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ABSTRACT: Self-assembled monolayers (SAMs) of carborane isomers with
different dipole moments passivate germanium to modulate surface work function
while maintaining chemical environment and surface energy. To identify head
groups capable of monolayer formation on germanium surfaces, we studied thiol-,
hydroxyl-, and carboxyl-terminated carboranes. These films were successfully
formed with carboxylic acid head groups instead of the archetypal thiol, suggesting
that the carborane cluster significantly affects headgroup reactivity. Film
characterization included X-ray and ultraviolet photoelectron spectroscopies as
well as contact angle goniometry. Using these carboranes, the germanium surface
work function was tailored over 0.4 eV without significant changes to wetting

properties.
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Recent advances in interface engineering for semiconduc-
tors have contributed to significant improvements for
electronic devices, such as transistors, photovoltaics, and
sensors. ~ Many of these architectures require precise control
of energy levels at the interface between materials. Alignment of
these energy levels provides low-resistance contacts, whereas
large misalignment causes band bending that generates internal
electric fields. This internal field can be helpful for preventing
electron—hole recombination in heterojunction photovoltaics.
Band engineering can be accomplished by controlling surface
work functions (WFs), which has been demonstrated by
passivating surfaces with covalently bound organic monolayers
possessing different dipole magnitudes and orientations.””
However, these monolayers also often alter surface energy,
adding complications to the device fabrication process by
changing wetting or adhesive properties at the material
interface.””” The ability to tune energy level alignment with a
simple and reliable method without influencing surface energy
and wetting will greatly reduce complications across indus-
tries.'’

Recently, our group modified gold and silver surfaces with
carboranethiols to tune band alignment and thus interfacial
charge-transfer resistance between metal contacts and a
polymer semiconductor with minimal effects on surface energy
and wetting at the interface.'” By changing both placement of
carbon atoms within the cluster and headgroup position on the
carborane cage, it is possible to tune dipole moment magnitude
and orientation while leaving the chemical environment
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identical between isomers." ~'* This feature makes carboranes
an attractive option for tuning surface WFs. Translating the
carborane system from metal to semiconductor systems would
aid in rapid-prototyping of semiconductor devices by enabling
precision band engineering with minimal impact on process-
ing.15

Germanium is a promising candidate for semiconductor-
based technologies because of its small band gap (0.67 eV) and
high electron and hole mobilities, ~2.5X and ~4X, respectively,
those of silicon. These properties are useful for faster devices
and an absorption spectrum that extends into the infrared.
Unfortunately, germanium’s defect-rich, intrinsic oxide keeps it
from having significant impact on today’s devices.'® Researchers
have investigated methods for removing germanium’s oxide
layer, commonly through etching, and then depositing an
organic monolayer to suppress oxide formation. Maboudian
and co-workers demonstrated this removal by etching the oxide
with HF and simultaneously passivating the surface with
hydrogen. Monolayers of 1-octadecanethiolate were subse-
quently formed by displacing surface hydrogens.'” Bent and co-
workers applied this alkanethiol deposition to halogenated
Ge(111) and Ge(100) surfaces.'® They removed germanium
oxide by H,0, and HCI or HBr etches, leaving behind halogen-
passivated surfaces. The halogen layer was then displaced by
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octanethiol or octadecanethiol, resulting in organic monolayers
that are stable in ambient conditions for several days. Many
head groups have been explored for Ge, however, thiol
passivation remains a prominent wet chemical method for
organic self-assembled monolayer (SAM) formation."”

While exploring headgroup—surface interactions, Bent and
co-workers revealed a significant difference in halogen and
sulfur concentrations between Ge(100) and Ge(111) surfaces,
which they attributed to the unique characteristics of the
Ge(100) surface."®™*° To reduce the number of dangling
bonds, the Ge(100) surface reconstructs into a 2 X 1 structure,
resulting in the creation of surface dimers. The major difference
in surface reactivity is attributed to the nucleophilic top Ge
atom and the electrophilic bottom Ge atom. This reactivity
difference has been studied with other possible headgroup
chemistries on sputter-cleaned surfaces in ultrahigh vacuum.
For example, alcohols and carboxylic acids were found to
chemisorb selectively to Ge(100), and not Ge(111), through
hydrogen dissociation and reaction between the oxygen and the
electrophilic bottom atom in the surface dimer.*"

Herein, we investigate deposition of icosahedral carboranes
with different head groups on Ge(100) surfaces using an H,O,
and HCI pretreatment. Specifically, boron clusters with thiol,
hydroxyl, and carboxylic acid head groups attached at various
vertices were studied in order to determine suitable headgroup
chemistries for chemisorption of carborane monolayers on
germanium with the ultimate goal of tuning the WF with
minimal perturbations to surface energy. While there are
established methods for germanium SAM formation using thiol
head groups,'®™"" our work indicates these are not suited for
the carborane system and instead present evidence for
carboxylic acid binding to the germanium surface. Figure 1A
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Figure 1. Schematic representation of 9-m-carborane (M9) with thiol
and hydroxyl head groups (M9SH and M9OH, respectively), 9-o-
carborane (09) with thiol and carboxylic acid head groups (O9SH and
O9COOH, respectively), and 1-o-carborane (O1) with a carboxylic
acid headgroup (O1COOH). X-ray photoelectron spectra of the B 1s
electron indicates only the presence of O9COOH and O1COOH on
Ge(100).

contains a schematic depicting the various head groups and
carborane isomers used in this study. Initial experiments
focused on binding positions where the headgroup was bound
to boron vertices, specifically, 9-o-carborane (O9) and 9-m-
carborane (M9), as this would reduce lateral dipole—dipole
interactions that could aid in assembly and instead enable focus
on headgroup surface reactivity.

Single-side polished, undoped Ge(100) wafers were cleaned
by sonication in acetone and then rinsed with deionized water.
The substrate was prepared for molecular deposition using an
etch cycle of H,0, and HCI that was repeated 3 times. After
the last etch, samples were quickly dried under a nitrogen gas
stream, and immediately transferred to a nitrogen glovebox
with oxygen content ~0.1 ppm. The effects of the H,0,/HCI
pretreatment are shown in Figure S9. All carborane films were
formed using 1 mM concentrations of functionalized
carboranes dissolved in anhydrous benzene and deposited at
room temperature for approximately 24 h. Modified
germanium surfaces were held in solution until just before
analysis, and immediately rinsed in benzene only or benzene
followed by anhydrous isopropanol (vide infra), and dried with
a nitrogen gas stream.

X-ray photoelectron spectroscopy (XPS) was used to
investigate head groups binding on germanium surfaces by
taking high-resolution spectra of B 1s (Figure 1B) and S 2p
(Figure S10). For both 9-SH-m-carborane (M9SH) and 9-SH-
o-carborane (O9SH), the lack of peaks in both the B 1s and S
2p spectra indicate that neither bind. Expanding to the two
other possible head groups, (hydroxyl and carboxylic acid), we
find that 9-OH-m-carborane (M9OH) did not show any
evidence for binding, however, presence of boron for 9-COOH-
o-carborane (O9COOH) suggests ultrathin film formation.

With the success of O9COOH, we examined its isomer 1-
COOH-o-carborane (O1COOH), where the headgroup is
bound to a carbon vertex instead of boron. This isomer also
shows evidence of monolayer formation; however, the relative
quantity of boron signal observed on the surface by XPS
analysis was lower than what was observed for O9COOH
(Figure 1B). We hypothesize that a strong vertically oriented
dipole moment might facilitate multilayering through head—tail
attraction. To test this possibility, we rinsed O1COOH and
O9COOH Ge surfaces with a polar solvent, isopropanol, after
the benzene rinse to disrupt dipole—dipole interactions. This
procedure resulted in decreases in B 1s signal for O9COOH
(Figure 2A) so that both O1COOH and O9COOH are present
in similar quantities, consistent with our multilayering
hypothesis. After extensive rinsing with both polar and
nonpolar solvents, the presence of boron suggests that the
carborane carboxyl film is likely chemisorbed, through
deprotonation analogous to work reported previously.”**

High-resolution XPS spectra of carboxylic acid carborane
films on germanium, shown in Figure 2, highlight the regions
for (A) B 1s, (B) Cl 2p, (C) C 1s, (D) O 1s, and (E) Ge 2p.
Ge(100) surfaces modified by HCI (black trace), O9COOH
(red trace), and O1COOH (blue trace) are all shown for
comparison, with fitted peak positions (ST1) and relative
elemental concentrations (ST2) shown in the Supporting
Information. These data show that the H,O,/HCI pretreatment
successfully leaves a relatively oxide-free surface by etching
away germanium oxide and passivating the germanium surface
with chlorine atoms.

Figure 2B highlights the chlorine region, showing that after
deposition chlorine is still present on the surface, with Cl 2p, /,
and 2p;/, XPS features at 198.6 and 200.3 eV, respectively.
Note that there is overlap between Cl 2p peaks and the Ge 3s
plasmon peak (fitted with purple dotted line). The chlorine
peak decreases upon O1COOH and O9COOH film formation,
relative to the Ge 3s plasmon background, while the chlorine
peak position remains unchanged. This reduction in signal
could be a result of the displacement of chlorine ions with
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Figure 2. X-ray photoelectron spectroscopy of 1-COOH-o-carborane (O1COOH, blue trace), 9-COOH-o-carborane (O9COOH, red trace), and
HCI etched (black trace) on Ge(100), highlighting the (A) B 1s, (B) Cl 2p, (C) C 1s, (D) O 1s, and (E) Ge 2p regions. Dotted purple line (B)
outlines the Ge plasmon peak. Dotted black lines highlight specific peak positions.

carboxylate groups, attenuation from the monolayer, or a
combination of both.

The C 1s spectra (Figure 2C) indicate multiple carbon
species on the surface. Presence of carbon on the HCl-treated
sample is attributed to C—C/C—H bonds from adventitious
carbon (284.5 eV). A similar carbon signal, slightly shifted to
higher binding energies (284.8 eV), is observed for both
carborane isomers, which may be due to the higher
electropositive nature of carboranes. In addition, the peaks at
286.4 and 286.5 eV for O1COOH and O9COOH, respectively,
correspond to a C—B bond from the carborane cage.”® The
slight difference in binding energy between isomers may be a
result of different bonding configurations. Peaks at 288.5 and
2882 eV for O1COOH and O9COOH, respectively, are a
result of the presence of the carboxylate functional group
(O—C=0) on the surface. This small difference correlates to
electronegativity difference between isomers, with the C—C
bond in O1COOH increasing binding energy and C—B bond
in O9COOH decreasing binding energy.

Both carborane systems change the O 1s spectra (Figure 2D)
from the chlorine-passivated system in a similar fashion. The
HCl-etched control sample shows a small amount of residual
oxygen. After assembly of carborane films, there are increases in
peak intensity at 531.7 and 531.6 eV for O1COOH and
O9COOH, respectively, due to the presence of the carboxylate
groups.”’ There is a prominent, but asymmetric Ge 2p peak at
1217.7 eV, corresponding to elemental Ge and possibly Ge—Cl
(Figure 2E). The O1COOH and O9COOH samples show a
slight shift in the peak onset to higher binding energy (Figure
S11) indicating Ge—O bond formation.”>”” However, it is
difficult to deconvolute peaks due to the small energy
separation between oxidation states and the high concentration

of bulk Ge.
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Previous work with 11-mercaptoundecanoic acid has shown
that the thiol group binds to Cl-terminated Ge(111) surfaces
preferentially over the carboxyl group.'®*® Preference of
carboxylate over thiolate binding here may be the result of
interplay between several factors, including the presence of
surface dimers on the Ge(100) surface,'®'®*%*>?* the
electronic nature of the carborane cage,zg’30 the reduction in
steric hindrance due to the size of the carboxylate group relative
to the size of the carborane cage, and a more energetically
favorable Ge—O bond. To assess the contributions between
these possible mechanisms, we deposited O1COOH on
Ge(111) using similar surface preparation procedures, and
characterized samples with XPS. The Ge(111) surface has a 1 X
1 structure, and therefore does not contain surface dimers.
High-resolution spectra show (Figure S12) that both boron and
chlorine are still present on the Ge(111) surface, indicating
surface dimers are not responsible for carboxylate binding.

Ultraviolet photoelectron spectroscopy (Figure 3A) was used
to determine WEF changes on the Ge(100) surface through the
chemisorption of carborane carboxylic acid. The WF is
calculated using eq 1, where hv is the excitation energy of
the He I photon (21.2 €V) and E_ is the high binding energy
(BE) cutoff of the spectrum.’ This sharp intensity drop in the
spectrum corresponds to the energy level at which electrons
can no longer escape.

WF = hv — E

cutoff

(1)

The total WF change is a summation of both chemical bonding
and molecular dipole effects, but due to the similarity of the
binding between O1COOH and O9COOH isomers, we can
directly compare how the molecular dipole affects surface WF.
Using density functional theory (Supporting Information, ST3)
with B3LYP functional,'"’ we determined dipole magnitudes
and orientations to be 3.24 D oriented toward the headgroup
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Figure 3. (A) Ultraviolet photoelectron spectroscopy of Ge(100)
surfaces modified by 1-COOH-o-carborane (O1COOH, blue trace), 9-
COOH-o-carborane (O9COOH, red trace), and chlorine (HCI, black
trace), and Ar-ion-etched Ge(100) surface (Ge, purple trace). Surface
modification by O1COOH and O9COOH show a shift of +0.2 eV
from chlorine passivated Ge with both shifted lower from germanium’s
native work function. Schematic representations of (B) O1COOH and
(C) O9COOH with calculated dipole magnitudes and orientations.

for O1COOH (Figure 3B) and S5.14 D oriented away from the
headgroup (Figure 3C) for O9COOH. These differences in
dipole moment manifest themselves in a 522 pK, difference
between O1COOH and O9COOH, with O9COOH having a
more electron-rich and OICOOH a more electron-poor
headgroup.” Although the net dipole of the molecules
chemisorbed on the Ge surface will change, these values are
useful in making qualitative comparisons.

All surface treatments (O1COOH, O9COOH, and HCI)
examined here cause increases in the low-energy cutoff region
of the spectra due to the strong effect that chemical binding has
on the Ge WF.? For reference, clean Ge(100) surface and
hydrochloric acid-etched Ge(100) surface exhibit a WF of 4.56
eV (BE of 16.65 eV) and 4.13 eV (BE of 17.08 eV),
respectively. Upon modifying the hydrochloric acid-etched
Ge(100) surface with O1COOH and O9COOH films, the WF
increased to 4.39 eV (BE of 16.82 V) and decreased to 3.99 eV
(BE of 17.22 eV), respectively. This result shows that the
different dipoles of the carborane isomers influence the WF of
the germanium surface in a similar fashion as on Au and Ag."’
Relative to the Ge—Cl surface, the vertical component of
O1COOH’s dipole moment points into the surface increasing
the WF by 0.26 eV, whereas the vertical component of the
O9COOH’s dipole moment points away from the surface
decreasing the WF by 0.14 eV. These data indicate that the WF
can shift by approximately +0.2 eV relative to the Ge—Cl
surface WF. The WF change with carborane dipole direction
agrees with past work of carboranethiol SAMs on Au and Ag.'’
Additionally, following that work, these data suggest that a
mixed monolayer of carborane carboxylates could tune the WF
of Ge over a 0.4 eV range centered around 4.19 eV. Lastly,
correlation between dipole orientation and WF change offers
further verification that these carboranes are tethered to the
surface through carboxylic acid head groups.

Advancing and receding contact angles for O1COOH and
O9COOH (shown in Table 1), indicate that the wetting
properties and surface energy of the two are not significantly
different. The O1COOH has the smaller contact angle and a
smaller molecular dipole of the isomers used, consistent with
data for M1 and M9 thiol on gold. Monolayers of M1 thiol on
gold have a smaller dipole moment (1.06 D) relative to
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Table 1. Advancing and Receding Contact Angles for 1-
COOH-o-Carborane (01COOH), 9-COOH-o-Carborane
(0O9COOH) on Ge(100) surfaces

advancing 0 receding 6
01COOH 56.8 + 5.5° 399 + 3.6°
09COOH 59.5 + 4.6° 42.3 + 69°

monolayers of M9 (4.08 D) thiol on gold, corresponding to
static contact angles found to be 77.7° and 85.8°, respectively.'’
The reduced contact angle observed for the O1COOH and
O9COOH may be due to substrate roughness (discussed in
more detail in the Supporting Information), lower molecular
packing density, or differences in molecular orientation.*»**
The nonpolar solvent hexadecane was used as well, and
similarly to the carboranethiol-Au system, the surface was
completely wetted and no contact angle was attainable.'’

In summary, carborane carboxylate monolayers were formed
on germanium surfaces to modify surface WF with minimal
effects to surface energy. We find that the carborane cluster
affects headgroup binding, where carboxylic acid tethers
successfully assemble and thiol and hydroxyl groups do not.
This affinity for carboxylic acid is hypothesized to be induced
by several factors, including steric effects, the unusual electronic
character of the carborane cluster, and thermodynamic
favorability. Carborane monolayers on Ge present the
opportunity for the surface WF to be tailored over a 0.4 eV
range while the integrity of surface properties, such as wetting
and adhesion, are maintained. Potential challenges for
carborane films on Ge, such as air and thermal stability, will
be the focus of future research. Additionally, how binding angle
may influence surface properties and stability, as well as
whether this angle can be controlled with an annealing phase
are areas for further exploration.””** Results presented herein
motivate future experimental and theoretical investigations to
understand how carborane clusters affect headgroup—surface
binding chemistries, and whether other headgroup chemistries
may be affected. Additionally, with the successful WF
modulation presented here, it is worth exploring how
carboranes may benefit other semiconductor device systems,
such as silicon and metal oxides.

B ASSOCIATED CONTENT

© Supporting Information

The Supporting Information is available free of charge on the

ACS Publications website at DOI: 10.1021/acsami.7b10596.
Figures and experimental details describing molecule
synthesis, surface preparation, molecular dipole simu-
lations, further analysis of Ge(100) using XPS, UPS, and
contact angle, and XPS analysis of Ge(111) surfaces
(PDF)

H AUTHOR INFORMATION
Corresponding Authors

*E-mail: psw@cnsi.ucla.edu.

*E-mail: spokoyny@chem.ucla.edu.

ORCID

Andrew C. Serino: 0000-0003-2767-1026
Mary E. Anderson: 0000-0001-8369-2177

Liv K. Heidenreich: 0000-0001-9724-1158
Alexander M. Spokoyny: 0000-0002-5683-6240
Paul S. Weiss: 0000-0001-5527-6248

DOI: 10.1021/acsami.7b10596
ACS Appl. Mater. Interfaces 2017, 9, 34592—34596


http://pubs.acs.org/doi/suppl/10.1021/acsami.7b10596/suppl_file/am7b10596_si_001.pdf
http://pubs.acs.org
http://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/acsami.7b10596
http://pubs.acs.org/doi/suppl/10.1021/acsami.7b10596/suppl_file/am7b10596_si_001.pdf
mailto:psw@cnsi.ucla.edu
mailto:spokoyny@chem.ucla.edu
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2767-1026
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8369-2177
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9724-1158
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5683-6240
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5527-6248
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acsami.7b10596

ACS Applied Materials & Interfaces

Notes
The authors declare no competing financial interest.

B ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We acknowledge the financial support of the U.S. Department
of Energy Grant DE-SC-1037004. We thank the donors of the
American Chemical Society Petroleum Research Fund (56562-
DNI3 to AM.S.), UCLA (start-up funds to A.M.S.), 3M (Non-
Tenured Faculty Award to A.M.S.), National Science
Foundation (1508244-CHE to M.E.A.), and National Defense
Science and Engineering Graduate Fellowship (NDSEG to
R.M.D) for support.

B REFERENCES

(1) Greiner, M. T.; Helander, M. G.; Tang, W.-M.; Wang, Z.-B.; Qiu,
J.; Lu, Z.-H. Universal Energy-Level Alignment of Molecules on Metal
Oxides. Nat. Mater. 2011, 11, 76—81.

(2) He, T; Ding, H,; Peor, N.; Lu, M,; Corley, D. A.; Chen, B; Ofir,
Y.; Gao, Y.; Yitzchaik, S.; Tour, J. M. Silicon/Molecule Interfacial
Electronic Modifications. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 2008, 130, 1699—1710.

(3) Arefi, H. H;; Nolan, M.; Fagas, G. Role of the Head And/or Tail
Groups of Adsorbed—[XHed Growp]_ Alkyl—[X T2 Srowp] [X = O(H),
S(H), NH(;)] Chains in Controlling the Work Function of the
Functionalized H:Si(111) Surface. J. Phys. Chem. C 20185, 119, 11588—
11597.

(4) Nishimura, T.; Kita, K; Toriumi, A. A Significant Shift of
Schottky Barrier Heights at Strongly Pinned Metal/Germanium
Interface by Inserting an Ultra-Thin Insulating Film. Appl. Phys.
Express 2008, 1, 051406.

(5) Mikinen, A. J.; Kushto, G. P. Monolayer-Induced Band Bending
in the Near-Surface Region of Ge(111). Phys. Rev. B: Condens. Matter
Mater. Phys. 2011, 83, 245315.

(6) Hacker, C. A. Modifying Electronic Properties at the Silicon—
Molecule Interface Using Atomic Tethers. Solid-State Electron. 2010,
54, 1657—1664.

(7) Paniagua, S. A,; Hotchkiss, P. J; Jones, S. C.; Marder, S. R;
Mudalige, A.; Marrikar, F. S.; Pemberton, J. E.; Armstrong, N. R.
Phosphonic Acid Modification of Indium—Tin Oxide Electrodes:
Combined XPS/UPS/Contact Angle Studies. J. Phys. Chem. C 2008,
112, 7809—7817.

(8) Zhou, Y.; Fuentes-Hernandez, C.; Shim, J.; Meyer, J.; Giordano,
A.J.; Li, H.; Winget, P.; Papadopoulos, T.; Cheun, H.; Kim, J.; Fenoll,
M,; Dindar, A.; Haske, W.; Najafabadi, E.; Khan, T. M.; Sojoudi, H;
Barlow, S.; Graham, S.; Brédas, J.-L; Marder, S. R; Kahn, A;
Kippelen, B. A Universal Method to Produce Low—Work Function
Electrodes for Organic Electronics. Science 2012, 336, 327—332.

(9) Giordano, A. J.; Pulvirenti, F.; Khan, T. M.; Fuentes-Hernandez,
C.; Moudgil, K.; Delcamp, J. H.; Kippelen, B.; Barlow, S.; Marder, S. R.
Organometallic Dimers: Application to Work-Function Reduction of
Conducting Oxides. ACS Appl. Mater. Interfaces 2015, 7, 4320—4326.

(10) Kim, J.; Rim, Y. S.; Liu, Y.; Serino, A. C.; Thomas, J. C.; Chen,
H,; Yang, Y,; Weiss, P. S. Interface Control in Organic Electronics
Using Mixed Monolayers of Carboranethiol Isomers. Nano Lett. 2014,
14, 2946—2951.

(11) Hohman, J. N; Zhang, P.; Morin, E. I; Han, P,; Kim, M;
Kurland, A. R.; Mcclanahan, P. D.; Balema, V. P.; Weiss, P. S. Self-
Assembly of Carboranethiol Isomers on Au{111}: Intermolecular
Interactions Determined by Molecular Dipole Orientations. ACS Nano
2009, 3, 527—536.

(12) Grimes, R. N. Carboranes, 3rd ed.; Birtcher, K., Ed.; Academic
Press: Cambridge, MA, 2016.

(13) Thomas, J. C.; Schwartz, J. J.; Hohman, J. N; Claridge, S. A;
Auluck, H. S,; Serino, A. C.; Spokoyny, A. M,; Tran, G.; Kelly, K. F,;
Mirkin, C. A,; Gilles, J.; Osher, S. J.; Weiss, P. S. Defect-Tolerant
Aligned Dipoles within Two-Dimensional Plastic Lattices. ACS Nano
2015, 9, 4734—4742.

34596

(14) Schwartz, J. J.; Mendoza, A. M.; Wattanatorn, N.; Zhao, Y.;
Nguyen, V. T.; Spokoyny, A. M.; Mirkin, C. A.; Base, T.; Weiss, P. S.
Surface Dipole Control of Liquid Crystal Alignment. J. Am. Chem. Soc.
2016, 138, 5957—5967.

(15) Yan, H.; Hohman, J. N; Li, F. H;; Jia, C.; Solis-Ibarra, D.; W,
B.; Dahl, J. E. P.; Carlson, R. M. K;; Tkachenko, B. A,; Fokin, A. A;;
Schreiner, P. R.; Vailionis, A.; Kim, T. R.; Devereaux, T. P.; Shen, Z.-
X.; Melosh, N. A. Hybrid Metal—organic Chalcogenide Nanowires
with Electrically Conductive Inorganic Core through Diamondoid-
Directed Assembly. Nat. Mater. 2017, 16, 349—355.

(16) Hohman, J. N.; Kim, M.,; Bednar, H. R; Lawrence, J. A;
McClanahan, P. D.; Weiss, P. S. Simple, Robust Molecular Self-
Assembly on Germanium. Chem. Sci. 2011, 2, 1334—1343.

(17) Han, S. M,; Ashurst, W. R; Carraro, C.; Maboudian, R.
Formation of Alkanethiol Monolayer on Ge(111). J. Am. Chem. Soc.
2001, 123, 2422—2425.

(18) Ardalan, P.; Musgrave, C. B, Bent, S. F. Formation of
Alkanethiolate Self-Assembled Monolayers at Halide-Terminated Ge
Surfaces. Langmuir 2009, 25, 2013—2025.

(19) Loscutoff, P. W.; Bent, S. F. Reactivity of the Germanium
Surface: Chemical Passivation and Functionalization. Annu. Rev. Phys.
Chem. 2006, 57, 467—495.

(20) Ardalan, P.; Sun, Y.; Pianetta, P.; Musgrave, C. B.; Bent, S. F.
Reaction Mechanism, Bonding, and Thermal Stability of 1-
Alkanethiols Self-Assembled on Halogenated Ge Surfaces. Langmuir
2010, 26, 8419—8429.

(21) Kachian, J. S; Bent, S. F. Sulfur versus Oxygen Reactivity of
Organic Molecules at the Ge(100)-2 X 1 Surface. J. Am. Chem. Soc.
2009, 131, 7005—7015.

(22) Lin, T.-H.; Lin, B.-Y.; Hao, T.; Chien, H.-Y.; Wang, J.-H.; Hung,
W.-H. Adsorption and Thermal Reaction of Short-Chain Alcohols on
Ge(100). J. Phys. Chem. C 2013, 117, 2760—2768.

(23) Filler, M. A;; Van Deventer, J. A; Keung, A. J; Bent, S. F.
Carboxylic Acid Chemistry at the Ge(100)-2 X 1 Interface: Bidentate
Bridging Structure Formation on a Semiconductor Surface. J. Am.
Chem. Soc. 2006, 128, 770—779.

(24) Hwang, E.; Kim, D. H.; Hwang, Y. J.; Kim, A.; Hong, S.; Kim, S.
Bidentate Structures of Acetic Acid on Ge(100): The Role of Carboxyl
Oxygen. J. Phys. Chem. C 2007, 111, 5941—5945.

(25) Hwang, E.; Jung, S. J.; Kim, S.; Kim, D. H. Chemical Reaction of
Benzoic Acid with Ge(100): Effect of a Phenyl Substituent. J. Phys.
Chem. C 2016, 120, 14742—14748.

(26) Base, T.; Bastl, Z.; Plzék, Z.; Grygar, T.; Plesek, J.; Carr, M. J;
Malina, V,; éubrt, J.; Vecernikova, J. B. E.; Kiiz, O. Carboranethiol-
Modified Gold Surfaces. A Study and Comparison of Modified Cluster
and Flat Surfaces. Langmuir 2008, 21, 7776—778S.

(27) Bodlaki, D.; Yamamoto, H.,; Waldeck, D. H.; Borguet, E.
Ambient Stability of Chemically Passivated Germanium Interfaces.
Surf. Sci. 2003, 543, 63—74.

(28) Cai, Q;; Xu, B; Ye, L; Tang, T.; Huang, S.; Du, X; Bian, X;
Zhang, J; Di, Z; Jin, Q; Zhao, J. Stable Functionalization of
Germanium Surface and Its Application in Biomolecules Immobiliza-
tion. Appl. Surf. Sci. 2014, 316, 46—53.

(29) DiBenedetto, S. A.; Facchetti, A,; Ratner, M. A,; Marks, T. J.
Molecular Self-Assembled Monolayers and Multilayers for Organic
and Unconventional Inorganic Thin-Film Transistor Applications.
Adv. Mater, 2009, 21, 1407—1433.

(30) Bregadze, V. L. Dicarba-Closo-Dodecaboranes C,B,,H,, and
Their Derivatives. Chem. Rev. 1992, 92, 209—223.

DOI: 10.1021/acsami.7b10596
ACS Appl. Mater. Interfaces 2017, 9, 34592—34596


http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acsami.7b10596

