arXiv:1710.11066v1 [cond-mat.mtrl-sci] 30 Oct 2017

Intercalating cobalt between graphene and iridium (111): a spatially-dependent kinetics from the edges

Sergio Vlaic,^{1, 2, 3} Nicolas Rougemaille,^{1,2, ∗} Amina Kimouche,^{1, 2} Benito Santos Burgos,^4 Andrea Locatelli,^4 and Johann Coraux^{1, 2, †} 1CNRS, Inst NEEL, F-38000 Grenoble, France 2Univ. Grenoble Alpes, Inst NEEL, F-38000 Grenoble, France 3LPEM, ESPCI Paris, PSL Research University, CNRS, Sorbonne Universités, UPMC University of Paris 6, 10 rue Vauquelin, Paris F-75005, France 4Elettra-Sincrotrone Trieste S.C.p.A., S.S: 14 km 163.5 in AREA Science Park, I-34149 Basovizza, Trieste, Italy

Using low-energy electron microscopy, we image in real time the intercalation of a cobalt monolayer between graphene and the (111) surface of iridium. Our measurements reveal that the edges of a graphene flake represent an energy barrier to intercalation. Based on a simple description of the growth kinetics, we estimate this energy barrier and find small, but substantial, local variations. These local variations suggest a possible influence of the graphene orientation with respect to its substrate and of the graphene edge termination on the energy value of the barrier height. Besides, our measurements show that intercalated cobalt is energetically more favorable than cobalt on bare iridium, indicating a surfactant role of graphene.

Graphene is an atomically-thin coating that forms at the surface of various carbides and metals.^{1,2} Being impermeable and inert, it protects metal surfaces, which may otherwise lose their properties due to oxidation^3 or to the adsorption of airborne molecules.^4 The continuity and crystalline quality of the graphene layer are essential to protect efficiently the support surface. For instance, the dissociative adsorption of molecular oxygen in the bare regions of the metal may favor intercalation of oxygen below graphene-covered regions, leading to the oxidation of the entire surface.^{5–10}

While intercalation might be in some cases regarded as a detrimental process, it also offers a wealth of opportunities to modify graphene’s properties. Intercalation is in fact an established route to functionalize graphene from below,^{11–14}, to decouple it from its substrate,^{11,15–19} to modify the properties of intercalated layers,^{20–24} and to control chemistry underneath graphene.^{16,25–28} In the case of metal intercalants, several intercalation pathways have been identified involving either pre-existing point defects^{21,22} or their formation^{29,30}, and curved regions of graphene, such as wrinkles and substrate step edges.^{31} Identifying and selecting these intercalation pathways is of crucial importance for the preparation of advanced multi-layered functional materials based on high-quality graphene.

Here, we focus on the energetics of an intercalation process taking place at the edges of graphene, which we monitored in real time by means of low-energy electron microscopy (LEEM) observations. In our work, the intercalant is cobalt and graphene is prepared on the (111) surface of iridium. Mass transport through the graphene edge is described using a phenomenological model based on a limited number of free parameters. This allows us to estimate the energy barrier involved in the intercalation mechanism. We find that this energy barrier differs by a few 10 meV typically, from one location to another along the graphene edges. These variations suggest that the nature of the graphene edge and the crystallographic orientation of the graphene flake with respect to the metal substrate have an influence on the rate of intercalation.

Graphene was prepared under ultra-high vacuum by catalytic decomposition of ethylene on a clean Ir(111) surface. This metal surface represents a prototypical substrate allowing to grow high-quality, exclusively single layer graphene, with extended lattice continuity and controlled crystallographic orientation.^{33–35} Ethylene was introduced with a 5×10^{−8} mbar pressure, and the Ir(111) surface was kept at 1000^∘C during graphene growth until about 80% of the Ir surface was covered. The LEEM images of the surface [Fig. 1(a)] show graphene domains having different electron reflectivity.^{34} Microprobe low-energy electron diffraction (μ-LEED) measurements reveal both a 30^∘ [Fig. 1(b)] and a 0^∘ [Fig. 1(c)] orientation of the graphene domains (variants). Cobalt was subsequently deposited using an electron-beam heated evaporator. The sample was kept at 250^∘C during Co deposition (at a rate of 0.08 monolayers (ML) per minute).

The surface work function changes drastically depending on whether graphene is present or not,^{31} and depending on whether cobalt is on top or below graphene^{21}. For example, the surface work function

FIG. 1. (a) LEEM micrograph (start voltage, 4 V) revealing graphene domains with distinct electron reflectivity. The meandering atomic step edges of the metal surface and the branched network of graphene wrinkles are both visible. The dark halo blurring the graphene edges is a joint effect of the deviation of the electron beam due to the electronic density contrast between graphene and the metal, and of the contrast aperture limiting the angular acceptance of the instrument. Top right: Schematics of the LEEM micrograph permitting identification of graphene-free (yellow) and graphene-covered (gray) regions having different orientations, highlighted in red and blue for 0^∘- and 30^∘- rotated graphene domains, respectively. (b,c) Micro- LEED (start voltage, 40 V) patterns measured at the two locations marked by a dotted colored circle in (a), for a 30^∘- (blue) and 0^∘-rotated (red) graphene domain. The angles between the high symmetry reciprocal space directions of graphene and Ir(111) are indicated.

of a Co monolayer on Ir is reduced by about 1.7 eV when covered with graphene^{31}. In a low-energy electron microscope such a strong change can be easily monitored in situ by measuring the onset of the mirror mode regime. That way, the intercalation process is tracked at video rate.

Figure 2 shows a sequence of LEEM images during Co deposition, from 0.4 to 2.1 equivalent of a ML. We first note that within the spatial resolution of our microscope, we do not observe the formation of Co clusters on top of the graphene layer, contrary to what is found when Co is deposited at room temperature.^{31} Instead, Co directly intercalates with no need of extra thermal energy (this is measured through the large change of the surface work function). We deduce from this observation that the surface mobility of Co atoms on graphene must be rather high already at 250^∘C. Co atoms then efficiently reach the edges of the graphene flakes and land down on the Ir surface. At this temperature, intercalation is found to occur mainly from the edges of the graphene flakes, while other intercalation pathways^{21,22,31} and intercalant/substrate intermixing^{26} can be essentially neglected. This can be seen from the LEEM image sequence reported in Fig. 2, which reveals that a rim of intercalated material, extending across several hundreds of nanometers, grows as more Co is deposited.

The LEEM image at an early deposition stage (0.4 ML) in Fig. 2(b) shows that Co forms mesoscopic 1 ML-thick islands on bare Ir. Below graphene, the Co film is continuous and growth characteristics are different (more step flow like). Careful inspection of the LEEM images on bare Ir, close to the 30^∘-oriented graphene domain, reveals that a few 10/few 100 nm-wide (bright) rim alongside of the graphene edge is Co free [follow e.g. the arrows in Fig. 3]. We interpret the origin of this Co depleted region as a manifestation of a surfacediffusion-driven mass transfer across the graphene edge. This result is surprising at first sight since the (downward) clamping of graphene edges to the Ir(111) surface^{36–38} is expected to hinder intercalation – an energy barrier ε_G [Fig. 4(a)] needs to be overcome to alter the C-Ir bonding configuration and let Co atoms ”pass through”. On the basis of this sole argument, Co accumulation, rather than Co depletion, would be expected.

To account for our observation, an asymmetric energy barrier for Co adatoms passing through, inwards or outwards the graphene edge, needs to be considered, with a higher energy barrier for the outwards path. Two kinds of potential energy landscapes for Co adatom diffusion comply with such an asymmetry. The first kind comprises a dip at the vicinity of the graphene edge, on the graphene-covered side – where the Co atoms would hence be stabilised. Such a scenario would however contradict a previous report, in which Co atoms were found prominently further inwards from the

FIG. 2. Series of LEEM (start voltage, 4 V) micrographs after the deposition at 250^∘C of the equivalent of 0 (a), 0.4 (b), 1 (c), and 2.1 ML (d) of Co, for the same region as in Fig. 1(a). The dotted frame in (a) highlights the region addressed in Fig. 3. Arrows indicate a substrate step edge and a wrinkle.^{32}

graphene edges.^{20} Hence, our data point to a second possible scenario: an asymmetric energy barrier translating a lower average potential landscape on graphene-covered regions than on graphene-free regions – i.e. Co adatoms are thermodynamically more stable when intercalated than on bare Ir(111). The reason for this increased stability might be the higher coordination of the Co atoms below graphene, which form Co-C bonds stronger than Ir-C bonds.^{20} Overall, graphene can be regarded as a surfactant,^{39} modifying surface energies. This stabilisation effect is at variance with the case of oxygen adatoms^{40}: intercalated oxygen is only stable thermodynamically in the presence of an external oxygen pressure, without which oxygen adatoms tend to leave graphenecovered regions and diffuse back towards the bare metal surface.^{40}

Figure 4(a) translates our LEEM observations in a statistical manner, representing, as a function of Co deposition, the surface fraction of Co in the form of an intercalated ML (θ_i) or in the form of a Co ML (θ_1) and a Co bilayer (θ_2) on Ir(111). The analysis was performed for two graphene domains, corresponding to 30^∘ and 0^∘ orientations. In both cases, Co growth on bare Ir(111) does not follow a layerby-layer mode: above the equivalent of 0.4 ML of deposited Co, the second Co layer starts to grow, before the first layer is complete (see in Fig 4(a) how θ_2 increases before θ_1 saturates). Besides, the efficiency of Co intercalation appears enhanced when the second Co layer forms on Ir (see in Fig. 4(b) how θ_i increases together with θ_2), and is already significant before θ_1 saturates. This points to a nonnegligible energy barrier ε_G for Co atoms to intercalate, as mentioned above, but also to an energy barrier ε_↑ for Co atoms to climb up Co atomic step edges.

A key observation is that Co intercalation progresses differently at the vicinity of two graphene domains, as can be seen in Fig 4(a) (θ_i increases differently for both graphene domains). In particular, Co intercalation sets in earlier for the 30^∘-oriented domain (see bottom panel in Fig. 4(a) in the range of 0.25 to 0.7 equivalent ML of Co deposited). The effect is also visible in Fig. 2(b) for 0.4 equivalent ML deposited on the surface. This is consistent with the fact that the completion of the first and second Co ML on Ir (θ_1 and θ_2) are both delayed for this domain compared to the 0^∘ one [see the shifted gray and dark areas in Fig 4(a)]. These experimental findings suggest that the energy barrier ε_G for Co atoms to intercalate is different in the two cases, smaller for the 30^∘ graphene domain, where intercalation is more efficient.

To gain more quantitative insights, we describe the time-evolution of θ_i, θ_1, θ_2, and θ_3 (3 ML of Co on Ir) using a simple material balance model. All kinetic processes we consider are represented in Fig 4(b). They include the incoming Co flux, F , (from the Co evaporator) and the local surface Co flux, G, originating from the fast diffusion of Co atoms atop the graphene flake (no formation of Co clusters is observed on graphene). Mass transport on Ir(111) and atop Co layers is accounted for by the energy barriers ε_{Ir} and ε_{Co} respectively. Similarly, mass transport hinderance when climbing up atomic step edges on graphene-free regions is accounted for by an energy barrier ε_↑, while mass transport across graphene edges, towards graphene-covered regions, is accounted for by an energy barrier ε_G implying (at least partly) the breaking of metal-carbon bonds (we assume that ε_G at a given location is constant all along the intercalation process). We simplify the asymmetric energy barrier (see discussion above) for

FIG. 3. Series of four LEEM (start voltage, 4 V) micrographs (left side) during Co deposition (the values reported in the figure are expressed in equivalent Co MLs). The area shown corresponds to the dotted frame in Fig. 2(a). On the right side, the composition of the surface is highlighted using different color levels, yellow for bare Ir(111), gray for graphene/Ir(111), violet for intercalated Co (Coi), orange for 1 ML Co on Ir(111), and green for 2 ML Co on Ir(111). The black rim represents the halo at the graphene edges [see Fig. 1(a)]; the red arrows point to Co-free iridium areas close to a graphene edge, on the graphene-free side of the edge. Such areas persist longer close to the graphene edge.

Co to enter/escape graphene-covered regions, by assuming an infinite barrier for escaping. A set of four coupled differential equations can then be written (more details can be found in the supplementary material) that we solve numerically. The best fit to the data is shown in Fig. 4(a), and corresponds to ε_{Co} = 0.14 eV (while ε_{Ir} is set to 0.2 eV), ε_↑ = 0.20 eV, and ε_G = 1.46 and 1.48 eV for the two different graphene domains. Although the latter difference of 20 meV is small, it is significant.

To explain this difference several effects can be invoked. One is the orientation of the substrate step edges with respect to the edges of the graphene flakes: for example, perpendicular substrate step edges could facilitate Co diffusion and be thought as tunnels for Co intercalation. Another effect could be related to the graphene edge orientation, which is expected to modify the strength of the graphene edge-substrate interaction, and thus its permeability to Co (and in turn, ε_G). A last effect is the different interaction between graphene and Ir(111) depending on the graphene domain orientation,^{41} which is liable to control the thermodynamic surfactant effect of graphene: Co atoms should be stabilised in a different manner whether they are below a 30^∘ or a 0^∘ rotational domain. Discriminating these three effects is beyond the scope of the present work. More information about the chemistry of the graphene-Ir and graphene-Co interactions, including interactions at graphene edges, would presumably be insightful to this end.

In summary, we find that Co intercalation between graphene and Ir(111), from the graphene edges, can be activated at 250^∘C. A Co depletion alongside the graphene edges, on graphene-free regions, signals an asymmetric energy barrier to Co intercalation, and a thermodynamically more favorable binding configuration underneath graphene than on bare Ir(111). This suggests a surfactant role of the graphene layer, which is expectedly domain orientation-dependent. Beyond these thermodynamics considerations, kinetic hinderance play an important role. In particular, we infer substantial energy barriers to intercalation, and observe that they vary spatially. We ascribe this spatial dependency to the crystallographic orientation of graphene with respect to its substrate, to the configuration of the carbon-metal bonds at graphene edges, and/or to the contribution of the substrate step edges. Based on a crude model, the variations in energy barriers are small but significant, estimated to be of the order of a few 10 meV.

We emphasize that intercalation has been demonstrated for a variety of elements, including various transition metals and alkali atoms, between graphene and a variety of substrates. The role of the interactions between the intercalated atoms and the substrate atoms might be an important factor governing the intercalation process. Strain in the intercalated layer (compared to the same material in a bulk phase) and polarisation of the interatomic bonds at the interface between the intercalated layer and the substrate, might also influence the intercalant diffusion below graphene. We hence expect qualitatively similar intercalation processes for Fe, Co, and Ni atoms, and for Ir(111) and Pt(111) substrates.

The authors thank Laurence Magaud, Benjamin Canals, and Tevfik Onur Menteş for fruitful discussions. S.V. acknowledges support by the Swiss National Science Foundation through project PBELP2- 146587 and J.C. acknowledges support from the French Agence Nationale pour la Recherche contracts ANR-2010- BLAN-1019-NMGEM, ANR-12- BS-1000-401-NANOCELLS and the European Community EU-NMP3-SL-2010-246073 GRENADA contract.

∗ nicolas.rougemaille@neel.cnrs.fr † johann.coraux@neel.cnrs.fr 1 C. Oshima and A. Nagashima, J. Phys.: Condensed Matter 9, 1 (1997).

2 H. Tetlow, J. P. de Boer, I. Ford, D. Vvedensky, J. Coraux, and L. Kantorovich, Phys. Rep. 542, 195 (2014).

3 Y. S. Dedkov, M. Fonin, U. Rüdiger, and C. Laubschat, Appl. Phys. Lett. 93, 022509 (2008).

4 A. Varykhalov, D. Marchenko, M. Scholz, E. Rienks, T. Kim, G. Bihlmayer, J. Sánchez-Barriga, and O. Rader, Phys. Rev. Lett. 108, 066804 (2012).

5 D. Prasai, J. C. Tuberquia, R. R. Harl, G. K. Jennings, and K. I. Bolotin, ACS Nano 6, 1102 (2012).

6 R. S. Raman, P. C. Banerjee, D. E. Lobo, H. Gullapalli, M. Sumandasa, A. Kumar, L. Choudhary, R. Tkacz, P. M. Ajayan, and M. Majumder, Carbon 50, 4040 (2012).

7 B. Dlubak, M.-B. Martin, R. S. Weatherup, H. Yang, C. Deranlot, R. Blume, R. Schloegl, A. Fert, A. Anane, S. Hofmann, P. Seneor, and J. Robertson, ACS Nano 6, 10930 (2012).

8 A. Kimouche, O. Renault, S. Samaddar, C. Winkelmann, H. Courtois, O. Fruchart, and J. Coraux, Carbon 68, 73 (2014).

9 N. Ligato, L. Caputi, and A. Cupolillo, Carbon 100,

258 (2016).

10 L. Omiciuolo, E. R. Hernández, E. Miniussi, F. Orlando, P. Lacovig, S. Lizzit, T. O. Menteş, A. Locatelli, R. Larciprete, M. Bianchi, S. Ulstrup, P. Hofmann, D. Alfè, and A. Baraldi, Nat. Commun. 5 (2014).

11 A. Varykhalov, J. Sánchez-Barriga, A. Shikin, C. Biswas, E. Vescovo, A. Rybkin, D. Marchenko, and O. Rader, Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 157601 (2008).

12 M. Weser, E. Voloshina, K. Horn, and Y. S. Dedkov, Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 13, 7534 (2011).

13 F. Calleja, H. Ochoa, M. Garnica, S. Barja, J. J.

Navarro, A. Black, M. M. Otrokov, E. V. Chulkov, A. Arnau, A. L. V. De Parga, F. Guinea, and R. Miranda, Nat. Phys. 11, 43 (2015).

14 E. Monazami, L. Bignardi, P. Rudolf, and P. Reinke, Nano Lett. 15, 7421 (2015).

15 C. Enderlein, Y. Kim, A. Bostwick, E. Rotenberg, and K. Horn, New J. Phys. 12, 033014 (2010).

16 P. Sutter, J. T. Sadowski, and E. A. Sutter, J. Am.

Chem. Soc. 132, 8175 (2010).

17 J. Mao, L. Huang, Y. Pan, M. Gao, J. He, H. Zhou, H. Guo, Y. Tian, Q. Zou, L. Zhang, et al., Appl. Phys. Lett. 100, 093101 (2012).

18 L. Meng, R. Wu, H. Zhou, G. Li, Y. Zhang, L. Li, Y. Wang, and H.-J. Gao, Appl. Phys. Lett. 100,

083101 (2012).

19 C. Romero-Muniz, A. Martín-Recio, P. Pou, J. Gómez-Rodríguez, and R. Pérez, Carbon 101, 129 (2016).

20 R. Decker, J. Brede, N. Atodiresei, V. Caciuc, S. Blügel, and R. Wiesendanger, Phys. Rev. B 87, 041403 (2013).

21 N. Rougemaille, A. N’Diaye, J. Coraux, C. Vo-Van, O. Fruchart, and A. Schmid, Appl. Phys. Lett. 101, 142403 (2012).

22 J. Coraux, A. T. N’Diaye, N. Rougemaille, C. Vo-Van, A. Kimouche, H.-X. Yang, M. Chshiev, N. Bendiab, O. Fruchart, and A. K. Schmid, J. Phys. Chem. Lett. 3, 2059 (2012).

23 H. Yang, A. D. Vu, A. Hallal, N. Rougemaille, J. Coraux, G. Chen, A. K. Schmid, and M. Chshiev, Nano Lett. 16, 145 (2016).

24 A.-D. Vu, J. Coraux, G. Chen, A. N’Diaye, A. Schmid, and N. Rougemaille, Sci. Rep. 6, 24783 (2016).

25 R. Mu, Q. Fu, L. Jin, L. Yu, G. Fang, D. Tan, and X. Bao, Angew. Chem. Int. Ed. 51, 4856 (2012).

26 J. Drnec, S. Vlaic, I. Carlomagno, C. J. Gonzalez, H. Isern, F. Carlà, R. Fiala, N. Rougemaille, J. Coraux, and R. Felici, Carbon 94, 554 (2015).

27 A. J. Martínez-Galera, U. Schröder, F. Huttmann, W. Jolie, F. Craes, C. Busse, V. Caciuc, N. Atodiresei, S. Blügel, and T. Michely, Nanoscale 8, 1932 (2016).

28 Q. Fu and X. Bao, Chem. Soc. Rev. 46, 1842 (2017). 29 M. Sicot, P. Leicht, A. Zusan, S. Bouvron, O. Zander, M. Weser, Y. S. Dedkov, K. Horn, and M. Fonin, ACS Nano 6, 151 (2012).

30 M. Sicot, Y. Fagot-Révurat, B. Kierren, G. Vasseur, and D. Malterre, Appl. Phys. Lett. 105, 191603

(2014).

31 S. Vlaic, A. Kimouche, J. Coraux, B. Santos, A. Locatelli, and N. Rougemaille, Appl. Phys. Lett. 104, 101602 (2014).

32 Graphene wrinkles and substrate step edges show different contrast in LEEM, especially when adjusting the focus of the microscope. The wrinkles are also identified as they form upon cool down, following the growth of graphene on the metal surface.^{34? ?} .

33 J. Coraux, A. T. N’Diaye, C. Busse, and T. Michely, Nano Lett. 8, 565 (2008).

34 E. Loginova, S. Nie, K. Thürmer, N. C. Bartelt, and K. F. McCarty, Phys. Rev. B 80, 085430 (2009).

35 R. van Gastel, A. NDiaye, D. Wall, J. Coraux, C. Busse, N. Buckanie, F.-J. Meyer zu Heringdorf, M. Horn von Hoegen, T. Michely, and B. Poelsema, Appl. Phys. Lett. 95, 121901 (2009).

36 P. Lacovig, M. Pozzo, D. Alfe, P. Vilmercati, A. Baraldi, and S. Lizzit, Phys. Rev. Lett. 103, 166101 (2009).

37 D. Prezzi, D. Eom, K. T. Rim, H. Zhou, M. Lefenfeld, S. Xiao, C. Nuckolls, T. F. Heinz, G. W. Flynn, and M. S. Hybertsen, ACS Nano 8, 5765 (2014).

38 L. L. Patera, F. Bianchini, G. Troiano, C. Dri, C. Cepek, M. Peressi, C. Africh, and G. Comelli, Nano Lett. 15, 56 (2014).

39 Z.-j. Wang, A. Dong, M. Wei, Q. Fu, and X. Bao, Appl. Phys. Lett. 104, 181604 (2014).

40 E. Grånäs, J. Knudsen, U. A. Schröder, T. Gerber, C. Busse, M. A. Arman, K. Schulte, J. N. Andersen, and T. Michely, ACS Nano 6, 9951 (2012).

41 E. Starodub, A. Bostwick, L. Moreschini, S. Nie, F. El Gabaly, K. F. McCarty, and E. Rotenberg, Phys. Rev. B 83, 125428 (2011).

FIG. 4. (a) Cobalt coverage deduced from a LEEM movie for θi, θ1 and θ2, as a function of the total amount of Co deposited (for the R0 and R30 variants). Fits to the data using rate equations are shown with dotted and solid lines. The two shades of gray highlight the regions of the graphs where θ1 and θ2 approach saturation. (b) Schematics of the Ir(111) surface partly covered with graphene, with Co in the form of an intercalated monolayer or in the form of a mono-, bi-, and trilayer on Ir(111) – with corresponding coverages θi, θ1, θ2, and θ3. The processes considered to model the intercalation kinetics are indicated with a curved arrow and activation energies εG, εIr, εCo, and ε_↑). The direct impinging flux F of Co atoms (from the evaporator) and the effective additional flux G corresponding to Co atoms first landed on graphene, are also represented.