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We introduce a versatile machine-learning scheme for predicting dipole moments of molecular
liquids to study dielectric properties. We attribute the center of mass of Wannier functions, called
Wannier centers, to each chemical bond and create neural network models that predict the Wannier
centers for each chemical bond. Application to liquid methanol and ethanol shows that our neu-
ral network models successfully predict the dipole moment of various liquid configurations in close
agreement with DFT calculations. We show that the dipole moment and dielectric constant in the
liquids are greatly enhanced by the polarization of Wannier centers due to local intermolecular inter-
actions. The calculated dielectric spectra agree well with experiments quantitatively over terahertz
(THz) to infrared regions. Furthermore, we investigate the physical origin of THz absorption spec-
tra of methanol, confirming the importance of translational and librational motions. Our method
is applicable to other molecular liquids and can be widely used to study their dielectric properties.

I. INTRODUCTION

Dielectric properties represent the interaction between
electric fields and materials. Optical spectroscopy is a
widely used technique to study the structure and dynam-
ics of bulk systems. Simulation of the dielectric proper-
ties of materials with strong intermolecular interactions,
such as liquid alcohols, is essential for interpreting exper-
imental spectra.

Analyzing how polarization occurs is the key to com-
prehending the dielectric properties of liquid alcohol. In
the liquid phase, the electric field generated by the sur-
rounding molecules distorts the electronic cloud, result-
ing in different polarization features from the gas phase.
Hydrogen bonding is an important intermolecular inter-
action appearing in polar molecules. Alcohol molecules,
consisting of both polar hydroxyl and non-polar alkyl
groups, can accept two hydrogen bonds (H-bonds) and
only donate one H-bond, unlike water molecules that can
donate two H-bonds. This difference leads to the distinct
hydrogen bonding in alcohols compared to water [1, 2],
thus resulting in the unique dielectric properties of al-
cohols. The dielectric constant at 300K reaches 78 for
water, while it is only 33 for methanol [3]. In the region
below 1000 cm−1 (THz region), which is dominated by
the intermolecular modes, the dielectric absorption of wa-
ter has a translational (H-bond stretching) peak around
200 cm−1 and a libration peak around 600 cm−1 [4].
Although methanol also has a libration peak around
700 cm−1 [5–8], its lower frequency spectrum is more
complex than that of water. THz spectroscopy experi-
ments [9–12] pointed out three major peaks at around
60, 120, and 270 cm−1 using the Lorentzian fitting, with
the 120 cm−1 one being the largest. The 270 cm−1 peak
is broad and is thought to originate from intermolecular
motions [5]. H-bond fluctuations, observed in the similar
frequency region in experiments [1, 13], are likely asso-

ciated with these modes. However, the origins of these
peaks are not yet fully understood.
After Rahman [14] introduced the classical molecular

dynamics (CMD) method in 1964, the dielectric func-
tion of a system can be calculated from the dipole auto-
correlation function along CMD trajectories based on the
linear response theory [15]. The dipole moment M is cal-
culated by assigning an empirical charge qi to the atom
ri as M =

∑
i qiri. Despite the rather simple descrip-

tion of dipole moments, CMD has been successfully used
to study dielectric properties. As for THz absorption
of methanol, early studies [16–19] identified a significant
peak around 700 cm−1 to the hydroxyl H rotational (li-
brational) motion around the CO axis, nearly parallel to
the axis of the least inertia. Skaf et al. [17, 18] quanti-
tatively reproduced lower the 60 and 120 cm−1 absorp-
tion peaks, which were imputed to the libration around
the second-largest and largest principal inertia axes, re-
spectively [16, 19–22]. Additionally, considering the in-
duced dipole moments improved the agreement with ex-
periments [23]. Torii [24] demonstrated that the in-
duced dipole moments significantly contributed to the
low-frequency peaks, while the rotation of the permanent
molecular dipoles accounted for the 700 cm−1 peak of
methanol by incorporating the induced dipole moments
through H-bond stretching.
Although empirical force field approaches have been

widely employed in studies on liquid alcohols, qualita-
tive agreement with experimental values of the dielectric
constant [25, 26] and the dielectric function [17, 19, 24]
remains challenging due to the lack of explicit many-body
induced polarization effects.
Car and Parrinello developed the ab initio molecu-

lar dynamics (AIMD) method [27], in which the atomic
forces are calculated directly from first principle elec-
tronic structure calculations without empirical param-
eters. Furthermore, the modern theory of polariza-
tion [28, 29] can express the dipole moment in a quan-
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tum mechanics manner through the maximally-localized
Wannier function (MLWF) method [30, 31], where the
electronic contribution to the dipole moment is evaluated
from the −2e point charges at the centers of MLWFs,
known as Wannier centers (WCs). Accurate estimation
of dynamics and polarization has led to numerous studies
on liquid alcohols focusing on structure [32–36], hydrogen
bonding [37–39], dipole moments [2, 40], and dielectric
properties [41–44]. These studies have been elucidating
the influence of the local atomic environment on dielectric
properties. The average molecular dipole moment in the
liquid methanol calculated from AIMD ranged from 2.5D
to 2.9D [34, 37, 41, 43], which was larger than those ob-
tained from force-field calculations [45]. Pagliai et al. [37]
showed that the number of H-bonds strongly influenced
the molecular dipole moments. Wang et al. [44] success-
fully reproduced the experimental dielectric function of
liquid methanol using Born-Oppenheimer molecular dy-
namics (BOMD), showing significant improvement com-
pared to the Car-Parrinello molecular dynamics (CPMD)
calculation, which suffered from a large redshift in the
spectrum around 3000 cm−1 [41]. For THz dielectric
spectra, studies on liquid water unveiled the importance
of the polarization of WCs due to intermolecular interac-
tions [4, 46, 47]. In contrast, the THz spectra calculation
of liquid methanol has not been done so often [42].

Recently, machine learning (ML) methods have been
employed to express ab initio potential energy surfaces
as a function of nuclear coordinates [48–52]. These meth-
ods preserve the accuracy of AIMD while improving its
efficiency. To calculate dielectric properties using this
technique, however, we also need ML models to predict
the dipole moment from atomic positions. To this end,
Gastegger et al. [53] constructed a model that learns the
environment-dependent atomic partial charges, which
vary depending on the positions of neighborhood atoms,
and thus effectively describes the polarization effect of
electrons in gas phase molecules. This scheme has been
successfully applied to clusters [54, 55] and liquid struc-
tures [56, 57] and has been utilized to incorporate long-
range Coulomb interactions into ML molecular dynam-
ics [58, 59]. This atomic charge model has been adapted
with ML models to learn dipole or multipole moments
using ordinary ML methods [60–62] or graph-neural net-
works [63–65].

An alternative approach is to directly handling WCs.
Several authors constructed ML models to predict the
average position of the WCs in a water molecule, called
the Wannier centroid, and successfully reproduced dielec-
tric properties [62, 66–69]. To accurately predict vector
quantities such as WCs, the models must be rotationally
equivariant when the reference coordinate system is ro-
tated. Zhang et al. [67, 68] addressed this requirement by
using two networks, referred to as embedding and fitting
networks. While a water molecule only has four WCs,
larger molecules contain a larger number of WCs, mak-
ing predicting the centroids more difficult. To overcome
this challenge, we aim to extend this method to construct

(a) Methanol (b) Ethanol

FIG. 1: Illustration of methanol (left) and ethanol
(right) molecules. Oxygen, carbon, and hydrogen are

represented by red, gray, and white spheres,
respectively. Bond centers (BCs) and WCs are

represented by small green and blue spheres. Only one
blue circle is visible for the O lone-pair (lp), as it is the

center of gravity of the two Wannier center (WC).

(a) Single bond

atom r1 atom r2

WC ws

rs = (r1 + r2)/2

BC

µ = 2e(rs −ws)

(b) Lone pair

wlp1 wlp2

wlp = (wlp1 +wlp2)/2

Oxygen atom at rO

µ = 4e(rO −wlp)

FIG. 2: Schematic image of dipole moments for a single
bond and lone pair. r represents the position of BCs.

ML models for each WC rather than the Wannier cen-
troid.
In this work, we propose a versatile ML model to pre-

dict WCs applicable to molecular liquids. We assign
WCs to chemical bonds between atoms and use deep neu-
ral networks to predict the position of the WC for each
bond. WCs are collected by DFT calculations and used
as training data for ML. To ensure the equivariance of
the models, we followed the method by Zhang et al. [67].
We applied our method to calculate the dielectric prop-
erties of liquid methanol and ethanol. The ML models
accurately predict the molecular dipole moments and re-
produce the experimental dielectric properties well in the
THz region, combined with AIMD trajectories.

II. THEORY

A. Dipole Moments

Evaluating dielectric properties requires the total
dipole moments of the system during molecular dynam-
ics (MD) simulations. In the MLWF method [30, 31],
the total dipole moment of a bulk periodic system con-
sists of the ion-core and the valence-electronic parts. The
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　Structure Molecule Bond-based ML models WCs Total dipole

CH bond ML model
wCH

i = fCH
ML(rj, |rj − rBC

i | < rc)

M = e
N∑

i=1

Ziri − 2e

Nw∑

i=1

wi

CO bond ML model
wCO

i = fCO
ML(rj, |rj − rBC

i | < rc)

OH bond ML model
wOH

i = fOH
ML(rj, |rj − rBC

i | < rc)

O lone pair ML model
wOlp

i = fOlp
ML(rj, |rj − rO

i | < rc)

CH bond

CO bond

OH bond

O lone pair

FIG. 3: Workflow to calculate the total dipole moment from bond-based ML dipole models. We create ML models
for each bond species to predict the WC assigned to the bond. Predicting all WCs in the system, we obtain the total

dipole moment according to Eq. (1).

ion-core part can be calculated from ion-core charges and
positions as usual, whereas the valence-electronic contri-
bution is evaluated from the −2e point charges at i-th
WC wi as

M = Matom +Mel = e

N∑

i=1

Ziri − 2e

Nw∑

i=1

wi, (1)

where Zi is the ion-core charge of atoms, and ri denotes
the nuclear position. N and Nw are the number of atoms
and WCs, respectively. The coefficient of −2 comes from
the degeneracy of spin degrees of freedom. We use a
valence-only pseudopotential approach so that the WCs
correspond to the valence electrons, and ion-core charges
eZi are the sums of the charges of the bare nuclei and
the frozen core electrons.

Our central idea is to rewrite Eq. (1) into a chemical
bond-based expression. We assume that WCs are close
enough to the centers of chemical bonds, called bond cen-
ters (BCs), or ion-cores in case of electron lone pairs,
so that each WC can be clearly allocated to the corre-
sponding BC or ion-core one by one, which is true in
ordinary molecular systems. The examples of methanol
and ethanol, shown in Fig. 1, illustrates that the WCs
are well localized on the chemical bonds or the O lone
pairs.

To clarify the discussion, we consider the system com-
posed of oxygens, carbons, and hydrogens with single
bonds and oxygen lone pairs in this paper. The extension
to systems with double bonds or triple bonds is straight-
forward. We can associate each WC with a specific chem-
ical bond or a lone pair, i.e., a single bond has one WC
at ws, and an oxygen atom has two lone pair WCs at
wlp1 and wlp2 . Therefore, the electronic term in Eq. (1)

can be recast to the bond-based form as

Mel = −2e

Nsingle∑

i=1

ws
i − 2e

Nlp∑

i=1

(
w

lp1
i +w

lp2
i

)
(2)

= −2e

Nsingle∑

i=1

ws
i − 4e

Nlp∑

i=1

wlp
i , (3)

where Nsingle and Nlp are the number of single bonds and
lone pairs, respectively. Nlp is also identical to the num-

ber of oxygen atoms in our case. wlp
i =

(
w

lp1
i +w

lp2
i

)
/2

is the center of mass of two lp WCs. Henceforth, we also

treat wlp
i as WCs. Equation (3) is the most important

equation, representing the one-to-one correspondence be-
tween each chemical bond (or lp) and WCs.

To further simplify the equation, we devise a similar
decomposition for the ion-core term in Eq. (1). A carbon
atom has four bonds, a hydrogen atom has one bond, and
an oxygen atom has one bond and two lone pairs. Con-
sidering that atoms supply the associated single bonds
with +e charge and lone pairs with +2e charges, we can
also express the atomic contribution in Eq. (1) in the
bond-based form as

Mion = e

Nsingle∑

i=1

(
r1i + r2i

)
+ 4e

Nlp∑

i=1

rOi (4)

= 2e

Nsingle∑

i=1

rsi + 4e

Nlp∑

i=1

rOi , (5)

where rλi (λ = 1, 2) denotes the atomic position asso-
ciated with the bond i, and rsi =

(
r1i + r2i

)
/2 are the

BCs. rOi is the position of the oxygen i. Adding Eq. (2)
and (4), we finally reach the bond-based expression of
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the total dipole moment as

M = 2e

Nsingle∑

i=1

(rsi −ws
i) + 4e

Nlp∑

i=1

(
rOi −wlp

i

)
(6)

=

Nsingle∑

i=1

µsingle
i +

Nlp∑

i=1

µlp
i . (7)

We call µsingle
i = 2e (rsi −ws

i) and µlp
i = 4e

(
rOi −wlp

i

)

bond dipoles, which are just the relative vectors from
BCs (or oxygens) to WCs, as shown in Fig. 2. In the fol-
lowing, we equate bond dipoles with WCs. Equation (7)
shows that the total dipole moment is decomposed into
bond and lone pair components. Therefore, with ML
models that predict the bond dipole for each bond and
lone pair from neighboring atomic coordinates {R} as
µ = f({R}), we can infer the total dipole moments, as
shown in Fig. 3.

B. Model Construction

We construct a neural network vector function f that
predicts the bond dipole µi, given the coordinates of
the neighborhood atoms rk ∈ Ni around the BC rsi
or lone pair atom rOi within the cutoff radius rc as
µi = f({rk ∈ Ni}).
We followed the method proposed by Zhang et al. [67]

so that f satisfies the translational, permutational, and
rotational symmetry. To preserve translational symme-
try, we make a relative coordinate from a target BC rsi
or lone pair atom rOi as r′ki = rk − rsi = (xki, yki, zki)
or r′ki = rk − rOi = (xki, yki, zki), respectively. Then, we
introduce the following cutoff function s(r) as

s(r) =





1
r r < rc0
1
r

{
1
2 cos

(
π

r−rc0
rc0−rc

)
+ 1

2

}
rc0 < r < rc

0 rc < r.

(8)

We describe the atomic coordinates r′ik with a four com-
ponent vector

qik = (q1ik, q
2
ik, q

3
ik, q

4
ik) (9)

= (s(r′ik), s(r
′
ik)x

′
ik, s(r

′
ik)y

′
ik, s(r

′
ik)z

′
ik). (10)

The Ni by 4 matrix Q = (Qkλ) = (qλik) represent the
set of coordinates {qik} in a neighborhood, where λ is
the Cartesian index. In the actual calculation, qik are
ordered by atomic species in ascending order with respect
to r′ki.
Next, we introduce two deep neural networks (DNN),

an embedding DNN and a fitting DNN to ensure permu-
tational invariance and rotational covariance. The em-
bedding DNN E({s(r′)}) is the mapping from the set
{q1ik|k = 1, · · · , Ni} onto the matrix with M rows and
Ni columns. To reduce the computational cost, we de-
fine the truncated embedding matrix E′ formed by the

FIG. 4: Snapshot of MD simulation with ML dipole
moments for liquid ethanol containing 32 molecules.

The coordinates of the BCs (dark green) are computed
at each MD step, and the ML models predict the WCs
(light blue). Hydrogen, oxygen, and carbon atoms are

shown in white, red, and gray, respectively.

embedding matrix’s first M ′(< M) columns. Using E
and E′, we construct the feature matrix D of dimension
M ×M ′ as

Di = (EQ)(E′Q)T = EQQTE′T . (11)

In the feature matrix, translational and rotational sym-
metries are preserved by the matrix product of QQT .
The fitting DNN F(D) maps Di onto M outputs

Fj(j = 1, 2, · · · ,M), which are finally used to calculate
µi = (µ1

i , µ
2
i , µ

3
i ) with the last three columns of T = EQ,

µλ
i =

M∑

j=1

Fj(D)Tj,λ+1 (λ = 1, 2, 3). (12)

We define the loss function as

L =
1

nb

nb∑

i=1

∣∣µp
i − µt

i

∣∣2 , (13)

where µp
i and µt

i are the predicted and DFT bond dipole
moments of the i-th data, respectively, and nb is the
batch size. We train different ML models for each chem-
ical bond species according to Eq. (13).

C. The dielectric properties

The dielectric function at angular frequency ω of the
external electric field is a complex quantity written as

ε(ω) = ε′(ω)− iε′′(ω), (14)

where ε′ and ε′′ are the real and imaginary parts, respec-
tively. We consider the relative dielectric function, and
all ε are dimensionless. From the linear response theory,
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O
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ML predicted dipole (D)

D
F

T
di
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(D
)

Gas phase methanol

COCH

OH

O

CC
0 1 2 3 4

0

1

2

3

4

ML predicted dipole (D)

Gas phase ethanol

FIG. 5: Learning accuracy of ML dipole models for gas
phase (left) methanol and (right) ethanol, where the
x-axis represents the value predicted by ML and the
y-axis represents the value calculated by DFT. There
are four models for methanol and five for ethanol. The
data are taken from both training and test data. The
blue, orange, green, red, and purple dots represent the
absolute values of the CH, CO, OH, O, and CC bond

dipole moments, respectively.

TABLE I: RMSE [D] of ML dipole models for methanol
and ethanol, calculated from validation data. The CC

bond model exists only for ethanol.

RMSE [D]
gas liquid

methanol ethanol methanol ethanol

CC - 0.035 - 0.040

CH 0.004 0.011 0.030 0.029

CO 0.011 0.030 0.023 0.029

OH 0.010 0.008 0.022 0.024

O 0.023 0.020 0.040 0.040

the dielectric function ε(ω) of an isotropic and homoge-
neous fluid in MD simulations with periodic boundary
conditions is given by [70–73]

ε(ω) = ε∞ − 1

3kBT

∫ ∞

0



d
〈
M̃(0) · M̃(t)

〉

dt


 e−iωtdt,

(15)

where ⟨⟩ denote the canonical ensemble averages, and

M̃(t) = M(t) − ⟨M⟩ is the zero-mean dipole moment
along a MD trajectory. ε∞ is the high-frequency dielec-
tric constant, kB is the Boltzmann constant, T is the
temperature, and V is the volume of the simulation cell.
Using the static dielectric constant

ε0 = ε(0) = ε∞ +
1

3kBTV

(〈
M2
〉
− ⟨M⟩2

)
, (16)

we rewrite Eq. (15) as

ε(ω)− ε∞

ε0 − ε∞
=

∫ ∞

0

(
−dΦ(t)

dt

)
e−iωtdt, (17)

where Φ(t) is the Fourier transform of the normalized

autocorrelation function of the dipole moment M̃(t),

Φ(t) =

〈
M̃(0) · M̃(t)

〉

〈
M̃2
〉 . (18)

To avoid evaluating the derivative of the auto-correlation
function, we adopt the alternative form derived from the
integration by parts of Eq. (17) [74]

ε(ω)− ε∞

ε0 − ε∞
= 1− iω

∫ ∞

0

Φ(t)e−iωtdt. (19)

The complex refractive index n̂(ω) is another impor-
tant optical quantity defined as

n̂(ω) = n(ω)− iκ(ω), (20)

where the real part n(ω) is the refractive index, and the
imaginary part κ(ω) is the optical extinction coefficient.
The complex dielectric constant and the complex refrac-
tive index are related as

ε(ω) = n̂(ω)2. (21)

Therefore, the imaginary part of the dielectric function
is

ε′′(ω) = 2n(ω)κ(ω). (22)

Absorption coefficient per unit length α(ω) is defined
through Lambert-Beer’s law [75]:

α(ω) =
2ω

c
κ(ω), (23)

where c is the speed of light in vacuum. Absorption spec-
trum α(ω)n(ω) is associated with ε′′(ω) via the equation

α(ω)n(ω) =
2ωk(ω)

c
n(ω) =

ω

c
ε′′(ω). (24)

To analyze the spectra, we write the total dipole moment
as the aggregate of theN individual molecular dipole mo-

ments, M(t) =
∑N

i=1 µ
mol
i (t), where µmol

i (t) is the dipole
moment of the i-th molecule. Then, the autocorrelation
function appearing in Eq. (15) can be decomposed as

⟨M(0) ·M(t)⟩ =
N∑

i=1

〈
µmol

i (0) · µmol
i (t)

〉

+
∑

i ̸=j

〈
µmol

i (0) · µmol
j (t)

〉
. (25)

The first term is the autocorrelations of the dipole
moments of single molecules, and the second is cross-
correlations among the dipole moments of different
molecules [47]. Substituting Eq. (25) into Eq. (15), we
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acquire the self and collective component of the absorp-
tion as

ε′′self(ω) = − 1

3kBT

∫ ∞

0

d

dt

(
N∑

i=1

〈
µmol

i (0) · µmol
i (t)

〉
)
e−iωtdt,

(26)

ε′′coll(ω) = − 1

3kBT

∫ ∞

0

d

dt


∑

i ̸=j

〈
µmol

i (0) · µmol
j (t)

〉

 e−iωtdt,

(27)

yielding

α(ω)n(ω) =
ω

c
ε′′self(ω) +

ω

c
ε′′coll(ω). (28)

D. The velocity auto-correlation function

The velocity auto-correlation function (VACF) of atom
i is defined as

vACF
i (t) = ⟨vi(0) · vi(t)⟩ , (29)

where vi(t) is the atomic velocity at time t. The total
VACF is the average of atomic VACF as

V ACF(t) =
1

N

N∑

i=1

vACF
i (t), (30)

where N is the number of atoms in the system. We can
calculate the VACF for each atomic species by restricting
the summation. The vibrational density of states is the
Fourier transformation of VACF as

D(ω) =

∫ ∞

−∞
V ACF(t)e−iωtdt, (31)

which gives the spectral information of atomic move-
ments.

The angular velocity auto-correlation function of atom
i belonging to molecule a, defined as

ωα,ACF
i (t) = ⟨ωα

i (0)ω
α
i (t)⟩ , (32)

represents the intramolecular rotational motions, where
α is the Cartesian index. ωi(t) is the atomic angular
velocity at time t, which can be calculated from the rel-
ative angular momentum Li(t) of atom i from the center
of mass of the molecule a and the inertia tensor Ia of the
molecule a as

Li(t) = Ia(t)ωi(t). (33)

The eigenvectors eαa (t) and eigenvalues Iαa (t) of the iner-
tia tensor are called the principal axes of inertia and prin-
cipal moments of inertia, respectively. The three princi-
pal axes of inertia are frequently used as instantaneous
molecular coordinates [4, 24]. In this frame, the angular

velocity is simply the angular momentum divided by the
principal moment of inertia. By analogy with Eq. (31),
the Fourier transform of Eq. (32) gives the spectrum of
the rotational motion of the molecules:

Dα(ω) =

∫ ∞

−∞

1

N

N∑

i=1

ωα,ACF
i (t)e−iωtdt. (34)

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Computational details

We used the CPMD package [79] to compute the
electronic ground state, BOMD calculations, and WCs.
The Becke-Lee-Yang-Parr (BLYP) functional [80, 81]
within the generalized gradient approximation (GGA)
framework with Grimme’s dispersion correction D2 [82]
was used for the exchange-correlation functional, and
the Goedecker-Teter-Hutter (GTH) pseudopotentials [83]
was employed with the plane wave cutoff of 100Ry. The
BLYP functional has been used regularly in past AIMD
simulations of methanol [34–36, 38, 39, 41, 42, 44]. The
energy convergence conditions were 1 × 10−7 Eh for the
ML training data and 1× 10−4 Eh for the BOMD calcu-
lations. Only Γ point was used in the electron density
integration. Lattice constants were determined from ex-
perimental densities [76] for liquid simulations with 48
molecules for methanol and 32 for ethanol, while they
were fixed at 20 Å for gas phase calculations.
We employed the CMD calculations with the GRO-

MACS package [84] to prepare ML training structures
and initial configurations for the AIMD simulations. The
general AMBER force field (GAFF2) [85] and the AM1-
BCC charge [86] were used. Topology files were gener-
ated by the Antechamber package [87] and the ACPYPE
package [88]. Initial systems were made by randomly
placing molecules using the Packmol package [89] with
the density fixed to the experimental values. The sim-
ulations were performed in an NVT ensemble at 300K
using velocity rescaling. The MD time step was 1 fs. Ten
thousand training data structures for each material were
sampled every 1 ps so that each structure was as uncor-
related as possible for both gas and liquid phases.
Calculated WCs were assigned to each chemical bond

by accommodating the closest WC to each BC. Embed-
ding and fitting ML models, coded using the Pytorch
library [90], contain three hidden layers with 50 nodes.
We chose the ReLU function [91] as the activation func-
tion for all hidden layers. The hyperparameters were set
to M = 20 and M ′ = 6 to balance computation time
and accuracy. The cutoffs for the descriptors were set
to 4 Å for the inner cutoff and 6 Å for the outer cutoff.
The Adam stochastic gradient descent method [92] was
adopted for the optimization, where a mini-batch learn-
ing scheme with a batch size of 32 was used. We indepen-
dently trained the ML models for methanol and ethanol,
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FIG. 6: (a) Learning accuracy of the bond dipole moments of (left) methanol and (right) ethanol, where the x-axis
represents the value predicted by ML and the y-axis represents the value calculated by DFT. 10000 validation data
are plotted.(b) Learning accuracy of the molecular dipole moments calculated from from the bond dipole model for

liquid methanol and ethanol.

TABLE II: Molecular dipole moments µmol and dielectric constants ε0 for methanol and ethanol obtained from
CMD and AIMD calculations at 298K accompanied with experimental data of the gas phase dipole moment,

dielectric constant, refractive index n, and density ρ. µmol
G and µmol

L are the average dipole moments calculated from
gas and liquid models, respectively, from the hundred thousand molecular structures sampled from a 10 ps BOMD
trajectory. ∆µmol = µmol

L − µmol
G is the difference between liquid and gas calculations. Dipoles are in Debye and

densities are in g/cm3.

BOMD CMD Experiment

µmol
G µmol

L ∆µmol ε0 µmol
G ε0 n ρ

Methanol 1.72 2.69 0.97 33.0 1.70 [76] 32.66 [77] 1.329 0.7863 [78]

Ethanol 1.78 2.71 0.93 21.2 1.69 [76] 24.43 [77] 1.361 0.7849 [78]

gas and liquid phases. The code is implemented in the
MLWC (machine learning Wannier center) package [93].

BOMD simulations combined with ML dipole mo-
ments were carried out to calculate dielectric proper-
ties. After initial configurations were generated from
10 ns CMD calculations, we performed a 5 ps equilibra-
tion run by BOMD, from which production runs of 10 ps
were carried out. All the BOMD simulations were con-
ducted in an NVT ensemble at 300K with a Nosé-Hoover

thermostat, with the integration time step of 0.25 fs.

As the estimation of ε∞ was not within the scope of
this work, we evaluated it from the square of the refrac-
tive index n as ε∞ = n2. The experimental values [76]
of n = 1.329 for methanol and n = 1.361 for ethanol
at 298K were used, noting that the temperature depen-
dence of the refractive index is small.
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B. Model accuracy for gas phase

We have four ML dipole models for methanol, namely
the CH bond, CO bond, OH bond, and O lone-pair
(O-lp) models, whereas there is an additional CC bond
model for ethanol. We first discuss the results of the
isolated (gas phase) methanol and ethanol. Figure 5
compares dipole moments calculated from first princi-
ples with those predicted by the ML models, showing
excellent agreement with each other. As there is no po-
larization owing to intermolecular interactions in isolated
systems, ML models only need to learn the effect of in-
tramolecular deformations on the displacement of the
WCs. We note that the inner cutoff of 4 Å for the de-

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8

O-lp

OH OC

distance (Å)

R
D

F

Liquid methanol

FIG. 9: The radial distribution function from O atoms
to WCs in liquid methanol. In the case of a lone pair, it

is the center of gravity of the two WCs. The three
peaks correspond to the O lone pair, the second to the
WCs of the OH bond, and the third to the WCs of the
OC bond, in increasing order of distance. The vertical

lines indicate the peak positions in the gas phase.

scriptor is sufficiently large that the descriptors include
all atoms. Table I summarizes the root mean square er-
ror (RMSE) of each model, defined as

RMSE =

√√√√ 1

n

n∑

i=1

|µp
i − µt

i|
2
, (35)

where n is the number of data. All ML models perform
well with an accuracy of almost RMSE = 0.03D or less,
noting that the bond dipole moment of 1D corresponds
to about 0.1 Å of the displacement of WC.

C. Model accuracy for liquid phase

We next discuss the results for liquid systems. Inter-
molecular interactions cause significant polarization in
liquids, which makes prediction more difficult. Figure 6
compares dipole moments calculated from first princi-
ples with those predicted by the ML models, showing
good agreement with each other. Table I summarizes
the RMSE of each model, with errors cured to less than
0.04D. The O-lp model is the least accurate for methanol
and ethanol in common because the WCs of the O-lp fre-
quently move in liquids due to the electric field created
by the surrounding molecules. Therefore, the prediction
accuracy of the dipole moments of the system is sensitive
to that of the O-lp.

Figure 6 also shows the prediction accuracy of
the molecular dipole moments of liquid methanol and
ethanol. For example, the dipole moments of methanol
molecules are the sum of the corresponding bond dipole
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TABLE III: Calculated dielectric constant of liquid methanol at 298K using various ML models at 298K with
experimental data [77]. R stands for alkyl chains, CH3 for methanol and CH3CO for ethanol. The superscripts G

and L represent the predicted values by the gas and liquid models.

gas RL +OHG +OlpG RG +OHL +OlpL liquid Exp. [77]

Methanol 14.1 18.1 26.7 33.0 32.66

Ethanol 8.59 10.8 18.3 21.2 24.43
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FIG. 10: Temperature dependence of the dielectric
constant of methanol (top) and ethanol (bottom)

calculated from liquid (blue) and gas (green) models
using 50 ns CMD trajectories. The experimental values

(orange) are taken from Refs [3, 77, 94].

moments using Eq. (7) as

µmol = µOlp + µOH + µCO + µCH
1 + µCH

2 + µCH
3 . (36)

The RMSE for the methanol molecular dipole moments
is 0.09D and that for ethanol is 0.14D, which are very ac-

curate given that the average molecular dipole moments
are about 2.5D for both materials.
The largest differences between isolated and liquid sys-

tems appear in the O-lp and OH models, which can
be understood from the presence of hydrogen bonding
in liquids. The O-lp dipole moments, which averaged
about 2.8D in the gas phase, increase to 3.7D in the
liquid phase, and the dipole moments of the OH bonds,
which averaged about 0.5D in the gas phase, take values
ranging from 0D to 1D. Additionally, the O-lp dipole
moments are most broadly distributed, indicating that
the effect of the surrounding molecules can significantly
change the positions of WCs. In contrast, the values of
the CO, CH, and CC dipole moments vary slightly from
the gas phase, suggesting that the WCs of these bonds
are insusceptible to neighbor molecules.

D. The dipole moments

We utilized the gas and liquid ML models to exam-
ine the effect of intermolecular interactions in liquids on
dipole moments. Figure 7 compares the molecular dipole
moments of liquid molecular structures predicted from
both gas (orange) and liquid (blue) models, where 1000
molecular structures were randomly sampled from the
10 ps BOMD trajectory at 300K. The average molec-
ular dipole moments from liquid models were approxi-
mately 1D larger than those from gas models in both
methanol and ethanol, as in previous studies [2, 34].
Since the molecular structures are taken from simulated
liquids, the difference entirely stems from the polariza-
tion of the WCs due to intermolecular interactions. Ta-
ble II summarizes the average molecular dipole moments,
where µmol

G and µmol
L stand for the dipole moments of

the gas and liquid phases, respectively. Predicted val-
ues aligned well with experimental values [76] in the
gas phase. For the liquid phase of methanol, previ-
ous DFT simulations using the same functional reported
2.54D [34] or 2.68D [43], which were consistent with our
result of 2.69D.
To examine which bond dipole moments have large dif-

ference between gas and liquid models, Fig. 8 compares
the bond dipole distributions of µCH3CO = µCH3 + µCO

(orange), µhydroxy = µOH + µOlp (red), and µmol (blue)
calculated from both liquid and gas models using liquid
methanol structures. We found that µhydroxy is signifi-
cantly enhanced in liquid models, while µCH3CO shows
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with BOMD trajectories and ML dipole models. The
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deuterated methanol (orange dashed) [7] are also shown.

less variation.

Figure 9 shows the radial distribution function (RDF)
from O atoms to WCs in liquid methanol. The three
peaks correspond to the O lp, OH bond, and CO bond,
in ascending order of distance. Comparing the peak po-
sitions in the liquid phase with those in the gas phase
(vertical dotted lines), we found that the WCs of O lp
move further away from the O atom, while the WCs of
the OH bond move closer to the O atoms in the liquid

phases, as shown in previous studies [34, 96], thus in-
creasing µhydroxy.

E. The dielectric constants

Since long trajectories are required to calculate dielec-
tric constants [66], we performed 50 ns CMD calculations
and predicted the dipole moment every 1 ps using 333 and
500 molecule systems for methanol and ethanol, respec-
tively. The timescale is far beyond the DFT capacity. We
used the experimental densities at each temperature [97]
ranging from 273K to 323K to determine the lattice con-
stants. We evaluated the static dielectric constants using
Eq. (16), which does not contain dynamical information
and requires only sufficient structural sampling at equi-
librium for convergence. We achieved rapid structure
sampling through CMD and accurate dipole moment cal-
culations via ML models, accounting for intermolecular
interaction effects.

Figure 10 shows that predicted dielectric constants us-
ing liquid models (blue) agree well with experimental
data (orange) [3, 77, 94], while calculated values from
the gas models (green) underestimate the dielectric con-
stants by more than 50% for both methanol and ethanol,
indicating the importance of WC polarization on the di-
electric constant. Some classical empirical point charges
are known to underestimate the dielectric constant of
methanol [25], which may be attributed to a similar
cause. Also, our models were able to be used over var-
ious temperatures and densities, even though they were
trained on structures only at 300K. Ethanol might ex-
hibit greater sensitivity to the choice of force field because
of its more complex structure than methanol, which po-
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tentially contributed to the underestimation of our cal-
culations.

Table III summarizes the dielectric constants at 298K
calculated by the liquid models, gas models, and their
combinations, where we divided the molecules into an
alkyl chain and the hydroxy part (OH+Olp) and eval-
uated each part using the gas and liquid models. For
methanol, the combination of the gas model evaluation
for alkyl chains and liquid model calculation of the hy-
droxy part yields a dielectric constant of 26.7, which is
close to the complete liquid calculation of 32.21. There-
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FIG. 14: Calculated absorption α(ω)n(ω) of methanol
(red), decomposed into self (blue) and collective (green)
components according to Eq. (28). We use the centered

moving average method to smooth the spectra.

fore, the hydroxy part explains most of the dielectric con-
stant, while the polarization of alkyl chains in liquids also
has a non-negligible contribution. The same is true for
ethanol.

F. The dielectric functions

Figure 11 shows the imaginary part of the dielectric
function calculated from DFT (blue) and ML (red) in the
IR region up to 4000 cm−1, alongside experimental values
(orange) at room temperature [10, 44, 98]. We averaged
five independent BOMD trajectories of 10 ps to smooth
the spectra, with the dipole moments evaluated using
both DFT and ML models. Therefore, the difference
between the ML and DFT calculations appears in the
intensity of the spectra. Overall, ML results reproduced
DFT calculations for both methanol and ethanol. Addi-
tionally, our calculations agree well with the experimental
data, although some peaks show a redshift, which is char-
acteristic of the BLYP functional [44]. Peak assignments
have been done experimentally [99]: the 2900 cm−1 and
3300 cm−1 peaks are attributed to the stretching motion
of CH and OH, respectively, while the 1300 cm−1 peak
is ascribed to the bending of OH, and the peaks around
1000 cm−1 are of methyl groups motions.
To study THz spectra below 1000 cm−1, we pre-

pared five independent 20 ps BOMD trajectories with ML
dipole moments. First, we focus on the libration peak at
700 cm−1. Figure 12 shows that the absorption spectra
of deuterated and normal methanol agree well with ex-
perimental values at 298K [6, 7]. The 700 cm−1 peak of
normal methanol is shifted to about 500 cm−1 in deuter-
ated methanol, which verifies that the 700 cm−1 peak is
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FIG. 16: Principal inertia axes of methanol. We define
x, y, and z axes according to the decreasing order of

their principal values.

due to hydrogen motions. In addition, Fig. 13 shows
the partial VDOS of the atoms and WCs using Eq. (31),
from which we found that the hydroxyl hydrogens and
WCs exhibit a strong peak at 700 cm−1. Therefore, the
700 cm−1 peak is due to the motion of hydrogens in the
OH bond, as pointed out in previous studies [17, 24].

Figure 14 shows the decomposition of simulated
α(ω)n(ω) into self (blue) and collective (green) compo-
nents according to Eq. (28). The 700 cm−1 libration
peak is mostly described by the self component, whereas
the collective (intermolecular) and self (intramolecu-
lar) components have equal positive contributions up to
300 cm−1.

Figure 15 demonstrates that the calculated absorption
coefficient α(ω) up to 500 cm−1 using liquid ML models
(blue) excellently agrees with experimental values (or-

ange) [10]. In contrast, the gas model calculations (green)
considerably underestimate the experimental data. The
426 cm−1 peak seen only in ethanol is due to the CCO
bending [99]. Of the 60, 120, and 260 cm−1 peaks of
methanol noted in previous studies [10, 11], the former
two appear as one solid peak on the low-frequency side,
while the highest peak is very broad. In addition, the gas
model calculations partially reproduce the first peak and
fail to reproduce the last broad peak. Therefore, internal
molecular motions can partly explain the first two peaks,
while the broad peak is entirely due to intermolecular
interactions.

To analyze the intramolecular motions, we performed
the principal axes analysis of the angular velocity ACF of
methanol. As shown in Fig. 16, we define x, y, and z-axes
according to the increasing order of its principal values.
The x-axis is approximately parallel to the CO bond,
while the y-axis is almost in the COH plane. The z-axis
is an out-of-plane vector orthogonal to these. Figure 17
shows that the angular velocity ACFs in principal axes
have four significant features: the peaks at 60, 120, and
700 cm−1 for y, z, and x components, respectively, and
the large values on the x-axis in the low-frequency region
below 300 cm−1. The highest 700 cm−1 peak is due to the
rotational motion of the hydroxyl H atom around the x-
axis, consistent with the conclusion in Fig. 12 and Fig. 13.
The 60 and 120 cm−1 peaks arise from the rotational mo-
tion of carbon, oxygen, and alkyl hydrogen around y and
z-axes, respectively. For the latter, the phenomenon that
the x-axis ACF of alkyl hydrogens takes large values at
low frequencies, which has not been reported in previ-
ous rigid molecule calculations [16, 19], has little effect
on the dielectric spectra, as it does not generate dipole
moments.
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In summary, the THz absorption spectrum of methanol
is characterized by the libration peaks at 60 and
120 cm−1, which are partially described by intramolec-
ular vibrations, the libration peak at 700 cm−1, which
is almost completely described by intramolecular vibra-
tions, and the broad peak at 260 cm−1, which is com-
pletely described by intermolecular interaction. Alkyl
hydrogen vibrations are also observed, but they do not
significantly affect the dielectric properties.

IV. CONCLUSION

We have constructed a versatile ML scheme to predict
dipole moments for molecular liquids by attributing WCs
to each chemical bond and creating ML models that pre-
dict the WCs for each chemical bond. This scheme is
applicable to any molecular system as long as the WCs
can be assigned to chemical bonds. We applied the de-
veloped method to the primary alcohols methanol and
ethanol, confirming its high accuracy in both the gas and
liquid phases.

Using the developed method, we conducted the first-
principles study on the dielectric properties of liquid
methanol and ethanol. The dipole moment increases by
approximately 1D in the liquid phase compared to the
gas phase, due to the WCs polarization of O-lp and OH
bonds rather than the alkyl chains. The ML models,
combined with CMD, accurately reproduced the exper-
imental values of the dielectric constants. In contrast,
the gas model calculations underestimate the dielectric
constant by more than 50%. These results highlight the
importance of the WCs polarization due to local inter-
molecular interactions.

The ML models were sufficiently accurate to calcu-
late the IR dielectric function across the entire fre-
quency range. The calculated THz absorption spectra
also agreed well with the experiments. The 700 cm−1

peak was assigned to the libration motion of the hydroxyl
hydrogen around the CO axis, as pointed out in previ-
ous studies [19, 24]. The low-frequency peaks were more
complex, with approximately half of their magnitude re-
sulting from intermolecular interactions. In particular,
the broad 260 cm−1 peak was entirely due to intermolec-
ular interactions. Intramolecular motions contribute to
the out-of-plane (y-axis) librational peak at 60 cm−1 and
the in-plane (z-axis) librational peak at 120 cm−1. These
analyses provide new insights into the origin of the THz
spectrum of methanol and demonstrate the high accu-
racy of our ML models. We expect that the presented
approach will be valuable for predicting the dielectric
properties of a wide range of materials.
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Appendix A: Linear response theory

To consider how to calculate the dielectric function in
MD simulations, we start with the linear response theory
of polarization P̄ (t) to an electric field E(t),

P̄α(t) =
1

V
GR(M̂α,M̂ , ω) ·E(t), (A1)

where V is the system volume, and M̂ is the dipole mo-
ment operator. α and β are the Cartesian indices. The
retarded Green’s function is given by

GR(M̂α, M̂β , ω) =

∫ ∞

0

e−iωtGR(M̂α(t), M̂β(0))dt (A2)

GR(M̂α(t), M̂β(0)) =
θ(t)

iℏ

〈[
M̂α(t), M̂β(0)

]〉
. (A3)

⟨⟩ denotes the canonical ensemble average. Using the fact
that the polarization and the electric field are connected
by the dielectric susceptibility χ as Pα = χαβEβ , and
that the dielectric function in the IR region is the sum of
the atomic contribution χ and the electron contribution
ε∞ as εαβ = ε∞αβ + χαβ , we write the dielectric function
as

εαβ(ω) = ε∞αβ +
1

V
GR(M̂α, M̂β , ω). (A4)

To utilize Eq. (A3) in the MD calculations, we must
get the classical limit of the Green’s function, where the
dipole moment is just a number. We used the famous
harmonic approximation [15, 100, 101], which replace the
canonical correlation function [15] with classical correla-
tion function. The canonical correlation of two operators
A and B is defined as

〈
Â; B̂

〉
can

=
1

β

∫ β

0

dλ
〈
eλH0Âe−λH0B̂

〉
dλ, (A5)

where H0 is the unperturbed Hamiltonian and β =
1/kBT is the inverse temperature. To relate the canon-
ical correlation with the retarded Green’s function, we
use the following equation

[
Â, e−βH0

]
= e−βH0

∫ β

0

dλeλH0

[
H0, Â

]
e−λH0 (A6)

= −iℏe−βH0

∫ β

0

dλ
˙̂
A(−iℏλ), (A7)

where Â(t) = e−H0t/iℏÂ(0)eH0t/iℏ is the time-dependent
operator, and the Heisenberg equation is used for the sec-
ond line. The retarded Green’s function can be written
as

GR(Â(t), B̂) =
1

iℏ

〈[
Â(t), B̂(0)

]〉
(A8)

=
1

iℏ
Tr ρ

[
Â(t), B̂(0)

]
(A9)

=
1

iℏ
Tr
[
ρ, Â(t)

]
B̂(0) (A10)

where ρ = e−βH0/Z is the density matrix, and we used
the cyclicity of the trace in the second line. Substituting
Eq. (A7) into Eq. (A10), we obtain the relation between
the retarded Green’s function and the canonical correla-
tion function as

GR(Â(t), B̂) = Tr ρ

∫ β

0

dλB̂(−iℏλ) ˙̂
A(t) (A11)

= β
〈
B̂;

˙̂
A(t)

〉
can

(A12)

= β
d

dt

〈
B̂; Â(t)

〉
can

. (A13)

In the harmonic approximation, we replace the canonical
correlation function with the classical correlation func-
tion

C(t) = ⟨A(t)B(0)⟩ . (A14)

As a result, the dielectric function becomes

εαβ(ω) = ε∞αβ − β

V

∫ ∞

0

d ⟨Mα(t)Mβ(0)⟩
dt

e−iωtdt. (A15)

The ensemble average can be calculated from the time
average of the MD calculations with the assumption of
ergodicity. The mean value of dipole moments is assumed
to be zero. If the dipole has a nonzero mean value, we
simply subtract the mean value from the total dipole as

M̄ = M− ⟨M⟩ . (A16)

The dielectric function of an isotropic and homogeneous
fluid can be calculated by averaging diagonal components
of Eq. (A15) as

ε(ω) =
ε11(ω) + ε22(ω) + ε33(ω)

3
(A17)

= ε∞ − 1

3kBTV

∫ ∞

0

d ⟨M(t) ·M(0)⟩
dt

e−iωtdt.

(A18)
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[100] R. Ramı́rez, T. López-Ciudad, P. Kumar P, and

D. Marx, The Journal of Chemical Physics 121, 3973
(2004).

[101] R. Iftimie and M. E. Tuckerman, The Journal of Chem-
ical Physics 122, 214508 (2005).

https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.9b00181
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.9b00181
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5141950
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5141950
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0009106
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0009106
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0020811
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0020811
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0050444
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0050444
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.1c01021
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.1c01021
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpclett.3c01200
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpclett.3c01200
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.216403
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.216403
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.102.041121
https://doi.org/10.1039/D0CP01893G
https://doi.org/10.1039/D0CP01893G
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0083669
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0083669
https://doi.org/10.1016/0009-2614(83)87455-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/0009-2614(83)87455-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/00268978400101081
https://doi.org/10.1016/0009-2614(84)85384-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/0009-2614(84)85384-1
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.247401
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.247401
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpcb.7b12220
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpcb.7b12220
https://hero.epa.gov/hero/index.cfm/reference/details/reference_id/4731459
https://hero.epa.gov/hero/index.cfm/reference/details/reference_id/4731459
https://eprintspublications.npl.co.uk/2076/
https://eprintspublications.npl.co.uk/2076/
https://eprintspublications.npl.co.uk/2076/
https://doi.org/10.1016/0021-9614(76)90126-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/0021-9614(76)90126-9
https://github.com/CPMD-code
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.37.785
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.37.785
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.38.3098
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcc.20495
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcc.20495
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.54.1703
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.54.1703
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.softx.2015.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.softx.2015.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcc.20035
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcc.20035
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcc.10128
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcc.10128
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmgm.2005.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmgm.2005.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1186/1756-0500-5-367
https://doi.org/10.1186/1756-0500-5-367
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcc.21224
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcc.21224
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1912.01703
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1912.01703
https://arxiv.org/abs/1912.01703
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1803.08375
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1803.08375
https://arxiv.org/abs/1803.08375
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1412.6980
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1412.6980
https://arxiv.org/abs/1412.6980
https://github.com/ToAmano/MLWC
https://doi.org/10.1039/DC9786600191
https://doi.org/10.1039/DC9786600191
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.optmat.2016.06.041
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.optmat.2016.06.041
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.82.3308
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.82.3308
https://doi.org/10.1021/ja01378a014
https://doi.org/10.1021/ja01378a014
https://doi.org/10.7167/2013/329406
https://doi.org/10.7167/2013/329406
https://nvlpubs.nist.gov/nistpubs/jres/048/jresv48n4p281_A1b.pdf
https://nvlpubs.nist.gov/nistpubs/jres/048/jresv48n4p281_A1b.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1774986
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1774986
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1908950
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1908950

	A chemical bond-based machine learning model for dipole moment:  Application to dielectric properties of liquid methanol and ethanol
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Theory
	Dipole Moments
	Model Construction
	The dielectric properties
	The velocity auto-correlation function

	Results and Discussion
	Computational details
	Model accuracy for gas phase
	Model accuracy for liquid phase
	The dipole moments
	The dielectric constants
	The dielectric functions

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	Linear response theory
	References


