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Annealing the Ru metal that typically contains residual carbon itigsupffers a facile way to
grow graphene on Ru(0001) at the macroscopic scale. Two superstragttimesgraphene/Ru(0001)
interface with periodicities of 3.0-nm and 2.7-nm, respectively, have pesimously observed by
scanning tunneling microscopy. Using first-principles density functiohebry, we optimized the
observed superstructures and found interfacial C-Ru bonding of C atomfRRataepoms for both
superstructures, which causes the graphene sheet to buckle and fodit pennps of ~1.7 A in height
within the graphene sheet. The flat region of the graphene sheeh, wli2-2.3 A above the top Ru
layer and has more C atoms occupying the atop sites, interactssimamgly with the substrate than
does the hump region. We found that interfacial adhesion is much stfontex 3.0-nm superstructure
than for the 2.7-nm superstructure, suggesting that the former thdaimeodynamically more stable
phase. We explained the 3.0-nm superstructure’s stability in terntiseointerplay between C-Ru

bonding and lattice matching.
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. INTRODUCTION

Successful isolation of the graphite monolayer, graphene, in 2004 has opeanedeupfield of
research:? Interesting new physics has been discovered for graphene’s two-iinanatticé”’ and
novel devices based on graphene have been fpiglications of graphene for electronic devices in a
large scale demand a way to produce large quantity of graphengyched reliably. The original
method of mechanical exfoliatibris not quite suited for large-scale production. Hence, alternative
methods to produce graphene have been developed. One attractive methoaws goaghene on a
substrate, such as $jar'®!, and Ru:?*°

The method to grow graphene on Ru(0001) is especially promising in thataangist anneal a
commercially available Ru sample that typically has residaddon impurities. During annealing, the C
atoms will segregate onto the Ru surface and form a macrogg@apicene layer on Ru(0001), up to
millimeter-scal€e'® It has been shown that this graphene layer is stable in ambieditions and can
survive high temperature treatméhit has also been found that a second layer of graphene can grow
over the first layer after the first layer's completion ahi tsecond layer is weakly coupled to the
substraté?® At the microscopic level, a hexagonal superstructure with atiegdength of ~3.0 nm has
been observed by scanning tunneling microscopy (STM), and attributed tmdieégpattern caused by
matching (1%12) graphene primitive cells to (#11) Ru(0001) primitive cell$***°A smaller
superstructure with a repeating length of 2.7 nm has also been observed by another STM study.

At the atomic level, different results regarding the intedlastructures and interactions have been
reported for the 3.0-nm superstructure of graphene on Ru(0001). Marchinimetasiured an apparent
height of 1.8 A for graphene on Ru(0081)y STM, but Sutter et al. determined an optimal height of
1.45 A by fitting the experimental 1(V) curve from low-energycalen microscopy (LEEMJ® The
experimental evidence from STM, LEEM, and the work function measumtenseiggests a strong

interaction at the graphene/Ru interfat&. However, a preliminary density functional theory (DFT)



study of the 3.0-nm superstructure showed that the interfacial inbereésweak and the graphene layer
has a corrugation of only 0.4 A and is at least 3.9 A above the Ru seifstkaother DFT study by
Wang et al. found alternating strong and weak interaction at thphegre/Ru(111) interface and a
corrugation of 1.5 A within the graphene sh€aang et al. also computed the STM image for the 3.0-
nm superstructure which shows good agreement with experiment.

In contrast to the 3.0-nm superstructure which has been reported in esany studies, the smaller
2.7-nm superstructure has attracted less attention. Although patterns of graphene on Raf@@ildn
the growth condition$® the fact that there are more reported cases of the 3.0-nm superstreensas
indicate that it may be the thermodynamically stable phase. Howew@ a pure geometrical point of
view, the 2.7-nm superstructure corresponds to a better match betwegragghene and Ru(0001)
lattices. This apparent conflict calls for an explanation whicly fma obtained by first-principles
calculations. In this paper, we will show that the 3.0-nm superstrusturdeed preferred over the 2.7-
nm one. We will also explain why that is the case, by examirtimgtares, bonding, and adhesion
energetics for the two superstructures. Our results support thaisioncbf the earlier DFT study in
Ref. 17 that there is strong binding between the graphene sheet and the Ru surface.

[I. COMPUTATIONAL METHODS

We employed the periodic density functional theory with a plane wasie flanetic energy cutoff,
400 eV)®'° For electron exchange-correlation, the Perdew-Burke-Ernzerhof )(F&E° of
generalized-gradient approximation (GGA) was used. Although DFT-€&tot describe well the
dispersion interaction between graphene layers, it yields quisenaale results for the interaction
between graphene and Ru(0001), as we show later. Moreover, previous’stagkeswved that DFT-
GGA should be able to capture well the interaction between the benagstem and transition metals
in the iron group. To describe the electron-core interaction, weedtitize projector-augmented wave
method within the frozen-core approximatfori? Optimized lattice parameters for graphene (a=2.465
A) and Ru (hcp structure: a=2.724 A, c=4.308 A) agree very well expetifihe superstructures of the

graphene/Ru(0001) interface were modeled by using the super cell dpp@ac models of the
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superstructures include the graphene layer, three layers of Ru, Ehé aacuum layer. Only thE
point was used to sample the Brillouin zone, and the force tolerans&uotural optimization was set
at 0.05 eV/A,

1. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

We started by examining the 3.0-nm superstructure which has beeredepyprseveral independent

studiest®>***>1 This superstructure contains a ¥12) lattice of repeating graphene primitive cells

matched to a (411) lattice of repeating Ru(0001) primitive cells, with the D) directions of the two
lattices aligned. We initially placed the flat graphene stiest to the top Ru layer at a height of 1.9 A
to test the hypothesis of chemical interaction between graphenewd®dOR). This initial distance is
much shorter than one half of the sum of graphite and Ru(0001)’s intesipgeings (2.8 A) and
slightly higher than the apparent height (1.8 A) observed by STMter structural relaxation, we
found that a hump rises from the otherwise relatively flat grapbkeet [Fig. 1(a)]. The height of the
hump is about 1.67 A, larger than the average corrugation (0.7 — 1.1 A) obbgr&dd which we
note is subject to bias dependeffc&he optimized structure shows a height of ~2.2 A over the top Ru
layer for the low, flat region of the graphene sheet. This distaratehes well the interlayer distance
between Ru layers of Ru(0001) (at 2.15 A), which may help explain the observation phangrgrows
at the lower terrace of a step on Ru(0081§,as a way to extend the edge of the upper terrace. Fig. 2 is
a perspective view of the humps in the graphene layer, which offelsaa contrast between the
corrugations and the lateral dimensions. We found relaxation in thelRtrate small and the closed-
packed geometry of Ru(0001) well preserved. The buckling in the top Ruidafgeind to be ~0.2 A
and the lateral relaxation of Ru atoms is even smaller (< 0.1 A).

Our DFT results for the 3.0-nm superstructure agree very wiliRef. 17 on the strong graphene-Ru
binding and a significant buckling of the graphene layer, but disagteeRef. 16, which showed a
weak binding with minimum interfacial spacing of 3.9 A and a snafiugation (< 0.4 A) within the

graphene layer.



Fig. 1(b) shows the top view of the optimized structure with the heigtite C atoms color-coded.
One can see that in the low, flat region (at the lower leftugper right areas) where graphene is close
to the Ru layer and supposed to interact more strongly (than the hump reghamevsubstrate, more C
atoms sit atop Ru atoms. This is opposite to the structural modkiruge LEEM experimerit, which
assumed that all the carbon atoms occupy the hollow sites on the Ru(0001) surface.dhtodhtdlat
region, the carbon atoms in the hump region [see the center regiog. df(l5)] are indeed over the
hollow sites of the Ru (0001) surface.

Now we discuss the energetics at the graphene/Ru(0001) interfadeurd an adhesion energy of 6
eV per superstructure (21 meV/C-atom or 0.122)J)/bretween graphene and Ru(0001), in good
agreement with the 6.7-eV adhesion energy found by Wang'eGalen that about a third of the C
atoms are in the hump region and interact weakly with the Ru substrate, thihageghparable to an
interfacial strength of 30 meV/C-atom (obtained by using DFT-P&E well) found for the
graphene/Ni(111) interface where the unbuckled graphene layer (duerteatihe perfect lattice match
with the substrate) is 2.13 A above the Ni substrate.

In Fig. 3 we plot the electron density difference between thefasterand a sum of the separate
graphene and Ru(0001) surfaces. One can see that charge depletethefreop Ru layer and
accumulates in the interfacial region near the graphene layer. A zamtherftat region of the graphene
layer in Fig. 3(a) shows that the accumulated charge localiaeg the C-Ru bonds. The top view [Fig.
3(b)] shows that there is little charge transfer between thep hegion of the graphene sheet and
Ru(0001) due to their large separation. A closer look into the fladrexf the graphene layer [upper
right corner of Fig. 3(b)] shows that (1) charge transfer is cdrated along sites where C atoms sit
atop Ru atoms and (2) there is little charge transfer on the witere C atoms are located over the
hollow sites even though these C atoms are also in the flat ragtglose to the top Ru layer. This
again supports the conclusion that the C-Ru bonding arising from thents att the atop sites
dominates the graphene/Ru(0001) interfacial adhesion. To further tkutispoint, Fig. 4 displays the

orbital-decomposed local density of states for a Ru atom and ttenCoa top of it [as indicated by a
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straight arrow in the zoomed-in region of Fig. 3(b)]. One can glsad strong hybridization between C
2p, and Ru 4¢f orbitals which are normal to the interface.

The measured work functions for the bare and the graphene-covered Ru(0001) swfackarat 4.5
eV, respectively, comparable to the calculated values of 5.3 and 3.JheVargje work function change
upon the graphene adsorption suggests significant charge transfer gtaphene/Ru interface, in
consistent with our calculations. However, the adsorbate-induced decféhsenork function usually
results from the charge transfer from the adsorbate to the atebsipposite to that shown in Fig. 3.
Such “abnormal” work function change has been observed by several auttiis gtudies of surface
adsorptiort®?® and has been argued to arise from the charge transfer withind#mebates that
counteracts the charge transfer from the substrate to the adsorlate that Fig. 3 shows only the
regions with large charge density changé&g|(b 0.06 e/R). The charge transfer in the low-density
region (e.g., the charge transfer from above to below the graphemneabeeontributes significantly to
the interfacial electric field. In fact, the calculated indusedace dipole moment, i.e., the change of the
surface dipole moment upon graphene adsorption, points towards outside the surfacentuoiisishe
observed reduction of the work function.

Having discussed the electronic structure at the graphene/Ru(000fBcmteve now explain why the
hump is formed in the 3.0-nm superstructure. Just matching tké@Z)Lraphene primitive cells to the
(11x11) Ru(0001) primitive cells, the graphene lattice is under ~1.3%édestsdin in the experimental
3.0-nm superstructure and is thus not expected to have a significantnQuagliobserved by both
experiments and our calculations. Our results above have showed thdetfaeial C-Ru bonding of
the C atoms occupying the atops sites on Ru(0001) plays an importantdai&ating the structure and
energetics at the graphene/Ru(0001) interface. However, the graphdati€e mismatch prevents
every carbon atom from occupying the atop site. Instead, only part otatiten atoms reside
approximately at the atop positions, giving rise to a 3% C-C bondlstrg in these areas. The resulted
compressive strain to the rest of the graphene sheet causésasigjbuckling and the formation of the

humps of ~1.7 A in height. Thus, it is the preference of the directi ®eRding at the atop sites that
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results in a distribution of tensile and compressive strains igrédphene sheet, causing the corrugated
graphene as observed in experiments.

We now turn our attention to the 2.7-nm superstructure. From a pure geahparspective, the best
match between graphene and Ru(0001) is graphendlllinatched to Ru(0001) (200) (~0.1%
misfit based on experimental lattice parameters or ~0.5%trhefed on computed lattice parameters),
leading to the 2.7-nm superstructure. Fig. 5 shows our optimized strdotutieis superstructure.
Compared with the 3.0-nm superstructure, one can see that the 2.7-nnrstipegsalso has a large
buckling within the graphene sheet and the flat region of the graphee¢ is ~2.3 A above the
substrate. Both the spacing and the buckling are 0.1 A larger thanirthibse3.0-nm superstructure.
The top view of the 2.7-nm superstructure shows the same featutieetlfiat region has more C atoms
atop Ru while C atoms in the hump are located over the hollow sites.

Comparing interfacial adhesion, we found that the 2.7-nm superstructuen lzmhesion energy of
2.7 eV per superstructure (11 meV/C-atom or 0.07%)J/mbout half the strength of the 3.0-nm
superstructure. This result indicates that the 3.0-nm superstrustungeed thermodynamically more
stable, supporting the fact that more cases of the 3.0-nm superstroatie been reported and up to
millimeter-scale of the 3.0-nm superstructure can be gféwh>*°The stronger adhesion for the 3.0-
nm superstructure can again be explained in terms of interadtal bonding. Just inspecting the top
views of the two superstructures [Fig. 1(b) and Fig. 5(b)], one dathaékhe 3.0-nm superstructure has
more C atoms at the atop sites. If one quantitatively definedaicitd C-Ru bonds asky < 2.3 A,
there are many more C-Ru bonds in the 3.0-nm superstructure than in-tiva 8uperstructure (37
versus 10). The larger spacing between graphene and Ru(0001) and the greater bulckliggaptiene
in the 2.7-nm superstructure also indicate weaker interfacialgsireand larger strain within graphene,
compared to the 3.0-nm superstructure.. Apparently, the 3.0-nm superstrtrdtesstse right balance
between minimizing strain within graphene and maximizing the faget bonding, so it is

thermodynamically more stable.



The buckling of the graphene sheet we found here due to C-Ru bonding cam wefllthe aromatic
hemispheres formed on Ru(00G1)where the edge carbons of the aromatic molecules presumably
“grasp” the Ru atoms, causing the center to rise under the compressin. Moreover, the nm-sized
periodic humps within the graphene layer can serve as a good tefoplai@king metal nanoclustef.
Further, we have demonstrated that the graphene lattice is wsdirped despite the buckling of the
graphene sheet and its chemical interaction with the substrate

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

We have studied the graphene/Ru(0001) interface with the first-pgadiff T method at the GGA-
PBE level. By modeling the experimentally observed 3.0-nm and 2.7-nm tsupienes, we obtained
the optimized interfacial structure and found that a relatively lfigl.7 A) hump appears in the
graphene sheet. The relatively flat region of graphene is found 223 A above the substrate
surface, indicating stronger interaction between graphene and Ru(0001ushghysisorption. We
found that the interfacial C-Ru bonding arises from the C atoms dogufhe atop sites in the flat
region. Both electron density difference and local density of spdtés show that charge transfer and
orbital hybridization concentrate on these interfacial C-Ru bonds. lhuimg region, the C atoms are
located over the hollow sites. The computed work function for Ru decregségantly upon graphene
adsorption, in agreement with experiment, and also indicates chentaralction at the interface. We
found that the 3.0-nm superstructure has an interfacial adhesion ehetgytwice of that for the 2.7-
nm superstructure, indicating that the 3.0-nm superstructure is thermadsgha more stable. We
conclude that the buckling in the graphene layer and the strong ierémyond just physisorption)
between graphene and Ru(0001) are due to C-Ru bonding at the interfa@0-fine superstructure
maximizes such interfacial C-Ru bonding while minimizing lattmismatch, therefore more stable.
This result may help explain and understand the growth of graphene on Ru(@d@l) has the

potential to produce macroscopic scale of graphene for device applications.
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Captions:

FIG. 1 (color online). The 3.0-nm superstructure of graphene/Ru(0001) wativeeheight (H) of C
atoms within the graphene lattice coded by color: (a) side vidiveobptimized superstructure; (b) top

view of the superstructure (the top Ru layer in light gray, and the subsurface R @ges gray).
FIG. 2. A perspective view of humps in the graphene layer on Ru(0001) (Ru not shown).

FIG. 3 (color online). Electron density difference between the gnaRa(0001) superstructure and
the isolated graphene sheet and Ru (0001) surface: (a) side viet) aop Yiew of the superstructure.
Lines: black, graphene lattice; green, Ru lattice. Isosurfdoles:, accumulation; red, depletion.

Isovalue: 0.06 e/A Squares indicate zoomed-in regions.

FIG. 4 (color online). Local density of states for a C-Ru bond wiher€C atom is atop the Ru atom

(see the bond indicated by the straight arrow in Fig. 4b).

FIG. 5 (color online). The 2.7-nm superstructure of graphene/Ru(0001) Vetiveeheight (H) of C
atoms within the graphene lattice coded by color: (a) side vidiveobptimized superstructure; (b) top

view of the superstructure (the top Ru layer in light gray, and the subsurface Ru @ges gray);
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FIG. 1 (color online). The 3.0-nm superstructure of graphene/Ru(0001) wativeeheight (H) of C
atoms within the graphene lattice coded by color: (a) side vidiveobptimized superstructure; (b) top

view of the superstructure (the top Ru layer in light gray, and the subsurface R @gds gray).

12



iy
....
(i
_“m@“__#..
“_Q.‘.‘.-o.“““““..‘
o,
Ay
il
ittt
ity et
(AR L
....:__.-o.-:::
AR,
(S
(AR )
v,
MR O
ity
:: {h
WHHI
h

L
ot
L
iiydetil
i

i
(HASE
il

-

i
s
N ...._.4_. ssn.—. i (i i
Mt e i pR a0,
“._.“.“““. .“,.A. :. .”‘ :“.““ ’— o.—%— #‘ i
)
(AR it h
IR I
Oy
HHHHE A HH ) i

[t e s
ettt sl
RO DTN
[
i ....,_“_‘...“._.“.“”.“,".“.““,.N_.‘.;.“... m”"..”....“.
il

(HHH i BAHHHHH)
(SR D O LD M
it AR i
TR i
i o

Hn
HRH
A
e
i

it
HHHHE I
R
it ANy
““ i _,.“”..“ “..._ ‘s...““..._“.”.-.“...““_u‘.,\. i
Wt sty
/ .o“ —....—..”.._ el .“ “.’.”. ¢.“ —.c §
et e ek
i R
RN DA R RAIRE )
W
il
T m— )
R OO O
! ettt
(I (R HHARA D i
bt
gttt otsh ittt
i

{1
i
A

i h
| )
il h
T
il gty il
il
i
i
it i

i
ittt

e
RRER R {HHA]
(RO {HH]
(AL R A
IO A AR
i OO0
i ...“% _.“.“.......... filittel ..“....... ”.
AN

%

{ fi
G

{}

Wbt

ity it
A
(AR AR O b
“.”.,_,,".”“““.”.“.‘,_.‘..“.“.“..........““””.z.u.“.“.
ittt
i ..“.“.““._””.“...s... A ittt
A i
L
“”mw%““m“m“m”““.,wm“m”m_.,.,."........“.ﬂ..._“m“m“““””.,.,“...m”m““
I ! "

i ._.‘..“. ....,“.“.....".,....“,“.‘,‘e._..._h.“..“.,,...:..

iy T il
.....“_,.V ....”.“.m. “”..... i “”.”.”.“...“.“
AR
..”,.,”.o".”.““... “”..‘.;Iooa.”“.ﬂ“
AR
i
ity (HHMH
..m.w_ ! il .“u.
4 A
iy
0 ‘“.“.“.. it
f

....__

X
il Coletolliahe y _.. i
I
. i
N

K
i
K HH
i el
:.,. “oe. G
e R
i otetuty il
h
..; .,:.o
._2...::
il

{

f humps in the graphene layer on Ru(0001) (Ru not shown).

Ive view O

FIG. 2. A perspect

13



e i avavi v Nav e e
(XL AOLK)
AVATAA ANV A

CABBNULYIOOE
AT

FIG. 3 (color online). Electron density difference between the gnapRe(0001) superstructure and
the isolated graphene sheet and Ru (0001) surface: (a) side viet) aop Yiew of the superstructure.
Lines: black, graphene lattice; green, Ru lattice. Isosurfdgles, accumulation; red, depletion.

Isovalue: 0.06 e/A Squares indicate zoomed-in regions.
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FIG. 4 (color online). Local density of states for a C-Ru bond wiher€C atom is atop the Ru atom

(see the bond indicated by the straight arrow in Fig. 4b).
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FIG. 5 (color online). The 2.7-nm superstructure of graphene/Ru(0001) Vetiveeheight (H) of C
atoms within the graphene lattice coded by color: (a) side vidiveobptimized superstructure; (b) top

view of the superstructure (the top Ru layer in light gray, and the subsurface Ru @ges gray);
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