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Remote epitaxy relaxes the constraints of conventional epitaxy, to enable low defect density, chem-
ically abrupt heterostructures and exfoliation of single crystalline membranes. However, definitive
evidence for a true remote mechanism remains elusive because most experiments can be explained by
alternative mechanism that are macroscopically indistinguishable from true remote epitaxy. Using
GdAuGe films grown on graphene/SiC (0001), we present two signatures that cannot be explained
by the leading alternatives to the remote mechanism: (1) a few atomic layer thick disordered inter-
layer at the GdAuGe/graphene interface and (2) a 30◦ rotated epitaxial relationship between the
GdAuGe film and the SiC substrate. Density functional theory calculations indicate these signatures
arise from remote epitaxial frustration, a competition amongst epitaxy to the remotely screened sub-
strate, to graphene, and to the graphene-induced interfacial reconstruction. Tuning the amplitudes
and periodicities of these competing potentials provides new opportunities to intentionally disrupt
long-range order.

The formation and structure of condensed matter are
typically dominated by short-range nearest neighbor in-
teractions, since atomic orbitals decay exponentially with
distance [1]. Usually, it is only when the nearest neigh-
bor interaction strengths are similar, that second near-
est neighbor interactions control structure. For example,
since hexagonal close packed (hcp) and face centered cu-
bic (fcc) crystals have the same nearest neighbor coor-
dination, the energy difference between second nearest
neighbor ABA versus ABC stacking stabilizes one phase
versus the other.

Remote epitaxy flips these energy scales, asserting that
in some systems the second nearest neighbor interactions
dominate over nearest neighbors. For growth of films on
graphene-covered substrates, it has been argued that the
“remote” second nearest neighbor interactions between
film and substrate, through graphene, are stronger than
the “direct” nearest neighbor interactions between film
and graphene [2–4]. The resulting film has epitaxial reg-
istry to the substrate rather than to the graphene, as if
the graphene is transparent. This concept has great util-
ity: insertion of a graphene spacer relaxes the lattice and
chemical mismatch constraints of conventional epitaxy,
enabling lattice mismatched epitaxy with low dislocation
densities [5], atomically abrupt interfaces between chem-
ically dissimilar materials [6], and etch-free exfoliation of
single crystalline membranes [2, 3, 7, 8] for applications in
heterogeneous integration [9, 10], flexible electronics [2],
and new properties induced by large anisotropic strains
[11–14].

However, the validity of the remote epitaxy mech-
anisms remains controversial [15–19]. Model calcula-
tions suggest that rather than dominating, the remotely
screened electrostatic [3, 15, 20] and covalent/vdW bond-

ing [21] potential fluctuations of most substrates through
graphene have similar magnitude or smaller than that
of graphene itself (few meV). Moreover, most calcula-
tions have ignored graphene-induced interfacial recon-
structions to minimize the computational cost [2, 3, 20].
However, such reconstructions are ubiquitous at clean
graphene/substrate interfaces, including the (6

√
3 ×

6
√
3)R30◦ for graphene/SiC (0001) [22], the (6 × 2) for

graphene/Ge (110) [23], and various reconstructions for
graphene on metal surfaces [24, 25]. A microscopic theory
of remote epitaxy should include these deviations from
the bulk-like atomic positions [15].

Experimentally, most observations attributed to re-
mote epitaxy can be explained by alternative mechanisms
that are macroscopically indistinguishable from remote
epitaxy. Pinhole-seeded epitaxy produces single crys-
talline films in the same orientation predicted by remote
epitaxy, that can also be exfoliated [15, 16]. Pinhole nu-
cleation is likely because most transferred graphene plat-
forms are not clean enough [16, 18]. Thus, open pin-
holes to the substrate are preferred sites for growth and
lateral coalescence of a continuous film [16, 26]. Since
most experiments do not quantify the defect density af-
ter the critical annealing step that produces pinholes
[16], they cannot distinguish between remote and pin-
hole mechanisms. Moreover, ruling out pinhole seed-
ing by microscopy [27, 28] is challenging because the
pinholes are both rare and very small, thus requiring
high resolution imaging over prohibitively large areas
[15]. Even for nominally pinhole-free graphene/substrate
systems, serial direct epitaxy is difficult to rule out.
Remote epitaxy has been been invoked for AlN films
on graphene/SiC (0001) [29]. However, since graphene
grows epitaxially to SiC, and AlN grows epitaxially to
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FIG. 1. Simulations of the remote frustration potentials. (a) Slab models 6H-SiC (0001), buffer graphene on SiC,
epitaxial graphene on SiC, and free-standing graphene. (b) Calculated electrostatic potential φ at 3 Å above each surface. (c)

Linecuts through the Fourier transform φ̂(Q⃗), showing single frequencies for bare SiC and freestanding graphene, and multiple

peaks above buffer and epitaxial graphene on SiC. The 0◦ cuts in black are for Q⃗ ∥ [112̄0]SiC . The 30◦ cuts in blue are for

Q⃗ ∥ [101̄0]SiC .

monolayer graphene, independent of the underlying sub-
strate orientation [30], both direct and remote epitaxy
will produce an AlN/graphene/SiC heterostructure with
the same long-range orientation.

Here we demonstrate two signatures of remote inter-
actions controlling structure across interfaces that can-
not be explained by pinholes or direct interactions. We
observe these signatures in a system in which the re-
mote substrate potential, the direct graphene poten-
tial, and the potential of a graphene/substrate recon-
struction, have similar amplitudes but different periodic-
ities, and thus compete: GdAuGe films grown on clean
graphene/6H-SiC (0001). This remote frustration pro-
duces two long-range observables, (1) a few atomic layer
thick disordered layer at the GdAuGe/graphene/SiC in-
terface, and (2) a 30-degree rotated epitaxial variant,
that do not appear for direct epitaxy of GdAuGe on SiC
or on isolated graphene. In addition to demonstrating the
controlling nature of remote interactions, remote frustra-
tion offers opportunities to create new, otherwise inacces-
sible heterostructures. Tuning the balance of the compet-
ing potentials provides a route to engineer novel surface
potentials that intentionally disrupt of long-range trans-
lational order to stabilize new interfacial glassy phases
[31, 32] and quasicrystals, and enable the direct synthe-
sis [33] of twisted Moire matter [34, 35] with intrinsically
clean interfaces.

FRUSTRATED SURFACE POTENTIAL

The total potential above a graphene-covered surface
contains a direct (nearest neighbor) contribution from
graphene φgr, a remotely screened (second nearest neigh-
bor) contribution from the substrate φsub, and a contri-
bution from the graphene-induced reconstruction φrec,
each at different amplitudes and periodicities:

φtotal = φgr + Tsφsub + φrec. (1)

The first two terms describe the potential in the ab-
sence of a reconstruction [21]. Ts ≈ exp(−kTF · N∆z)
is the free-carrier screening coefficient through metal-
lic graphene, which varies from 0.06 to 0.4 for typical
graphene carrier densities 1011 to 3× 1013 cm−2. 1/kTF

is the screening length, N is the number of graphene
layers, and ∆z is the thickness of monolayer graphene
[21]. Reconstructions are perturbations to the atomic
positions in graphene and the substrate at the interface,
where φgr → φgr + φ′

gr and φsub → φsub + φ′
sub. The

reconstruction term is then

φrec = φ′
gr + Tsφ

′
sub. (2)

In both Eqs 1 and 2, the terms screened by graphene Ts

constitute the remote parts of the potential. Thus, the re-
construction contains a direct part (atomic displacements
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within graphene) and a remote part (displacements in the
screened substrate beneath graphene).

Van der Waals epitaxy is expected if the graphene po-
tential dominates, φgr > (Tsφsub + φrec), resulting in
films with out-of-plane orientation that minimize the sur-
face free energy and a weak driving force for in-plane
alignment. Remote epitaxy is typically expected for
Tsφsub > φgr, ignoring the reconstruction φrec. How-
ever, if Tsφsub dominates, the resulting films should
mimic the structure of the substrate, making it difficult
to distinguish remote epitaxy from pinhole or serial epi-
taxy.

Here we seek an intermediate condition where two
or more potentials have comparable amplitude: φgr ≈
Tsφsub ≈ φrec. In this regime, competing interactions to
the substrate, to graphene, and to the long-range recon-
structions, each at different periodicities, should create a
film that is structurally frustrated, with long-range signa-
tures that are distinct from the simplest remote epitaxy
formulation where Tsφsub dominates. Tuning the rela-
tive amplitudes of these screened potentials, e.g. by tun-
ing the number of graphene layers N , should tune from
direct epitaxy to the substrate (N = 0), to remote epi-
taxial frustration (N ∼ 1), to vdW epitaxy on graphene
(N → ∞).

Slab density functional theory (DFT) calculations sug-
gest that buffer and epitaxial graphene on 6H-SiC (0001)
meet this criteria for tunable frustration. “Buffer”
graphene is the first carbon layer that forms on the SiC
(0001) surface via Si sublimation (Fig. 1(a)). This
layer is buckled from the idealized sp2 graphene struc-
ture (∆z = 0.86 Å [22]), due to partial covalent bonding
to the SiC, and produces a corresponding buckling to the
first layer of SiC [36]. “Epitaxial” graphene is the next
layer of carbon that forms on top of buffer graphene, and
displays smaller distortions (∆z = 0.45 Å [22]).

Fig. 1(b) shows φtotal in the form of computed elec-
trostatic potentials at a distance of z = 3 Å above the
surface of bare unreconstructed 6H-SiC (0001) (N = 0),
buffer graphene on SiC (N = 1), epitaxial graphene on
SiC (N = 2), and freestanding graphene (N → ∞). For
bare SiC (0001) and freestanding graphene (0001), φtotal

follows the periodicities of the SiC and graphene, respec-

tively, and the the resulting Fourier transforms φ̂(Q⃗) have

peaks only at multiples of Q⃗SiC and Q⃗gr, respectively
(Fig. 1(c)). See Supplemental Fig 1 for the full two-
dimensional Fourier transforms.

In contrast, the electrostatic potential maps above epi-
taxial and buffer graphene/SiC show complicated pat-
terns with peaks at multiple frequencies, including the

graphene lattice (Q⃗gr), the SiC lattice (Q⃗SiC), the (6
√
3×

6
√
3)R30◦ reconstruction (Q⃗6

√
3), and a (6 × 6) pseudo

periodicity (Q⃗6) (Fig. 1(c)). For these surfaces, we pre-
dict that the complex spatial structure of φtotal will lead
to strong geometric frustration of epitaxial crystal lay-
ers with suitable lattice mismatch. Supplemental Fig 2,
shows that a similar analysis of the covalent/vdW (as

FIG. 2. Lattice mismatch and strain relaxation for
GdAuGe films on graphene/SiC (0001). (a) Bulk
in-plane lattice parameters and expected alignments. The
red unit cells outline the smallest commensurate site lat-
tice matching conditions. Black outlines the primitive sur-
face unit cells. (b) Measured reciprocal space maps (RSM)
of the GdAuGe 101̄6 reflection, for 20 nm thick GdAuGe
grown on SiC, buffer graphene/SiC, epitaxial graphene/SiC,
and H-intercalated graphene on SiC. (c,d) In-plane and out-
of-plane lattice parameters of GdAuGe films determined from
the RSM. Dotted line represents the bulk lattice parameter.

opposed to electrostatic) potential above graphene also
displays multiple competing periodicities.
Fourier analysis clearly distinguishes the remote sub-

strate component φ̂(Q⃗SiC) ≈ TsφSiC from the direct

graphene component φ̂(Q⃗gr) ≈ φgr, since they have dif-

ferent frequencies Q⃗. However, the reconstruction poten-
tial φrec = φ′

gr+Tsφ
′
SiC has both direct and remote com-

ponents, at the same frequencies. To distinguish these
components, we approximate the direct part of the re-
construction φ′

gr by computing the electrostatic potential
for a freestanding single graphene layer fixed in the dis-
torted buffer graphene atomic positions (Supplemental

Fig 3). For distorted graphene, we find φ′
gr ≈ φ̂(Q⃗6) = 2

meV, which is a full order of magnitude smaller than

φrec ≈ φ̂(Q⃗6) = 60 meV for the full buffer graphene/SiC
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FIG. 3. Remote frustration of GdAuGe on graphene/SiC. (a) Cross-sectional HAADF STEM, showing a few atomic
layer thick disordered layer at the graphene interface, for GdAuGe on epitaxial graphene (egr) and on buffer graphene (bgr)
and a 30◦ rotated structure for GdAuGe on buffer-graphene. Gd (red), Au (yellow), Ge (blue). (b) X-ray azimuthal scan
showing GdAuGe on buffer graphene is rotated in-plane by 30◦, and all the other samples are aligned with the SiC.

slab. This suggests that the remote substrate component
Tsφ

′
sub plays a dominant role in φrec for buffer graphene.

A similar analysis holds for epitaxial graphene on SiC
(Supplemental Fig 4).

OBSERVED FRUSTRATION

To test the remote frustration hypothesis, we select
GdAuGe (space group P63mc) as the film because it
has a similar lattice mismatch to graphene (-3.8% for
a 30◦ rotated alignment) and SiC (3.9% to SiC for
2aGAG ≈ 3aSiC), thus maximizing the competition be-
tween epitaxy to graphene vs epitaxy to SiC. In contrast,
AlN has a much closer lattice match to SiC (−1.3%) than
to graphene (−8.7%), and AlN films show no obvious
signs of frustration when grown on graphene/SiC [7, 29].
Fig. 2(a) summarizes the lattice parameters and epitax-
ial alignments expected for direct epitaxy of GdAuGe on
SiC (0001) and serial epitaxy on graphene/SiC (0001).

We grew 20 nm thick GdAuGe films on N -layer
graphene/6H-SiC (0001) by molecular beam epitaxy
(MBE), initiating growth with a 4 nm thick GdAuGe
seed layer grown at room temperature to improve wet-
ting on graphene [14], followed by annealing and contin-
ued growth at 450◦C to a total thickness of 20 nm (Meth-
ods). We approximate freestanding graphene (N = ∞)
with hydrogen-intercalated buffer graphene on SiC. The
hydrogen decouples graphene from the SiC substrate
[22] (See Methods and Supplemental Fig 5 for graphene
characterization). Symmetric 2θ − ω x-ray diffraction

measurements (Supplemental Fig 6) reveal sharp Kiessig
fringes and only the expected 000L reflections with no
impurity phases. Reciprocal space maps display a relax-
ation towards the bulk lattice parameters for increasing
N (Fig. 2(b,c)).

Azimuthal X-ray diffraction and cross-section high-
angle annular dark field (HAADF) scanning transmission
electron microscopy (STEM) (Fig. 3(a,b), Methods) re-
veal the first long-range signature that is distinct from
pinhole or simple serial epitaxy: a 30◦ in-plane rotation
between GdAuGe and SiC on buffer graphene. This ro-
tation does not appear for direct epitaxy of GdAuGe on
SiC (0001) or for van der Waals epitaxy of GdAuGe on H-
intercalated graphene/SiC. AlN films reported on buffer
graphene/SiC (0001) are also unrotated [29].

We hypothesize that the large remote φrec of buffer
graphene / SiC and the screening of φsub by the single
graphene layer create substantial frustration, reducing
the energy benefits of aligning the GdAuGe film with
the SiC or with graphene. Instead, the system minimizes
the strain energy by rotating the GdAuGe by 30 degrees,
labeled R30 in Fig 3. Frustration amongst competing
graphene, substrate, and reconstruction potentials may
also explain the 30◦ rotation that we previously observed
for GdPtSb films grown on graphene/Al2O3 (0001) [38].

Large remote φrec may also be reflected in differences
in interfacial bonding for GdAuGe on buffer graphene
/ SiC compared to GdAuGe on epi graphene or H-
intercalated graphene, again leading to R30 domains. Be-
fore deposition of GdAuGe, in situ x-ray photoemission
spectroscopy (XPS) of the C 1s core level reveals broad
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FIG. 4. Wetting and charge transfer on buffer vs epi graphene/SiC. (a,b) Filled states STM images of buffer and
epi graphene/SiC (0001), respectively, showing the (6× 6) quasi periodicity. (c,d) STM images of 2 atomic layers of GdAuGe
grown on buffer (filled states) and epi graphene (empty states), respectively, showing smoother wetting on buffer graphene.
(e,f) In situ XPS of the C 1s core level for varying thicknesses of GdAuGe grown on buffer and epi graphene. CB component
is from bulk Si-C bonding, S1,2 from sp2 − sp3 buffer graphene, and SML from sp2 graphene as identified following Ref. [37].
(g,h) Au 4f core level, showing Au to C charge transfer for GdAuGe on buffer graphene but not on epi graphene.

S1,2 components shifted to higher binding energy (Fig.
4(e,black)), consistent with mixed sp2 − sp3 hybridiza-
tion [37, 39], compared to the sharp SML component ob-
served for epi graphene indicative of more sp2-like charac-
ter (Fig. 4(f,black)). After deposition of GdAuGe, we ob-
serve core level shifts indicating an Au to C charge trans-
fer across the GdAuGe / buffer graphene interface, that
does not appear for GdAuGe / epitaxial graphene. Here
we find that deposition of 2 monolayers (ML) GdAuGe on
buffer graphene shifts the C 1s to lower binding energy,
while the corresponding Au 4f at 2 ML is 1 eV higher in
binding energy than the Au 4f for an 8 ML GdAuGe ref-
erence sample (Fig. 4(e,g)). No C 1s or Au 4f shifts are
observed for growth on epi graphene (Fig. 4(f,h)). In-
situ scanning tunneling microscopy (STM) reveals con-
tinuous wetting for 2 ML thick GdAuGe films on buffer
graphene/SiC, compared to an island morphology on epi-
taxial graphene/SiC (Fig. 4(c,d)). These observations
suggest stronger bonding interactions between GdAuGe
and buffer graphene, compared to epitaxial graphene.

Cross sectional STEM reveal a second, striking signa-
ture of remote frustration. For films grown on buffer
and epitaxial graphene/SiC, the first 2-3 atomic layers
of GdAuGe at the graphene interface are highly disor-
dered, in contrast with the crystalline interfaces for di-
rect epitaxy of GdAuGe on SiC or on H-intercalated
graphene/SiC (Fig. 3(a)). STEM imaging over larger
areas confirms this disordered interface is ubiquitous,
although not uniformly disordered everywhere (Supple-
mental Fig 7). We interpret these frustrated layers
to arise from the competition between epitaxy of the
GdAuGe film to the graphene, SiC, and reconstruc-
tion potentials, each at different periodicity. Both the

relative amplitudes of these potentials and their lat-
tice mismatches to the film (periodicities) appear to
be important, since the frustrated interface appears for
GdAuGe films which have nearly equal lattice mismatch
to graphene and to SiC, whereas AlN films that are nearly
lattice matched to SiC do not display the disordered in-
terface.

In Fig. 5 we track the formation of the disordered in-
terfacial layers as a function of annealing, starting from
a 4 nm thick GdAuGe room temperature seed layer on
buffer graphene/SiC. We observe two distinct transitions.
The first transition at ∼ 200◦C is solid phase epitaxy
of GdAuGe, which converts the mostly amorphous seed
to a strained crystalline film with a crystalline interface.
This transition is marked by a change from a diffuse and
slightly spotty reflection high energy electron diffraction
(RHEED) pattern to a streaky pattern. We quantify
the onset of surface crystallization via the normalized
RHEED intensity (Fig. 5(c) and Supplemental Fig. 8).
Cross sectional STEM more clearly resolves this transi-
tion: the GdAuGe seed layer is mostly amorphous (Fig.
5(a,upper)) with a occasional few nanometer diameter
crystallites (Supplemental Fig 9). A 360◦C anneal crys-
tallizes the entire 4 nm thick layer, but does not form the
disordered interface (Fig. 5(a)). This solid phase epi-
taxy (SPE) of GdAuGe is also marked by an amorphous
to crystalline densification: XRD for the room tempera-
ture seed shows a weak peak near the bulk 0004 reflec-
tion, which shifts towards higher angle after the anneal
at 360◦C. The resulting film is under εzz ∼ 0.8% strain.

Annealing to 450◦C produces the second transition:
appearance of the disordered interlayer observed by
STEM, and a relaxation to near the bulk lattice parame-
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FIG. 5. Formation of the frustrated interface. (a) STEM images of a 4 nm thick GdAuGe seed layer on buffer graphene/SiC
as a function of anneal temperature. The buffer graphene layer is noted by the white arrow. The corresponding RHEED patterns
are shown in the insets, where red arrows mark the crystalline reflections. (b) X-ray diffraction around the 0004 reflection.
(c) Normalized RHEED intensity (Idiffracted/Ibackground) and c lattice parameter from x-ray diffraction, as function of anneal
temperature. The bulk lattice parameter is marked by the dotted line.

ter by XRD. Notably, this relaxation is not thickness-
induced: a 4 nm thick seed annealed to 450◦C dis-
plays nearly the same lattice parameter as a film an-
nealed at 450◦C and grown to a total thickness of 20
nm (Fig. 5(b,c)). This suggests that strain across
the GdAuGe/graphene interface may play in important
role in the formation of the disordered interlayer. Such
a strain relaxation is expected within the frustration
picture: the competing mismatch of GdAuGe to SiC,
graphene, and the reconstruction would produce a com-
plex evolution of the GdAuGe film lattice parameter. At
the interface between crystalline GdAuGe and disordered
GdAuGe, we also observe reconstruction with 3× lateral
periodicity, which may be an additional mechanism to
relax the strain across the GdAuGe / buffer graphene
interface. A similar strain evolution appears upon an-
nealing of a GdAuGe seed layer on epitaxial graphene /
SiC (Supplemental Fig. 10).

DISCUSSION

Our combined analytical model, DFT calculations, and
experiments display two signatures of structural frustra-
tion in GdAuGe films on buffer and epi graphene/SiC: a
rotated epitaxial alignment and a few-monolayer thick
disordered interface. These signature are inconsistent
with pinhole epitaxy or direct serial epitaxy, the lead-
ing alternate explanations to remote epitaxy. Therefore,
these results provide strong, structurally distinct, evi-
dence for the importance of remote interactions, screened
by graphene, in epitaxial growth of GdAuGe on buffer
and epitaxial graphene on SiC.

Our experiments and theory also suggest a prominent
role for the remote interactions with graphene-induced
reconstructions of the SiC substrate. The reconstruc-
tion is the major contribution to the computed electro-
static potential above buffer and epi graphene/SiC (Fig.
1), and produces changes to the bonding and wetting
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across GdAuGe/graphene/SiC interfaces (Fig. 4). The
disordered GdAuGe interface on epitaxial graphene has
distinctly remote character. φ′

gr in epitaxial graphene
is negligible compared to that of buffer graphene, yet
the disordered interface layers persist. Decoupling the
graphene from the SiC substrate via H intercalation has
the combined effect of suppressing the reconstruction
(φrec → 0) and attenuating the substrate (TsφSiC → 0).
Both factors favor simple direct vdW epitaxy of GdAuGe
in an R0 orientation and without a disordered interface,
exactly as observed.

For growth on buffer graphene the observed charge
transfer and wetting are consistent with both direct
and remote interactions. In a direct picture, distor-
tions in graphene towards more sp3-like character are ex-
pected to enhance wetting and promote bond formation
with a film that may not occur for pristine graphene.
However, remote interactions are also expected to en-
hance charge transfer and wetting. Remote interactions
through graphene have previously been invoked to ex-
plain the wetting of liquids on graphene-covered surfaces
as a function of number of graphene layers [40], although
this interpretation has remained controversial [41]. Our
DFT calculations suggest that remotely screened sub-
strate distortions are the dominant contribution (Sup-
plemental Fig 3), supporting the remote picture. Further
experiments and theory are required to more rigorously
quantify the remote vs direct contributions to bonding
across reconstructed graphene-covered surfaces, and their
impacts on epitaxial alignment, disordered layer forma-
tion, and strain relaxation.

Remote epitaxial frustration provides a new avenue to
design surface potentials that intentionally break long-
range translational order in a film. These new degrees
of freedom have the potential to result in new interfacial
structures and straightforward synthesis of otherwise in-
accessible heterostructures. An advantage of graphene-
covered substrates, compared with other methods to en-
gineer surfaces, is that that graphene passivates the sur-
face [42, 43] making its atomic-scale structure more ro-
bust to surface adsorbates (and thus easier to design).
Moreover, the graphene enables the relative amplitudes
of the graphene, substrate, and reconstruction potentials
to be tuned via (gate-induced) screening (Eq 1). Similar
frustration may be able to stabilize new interfacial qua-
sicrystals, or even achieve the grand challenge in glass
physics controlling short and medium-range ordering and
synthesizing an “ideal” glass via geometric frustration
[44] created with substrates with interactions at compet-
ing length scales. Finally, the graphene-induced twist
angle provides a new route towards direct synthesis of

twisted Moire heterostructures without exfoliation and
layer stacking and with intrinsically clean interfaces.
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ONLINE METHODS

A. Graphene growth on SiC.

Different types of graphene were synthesized on the
Si-face of 6H–SiC substrates (Coherent Inc.) via thermal
decomposition. The SiC substrates were first annealed at
1400◦C and 700 Torr in a 10 % H2/Ar mixture for 30 min
to remove surface contamination. Subsequently, the sam-
ples were annealed in pure Ar at 1600◦C and 700 Torr for
30 min to form the buffer layer, and at 1800◦C and 700
Torr for 20 min to produce monolayer epitaxial graphene,
respectively. Quasi-freestanding monolayer graphene was
prepared by hydrogen intercalation of buffer layer at
700◦C and 600 Torr in pure H2 for 30 min. Raman spec-
troscopy is performed in a Horiba LabRam Raman sys-
tem with a 532 nm laser and a 600 grooves cm−1 grat-
ing. The spectra are obtained with a power of 6 mW
and an integration time of 15 s. Atomic force microscopy
(AFM) is performed using Bruker Dimension Icon instru-
ment equipped with a ScanAsyst-Air (k = 0.4 N/m) tip
in tapping mode.

B. MBE growth of GdAuGe.

GdAuGe films were synthesized by molecular beam
epitaxy (MBE) on various graphene/6H-SiC(0001) sub-
strates, including bare SiC, buffer graphene/SiC, epi
graphene/SiC, and hydrogen-intercalated graphene/SiC.
Hexagonal GdAuGe films with the P63mc crystal struc-
ture were grown via co-deposition of elemental Gd, Au,
and Ge sources. A 5 nm-thick seed layer was deposited
at room temperature, followed by continued growth to
achieve a total film thickness of approximately 20 nm.
The deposition process followed protocols similar to those
reported in [14]. Elemental fluxes were monitored us-
ing a quartz crystal microbalance and further calibrated
through Rutherford backscattering spectrometry (RBS)
on dedicated calibration samples.

C. in situ STM and XPS.

Samples were transferred from the MBE to a com-
bined STM (scanning tunneling microscopy) and XPS (x-
ray photoemission spectroscopy) system via an ultrahigh
vacuum manifold. STM measurements were performed
at room temperature using an Omicron VT-STM with
PtIr tips. XPS measurements were performed at room
temperature using an Omicron EA125 analyzer and an
un-monochromated Mg Kα x-ray source. The Fermi en-
ergy was calibrated using a gold film that is in electrical
contact with the sample.

D. X-ray diffraction.

Structural analysis of the films was carried out us-
ing a Malvern Panalytical Empyrean X-ray diffractome-
ter equipped with a four-circle goniometer and a z-
translation sample stage. Symmetric 2θ − ω scans were
performed to evaluate the out-of-plane lattice orienta-
tion and phase purity. Azimuthal pole figure measure-
ments were employed to determine the in-plane epitaxial
relationship between the film and substrate. Reciprocal
space maps (RSMs) around asymmetric reflections were
collected to assess lattice relaxation and strain state. All
measurements were conducted using Cu Kα radiation
(λ = 1.5406 Å) operating at 45 kV and 40 mA.

E. STEM.

Cross-section lift-outs were prepared with a 30 kV Xe
plasma focused ion beam (PFIB, FEI Helios) or a 30 kV
Ga FIB (Zeiss Auriga). Thinning of the cross section to
electron transparency was performed with the Ga FIB,
with rough shaping performed at 30 kV, stepping down
in voltage until a final polishing step at 2 kV. As needed,
an Ar ion mill (Fischione 1040 Nanomill) was operated at
800 eV to thin cross-sections further and remove FIB sur-
face damage and artifacts. Samples were plasma cleaned
with air intake gas at 18 W for 5 m in an IBSS group
MCA to remove contamination prior to STEM charac-
terization.

Atomic resolution imaging was performed with a
CEOS probe-corrected Thermo-Fisher Titan scanning
transmission electron microscope (STEM). The STEM
was operated at 200 kV with spot size 10 and a 70
um/23.3 mrad aperture, corresponding to a beam cur-
rent of 22.3 pA. Imaging was conducted with a high angle
annular dark field (HAADF) detector at a camera length
of 160 mm corresponding to detection angles between 54
to 270 mrad.
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F. Computational Details.

We created a SiC (6
√
3 × 6

√
3)R30◦ slab, and bulk

SiC slab model where the bottom layers of the substrate
were terminated with passivating hydrogen and the top
layers were either exposed to vacuum or connected with
a buffer graphene or epitaxial graphene layer. In our
pure graphene slab model, we only include one layer of
graphene with no passivation. 20 Å of vacuum region was
placed between the ends to avoid unphysical interaction

between the two surfaces.

Electronic structure calculations are done using the
QUANTUM ESPRESSO package [45]. We use norm-
conserving pseudopotentials from the PseudoDojo repos-
itory [46] and the Perdew-Burke-Ernzerhof exchange-
correlation functional [47]. We use kinetic energy cutoffs
of 50 Ry and 400 Ry for the plane wave basis sets used
to describe the Kohn-Sham orbitals and charge density,
respectively. We use a 2×2×1 Monkhorst-Pack grid [48]
to sample the Brillouin zone in our calculations.


