𝑜𝑠 𝜃"

𝜀#(𝜔") 𝑐𝑜𝑠 𝛾" + 𝜀%(𝜔") 𝑐𝑜𝑠 𝜃"
𝜀#	(𝜔")
𝜀)(𝜔")

																										(S12 − 3) 

Knowing that 𝐿''/𝐿&& 	= 	 𝜀#	 𝜀)⁄ , 𝐿!! = 𝐿&& =	𝐸* 	𝐸+⁄  and L,, =	𝐸∥ 	E+⁄  we have [2]:  

.!!
.""	/0	.$$

	= 1∥
1&

 = 	2'
2	(
	= 

3)*)+*',*)
4

(*)-*'+.. )			
 = %(%2)72')

		2)(2)82'79)
                                                                             (S13) 

Thus, by simplifying and reordering equation S13 we would have:  

𝜀′	 =	
		2'2)(2)82'79)

%(%2)72')
                                                                                                                        (S14) 

knowing  n = 	√ε                                                                      

𝑛) =	>:')	:))(:))8:')	79)
%(%:)

)7:')	)
																																																																																																							                 (S15) 
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b. The Lorentz model   

 

FIG S3:  Schematic representation of the resulting electric fields for the Lorentz model for a sphere inside block of 
dielectric between the plates of a parallel plate capacitor subjected to an external field along A) the Z-axis 
(Perpendicular, 𝐸!) and B) the X or Y-axis (Parallel, 𝐸"").  In case A, the induced field acting on the sphere is composed 
of the components E1 (A-1), E2 (A-2), and E3 (A-3), along the Z-axis.  The thick black arrows inside the figures 
represent the direction of the induced electric field components.  The angle θ shown in B is the schematic 
representation of the angle used in the equation S18. 

 

Electric field along the Z-axis: (Perpendicular, 𝑬!) 

Unlike the half-solvated sphere, here the entire sphere is immersed in the dielectric 

medium and is considered fully solvated.  In this configuration, similar to the hemisphere 

approach, the induced electric field along the Z-axis comprises three distinct components:	  

  E1 (Equation S16, FIG S3 A-1) characterizes the field arising from the charge density on 

the dielectric plates within the finite interfacial area on the parallel plate capacitor. 

𝐸" =
#
$!
						and					𝐷 = 𝑃 + 𝜀%𝐸%											then:						𝐸" =

&'$!(!
$!

= 𝐸% +
&
$!
																							              (S16) 
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E2 (Equation 17, FIG S3 A-2) represents the field resulting from the charge density induced 

on both sides of the dielectric plates due to E1. 

𝐸! = − "
#!
																																																																																																																																																							(S17) 

E3 (Equation S18, FIG S3 A-3) represents the field intensity due induced polarization 

charges on the surface of the sphere by an external electric field. 

𝐸$ = ∫𝑑𝐸$ =
%"
!#!
∫  &' cos!𝜃	sin𝜃	𝑑𝜃, if 𝑧 = Cos𝜃; Then 𝑑𝑧 = −sin𝜃𝑑𝜃                   

𝐸$ = ∫𝑑𝐸$ =
%"
!#!
∫  &' cos!𝜃	sin𝜃	𝑑𝜃                                                                              

 if  𝑧 = Cos𝜃          then:      𝑑𝑧 = −sin𝜃𝑑𝜃                   

θ represents the polar angle relative to the polarization direction as shown in FIG S2B. 

𝐸$ = ∫𝑑𝐸$ = 	 "
!#!

∫  %(
(   𝑧!𝑑𝑧 = "

)!
1*

"

$
2
(

%(
= 	 "

!#!
										

Hence:        𝐸$ =	
"
$#!
																																																																																																																																		( S18) 

𝐸+	=	𝐸( 	+	𝐸! 	+	𝐸$ 	=	𝐸' +
"
#!
	− "

#!
	+	 "

$#!
			

Knowing	that	𝑃 = 𝐸'𝜀'	[(𝜀, − 1)]	and similar to the scenario we explained above then:	

𝐸+ = 𝐸' +
-!	#!(##%#$)

$#!
 = 𝐸'	(

##%#$1$
$

) 																																																																																																		(S19) 

Electric field along the XX or YY-axis: (𝐏𝐚𝐫𝐚𝐥𝐥𝐞𝐥, 𝑬∥):  

For a dielectric sphere in a dielectric, the electric field is described as [1]: 

𝐸∥ =	𝐸' H
!##1#$
$##

I 																																																																																																																																							(S20) 
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By calculating the perpendicular (𝐸! ) (equation S20: Figure S3A) and parallel (𝐸∥ ) 

(equation S19: Figure S3B) induced electric field components at the interface using the Fresnel 

equation (equations S12-1 – S12-3) [3] and knowing that 𝐿##/𝐿$$ 	= 	 𝜀%	 𝜀'⁄ ,  𝐿(( = 𝐿$$ =

	𝐸! 	𝐸)⁄  and L** =	𝐸∥ 	E)⁄  [2]:  

+!!
+""	,-	+$$

	= .∥
.&

 = 	/'
/	(
	= 

0)*)+*',*)
1

(*)-*'+,, )			
 = (4/)5/')

		/)(/)6/'57)
                                                                           (S21) 

𝜀′	 =	
		/'/)(/)6/'57)

(4/)5/')
                                                                                                                    (S22) 

knowing  n = 	√ε 

𝑛′ = 	08')	8))(8))68')	57)
(48)

)58')	)
                                                                                                           (S23) 

 

IV. Comparison of expressions derived using the slab model (III-a) vs. Lorentz model (III-b): 

 We derived expressions for the interfacial dielectric constant using the slab model (section 

III-a) and Lorentz model (section III-b).  Then, we compared the experimentally measured 

frequency-dependent 1𝜒9::,<<<
(4) 1

4
ratio ( 1𝜒9::,<<<

(4) 1
4
	(𝑇𝐼𝑅2)/	1𝜒9::,<<<

(4) 1
4
(𝐸𝑥𝑡)  and 

1𝜒9::,<<<
(4) 1

4
	(𝑇𝐼𝑅1)/	1𝜒9::,<<<

(4) 1
4
(𝐸𝑥𝑡)) for two different geometries with the calculated ratios 

from both models, described in section IV.  The expression derived for the interfacial dielectric 

constant (𝜀') using the slab model (Fig 4A) aligns more closely with the experimental data for the 

OH stretch of H2O (Manuscript: Fig 2D) compared to the Lorentz model (Fig S4 B) at the interface.  

In contrast, the prediction of the Lorentz model (equation S22) deviates from experimental data.   
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FIG S4: Calculated frequency dependent  !𝜒!"",$$$
(&) !

&
ratio of the TIR 2: Top, 1: Bottom with respect to the external 

geometry in the OH stretch region of the H2O/Al2O3 interface for A) Slab model and B) Lorentz model at the interface.  

 

V. Critical angles: 

The critical angle is defined as the angle of incidence beyond which total internal reflection 

occurs.  This happens when light travels from a medium with a higher refractive index towards 

one with a lower refractive index.  The calculation of the critical angle (Table S1) is governed by 

Snell’s law using the formula θc = arcsin(n2/n1), where θc is the critical angle, n1 is the refractive 

index of the denser medium, and n2 is the refractive index of the less dense medium.   This 

phenomenon is only observable when n1 exceeds n2.   
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Table S1: Refractive indices of α-Al2O3(0001), H2O, D2O and CH3CN and the critical angles at the respective solid-
liquid interfaces.  

Wavelength 
Refractive indices Critical angle 

Al2O3 

[4]  
H2O 
[5] 

D2O 
[5] CH3CN [6] H2O 

/Al2O3 
D2O 

/Al2O 
CH3CN/ 

Al2O3 
SFG: 633 nm 

H2O 

1.76 

1.33 - - 49.08° - - 

SFG:597 nm 
D2O - 1.33 - - 49.08° - 

SFG: 678 nm 
CH3CN - - 1.34 - - 49.58° 

Vis: 800 nm 1.76 1.33 1.33 1.33 49.08° 49.08° 49.08° 
SFG:452 nm 

H2O 

1.77 

1.33 - - 49.08° - - 

SFG: 473 nm 
D2O - 1.33  - 48.71° - 

SFG:472 nm 
CH3CN -  1.34 - - 49.21° 

Vis: 532 nm 1.77 1.33 1.33 1.34 48.71° 48.71° 49.21° 
IR: 3030 nm; 
(3300 𝑐𝑚!") 1.71 1.40+i0.25 - - 56.14° - - 

IR: 4255 nm; 
(2350 𝑐𝑚!") 1.66 - 1.43+i0.20 - - 60.17°  

IR: 4444 nm; 
(2250 𝑐𝑚!") 1.65 - - 1.34+i0.05 - - 54.30° 

 

VI. Angular dependent effective nonlinear susceptibility  !𝝌𝒆𝒇𝒇,𝑷𝑷𝑷
(𝟐) !

𝟐
of the TIR2 and TIR1  and 

the external geometry with constant IR angle: 

Defining the interfacial dielectric constant using slab model? 

We hypothesized that by varying the angles of incidence of the visible and IR beams one 

can determine 𝜀(		by comparing the calculated !𝜒)**
(+) !

+
(equation 1) with experimental values of 

!𝜒)**
(+) !

+
.  We used different theoretical models, Table S1, in addition to the expression we derived 

above using the slab model (G) for ε(.  Two of the models are derived from established formulas 
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and prediction (C, E and F) [2,7,8] while the other models (A-D) are utilized for comparative 

purposes.   

Table S2: Seven proposed formulas for the dielectric constant at a buried interface. 

Model Interfacial dielectric constant 

A ε! 

B ε" 

C [8] "0.5&ε! + 0.5&ε"(
"
 

D "0.4&ε! + 0.6&ε"(
"
 

E [7] "0.2&ε! + 0.8&ε"(
"
 

F [2] 	𝜀∗ = 𝜀"(𝜀" + 5)/(4𝜀" + 2) 

G 	ε$	 = 		ε!ε"(ε" − ε! + 6)/2	(2ε" + ε!) 

 

The angular dependence of 4𝜒&''
(") 4

"
(Equations 4a-4d) was calculated using the dielectric 

constants of the solid (𝜀!: α-Al2O3) and the liquid (𝜀": H2O, D2O and CH3CN) phases, while 

varying the angles of incidence of the visible beam and keeping the angle of the incident for the 

IR beam constant.  As 𝜒***	contains several 𝜒ijk, we simplify the analysis by  assuming 𝜒++, =

𝜒+,+ =	𝜒,++ =	𝜒,,, = 1	(Equation 2d).  Without knowing the actual values of 𝜒ijk this is a 

reasonable first approximation. 

To compare the different expression for the interfacial dielectric constant, A-G (Table S2), 

we calculated the angular dependence of 4𝜒&''
(") 4

"
 in the OH stretch region (~3350 cm-1) for the α-

Al2O3/ H2O interface (FIG S5), the OD stretch region for the α-Al2O3/D2O interface (FIG S6), in 

the CH stretch for the α-Al2O3/CH3CN interface (FIG S7),  and in the C≡N stretch region for the 
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α-Al2O3/CH3CN interface (FIG S8).  The calculation of angle depenadnt effective nonlinear 

susceptibility components in the TIR2 geometry for the PPP polarization, FIG S5-S8, using 

different models for the interfacial dielectric constant, reveals a notable dependence of !𝜒!"",$$$
(&) !

&
 

on the selected ε' model.  When  ε( ≈ ε&	(dielectric constant of the liquid) !𝜒!"",$$$
(&) !

&
 has a higher 

intensity unlike the 	𝜀∗ = 𝜀&(𝜀& + 5)/(4𝜀& + 2)	where !𝜒!"",$$$
(&) !

&
has the lowest value for a given 

angle at TIR1, TIR2 and Ext. geometies (FIG S5-S8: Angles are highlighted by gray lines).  These 

results (FIG S5-S8) show that the magnitude of  !𝜒!"",$$$
(&) !

&
response is influened by ε( , 

highlighting the significance of the contribution of interfacial dielectric constant. 
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FIG S5: Angular dependence of the effective nonlinear susceptibility !𝜒!"",$$$
(&) !

&
		in TIR2 (dark blue) , TIR1 (orange) 

and external (green ) geometry in the OH stretch region of the α-Al2O3/H2O  interface.  Seven different models for 𝜀! 
including 𝜀", 𝜀#, 	(0.5√𝜀" + 0.5√𝜀#)#, (0.4√𝜀" + 0.6√𝜀#)#, (0.2√𝜀" + 0.8√𝜀#)#, 	𝜀∗ = 𝜀#(𝜀# + 5)/(4𝜀# + 2)	 and 
	𝜀!	 = 	𝜀"𝜀#(𝜀# − 𝜀" + 6)/2	(2𝜀# + 𝜀")	where 𝜀"	and 𝜀#  are the dielectric constants of the solid and liquid phases, 
respectively.  Gray dotted lines represent the corresponding visible angles for the TIR2 (54°) , TIR1 (63°) and external 
(31°) geometries.  
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FIG S6: Angular dependence of the effective nonlinear susceptibility !χ!"",$$$
(&) !

&
		in TIR2 (dark blue) , TIR1 (orange) 

and external (green ) geometry in the C≡N stretch of the α-Al2O3/CH3CN interface.  Seven different models for 𝜀( 
including 𝜀), 𝜀&, 	(0.5√𝜀) + 0.5√𝜀&)&, (0.4√𝜀) + 0.6√𝜀&)&, (0.2√𝜀) + 0.8√𝜀&)&, 	𝜀∗ = 𝜀&(𝜀& + 5)/(4𝜀& + 2)  and 
	𝜀( 	 = 	𝜀)𝜀&(𝜀& − 𝜀) + 6)/2	(2𝜀& + 𝜀))	where 𝜀)	and 𝜀&  are the dielectric constants of the solid and liquid phases, 
respectively.  Gray dotted lines represent the corresponding visible angles for the TIR2 (54°) , TIR1 (63°) and external 
(31°) geometries. 
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FIG S7: Angular dependence of the effective nonlinear susceptibility !𝜒!"",$$$
(&) !

&
		in TIR2 (dark blue), TIR1 (orange) 

and external (green) geometry in the CH stretch of the α-Al2O3/CH3CN interface.  Seven different models for 𝜀( 
including 𝜀), 𝜀&, 	(0.5√𝜀) + 0.5√𝜀&)&, (0.4√𝜀) + 0.6√𝜀&)&, (0.2√𝜀) + 0.8√𝜀&)&, 	𝜀∗ = 𝜀2(𝜀2 + 5)/(4𝜀2 + 2)  and 
	𝜀(	 = 	𝜀)𝜀&(𝜀& − 𝜀) + 6)/2	(2𝜀& + 𝜀))	where 𝜀)	and 𝜀&  are the dielectric constants of the solid and liquid phases, 
respectively.  Gray dotted lines represent the corresponding visible angles for the TIR2 (54°), TIR1 (63°) and external 
(31°) geometries. 



29

 S21 

 

FIG S8: Angular dependence of the effective nonlinear susceptibility !𝜒!"",$$$
(&) !

&
	in TIR2 (dark blue), TIR1 (Orange) 

and external (green) geometry in the OD stretch region of the α-Al2O3/D2O interface.  Seven different models for 𝜀( 
including 𝜀), 𝜀&, 	(0.5√𝜀) + 0.5√𝜀&)&, (0.4√𝜀) + 0.6√𝜀&)&, (0.2√𝜀) + 0.8√𝜀&)&, 	𝜀∗ = 𝜀&(𝜀& + 5) 4𝜀&	⁄  and 	𝜀(	 =
	𝜀)𝜀&(𝜀& − 𝜀) + 6)/2	(2𝜀& + 𝜀))	where 𝜀)	 and 𝜀&  are the dielectric constants of the solid and liquid phases, 
respectively.  Gray dotted lines represent the corresponding visible angles for the TIR2 (54°) , TIR1 (63°) and external 
(31°) geometries. 

. 
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VII. Which expression performs better? 

 We have calculated frequency dependent  !𝜒!"",$$$
(&) !

&
 using the expression derived from 

classical MD simulations [7], 𝜀′ = (0.2√𝜀( + 0.8√𝜀&)& , at the OH (A) and OD (B) stretch 

frequencies (FIG S9: A and B).  Our goal was to compare the frequency dependency of  |𝜀′| using 

both our expression and the MD simulations.   

  

 

FIG S9: Calculated frequency dependent  !𝜒!"",$$$
(&) !

&
ratio for TIR2 (Top) and TIR1 (Bottom) with respect to the 

external geometry for the A) OH stretch of H2O (blue) and B) OD stretch of D2O (green) at the α-Al2O3 interface 
compared to the experimental data (red).  The frequency dependence of |𝜀′| at the C) α-Al2O3/H2O and the D) α-
Al2O3/D2O interfaces. The expression 𝜀′ = (0.2√𝜀1 + 0.8√𝜀2)!	 was used to calculate the interfacial dielectric constant. 

 

The expressions	𝜀(𝜀&(𝜀& − 𝜀( + 6)/2	(2𝜀& + 𝜀() and (0.2√𝜀( + 0.8√𝜀&)&	[7] for ε′		both 

show improvement compared to the other models when we compared the experimental !𝜒!""
(&) !

&
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ratio to the calculated ratio (FIG3).  However, 	𝜀!𝜀"(𝜀" − 𝜀! + 6)/2	(2𝜀" + 𝜀!)  (model G) 

demonstrates somewhat better agreement over (0.2√𝜀! + 0.8√𝜀")" (model E) for the frequency 

dependent results in the OD and OH stretch regions of the  Al2O3/D2O and Al2O3/H2O interfaces 

with (FIG S5 and S6).  The differences between the two models could be due to the approaches; 

ours is predicated on continuum electrostatics, whereas the MD simulation is based on molecular-

level interactions. 

We quantified the accuracy of our theoretical models against experimental data using Root 

Mean Square Error (RMSE), equation S24, and Mean Absolute Error (MAE), equation S25, to 

measure deviations [9]. 

RMSE = .!
#
∑$%!#  (𝑦$ − 𝑦̂$)"                                                                                                      (S24) 

MAE =  !
#
∑$%!#  |𝑦$ − 𝑦̂$|                                                                                                             (S25) 

where the 𝑦$  are the experimental values, the 𝑦̂$ are the calculated values and 𝑛 is the number of 

observations, in our case 7 data points, i.e., 7 different frequencies for which we have refractive 

indices from the literature. 

Model G exhibits a deviation from the experimental data, as reflected by its reduced 

RMSE, suggesting that the deviations in the predictions from the experimental values are generally 

smaller (FIG S10 and S11).  Additionally, the reduced MAE of model G indicates a lower average 

error for the calculated values, further showing its enhanced accuracy.  Conversely, model E shows 

elevated RMSE and MAE values, indicating a broader dispersion of prediction errors and a higher 

mean error, respectively.  However, in general,  Model G and Model E exhibit comparable 

precision and produce outcomes that are nearly equivalent. 
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FIG S10: Comparative quantitative analysis of models G (A and C)  and E (B and D) versus frequency dependent experimental 
data in the OH stretch region of the H2O/Al2O3 interface based on their theoretical predictions for (TIR(1 or 2)/Ext) relative to 
experimental observations.  The dashed lines represent the best fits to the data, while the solid lines indicate the line of perfect 
agreement, where theoretical values match exactly with experimental results.  Data points with error bars for the experiments 
signify the variability within individual measurements. The error bars for have been defined using multiple experiments.  

 

 

FIG S11:  Comparative quantitative analysis of models G (A and C)  and E (B and D) versus frequency dependent experimental 
data in the OD stretch region of the D2O/Al2O3 interface based on their theoretical predictions for (TIR(1 or 2)/Ext) relative to 
experimental observations.  The dashed lines represent the best fits to the data, while the solid lines indicate the line of perfect 
agreement, where theoretical values match exactly with experimental results.  Data points with error bars for the experiments 
signify the variability within individual measurements. The error bars for have been defined using multiple experiments.  
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