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C harge distribution and screening in layered graphene system s.

F. Guinhea
Instituto de Ciencia de M ateriales de M adrid. CSIC . Cantoblanco. 28049 M adrid. Spain

T he charge distrbution induced by extemal elds in nite stacks of graphene planes, or in sem i-
In nie graphite is considered. The interlayer electronic hybridization is described by a nearest
neighbor hopping tem , and the charge induced by the self consistent electrostatic potential is cal-
culated within linear response (RPA ). The screening properties are detem ined by contributions
from inter-and intraband electronic transitions. In neutralsystem s, only interband transitions con—
tribute to the charge polarizability, leading to insulating-like screening properties, and to oscillations
iIn the iInduced charge, with a period equal to the interlayer spacing. In doped system s, we nd a
screening length equivalent to 2-3 graphene layers, superin posed to signi cant charge oscillations.

PACS numbers: 7321 .3; 7322 7321 Ac; 7320.~x; 7320Hb; 73231 ; 7343 £

I. NTRODUCTION .

E lectronically charged system s made up of a few
graphene layers are being intensively studiedi=-=242£8:1.8,
aswellas the e ects of charge accum ulation on the sur-
face of bulk graphie?2®. Hence, the study of the charge
distrbbution In nite stacks ofgraphene layers, or in sam i-
In nie graphite, is a problem of current interest.

Tt is known that screening In a single graphene layer
show s anom alous properties, due to the vanishing of
the density of states at the Fem i level in neutral
graphene!!?2, A stack of graphene planes where elec—
trons are con ned to each layer also shows unusual
screening propertiest? . Th addition, defects and edges can
lead to selfdoping e ects in a single graphene layezr?.

T he screening properties ofbulk graphite were initially
nvestigated describing the system as a stack oftwo di-
m ensionalelectron uids electrostaticslly coupled2. The
electronic hybridization between layerswas not included
In the model. The sin plest extension that takes inter—
layer hybridization into account includes a tight bind-
Ing hopping elem ent between orbialsat Carbon atom s
w hich are nearest neighbors in ad poent layers. T he intro—
duction ofthis tem changes substantially the electronic
structure ofbulk graphite®, and also of system s contain—
ing few graphene layerst®1?,

T he charge distrdbution in system s under an applied

eld m ust be calculated self consistently. Such a calcula—
tion, using the Interlayerhopping m odeldescribed above,
hasbeen carried out for a graphene bilayert® . In the B
low Ing, we calculate the charge distribution in graphene
stacks of arbitrary width, and in sem i in nite graphite.
W e calculate the electrostatic potential self consistently,
and assum e that the lnduced charge can be obtained us-
Ing linear response theory. T hese assum ptions am ount to
the Random P hase A pproxin ation, applied to them odel
m entioned earlier. A sin ilar calculation for a bilayer can
be found ', and it is I reasonable agreem ent with
m ore nvolved num erical calculations.

W e use, as a starting point, the calculations of the
unpperturbed electronic structure of nite graphene
stacks, and sem iln nite graphite, reported 8. W e do

not study the e ects of other interlayer hoppings, disor—
der, or other e ects related to interactions. W e also do

not consider deviations from Bemalstacking, £1212 g,
which can alter the electronic structure at the Fem i
level®.

T he Pollow ing section presents the m odel to be stud-
jed. W e discuss then screening in sem in nite graphite,
and we analyze a nite graphene stack next. Section[IV]
presents the m ain conclusions of our work. It also con—
tains a discussion of the lim its of validiy of the results
presented here, and their relation to previous work.

II. THE MODEL.

A . E lectrostatic e ects.

W e analyze the charge distrlbution at the surface layers
of a system w ih m any graphene layers coupled electro-
statically to an extermal gate. The system is schem at—
ically shown in Fig.[l]l. A potential V is applied be—
tw een the gate and the graphene stack. An elkctric eld,
E = V=], where 1 is the distance between the gate and
the stack. The electric potential beyond the gate is as—
sum ed to be zero, so that the voltage at the gate is V.
Usihg Gauss law we can w rite the total charge density
per unit area In the stack, n asen = 4 E. This charge
is distrdbbuted am ong the layers, n;;ns,;ns; where la—
bel 1 stands for the outem ost layer. The electric eld
In the region between layers 1l and 2 isE; , = 4 en;=d,
where d is the interlayer distance. This eld detm ines
the potential in layer 2. E xtrapolating this procedure to
all ayers,we nd that the electrostatic potentialin layer
isatis es:

%1
i= 11 +4 &€d ng )
k=1
or, altematively:
i1 2i+ w1=4 &dn; 2)

W e include the possbl e ectsofa nite dielectric con-
stant, o, Into the de nition of the electrostatic charge,
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FIG.1l: (Color online). Sketch of the system studied in the
text. T he two layers closest to the gate are charged, and lead
to the electrostatic potential shown in the lower part.

B . Linear response approxim ation.

W e analyze the system w ithin the H artree approxin a—
tion, and we assum e that the induced charge can be well
approxin ated using by linear response theory R andom
Phase A pproxin ation).

T he induced electron density can be w ritten, using Iin—
ear response theory, as:

X
n; = i3 &)
j

where iy is a static susceptibility which describbes the
charge density induced at layer i when the potential at
layer j is 5. The calculation of these susceptibilities is
given by diagram s like the one shown in Fig.Pl]. Their
value is:

< Ky ke Ry k3 Ky ik, Ry kg

1

j j
I 4)
Ry k2 RO k9

Ry KD ke k)

w here the Intermm ediate em pty and occupied states are
labelled by their m om ents, Ky ;k» ;K ;kJ , and /i) and
Rk,  Ryk, Ky kS

are layer indices. The quantities ;" ; """ ; [*77

Ky kg
and jk * in eq.[) are the am plitudes of the wave—

functions on layers i and j respectively. W e will only
consider charge distributions which are hom ogeneous in

X; (ky k)

(ki ki)

FIG .2: (Colronline. Charge susceptibility required in order
to calculate the Induced charge.

the directions parallel to the layers, so that the parallel
mom entum transfer in the diagram in Fjg.] vanishes,
g=k, Kl=0.

C . E lectronic structure.

W e describe the electronic levels of the graphene stack
by m eans ofa tight binding m odelusing the orbialsat
each C atom . W e consider a hopping between orbitals in
atom s which are nearest neighbors w ithin a given layer,
t = 2:77eV, and a hopping between atom s in ad-pcent
layers which are also nearest neighbors, t; = 03eV . W e
study m ostly the Bemal stacking, so that the hopping
term oconnects half of the orbials In a given layer w ih
half of the orbitals in the two nearest layers. At long
wavelengths and near half lling the In plane dispersion
is well approxin ated by the continuum D irac equation,
described in tem s of the Fem i velocity, vv» = 3ta=2,
where a = 14A is the distance between Carbon atom s.
D etails ofthem odel, and ofthe band structure for stacks
wih di erent number of layers and stacking order are
given inte.

The system has translational invariance In the direc—
tion parallelto the layers, so that the parallelm om entum ,
Ky ( ;ky) isconserved. Ifthe stack isin nite, them o—
mentum nom alto the layers, k; , is also conserved.

In an In nite stack w ith only nearest neighbor coupling
betw een layers, all layers are equivalent (in general, a de—
scription ofthe Bemalstacking requires tw o inequivalent
layers). Then, ham iltonian for each m om entum decou—
plsinh asstof2 2 m atrices, whose entries correspond
to B Ioch statesde ned in the two nequivalent sublattices
of each layer. For a given comer of the Brillouin zone,
the ham ittoonian can be w ritten as:

2t? COS(]{? d) Vg (]{x + lky)

i W b k) 0

Ky ke ©)

T he diagonaltem s in eq.[d) are determ ined by the inter—
layer hopping, so that H ,, = 0, as one of the sublattices

is decoupled from the neighboring layers. T he ham itto—
nian in eq.[@) reduces to the D irac equation fort, = 0.
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FIG. 3: (Color online). Sketch of the inter- and intraband
transitions whose separate contributions to the charge sus—
ceptibility is analyzed in the text.

The low energy eigenenergies can be approxin ated as:

v ¥ § o
Rike 2t; cosk, d)
T his approxin ation fails fork, d =2, where tha bands

show a linear dependence on K .

The alowed momenta in a nie stack wih N Jlayers
are quantized, kI = @ )=d® + 1)¥°. In addition, the
am plitude ofthe w avefiinctions go to zero as sin (ik, ¢) at
layer i from the surface. T he electronic w avefunctions In
a nite stack are describbed in A ppendix[Al.

Z 3 )=2

D . Calculation of the charge susceptibility.

T he response of the electrons at both nequivalent cor—
ners of the Brillouin Zone is the sam e, so that we need
to calculate the polarizability at one K point.

T he charge susceptibility includes contrbutions from
transitions between the valence and conduction bands,
Interband transitions, and trensitions w ithin the conduc—
tion band, intraband transitions, as schem atically de-
picted i Fig.Bl.

W e consider rst the interband transitions, involving
an occcupied state n the valence band and an em pty
state in the conduction band. W e neglect the contribu-
tion from the statesw ith k, d =2, and we use the ap—
proxin ate dispersion relation given in eq.[d). Then, the
susceptibilities in eq.[d) can be w ritten an integral over
Ky, and k, and kI . The electronic states in a sem iin -
nie stack can also be characterized by a perpendicular
m om entum , k, , although the corresponding wavefiinc-
tions are no longer running waves. N ear the surface ofa
sem iin nite stack, the am plitudes in eq @) are:

Ky ik»
i

= C sin (ik; d) 7

whereC isa nom alization constant. N ote that, although

one needs In principle to de ne the am plitude as a two

com ponent spinor in each layer, the low energy states

considered here, eq.[@), have vanishing am plitude on the

sublattice connected by the interlayer hopping t, 2.
Using eq.[@), we nally obtain:

Z

inter 8t 4 4 oSN )sin(G )sin@ %) sin(G % cos( )oos( 9 kc$
- Vi o - os( ) + cos( 9)] . Kk
4t t
= _?Nijbg 8)
F
where  isa low energy cuto to be speci ed later, and wewrite = kdand °= kId. Ina nite stack, these

integrals over k, and kI must be replaced by sum s over the quantized m om enta, see section[IIIBll. The prefactor

~fj‘.ter in eq.[8) isde ned as:

Z 5 23 N e N e s Oy cn s O 0
_nter _ 1 q g0 sin(@ )sin(j )sin(@d “)sin(j ") ocos( )cos( ) ©)
- 2, = cos( ) cos(9
T he values of fj?ter near the boundary ofthe stack are plotted in Fig.[@] T he lim iting buk valies:
Z  _ Z _
inter _ inter _ i 2 d : Zd OOOSEQ( 0)]COS( )COS( 0) (10)
mEnm o 4 2 cos( ) cos(9)

are also shown.
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RESULTS.

A . Undoped sem iin nite stack.

In a sem iin nite stack, su clently far from the surface, so that the susceptibilities ;3 have converged tow ards their

bulk valies, egs.[2) and [3B) adm it the solution:

n; =
with:
® 8 2

; [S] dt?
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FIG.4: (Colronline). Valie of the prefactor in the suscep-
tibilities near the boundary of a stack of graphene planes, see
eq.[8). The corresponding bulk values are plotted as open
circles on the right.

D etails of the steps involved in the derivation of eq.[I2)
are given in A ppendix [Bl.

In m etallic system sand for ! 1, the right hand side
in eq.[12) is equalto link, 1 o & ;Kx = 0) = D (),
whereD () isthe density of states at the Femm i level in
a given layer. U sing this resul, we obtain the Thom as-
Fem iapproxin ation, = 4 &dD (y) inthelimi !
0.

For the m odel for undoped graphite studied here, the
rhs. ofeq.m) vanishesas ! 0, and ordinary screen—
ng does not take place.

T he contribution of the interband transitions to the
charge susceptibility isnot enough to give a nite charge
com pressbility at long wavelengths, leading to a behav-
jor rem iniscent of that of an insulator. Note that, at

e

nge 11)
t, 1+ cosh( ) h *

log — ————— arctan sinh — 1 12)
0 2 sinh ( =2) 2

zero doping, the transitionsbetw een occupied and em pty
states in the lim it 91 0 requirea nite energy of
order t, cos( ), except for 0 =2. These transi-
tionshave vanishing w eight in the integralw hich givesthe
charge com pressbility (see Fig.Bl]). Hence, the charge
susceptibility tends to zero at zero energy and k, d ! 0.
N ote that, on the other hand, the staggered spin and
charge susceptibilities, k, d € 0, diverge logarithm ically
at ! ! 0¥, Thisdivergence ism aximalfork, d=
Eq.[I2) adm its only soutionswith > 0 if:
4e2dt? o t 6
2 7T

F

13)

The scale ( In eq.[8) determ ines the region where the
m odel gives a valid description of a graphene stack. At
zero tam perature, w illbe determm ined by Interlayer hop—
pings not considered here, disorder, and lifetim e broad—
ening due to interaction e ects. At nite tam peratures,
the logarithm ic divergence in eq.[8) is cuto by them al
interband excitations, st that T . Hence, the screen—
Ing properties of the m odel depend on tem perature.

At the surface, the screening by interband transitions
ismodi ed, asthe relative strength of the di erent sub-
bands, as function ofk, , ism odi ed. T he contribution
to the real space m atrix elem ents ofthe susceptbility are
given by:

8t, =2

i3 22 -

At niedopingsthe densiy of states ofeach graphene

plane in the m odel studied here is:
4t

;

Independent ofthe carrier concentration . Intraband tran—

sitions m odify the charge susceptibility ask, ! 0. The

charge com pressbility becom es nite, leading to a buk
screening length :

intra _

d sin( i sn( j)*cos( ) (14)

D (r)= 1s)

. le€’dt, w6
2

F
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FIG.5: (Colr online). Transitions between the valence and
conduction bands states for (k- kg Jc= 005 and k, c=
04 .Theapametersused arevr = land t; = 0.

In the follow ing, we use the param eters:
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FIG.6: (Colr online). Charge at the surface of a sam iin -
nite stack, nom alized to one. O nly interband transitions are
included in the calculation.
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U sing these values, eq.[1d) gives a screening lengt due
to buk intraband transitions of about N 2 layers.
T he screening at the surface, however, ismodi ed and
reduced, as shown in eq.[14).

N um ericalresults, ncliding the ulldependence on po—

Charge

Charge L
BONPRORN O .

Charge

sition of ~y m +n are shown in Fig.[B]. W e have chosen
the param eter ( such that log(t = o) = 6. The charge N=200
oscillates w ith every second layer. T his result is consis— i

tent w ith the logarithm ic divergence of the charge and
soin susceptbility for k, d = . The induced charge is
reduced to less than 10% of the charge In the surface
layer in about N 3 5 lyers.

B . Finite stacks.

The egs.[2) and [@) can be solved in a straightforw ard
way for a system wih a few layers. T he discrete equiv—
alent to the reduced susceptibbilities in eq.[d) can be de—

ned as:

FIG.7: (Color online). Charge distrbbution in system s w ith
4,10, 50 and 200 graphene layers, nom alized to one.

where Cy» is a nomm alization constant:

b
Cro = s’ kSc) 19
=1

R , , A nie bilayer can be charged, so that the Fem ien-

= sin k5 di) sin k; dj) sin k5 di) sin k; dj) ergy does not need to lie exactly between the valence
n=1n%1 and conduction bands. T hen, we have to add to the sus-
cosk? d) oos(k?od) ceptbility a contrbution from intraband transitions at

- oo-s(k“ ) -oos(k',‘od) a (18)kK, ! 0. The contrbution ofeach subband is determ ined
? ? by its contrbution to the total density of states, and it

inter
ij

Ckr; ck';



is independent of the position of the Fem i level. Hence,
Intraband transitions lead to:

mem 2t X sin® (&2 di) sin® k2 d5) Fos K2 d)
K Ve o, Cés
' 20)
T he charge distribution is given by the equations:
%1
i= 311 +4&d  ny
k=1
I .
n; = no + imjter imjtra 5 (21)

where ny is a constant which xes the total density, In
tum detrm ined by the applied eld between the gate and
the stack.

T he diagonal intraband susceptibilities near the sur-
face of a sam iin nite stack satisfy:

Z -
~intxa -y d sh’; )oos( )=

=2

= + +
4(16n®> 1) 2n? 1

show ing even-odd oscillations as function ofthe distance
to the surface, n, as well as a slow convergence to the
buk Imi,n! 1 .

Ifwe neglect the ntraband susceptbility, we nd Pora
bilayer:

B 2 &dng 23)
21 2éd( 12)

where n is the total carrier density, and 11 and 1,
are the bilayer interband susceptibilities, de ned using
egs.[I8) and [8). By choosing the low energy cuto , o
such that o= ¢ = ( ¥ng)=t; , we recover the resuls
int® to Jowest order in ng .

E xam ples of the charge distrdbbution In doped system s
with di erent number of layers are shown in Figlll. W e

nd that:

i) The charge distrlbution is rather hom ogeneous in
narrow stacks, and it becom es concentrated at the sur-
faces for stacks w ider than the screening length.

ii) T here are oscillations as finction of the distance to
the surface in w ide stacks, as in the case ofa sem iin nite
stack. T hese oscillations can lead to chargew ith di erent
sign in neighboring layers.

Iv. CONCLUSIONS.

W e have calculated the charge distribution in stacks
of graphene layers in an applied eld. W e describe the
electronic structure by a tight binding m odel for the
orbitals, which Includes hopping between sites which are

nearest neighbors in adpcent layers. The self consis—
tent electrostatic potential is obtained assum ing linear
response theory, so that our approxin ations am ount to
the Random P hase A pproxin ation.

T he electronic structure of these system s show s a va—
lence and conduction bands w ith parabolic dispersion as
function of the parallelm om entum , for all values of the
perpendicularm om entum . T hese bandstouch at zero en—
ergy, which de nesthe chem icalpotential in the undoped
case. Finite and In nite stacks are gapless.

T he charge susocgptibility can be written as a sum of
intra— and interband contributions. In a clan, neutral
system only interband transitions contribute. In this
case,an In nite stack of layers show snon m etallic screen—
ing, asthe long w avelength charge suscgptibility vanishes.

T he charge susceptibility for nite m om enta perpen—
dicular to the layers show s a logarithm ic divergence at
Iow energies. This divergence ism axin al for a w avevec—
tor Inversely proportional to the distance between the
layers, leading to charge oscillations. In addition, the
logarithm ic divergence at nite wavevectors in plies that
the screening properties of undoped system s can show a
depedence on the frequency at which they are probed, or
on tem perature.

T he charge distrbution induced at a surface can be
extended overm any layers, and it show sa decayingm od—
ulation w ih a period equal to the distance between the
layers.

In doped sam ples, the long wavelength charge polariz—
ability is nite, and it is dom inated by intraband transi-
tions. W e ndthatan extemal eld isscreenedw ithin 3-5
layers from the surface. T he screening length is indepen—
dent of carrier concentration. T he interband transitions
Jead to oscillations in the induced charge, as In the un—
doped case. A sthese uctuationsdepend logarithm ically
on a low energy cuto , they can also show a dependence
on tem perature or frequency.

The screening length in doped stacks obtained here
depends on the values of the param eters given in [17).
T heir buk values are not known w ith precision??, and it
is possble that som e of them , lke the e ective electric
charge or the interlayer hopping, change near an inter-
face. Hence, the value of 34 layers overw hich the charge
is delocalized In doped sam ples is only approxin ate.

O ur calculation does not take into account e ects such
asnextnearest neighborhoppings, disorder, ordeviations
from linear reponse. T he existence of other hoppings, or
disorder, willde ne a low energy scale below which the
results w ill no longer be valid.

D eviations from linear response theory depend on the
strength of the induced electrostatic potential with re—
spect to the param eterswhich de ne the band structure,
the sm aller of which is the Interlayer hopping, t; , which
we have assum ed to be t; 01 0BeV.Typicaldi er-
ences In electrostatic potentials between ad-pcent layers
are gven by 3 1 &dn, where n is the nduced
charge per uni area. Forn  10* 102 an 2, we ob-
tain ;3 i1 10° 102 eV, so that the assum ption of



linear response is probably valid. Finally, we have only
studied the Bemal stacking, 1212
bohedral stacking reduce the densiy of states near the
Fem ilevel®, and they w ill decrease the screening in the
system .

Tt is Interesting to consider the sim ilarities and di er—
ences of this work w ith the related calculation 2. Tn
this reference, it was assum ed that a low density two di-
m ensionalelectron gasexisted in each layer, and that the
electrons could not m ove between di erent layers. This
approxin ation is equivalent to consider only the diago-—
nal susceptibility, nn, I eq.[8). For the 2DEG, only
Intraband transitions exist, leading to ,, = D (¢) =
n, (@ =( ~?),wheren, isthe number ofvalleys. T his
assum ption leads to m etallic screening, w ith a decay of
the electrostatic potential into the bulk, eq.[I2), given
by 2 @dn,m )=( ~?). In our case, the existence of
a nite density of states near the Fem i level is a conse—
quence of the nie interlayer hopping, t , as the elec—
tronic structure reduces to a stack of decoupled D irac
equations in the absence of hopping. T he charge oscilla—
tions near a surface are directly related to the quantum
coherence between stacks induced by the interlayer hop—
ping. Hence, they cannot be ocbtained in the m odelused

nt2,
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APPENDIX A:ELECTRONIC
WAVEFUNCTIONS IN FINITE STACKS.

W e de ne the ampliude of the wavefunction wih
parallelm om entum Ky, perpendicular m om entum k7 at
layerM asa two com ponent soinor:

Ky k5 M
Ky k3 M @1
: Ky k3 M
w here R, KD M and R, KD M refer to the am plitudes on

the A sublattice, whose atom sin di erent layersare near—
est neighbors, and the B sublattice, whose atom s in dif-
ferent layers are not connected. In order to satisfy the
open boundary conditions at the surfaces of the stack,
these am plitudes m ust be of the fom :

Ky k3 M Ky k3

_ n
Ky k2 = B COS(k? c)

sin k; M ) @2)
Ky k3 M Ky k3
and
|
! |
Ky k5 _— Ky k5 @ 3)
Ky k5 ' Ry ik
Vi K F
OOS2 - C) + V2 — For- 4
& (k2 Q) + v R 3 2t; cosk? ) @)
n in eq.[I0) is through the factor cosh ( 9]. T or

within this Jow energy approxim ation, eq.[B3) inplies
that:

K, kD Cyn

B @A 5)

Ry k0 0

1=2 , .

where C,.~ is a nom alization constant.

APPENDIX B:CALCULATION OF THE BULK
SUSCEPTIBILITY .

W e derive the right hand side of eq.[12) using the ex—
pressions in eq.[I0). The dependence on the layer index

der to regularize the sum m ations over n, we adda sn all
decaying factor,

cosh ( 911 e M cosh( %]

B1)

For =
gives:

0 in eq.[I2) the n dependent part of the sum



b .
o FighCo+r O _ sinh () PO o g+ 0) B2)
o cosh( ) cos(p+ 9
w here, for convenience, we have also incuded a shift, (. Usihg this resul, we also obtain:
Z _ Z 5 _ Z _
N 2 % o, ©0s( )oos( 9 - cos( )oos( g+ )
F (o) = d d cosi (o + VY =
- - - cos( ) cos(?) - cos( o+ ) ocos()
1+ cos 1+ sin( (=2
_ . (o) : ( 0=2) 1 ®3)
4dsin( o=2) 1 sin(o=2)
Thesumm ation ©r % 0 i eq.[[2) is om ally equivalent For ! Owe nd:
to the replacament o ! i . M aking this substiution,
. 2 4
we nd: . F (l ) ? + 1_80 +
. 1+ cosa() h +
F @)= ———arctan sinh — 1 B4)
2 sinh ( =2)
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