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Computational studies of liquid water and its phase transition into vapor have traditionally been
performed using classical water models. Here we utilize the Deep Potential methodology —a machine
learning approach— to study this ubiquitous phase transition, starting from the phase diagram in
the liquid-vapor coexistence regime. The machine learning model is trained on ab initio energies and
forces based on the SCAN density functional which has been previously shown to reproduce solid
phases and other properties of water. Here, we compute the surface tension, saturation pressure and
enthalpy of vaporization for a range of temperatures spanning from 300 to 600 K, and evaluate the
Deep Potential model performance against experimental results and the semi-empirical TIP4P/2005
classical model. Moreover, by employing the seeding technique, we evaluate the free energy barrier
and nucleation rate at negative pressures for the isotherm of 296.4 K. We find that the nucleation
rates obtained from the Deep Potential model deviate from those computed for the TIP4P/2005
water model, due to an underestimation in the surface tension from the Deep Potential model. From
analysis of the seeding simulations, we also evaluate the Tolman length for the Deep Potential water
model, which is (0.091 ± 0.008) nm at 296.4 K. Lastly, we identify that water molecules display a
preferential orientation in the liquid-vapor interface, in which H atoms tend to point towards the
vapor phase to maximize the enthalpic gain of interfacial molecules. We find that this behaviour
is more pronounced for planar interfaces than for the curved interfaces in bubbles. This work
represents the first application of Deep Potential models to the study of liquid-vapor coexistence
and water cavitation.

I. INTRODUCTION

Water is a fundamental substance, crucial for life
and relevant in many environmental, engineering,
and biological processes [1–9]. Due to this, the past
decades have seen a significant effort devoted to the
development of models to reproduce the behaviour of
water in computer simulations [10–22]. Although some
of these models account for flexibility and polarizability
[18–21, 23], the most widely employed models for
water are rigid and non-polarizable. These include the
TIP4P/2005 [10], TIP4P/ICE [11], SPC/E [15], TIP3P
[13] and TIP4P-Ew [24] among others [16, 17]. These
empirical models have parameters obtained by fitting to
experimentally measured properties, such as coexistence
lines between thermodynamic phases or critical points.
They are frequently used to describe ionic solutions
[25–30] and for biomolecular simulations [31, 32], as well
as other applications [33–36].

In contrast to the classic semi-empirical approach
to water modelling, ab initio models are determined
from first principles and therefore do not require
fitting to experimental data [37]. Traditionally this
approach has not been applied to large systems due
to its computational cost [38, 39]. Nonetheless, recent
advances in Machine Learning (ML) have allowed
the development of deep potential generators [40, 41]

capable of constructing MD potentials based on ab initio
models. In this work, we use a ML-based model that
has successfully recapitulated the different solid phases
of water [42]. This model has been constructed based
on the SCAN quantum mechanical density functional,
which succesfully reproduces several properties of water
[43, 44]. This approach to ab initio based models is
efficient enough to carry out simulations with tens of
thousands of water molecules in a computationally
affordable way [45, 46].

Making use of the machinery provided by ML ab
initio based models, here we study the liquid-vapor
coexistence of water by means of Molecular Dynamics
(MD) simulations. The liquid-vapor properties of water
are well known from experiments [47]. From the com-
putational side, the TIP4P/2005 non-polarizable rigid
water model [10] has been highly successful at describing
the liquid-vapor coexistence properties, reproducing the
experimental phase diagram [48] and surface tension
[49–51] reasonably well, as well as transport properties
[10, 48, 52]. The TIP4P/2005 model has also been
extensively benchmarked in the study of liquid-to-vapor
and vapor-to-liquid phase transitions [53–59]. Therefore,
we compare the Deep Potential Molecular Dynam-
ics (DPMD) water model performance with that of
TIP4P/2005 in addition to experimental data, when
available.
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To test the DPMD model we first evaluate the
liquid-vapor phase diagram and measure properties at
equilibrium such as the surface tension or the enthalpy
of vaporization. We also focus on the liquid-to-vapor
phase transition at negative pressure, a phenomenon
known as cavitation. Under negative pressures, water
can remain metastable with respect to the vapor (the
most stable phase under these conditions) for a finite
amount of time before undergoing the phase transition
[60]. This results from the fact that the phase transition
is an activated process, and requires the formation of
a critical bubble, i.e., one that has surmounted a free
energy barrier and can continue growing irreversibly
without a free energy penalty [34, 61]. This happens
because the formation of a bubble intrinsically requires
the formation of a liquid-vapor interface, which comes
associated with an energetic cost, the surface tension.
When the phase transition is initiated by the formation
of water bubbles within the liquid bulk and in absence
of any surface or external agent, the process is termed
homogeneous cavitation.

It has been experimentally determined that, at am-
bient temperature, water can sustain negative pressures
of up to −120 MPa before transitioning into the vapor
phase [62–66]. While experiments have determined
the cavitation pressure, which is the pressure at which
the phase transition is observed, computational studies
using the TIP4P/2005 model have been able to compute
the nucleation rate, a crucial quantity to characterize
the cavitation process. The nucleation rate is defined as
the number of critical clusters formed per unit of time
and volume. The nucleation rate obtained in previous
studies for the TIP4P/2005 model [53–55, 58, 59] will
be used as a reference for our DPMD calculations since
there are no reliable experimental data for this quantity.

Aside from the nucleation rate, we also compare in
this work the nucleation free energy barrier and the
Tolman length [67], a parameter employed to describe
the change in surface tension with curvature. Finally,
we characterize the orientational distribution of water
molecules at the interface. We find that the DPMD
model can reproduce well the phase diagram of water,
but displays a lower surface tension than experimental
results or the TIP4P/2005 model. The nucleation rate
is consequently greater for the DPMD model compared
to the TIP4P/2005 model.

II. METHODS

A. DPMD Model

We use the recently developed DPMD model for water
[42] to perform simulations in the liquid-vapor coexis-

tence regime. The model was generated using an itera-
tive concurrent learning scheme, deep potential generator
[41], to construct a potential energy landscape based on
SCAN [43], a non-empirical functional that recapitulates
several properties of water [44], such as molecular geom-
etry and solid structures. The final training set used to
construct this model included ice and liquid phases snap-
shots. In Ref. [42], the phase diagram for this model was
calculated for the different ice phases, reaching a reason-
able agreement with experimental data [68–70]. For com-
putational purposes we employ the compressed version of
this potential, making use of the scheme developed in Ref.
[71]. Thanks to this approach, we are capable of reaching
a computational performance of 5.2 nanoseconds of simu-
lation time per wall clock day for a system of about 10000
water molecules running with a single 2.8 GHz Intel Ice
Lake node using four NVIDIA A100 80GB GPUs and
28 CPU-cores. Example files of simulations employing
this potential are available in the Princeton DataSpace
repository https://doi.org/10.34770/ms7d-wm45 .

B. Simulation details

Simulations of the DPMD water model were per-
formed using the LAMMPS package [72], built with
the DeePMD-kit [73]. Seeding and Direct Coexistence
(DC) simulations were performed in the NV T ensemble,
keeping the number of particles N , system volume V ,
and temperature T constant with the Nose-Hoover
thermostat [74–76]. Additionally, to compute equations
of state and to observe crystallization directly at high
supersaturations we performed simulations in the NPT
ensemble using the Nose-Hoover barostat [74–76]. The
equations of motion were integrated using the velocity-
Verlet integrator. The simulation timestep was 0.5 fs,
and the thermostat relaxation time 0.1 ps. In NPT
simulations, the barostat relaxation time was 1 ps.

For the DC simulations, a system size of 1024 molecules
was used and the density profiles were obtained with at
least 10 ns of sampling. Coexistence densities were ob-
tained by fitting the density profile to the following ex-
pression:

ρ(z) =
ρl + ρv

2
− ρl − ρv

2
tanh

(
z − z0
d

)
(1)

where ρl and ρv are the coexistence liquid and vapor
densities, respectively, z0 the position of the interface,
and d its thickness.

The surface tension was calculated from DC simula-
tions at each temperature according to the Kirkwood-
Buff equation [77]:

γ =
Lz
2

[〈Pzz〉 − 0.5(〈Pxx〉+ 〈Pyy〉)] (2)

https://doi.org/10.34770/ms7d-wm45
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where Pii are the diagonal components of the pressure
tensor and Lz, the box length in the elongated dimen-
sion, perpendicular to the slab interfaces.

We also performed simulations with the TIP4P/2005
water model [10] using the GROMACS 4.6.7 Molecular
Dynamics package [78] in the NPT and NV T ensem-
bles, keeping temperature constant with the velocity-
rescale thermostat [79] and pressure constant (for NPT
simulations) with the Parrinello-Rahman barostat [80].
In GROMACS we integrated the equations of motion
using the Leap-Frog integrator [81]. The simulation
timestep was 2 fs, and the thermostat and barostat re-
laxation times were 0.75 and 2 ps, respectively. We set
the cut-off of both dispersion interactions and the real
part of the electrostatic interactions at 12 Å. Long-range
Coulombic interactions were treated with the Particle-
Mesh Ewald (PME) solver [82, 83]. We kept the O-H
bond length (0.9572 Å) and H-O-H angle (104.52o) val-
ues constant with the LINCS algorithm [84]. With this
model we reached a computational performance of 40
nanoseconds of simulation time per wall clock day for a
system of about 10000 water molecules running with In-
tel(R) Xeon(R) Platinum 8368Q CPU @ 2.60GHz, using
32 CPUs in paralel.

C. Seeding and Classical Nucleation Theory

Seeding is a method that consists of using Classical
Nucleation Theory (CNT) in combination with MD
simulations [34, 35]. More specifically, we use the NVT
seeding approach [85], in which a cluster (in this case a
bubble) close in size to the critical one is artificially in-
serted into the system, then spontaneously equilibrated
into the critical size and tracked along time. With this
approach, a critical bubble can be characterized for
long timescales because the maximum in free energy
barrier in a nucleation process represents a minimum
in the Helmholtz free energy landscape in the canonical
ensemble [54, 86]. Therefore, more precise measurements
can be made compared to seeding in the NPT ensemble,
where the bubble will rapidly either shrink or grow [85].
This method is suitable to measure nucleation rates
along isotherms, since the pressure at which the cluster
is critical cannot be known a priori, and is obtained
from the simulations.

CNT [87, 88] is a theoretical framework that describes
nucleation processes under saturation conditions. It can
be used to obtain the free energy barrier, interfacial free
energy and nucleation rate. The limitations of quanti-
tatively characterizing nucleation rates using CNT are
due to assumptions inherent in the theory [89–94]. De-
spite these potential limitations, multiple studies position
CNT as a powerful tool to estimate free energy barriers
and nucleation rates for phase transitions [34, 35, 95–
105], including cavitation [53, 85, 106, 107]. According

to CNT [87, 108], the nucleation rate (J) can be com-
puted as

J = ρl

√
2γ

πm
exp

(
−∆G∗

kBT

)
(3)

where ρl represents the density of the liquid phase, γ
the liquid-vapor surface tension, m the mass of water,
∆G∗ the free energy barrier for nucleation, kB the Boltz-
mann’s constant and T the temperature. Within the
CNT framework, the free energy barrier is obtained as

∆G∗ =
4

3
γπRc (4)

where Rc is the critical bubble radius. Additionally, we
obtain the interfacial free energy from Laplace’s equation
as

γ =
Rc∆P

2
(5)

where ∆P is the pressure difference between the vapor
and liquid phases. This approach provides more reliable
estimations than assuming the capillarity approximation
(i.e. inserting the surface tension at planar interface and
coexistence conditions into the CNT) [85, 107, 109, 110].
Combining Eqs. 3, 4 and 5, we reach the final equation
for J :

J = ρl

√
Rc∆P

πm
exp

(
−4πR2

c∆P

3kBT

)
(6)

To summarize, in order to compute J we require the
pressure difference between the liquid and the vapor
phases, and the critical radius of the bubble at the
corresponding thermodynamic conditions of P and T .
Although the difference in pressure can be computed in
principle [85, 109], in this study the pressure inside the
bubbles is ∼0 [48], therefore ∆P can be easily estimated
as −Pliq, which is directly obtained through the virial
expression. We additionally confirmed that the virial
pressure obtained in the system containing a bubble
matches that of the bulk liquid (Fig. S1), as recently
shown [111].

Lastly, the critical radius, Rc was obtained employ-
ing a local order parameter. Although multiple param-
eters have been proposed to track the size of a simu-
lated bubble [53, 55, 58, 59, 112, 113], here we adopted
the ’equidensity’ criterion [114], which was shown to pro-
vide the surface of tension radius (i.e. the radius that,
when inserted into Laplace’s equation provides a consis-
tent value of γ) for the Lennard-Jones system [85, 107].
As illustrated in Figure 1(a), the center of the bubble is
first calculated through the minimum in the density pro-
file along the 3 cartesian directions. Afterwards, a radial
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Figure 1: (a) Density profiles along the three cartesian
directions. Vertical dashed lines depict the location of
the minimum density, which corresponds to the center

of the bubble in each direction. In these density profiles
we averaged the density of each point with 2 other
neighbouring points in order to make the curves

smoother. (b) Radial density profile calculated from the
center of the bubble. The blue curve indicates the
density calculated at each distance while the black

dashed curve is the fit of the blue curve to Eq. 7, from
which we obtained the critical radius Rc.

density profile from the bubble center is computed, in
which the critical radius (Rc) corresponds to the point
in which the density equals the average of the liquid and
vapor densities (Fig. 1(b)). This point is found via non-
linear fitting to the equation

ρ(r) =
ρl + ρv

2
+
ρl − ρv

2
tanh

(
r −Rc
α

)
(7)

where r is the distance from the bubble center, and α is
a fitting parameter. We confirmed that, as assumed by
CNT, the bubbles have a close-to-spherical shape (Figure
S2).

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

It is important to note that all DPMD data shown in
this work are shifted by 40 K, so that the simulations for
a given temperature have been performed at 40 K higher
than the reported one in the presented figures. Similar

shifts in temperature have been performed for AIMD
simulations using SCAN [115] and in other works using
SCAN-based ML models [116–118]. The rationale for
the shift was originally attributed to nuclear quantum
effects, but it is likely mainly due to the limitations of the
density functional itself. SCAN is known to overestimate
the strength of the hydrogen bond [116]. In this work,
the shift in temperature was adjusted by calculating
the mean square error between the coexistence vapor
densities predicted by the model and the experimental
ones, considering different values for the shift. The value
for the shift was iteratively modified until we obtained
the one that gave the minimum mean square error, which
was 40 K. In all plots and tables that follow the re-
sults of the DPMD model have this shift already applied.

A. Vapor-liquid equilibrium in the DPMD model

To test the DPMD model in the liquid-vapor regime,
we begin by computing the phase diagram. We do so us-
ing simulations in the canonical ensemble, in which both
the liquid and vapor phases coexist. In Figure 2(a) (in-
set) we show a snapshot of a typical DC simulation box.
In Figure 2(a) we plot the temperature against density
phase diagram of the DPMD model (green points), where
the filled points represent the densities directly obtained
from DC simulations (2 at each temperature). We in-
clude results for the TIP4P/2005 model [10, 48] (blue
circles), as well as experimental data [47] (black line).
We can observe that for the DPMD model the density of
the liquid branch is slightly higher than the experimental
results at low temperatures (<500K), but matches well
at higher ones. The critical point is estimated through
the universal scaling law of coexistence densities near a
critical point [120], and the law of rectilinear diameters
[121]:

(
ρl(T )− ρv(T )

)3.06
= d

(
1− T

Tc

)
(8)

and

(ρl(T ) + ρv(T ))/2 = ρc + s2(Tc − T ) (9)

where ρl and ρv refer to the coexisting densities of the
liquid and vapor phases respectively, ρc is the critical
density, Tc is the critical temperature, and d and s2 are
fitting parameters. The critical temperature obtained
for the DPMD model is of 632.6.6 K, which is lower than
the experimental one by 14.5 K.

Moreover, we compute the liquid-vapor surface tension
for the DPMD model at different temperatures from the
DC simulations. This quantity can be directly estimated
according to Eq. 2. As can be seen in Figure 2(b), the
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Figure 2: (a) Phase diagram in the T–ρ plane of the DPMD model (green), TIP4P/2005 model (blue) [48] and
experimental measurements of water (black) [47]. Filled circles represent the vapor and liquid densities, estimated

from the averaged bulk densities from DC simulations. Inset: Snapshot of a DC simulation performed at 385 K with
the DPMD model, rendered making use of Ovito software [119]. (b) Liquid-vapor interfacial free energy (γ) as a

function of temperature for the DPMD model (green), and comparison with the TIP4P/2005 model (blue) [49] and
experimental values (black) [47]. (c) Vapor saturation pressure (Psat) as a function of temperature for the DPMD
model (green), TIP4P/2005 (blue) [48] and comparison with experimental values (black) [47]. Inset: Enthalpy of
vaporization (∆Hvap) as a function of temperature for DPMD, TIP4P/2005 [48] and experimental values [47] as

indicated in the legend.

DPMD model provides lower values of γ than both the
TIP4P/2005 model [49] and experimental measurements
[47]. From DC simulations we also calculate the satura-
tion pressure (Psat) as a function of temperature. Psat is
obtained as the component of the pressure tensor normal
to the interface. We plot it in Figure 2(c), compared to
the values obtained from TIP4P/2005 (blue) [48] and
experiments (black) [47]. This quantity closely matches
with experimental measurements, while the TIP4P/2005
model underestimates it, which is a natural consequence
of the way the DPMD model was shifted to match the
vapor densities. We note that the temperature shift was
applied in order to obtain a better match of the vapor
phase behaviour, nonetheless this shift affects negatively
on the surface tension prediction. With no temper-
ature shift, the surface tension of the DPMD model
matches the experimental one at temperatures above
450 K, and only underestimates it by ∼ 5% at T < 450 K.

We estimated the enthalpy of vaporization (∆Hvap)
from independent bulk simulations of both liquid and
vapor phases. For this, we perform canonical simu-
lations at the equilibrium density of the given phase,
which was previously obtained from DC simulations.
From each simulation the enthalpy is directly obtained
as H = U − PV , where U is the internal energy.
The enthalpy of vaporization is simply calculated as
∆Hvap = Hvapor − Hliquid for every temperature. The
values of ∆Hvap are plotted against temperature in
Figure 2(c) (inset), along with values from TIP4P/2005
[48] and experiments [47]. This quantity slightly deviates
from the experimental values at low temperatures (< 550
K), but matches at higher temperatures. Similarly, the
TIP4P/2005 model matches the experimental trend at

T > 500K, and overestimates it at lower T .

In summary, the DPMD model describes the liquid-
vapor coexistence properties after applying the temper-
ature shift of 40 K reasonably well. Some discrepancies
may arise from the fact that this model has been trained
on solid and liquid data only [42], but the main source of
differences from experimental data are limitations in ac-
curacy for the SCAN density functions used to train the
model. . The biggest difference with experimental values
is found in the surface tension, which is underestimated
by ∼20 %. Other than this discrepancy, the phase dia-
gram, saturation pressure, and enthalpy of vaporization
are well described using the DPMD model. In addition
to the plots in Figure 2, we provide the equilibrium data
of the DPMD model in Table I.

B. Bubble nucleation

After establishing the equilibrium properties of the
DPMD water model, we proceeded to investigate its
cavitation. Although some experimental studies of
water cavitation have been conducted [62–66], it is
difficult to establish a direct comparison due to the lack
of measurements of the nucleation rate. Menzl et al.
[53] performed a nucleation study utilizing Umbrella
Sampling (US) calculations [122] for the TIP4P/2005
model, in which the nucleation free energy barrier and
the nucleation rate were reported, without comparisons
to experimental data. Here, we employ the NVT seeding
technique at the same temperature (296.4 K) as in Ref.
[53] for both the TIP4P/2005 (to establish the validity
of our methods) and DPMD models (to provide new
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T (K) ρl (g·cm−3) ρv (g·cm−3) Psat (bar) γ (mN·m−1)
385 0.9697(5) 0.0011(3) 2.3(3) 41(3)
410 0.9484(8) 0.0022(4) 4.9(5) 31(7)
435 0.9242(6) 0.0037(6) 8.3(9) 31(7)
460 0.8969(8) 0.0067(9) 15(1) 27(4)
485 0.865(3) 0.012(4) 25(3) 24(5)
510 0.831(2) 0.016(2) 35(4) 19(5)
535 0.791(1) 0.024(1) 48(7) 15(7)
560 0.740(6) 0.039(5) 71(6) 14(5)
585 0.684(8) 0.058(4) 98(15) 7(8)
597 0.62(1) 0.079(5) 114(5) 6(9)

Table I: Data for the liquid (ρl) and vapor (ρv)
densities, saturation pressure (Psat) and surface tension
(γ) as a function of temperature for the DPMD model.
The numbers in parenthesis depict the uncertainty of
our measurements, and apply to the numeral left of

themselves, for instance 41(3) stands for 41±3.

data for this ab-initio based model).

We prepared various systems in which we artificially
generated a cavity of a given size, starting from a bulk
liquid configuration. As detailed in Section II C, the
system spontaneously evolves and equilibrates into a
state in which there is a critical bubble that remains
stable over time, due to the fact that in the canonical
ensemble, a critical bubble represents a local minimum
in the Helmholtz free energy landscape [54, 86]. Once
equilibrated, we measured the system pressure by means
of the virial expression [123] which corresponds to the
liquid phase pressure [85]. To track the critical radius,
we made use of our order parameter (see Section II C).
We repeated this process for each configuration, and
then averaged over more than 500 independent radial
density profiles for the calculation of the radius.

We used our data for ∆P and Rc along with Eq. 6
to compute J , which is plotted in Figure 3(a) (blue and
green squares for TIP4P/2005 and DPMD respectively)
against P . It can be seen that there is agreement within
the simulation uncertainties between the US and seeding
simulations for the TIP4P/2005 model. We also include
a continuous line for each model, which represents a fit
to the CNT equation, in which we linearly fit γ against
P , and insert values from such fit to solve Eq. 6. The
uncertainty is estimated from the standard deviation of
the radius between different independent configurations.

We computed J at higher superstreching conditions
(green and blue diamonds in Fig. 3) through ”brute
force” simulations. In these simulations, we observed the
metastable bulk liquid under high superstreching con-
ditions in the NPT ensemble for a sufficient time before
spontaneous cavitation takes place. Then, J is calculated
as

J =
1

< t > V
(10)

where < t > is the average time required for cavitation
to occur and V is the volume of the metastable liquid
phase. The onset of cavitation can easily be identified
with a sudden and sharp change in properties such as
the simulation box volume or the potential energy. From
these simulations we obtain J = 2.52·10−6 ps−1nm−3 at
P = −150 MPa for the DPMD model, and J = 2.44·10−5

ps−1nm−3 and P = −200 MPa for the TIP4P/2005
potential. These results are also shown in Figure 3(a),
and match with the trend of US and seeding simulations.
This result, in addition to the agreement with the US
calculations from Menzl et al., provides confidence in
the validity of the results obtained using CNT.

In addition to the nucleation rate, we also obtained
the free energy barrier (∆G∗) which can be estimated
from Eq. 4. This quantity is the main output from
US simulations [53]. In Figure 3(b) we compare the
calculated free energy barriers for the DPMD (green)
and TIP4P/2005 (blue) models, also including data from
Ref. [53]. As expected, we find good agreement between
seeding and US calculations as for the nucleation rates.

It can be seen in Figure 3(a) that the DPMD model re-
turns nucleation rates many orders of magnitude greater
than the TIP4P/2005 potential, outside the uncertainty
bounds, despite the close resemblance of the phase dia-
grams from the two models (Fig. 2(a)). This difference is
also present for the free energy barrier (Fig. 3(b)), with
the TIP4P/2005 model possessing a higher free energy
barrier. This is likely the crucial factor behind its lower
nucleation rate. In order to understand the differences
between the two models we also compared the change of
the surface tension with curvature for both models: In
Figure 4 we plot γ as a function of P , where filled points
correspond to the value obtained at the coexistence pres-
sure from DC simulations, while the empty points depict
the value of γ obtained through Laplace’s equation (Eq.
5) from our seeding simulations. From this analysis we
observe that the surface tension is significantly lower for
the DPMD model, not only under coexistence conditions,
but also in the cavitation regime. This directly points to-
wards the surface tension being the decisive factor behind
the quantitative difference in J and ∆G∗ between the
DPMD and TIP4P/2005 models. In Table II we detail
the different quantities playing a role in Eqs. 2-4. Since
the kinetic prefactor in the calculation of J is of the same
order of magnitude in all cases, we can conclude that the
different nucleation rates between the TIP4P/2005 and
DPMD models arises from a quantitative difference in
the surface tension, which is lower for the DPMD.
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Figure 3: (a) Nucleation rate (J) as a function of pressure (P ) for TIP4P/2005 (blue) and DPMD (green) cavitation
at 296.4 K, including data from Ref. [53]. Continuous lines are obtained by linearly fitting the surface tension (γ) as
a function of pressure, and then inserting such γ into Eqs. 5 and 6. The shaded region is obtained in the same way
but making use of the upper and lower bounds of the surface tension error and, therefore, represent the error limits
in J (b) Free energy barrier for bubble nucleation as a function of pressure at 296.4 K for TIP4P/2005 (blue) and

DPMD (green) models, estimated from CNT (Eq. 4).

P (MPa) Rc (nm) ρl (g·cm−3) NT γ (N·m−1) ∆G∗/kBT log10(J / (ps−1·nm−3))
DPMD

-81.9 1.25 0.965 7527 51.0 71.5 -29.5
-69.1 1.50 0.972 7386 51.9 105.7 -44.4
-60.3 1.74 0.977 7161 52.6 144.4 -61.2
-54.4 1.96 0.980 6888 53.2 183.5 -78.2
-47.1 2.29 0.984 10324 53.8 253.7 -108.6
-43.7 2.50 0.986 9825 54.7 309.2 -132.7

TIP4P/2005
-96.9 1.24 0.953 6855 59.9 93.6 -39.1
-87.6 1.38 0.956 6796 60.3 116.8 -49.2
-77.0 1.59 0.960 23814 61.2 158.5 -67.3
-73.0 1.68 0.961 11385 61.5 178.2 -75.8
-61.9 2.01 0.965 11006 62.0 255.3 -109.3
-54.9 2.29 0.968 10570 62.8 337.3 -144.9

Table II: NVT seeding data for the DPMD and TIP4P/2005 models, including the nucleation pressure (P ), the
critical radius (Rc), the liquid density (ρl), the total number of water molecules in the system (NT ), the surface

tension (γ), the free energy barrier (∆G∗), and the logarithm of the nucleation rate (log10J).

C. Determination of the Tolman length

Another quantity we can extract from our simulations
is the Tolman length, which describes the deviation of
the surface tension with respect to its value at the planar
interface and, therefore, the coexistence conditions. The
Tolman length can also be defined as the deviation of the
surface of tension from the equimolar dividing surface. In
1949, Tolman showed that the change in surface tension
with curvature follows the equation [67]

γ =
γ0

1 + 2δ
Rc

(11)

where γ0 is the value of the surface tension under
coexistence conditions and δ is the Tolman length. This
quantity has been extensively studied for Lennard-Jones
particles [61, 124–128], Hard Spheres [86] and other
systems [124, 125, 129, 130]. Here we make use of
Tolman’s expression and compute δ for both the DPMD
and TIP4P/2005 models at 296.4 K. We fit our surface
tension and critical radius data (obtained from the
NVT seeding simulations) to Eq. 11, performing a
non-linear regression. We choose to have γ0 and δ as
fitting parameters, despite having estimated the former
from the DC simulations. We took this approach in
order to corroborate the value of γ obtained from both
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Figure 4: Liquid-vapor surface tension (γ) as a function
of pressure at 296.4 K for TIP4P/2005 (blue) and
DPMD (green). Empty circles are obtained from

cavitation simulations (and therefore with a curved
interface) by means of Laplace’s equation (see Section

II C), while filled points were estimated from DC
simulations as in Fig.2.

approaches.

In Figure 5 we plot the surface tension against the
inverse of the critical radius for the DPMD (green filled
points) and TIP4P/2005 (blue filled points) models.
From non-linear regression we obtain δ = (0.091±0.008)
nm for the DPMD model and δ = (0.070 ± 0.004) nm
for the TIP4P/2005 model. Both values are positive as
expected, since the surface tension decreases for smaller
bubbles. In Figure 5 we also show with dashed lines
how the surface tension changes against the inverse of
the critical radius according to Eq. 11. From the fit
we also obtain values for the surface tension at planar
interface of 58 ± 2 and 67 ± 3 mN·m−1 for the DPMD
and TIP4P/2005 models respectively. These values
are in agreement, within statistical uncertainties, with
those obtained from DC simulations (54 and 70 [49]
mN·m−1 for DPMD and TIP4P/2005 respectively). The
uncertainty of δ is simply determined by the error in
the non-linear fit, while the uncertainty in γ0 is the
sum of the errors coming from NVT seeding simula-
tions (see Section III B) and the error in the fit to Eq. 11.

Our results are also in good agreement with previ-
ous simulation results [54, 131] (at different tempera-
tures: 0.199 nm at 300 K [54], 0.09 nm at 250 K [131]
and 0.18 nm at 350 K) which indicate that the Tol-
man length is positive for water bubbles, in contrast to
the negative sign in water droplets (i.e. condensation)
[56, 57], where the surface tension increases with curva-
ture. We can establish direct comparison with the calcu-
lations from Menzl et al. [53], which were performed with
TIP4P/2005 at the same temperature (296.4 K). They

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8

R
c

-1
 / nm

-1

45
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55

60

65
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γ
 /
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N
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DPMD
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Figure 5: Surface tension γ against the inverse of the
critical radius (R−1

c ). Filled points represent the surface
tension obtained from Laplace’s equation (Eq. 5). The

dashed lines indicate the change in surface tension
according to Tolman’s equation (Eq. 11), where the

parameters δ and γ0 were obtained through non-linear
regression. We plot the values of surface tension at
planar interface (R−1

c =0) obtained from the fit with
empty points. The surface tension values obtained from
DC are also represented here with filled diamonds, also

at P = 0.

obtained values of δ = 0.195nm and γ0=82.79 mN·m−1,
which while having the same order of magnitude, mod-
erately disagree with our calculations of γ0 and δ. In the
case of Ref. [53] the employed local order parameter does
not necessarily identify an accurate value of the radius,
but is instead used to bias the sampling of the configu-
rational space for US simulations, and may therefore not
represent accurate values of δ and γ0. As mentioned be-
fore, the good agreement in the nucleation free energy
barrier between US and seeding calculations is a good
sign. In our case, a good indicator for the calculation
of the Tolman length, although not definitive, is the fact
that the surface tension obtained from the non-linear re-
gression to Eq. 11 provides a value of γ0 that matches
within the uncertainty the surface tension obtained from
DC simulations, as aforementioned.

D. Liquid-vapor interfacial characterization

Finally, we examined the organization of the liquid-
vapor interface in our simulations for both planar and
curved interfaces. The water-air planar interface has
been widely studied in the past [132] with IR vibrational
spectra experiments [133–136], ab initio [137–140] and
MD simulations [141–143], all of which generally agree
regarding the orientation of water molecules near the
interface. Interfacial molecules closer to the vapor phase
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tend to orient the O-H bond parallel to the surface
normal vector and expose the H atom, resembling the
(1000) crystal face of ice Ih (only in the dimension per-
pendicular to the surface) [143]. The (1000) ice Ih-liquid
is the direction with lower interfacial free energy of the
different solid-liquid interfaces [144], therefore in the
liquid-vapor interface a similar arrangement may also
reduce the surface tension, apart from maximizing the
enthalpic gain of the more exposed interfacial molecules
to the vapor phase. To perform this analysis, we follow
the same approach as in Refs. [140, 143] where, once the
interfacial region has been identified, the angle formed
by the O-H bonds and the vector normal to the interface
(θH) is computed. Fan et al. [143] and Vassilev et
al. [140] identified two distinct layers in non-curved
interfaces: an external layer, which comprehends the
region in which the density is between 5-50% of the
bulk liquid, and an internal layer, where the density
ranges between 50-95% of the bulk liquid density. Fan et
al. [143] measured the orientation distributions for the
TIP3P, TIP4P-EW, TIP5P and SPC/E water models
at 300K, and for comparison purposes, we perform the
same analysis with the DPMD and TIP4P/2005 models,
and obtain results also for curved interfaces.

In Figure 6(a) we depict how the different interfacial
regions and θH angle are identified for both planar (top)
and curved (bottom) interfaces. There, the dashed black
line indicates the liquid-vapor interface as defined by our
order parameter (see section II C and Supplementary
Material (SM)). In the zoomed image, the internal
and external layers of the interface are labelled and
highlighted in black and red, as well as the bulk liquid
and vapor phases in green and white respectively. The
two arrows indicate the normal vector to the interface
and the O-H bond vector, and the angle between these
two vectors defines θH . In Figure 6(b-c) We plot the
θH distributions normalized by the random distribu-
tion sin(θH). Consistent with previous calculations
[139, 140, 142, 143], the molecules expose one hydrogen
atom to the vapor phase in the external layer, as can
be seen in Figure 6(b)(top) for the TIP4P/2005 model,
where we show the probability distribution of the angle
θH for the different interfacial regions. Smaller angles
are more probable in the external layer than in the bulk,
where all directions are equally probable (flat green
line). As discussed in Ref. [143], the internal layer of the
interface also displays preferential orientations, in order
to maximise the interactions with the structure created
in the external layer, in an arrangement that leads to
a maximum near θH ∼80º. It must be noted that the
preferential molecular orientations are not fixed, but
rather transient. The distributions presented in Figure
6(b)(top) are also consistent with the results by Fan et
al. [143] for other rigid semi-empirical models.

We extended this analysis to curved interfaces, using
our NVT seeding simulations. In curved interfaces,

the vector normal to the interface points at the bubble
center. In Figure 6(b)(bottom) we show the probability
distribution of θH for the three interfacial regions, and
observe how these resemble those of planar interface.
A significant loss of ordering is observed for the curved
interface since the peaks at ∼ 15º and ∼ 115º in the
external layer, and at ∼ 80º in the internal layer are
less prominent compared to the the corresponding peaks
for the flat interface. This could result of the curved
geometry of the interface sterically impeding a better
rearrangement of the interfacial molecules.

We also evaluated the θH distribution for the DPMD
model. In Figure 6(c)(top) we present the distribution
of the three interfacial regions for the planar interface
at 296.4 K. There is an obvious preferential orientation
towards small angles in the external layer, once again
indicating the preference of molecules to expose one
hydrogen atom to the vapor phase. The distribution
is remarkably more prominent for the DPMD model
relative to TIP4P/2005, although both models result
in similar molecular arrangements. In Ref. [140], this
same structure was found in ab initio calculations using
PW91 functional, confirming that the DPMD model
based on the SCAN functional yields similar results to
those obtained from ab initio MD simulations using
different density functionals.

Looking at the DPMD model distributions for curved
interfaces (Figure 6(c)(bottom)), we still find a preferen-
tial ordering towards small angles, although it is much
less pronounced than in the case of planar interfaces, in
agreement with TIP4P/2005 simulations. The bubbles
generated by both models shown here (TIP4P/2005 and
DPMD) have comparable sizes, however the effect of cur-
vature is more dramatic in the case of the DPMD model.
Other bubble size distributions are reported in the SM,
where we observe that there is a slight change in the
distributions, with bigger bubbles resulting curves more
similar to those found at coexistence (Figure S3).

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we explored the liquid-vapor phase behav-
ior of a Deep Potential model based on ab initio energies
and forces. This model was derived from the SCAN ap-
proximation of density functional theory [42]. The model
has been shown to reproduce the phase diagram for the
different ice phases [42] and to have a liquid-liquid phase
transition in the supercooled regime [117]. We computed
the phase diagram via DC simulations, and adjusted
our vapor equilibrium densities to the experimental val-
ues, resulting in a shift of 40 K in the DPMD model.
Once the model was tested and shifted, we compare its
equilibrium properties with experimental data and the
TIP4P/2005 model [10], one of the most benchmarked
classical models for water [48, 49, 53, 141]. The surface
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Figure 6: (a) Top: Slab snapshot (including only a reduced amount of molecules for better visualization) of a planar
interface. Bottom: Snapshot for a curved interface. (b) Normalized histograms of θH at the external region of the

interface, the internal one, and bulk water for the TIP4P/2005 model for planar (top) and curved (bottom)
interfaces. (c) Same as in (b) but for the DPMD model.

tension of the DPMD model is lower than the one ob-
tained from TIP4P/2005 and experiments. Nonetheless,
by construction the DPMD model provides accurate re-
sults for other properties such as the vapor saturation
pressure for a wide range of temperatures, between 300
and 600 K (Figure 2). Overall, once the temperature is
shifted, the model reproduces most of the properties of
liquid-vapor equilibrium, despite not having this regime
included in its training. This result is especially remark-
able since this is the first Deep Potential-based model
to provide liquid-vapor properties in a computationally
affordable time, with the primary drawback being the
∼20% deviation in the surface tension.

Moreover, we study bubble nucleation in the cavita-
tion regime. We make use of the NVT seeding method,
a rare event technique already shown to be successful
in determining the nucleation free energy barrier and
the nucleation rate for simpler systems [85, 107] in
cavitation events. We first performed NVT seeding
calculations at 296.4 K, a temperature at which previous
data from Umbrella Sampling are available for the
TIP4P/2005 model and we confirm that the seeding
technique provides consistent results with those from
Menzl et al. [53]. The DPMD water model provides
higher nucleation rates than the TIP4P/2005 model
under the same stretching conditions. We show that this
quantitative difference can be explained by the difference
in surface tension between models, which persists for
curved interfaces (Figure 4). Our results highlight once

more the relevance of the surface tension and its change
with curvature to critically control nucleation events
[53, 131]. We could have obtained closer agreement be-
tween the TIP4P/2005 nucleation rates with those from
the DPMD model if we did not apply the temperature
shift, nonetheless we prioritised adjusting the model to
obtain better equilibrium densities, in line with prior
studies of water properties using the SCAN-derived
DPMD model [116–118].

Furthermore, we provide an estimate of the Tolman
length by performing a non-linear regression to the
relevant expression [67], which describes how the surface
tension changes with curvature (Eq. 11). Using data
from our NVT seeding simulations we obtain estimates
of δ = (0.091 ± 0.008) nm for the DPMD model and
δ = (0.070± 0.004) nm for the TIP4P/2005 model, both
at 296.4 K. This confirms that a Deep Potential-based
model also predicts a positive sign of the Tolman length,
confirming previous results showing a decrease of the
surface tension with curvature for the case of water
bubbles [53, 54, 131].

Finally, we studied the orientation of the water
molecules in the interface, corroborating previous
studies that have indicated that the molecules closer to
the vapor phase have a preference so as to expose an
hydrogen atom facing the vapor [132–138, 141–143]. We
quantify this behavior by measuring the angle formed
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between the normal vector to the interface and the O-H
bond. We find that a preferential molecular orientation
appears for both the TIP4P/2005 and DPMD models.
We also confirm that this phenomenon also takes place
in the curved interface of water bubbles, although the
possibility to orient more O-H bonds towards the vapor
is diminished for curved interfaces due to the increasing
curvature of the bubbles.

Overall, this study confirms that machine-learning ab
initio based models that capture more molecular details
than semi-empirical models are viable for prediction
of equilibrium as well as dynamic properties that
require large system sizes and long sampling times. The
computational cost of ab initio based models in long
scale Molecular Dynamics is now affordable being only
an order of magnitude greater than that for empirical
potentials, thanks to recent improvements such as
the compressed Deep Potential modelling scheme [71].
Further work and models trained with more liquid
and vapor data will only improve the already existing
models, which will gradually be better in describing the
real behaviour of water.
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SI. EQUATION OF STATE

As mentioned in the main text, we corroborate that we can obtain the density of the liquid phase surrounding the
critical bubbles. Then, with such density, by means of the ρl against P equation of state we obtain the pressure of the
liquid phase, which matches the pressure obtained through the virial expression. In Figure S1 we show the equation
of state at 296.4 K for the DPMD and TIP4P/2005 models.
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Figure S1: Density against pressure equation of state at 296.4 K for the DPMD and TIP4P/2005 models.

SII. BUBBLE SPHERICITY

In order to quantify how spherical the simulated bubbles are, we take the following approach: We divide the
simulation box into smaller cells of ∼ 200Å3 each. We classify the cells as liquid or vapor based on their local density,
taking 0.3 g cm−3 as threshold density. We then identify the surface available to the vapor cluster by means of a
Surface mesh algorithm [1, 2] available with the OVITO software package [3]. From this, we obtain the surface and
volume that corresponds to the vapor cluster. Using his information we compute the cluster sphericity (Ψ) as [4]:

Ψ =
π1/3(6V )2/3

S
(S1)

where V is the cluster volume and S the surface. Ψ is equal to 1 for a perfect sphere and decays for less spherical
geometric bodies. In Figure S2 we show a rendered image of the surface created for a vapor cluster (depicted in
orange), as well as Ψ against time for our Seeding simulations with the DPMD model. The values of Ψ exceed
0.85 in all cases which means a high sphericity of the simulated bubbles. We show with a blue line Ψ for the initial
configuration in which a perfect sphere has been generated, and represents the maximum sphericity that our parameter
is able to account for.
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Figure S2: (a) Snapshot of a vapor cluster (Rc=2.29 nm) identified as detailed in section SII. The identified surface
is colored in orange. (b) Ψ against time for the 6 simulated bubbles in Seeding simulations with the DPMD model.

SIII. ORIENTATIONAL ANALYSIS

In the main text we show the orientational analysis of interfacial molecules for one bubble size. In Figure S3,
we show the same analysis for different bubble size using the DPMD model. We observe how the dependency of
orientation preference with curvature is moderate but noticeable for the range of bubble sizes studied, being the
biggest bubble the one resembling more to the coexistence conditions.
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Figure S3: Distribution probability of the O-H bond with respect to the direction normal to the interface,
renormalized by the random distribution sin(θH). The shown distributions are for (a) planar interface; (b-d) critical

bubbles. The bubble radius is indicated in the leyend.
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