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ABSTRACT

Molecules adsorbing on metal surfaces form a variety of different surface polymorphs. How strongly this polymor-
phism affects interface properties is a priori unknown. In this work we investigate how strongly the surface poly-
morphism influences the interface work functions for various metal/organic interfaces. To evaluate the whole band-
width of possible polymorphs, we perform full theoretical structure search, probing millions of polymorph candi-
dates. All of these candidates might be observed in reality, either by kinetic trapping or by thermodynamic occupa-
tion. Employing first-principles calculations and machine learning we predict and analyze the work function
changes for those millions of candidates for three physically distinct model systems: the weakly interacting naph-
thalene on Cu(111), the strongly interacting anthraquinone on Ag(111), and tetracyanoethylene, which undergoes a
re-orientation from lying to standing polymorphs on the Cu(111) surface. These thorough investigations indicate
that kinetic trapping of flat lying molecules can lead to work function differences of a few hundred meV. If the
molecules also reorientate, this can increase to a change of several eV. We further show that the spread in work
function decreases when working in thermodynamic equilibrium, but thermally occupied phases still lead to an
intrinsic uncertainty at elevated temperatures.
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1. Introduction

A big contribution to the device performance of organic electronic devices is given by the charge injection barriers
from the inorganic contact into the organic active material.[1-3] In a simple picture, these barriers are given by the
electronic level alignment, i.e. the offset between the transport levels of the active material and the work function
of the electrode, ¢.[3] An efficient way to improve the efficiency of organic devices, therefore, is to modify ¢. For
metal electrodes, this can be done via the application of so-called charge-injection layers,[1,4-6] e.g. in the form

of organic molecules that introduce a potential jump A® above the metal surface.

A major challenge of this approach, however, is that organic molecules show extensive polymorphism, with differ-
ent polymorphs often exhibiting strongly different properties. A prime example of this behavior is pentacene, for
which 5 different phases (on multiple surfaces) with strongly differing charge-carrier mobilities are known.[7-11]
Which structure forms in an actual experiment depends heavily on the processing conditions. Even when very
similar conditions are employed, the outcome can differ considerably: Here, a classical example is PTCDA on
Ag(111), for which different studies reported work functions differing by approx. 200 meV [12,13] (although it has
not yet been confirmed whether this is due to polymorphism or stems from other sources). The variance of proper-
ties may be because physical vapor deposition frequently leads to kinetically trapped phases[14] or, even if this is
not the case, because the energy differences between different polymorphs are so small that multiple structures may
be thermally occupied.[15] In this work, we assess how large this effect can become, i.e., how much the A®s of
different polymorphs differ from each other, and whether systems that display a certain kind of interaction with the

surface are more or less susceptible to it.

For a broad overview we investigate three complimentary classes of molecules on metal surfaces: i) molecules that
interact only weakly (e.g. via van der Waals forces) with each other and with the surface, ii) molecules which
undergo a charge transfer reaction on the surface, leading to an electronic coupling between molecule and substrate,
and iii) molecules which undergo a large structural change when changing the deposition conditions. Combining
recent advances in machine learning with state-of-the-art density functional theory (DFT) calculations, we predict
both the energies and the A®s of millions of possible polymorphs candidates. This allows us to explore how strongly
the work function of a given interface may differ between different experiments if the deposition of the molecules
is performed either under conditions that favor kinetic trapping or when the growth occurs in thermodynamic equi-

librium.

2. Methods

As basis for our machine learning approach, we use the adsorption energies and adsorption induced work-function
modifications of several hundred polymorph candidates for each of the three interfaces (251 for naphthalene/Cu,
245 for A20/Ag, 319 for TCNE/Cu). The polymorphs candidates were created using the SAMPLE[16] approach
(a structure search package specifically designed for inorganic/organic interfaces), allowing for up to 6 non-equiv-
alent molecules per unit cells, without constraints on the shape of the unit cell. The calculations for these candidates,

which are also available online, [17-21] were consistently performed as periodic slab-type calculations, employing
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the exchange-correlation functional PBE[22] in combination with the TS correction[23,24] to account for long-
range dispersion interactions. Within this work, we define the adsorption energy as E,4s = Egys — Esup — Emot
where E, is the energy of the combined system, E;;,,; the energy of a molecule in the gas phase, and E,;, the
energy of the pristine metal slab. Negative values of E ;s denote energy gain upon adsorption. The adsorption-
induced work function change A® is defined as the difference between the work function of the interface (metal

substrate with a monolayer of adsorbates) and the pristine metal substrate.

To exhaustively predict the properties of millions of different polymorph candidates (with different numbers of
molecules in different unit cells), we employ the SAMPLE[16] approach which utilizes the following model:
X= ) Nlg+ ) Ny, 1)
geoms pairs
The model consists of a linear combination of molecule-substrate (U,) and molecule-molecule interactions (1, ),
each multiplied with the number of occurrence for this specific interaction (N, and N,) in the polymorph. Using
the above-mentioned DFT calculations, we then obtain all interaction parameters of equation 1 via Bayesian linear
regression. This approach has been previously successfully employed to predict the adsorption energies of poly-
morphs candidates with the same accuracy as the underlying electronic structure method. [25-27] Here, we extent

the application to adsorption-induced work function changes (A¢).

For this, we need to apply one further step: The work function is an intensive property which depends on the
coverage of the different polymorph candidates. As regression directly based on A¢ would violate its low-coverage
limit (for very low coverages A¢ would converge towards the U, instead of zero), we instead train our machine-
learning model and predict the dipole per adsorbed molecule. The dipole per unit cell directly relates to A¢ via the

Helmbholtz solution to the Poisson equation (equation (2))

ok
A =- @

Hereby ¢, is the dielectric constant, A the area of the unit cell and u the resulting dipole of the structure. This
approach allows us to calculate A¢ with DFT, convert it to dipoles via equation (2), train and predict the dipoles,
and then convert them back via the same mathematical relationship to obtain the A¢ for all polymorph candidates

of all systems.

The SAMPLE approach relies on a set of hyper parameters. For the energy prediction we utilized the hyper param-
eters of the original publications. [25-27] To predict the dipoles, of course, different parameters need to be em-
ployed. The detailed values used are given in Table S1 and Table S2 of the Supporting Information. The uncertain-
ties of the work functions evaluated via leave one out cross validation (LOOCV) are: 5 meV for naphthalene, 8
meV for A20, 10 meV for TCNE flat, and 80 meV for TCNE standing (however, the range for TCNE standing is

also by a factor of 5-10 larger than for the other systems).



For the calculation of the Gibbs free energy of adsorption y we employed ab initio thermodynamics.[28] In doing
this, we neglect contributions of the mechanical work, the configuration entropy and the vibration enthalpy, as is

commonly done in literature[28,29]. This approach leads to

vi = (B} — u(T, p))/A; 2)
Here, u(T, p) is the chemical potential of the molecules in gas phase at a specific temperature and pressure. A;
represents the area per molecule for each separate polymorph candidate. Within this approximation, the temperature
dependence is introduced via the chemical potential of the molecules in gas phase. Note that we define E, 45 and
w(T) both in terms of energy per molecule, which makes those values independent of the number of molecules per
unit cell. We acknowledge that the vibrational entropy can play a role when directly comparing stabilities of systems
with strongly varying molecule-surface interactions. For our systems, this would only be relevant when directly
comparing the lying and standing TCNE configurations, which has been done elsewhere.[25] For further details of

our ab-initio thermodynamics approach see [27].

3. Results and Discussion

For a broad overview of the influence of the possible polymorphism on the work functions of organic/metal

interfaces, we consider three different material classes (illustrated in Figure 1).

a) Naph. / Cu(111) b) A20 / Ag(111) c) TCNE / Cu(111)
I N
0
- Weak interaction  * Strong interaction « Strong interaction

* Geometry change

Figure 1: Systems used for this study. a) naphthalene on a Cu(111) surface, b) 2,7-anthraquinone (A20) on a Ag(111)
surface and c-d) tetracyanoethylene (TCNE) lying and standing on a Cu(111) surface.

Weakly interacting: Our discussion starts with the behavior of naphthalene on Cu(111), a system that is only weakly

interacting but is well known to exhibit pronounced polymorphism.[16,30,31]

Strongly interacting: Second, we discuss the behavior of acenequinones on Ag(111). These molecules exhibit a

complex charge transfer reaction with the substrate, consisting of the formation of a partially covalent bond between

the oxygen atoms and the metal surface (charge donation) and a charge backdonation from the metal into the lowest
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unoccupied molecular orbital (LUMO).[32] Since the charge backdonation brings the LUMO into resonance with
the Fermi-energy (see Figure S1), these systems are also known as “Fermi-level pinned”.[1,5,6] At the same time,
they exhibit diverse structures with different packing densities on the Ag(111) surface.[26] For clarity, this discus-
sion will only consider the medium-sized 2,7-anthraquinone (labeled A20 further on). The results for the smaller

1,4-benzoquinone and the larger 3,10-pentacenequinone are given in the Supporting Information.

Large geometric reorientation: As a third class, we investigate the situation for tetracyanoethylene (TCNE) on

Cu(111). This system is also Fermi-level pinned, but can adsorb in two different states (either flat-lying or upright-
standing),[25] which have also been observed experimentally.[33] As we will later, this re-orientation has a quite
profound impact on the relation between polymorphism and the adsorption-induced change of the interface work
function, A¢.

In the following we will investigate two different deposition conditions. First, we will evaluate the possible range
of A¢ that might occur for kinetically trapped phases. After that, we will look at the ranges of A¢ that are accessible
if the interface is grown in thermodynamic equilibrium at different temperatures. While in the case of Kinetic trap-
ping any (meta)stable polymorph might form, regardless of its formation energy, in thermodynamic equilibrium

only the energetically most favorable polymorphs might contribute to the distribution of Ag.

3.1. Kinetic Trapping

As a first step, it is useful to explore the range of adsorption-induced work function changes A® that a given inter-
face may exhibit when assuming different structures. By mapping out the energies and A®s of the millions of
polymorph candidates (which all consist of multiple non-equivalent molecules in unit cells of various shapes and
sizes) within our method we can estimate which values of A® can, in principle, occur. The results are shown in
Figure 2. All the polymorphs indicated in Figure 2 are possible candidates for kinetically trapped phases, thus the
overall possible spread of Ad that might be observed for kinetically trapped phases is determined by its total vari-

ability (i.e., the width of the distributions in Figure 2).

Interestingly, for none of the systems we observe a strong correlation between A® and the adsorption energy per
molecule. This indicates that, irrespective of whether the system shows a large charge transfer or not, dipole-dipole
interactions do not play a major role for the formation energy. Nonetheless, the three prototypical systems show
clearly different behavior, which is directly related to the molecular orientations and the nature of the interactions
with the substrate. For the flat-lying, Fermi level pinned system A20 (shown in green in Figure 2), we find that A®
hardly depends on the polymorph at all. This holds independent of the molecular coverage (within certain limita-
tions, compare also Figure S6). Between all polymorph candidates we sampled and predicted, A® only varies by
as little as 250 meV. Qualitatively, we observe the same behavior for all flat-lying, Fermi-level pinned systems, i.e.,
also for TCNE/Cu (orange in Figure 2), as well as for B20/Ag and P20/Ag (both in the Supporting Section 2).
This is a natural consequence of the interaction mechanism between substrate and adsorbate, where collective elec-
trostatic effects lead to the formation of an interface dipole that is just large enough to shift the LUMO of the
molecule into resonance with the Fermi level.[34] For flat-lying molecules, the LUMO is essentially independent
5



of the structure, leading to an almost constant A®. We tentatively attribute the small remaining variability of A® to

minute changes of the LUMO energy due to intermolecular interactions and wave-function overlap.

For naphthalene on Cu(111), no such compensating effect exists. Naphthalene induces its A® via Pauli-pushback,
i.e., the displacement of substrate electron density, which is different for each adsorption site. As the same electron
density cannot be displaced twice, the dipole induced by each molecule is also affected by the presence of other
molecules close by, which is reminiscent of (but physically different from) depolarization. As it turns out, naphtha-
lene on Cu can form multiple structures with very similar energies, but notably different A®. In our data, the vari-
ability of A® spans up to 400 meV.

The upright-standing structures of TCNE are also Fermi-level pinned (see Figure 1d). However, they show two
striking differences to their flat-lying counterparts. First, A® is substantially larger (by ~3 eV, shown in red in
Figure 2). Second, between the different polymorphs, the variability is extremely high, spanning as much as 1.7 eV.
Like for naphthalene, also here we find multiple structures that have the same energy per molecule, but substantially
different A®. The reason for this effect is that the CN-groups of this molecule, in the upright-standing geometry,
create a substantial surface dipole for the organic layer.[35] This (molecular) surface dipole substantially shifts the
LUMO relative to the substrate, which must then be compensated by a larger charge-transfer-induced interface
dipole.[36] The resulting A® is influenced by the density of those surface dipoles. At the same time there are many
polymorph candidates with different coverages, but similar adsorption energies (see Figure 3d top) leading to a
large AD spread even for beneficial energies.
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Figure 2: Adsorption energy per molecule for all polymorph candidates used throughout this study versus their
adsorption-induced work function change A¢. The horizontal lines indicate the DFT calculations performed to pre-

dict all the polymorph candidates. Each colored dot (most of which are overlapping) indicates one of those candi-
dates.



We note that the energetically favorable polymorphs, of course, have different coverages. The top row of Figure 3
visualizes the adsorption energies in relation to the areas per molecule. Due to purely repulsive intermolecular
interactions[16], naphthalene exhibits its energetically most favorable polymorphs at the lowest densities used in
this study. For the other systems, attractive intermolecular interactions [25,26] lead to energetically favorable
polymorphs within the considered area ranges. The area dependence plays only a minor role for kinetic trapping as

polymorphs of any density might be trapped, but it will become important for the thermal occupation.
In short, we find that for flat-lying, Fermi-level pinned systems A® is hardly dependent on the polymorph. A more

notable variation is observed for physisorbed systems. The by far largest dependence of A® is observed for the

system which contains a surface dipole, and where kinetic trapping may readily lead to polymorphs with different
densities.

3.2. Thermal Occupation

As a next step, we explore in the most probable A® for interfaces in thermodynamic equilibrium as well as the
“smearing” of the work function at elevated temperatures (i.e., A® distribution due to the thermal occupation of

multiple, energetically favorable, polymorphs with different work functions). When the deposition approaches full

monolayer coverage, the molecules will try to optimize the Gibbs free energy of adsorption y.
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Figure 3: Visualization of the adsorption energy relative to the energetically best polymorph candidate for each system
AEads (upper row) and the Gibbs free energy of adsorption y for all investigated systems as function of their packing
density (area per molecule) at different temperatures T (bottom row). The colored line is a guide to the eye, connecting
the energetically most favorable polymorphs at each area. The shaded areas indicate areas with a probability higher

than 1/100 relative to the Boltzmann probability of the best polymorph at that temperature and a pressure of 10° mbar.

Figure 3 shows the influence of temperature on the Gibbs free energy of adsorption for all polymorph candidates.
Generally, at low temperatures, the energetically best polymorphs are located at small areas, i.e. densely packed.

Even naphthalene, with its purely repulsive interactions, shows a dense packing at monolayer coverage. With
7



increasing temperature, polymorphs with looser packing (larger area) become energetically more stable compared
to their dense competitors. At the same time, the increased temperature leads to more different polymorphs

becoming thermally acessible (shaded areas in Figure 3).

Consequently, for naphthalene looser packed structures become the energetically most favorable. For A20, the
transition to loose packed structures happens at higher temperatures, which are often beyond the desorption limit
(y = 0), indicated in Figure 3 with a dashed line. For TCNE, at low temperatures the standing polymorphs are
energetically more favorable than any lying polymorph (being also more densely packed). When increasing the
temperature to approximately 250 K, flat polymorphs start to become the energetically more favorable ones,

causing a phase transition from standing to lying.

Having the Gibbs free energy of adsorption as an energetic measure to quantify the polymorphs’ stabilities at
increased temperatures, we can ask the question: How will the expected A® change with changing temperature?
For this question we utilize the following theoretical experiment: A macroscopic metal sample is placed inside an
ultra high vacuum chamber with a constant pressure (here we use 10° mbar (107 Pa)). We deposit adsorbate
molecules at a low temperature such that a full monolayer is formed and a gas phase reservoir of molecules forms.
In this experiment, at zero Kelvin the chemical potential of the molecules in the gas phase, u, can be neglected,
thus only the polymorph which is energetically most favorable in terms of energy per area will form (if there are
multiple energetically degenerate polymorphs, there might be an equivalent mixture of all of them). Increasing the
temperature in this experiment will (i) make looser packed structures energetically more favorable due to an
increasing contribution of p to the Gibbs free energy of adsorption and (ii) allow more and more energetically less
favorable polymorphs to be occupied due to thermal occupation. Details of the thermal occupation estimation are

presented in Supporting Section 5.

Figure 4 visualizes the evolution of A® when changing the temperature in this hypothetical experiment. For the
visualization, we calculated the Boltzmann weights for each polymorph at each temperature. To account for
theoretical uncertainties, we modelled the A¢ of each polymorph as a gaussian distribution, centered at the
polymorph’s A¢ with a standard deviation of 10 meV (which roughly corresponds to the prediction uncertainties
of our machine-learning approach). The A¢ distribution (indicated with shaded curves) is a sum of all those
polymorph contributions weighted by their corresponding Boltzmann weights. For all systems, the empty surface
is included as a separate polymorph with an effective y of zero. To increase the visibility of low-weight polymorph
candidates we also show the distribution on a logarithmic scale (dashed line). The mean and standard deviation of

this probability distribution are then indicated via horizontal error bars.

For naphtalene, the work function slightly drifts towards higher values (i.e. lower A¢) for higher temperatures. To
explain this, let us briefly reconsider the cause of A¢ when depositing naphthalene on the Cu surface. When these
molecules adsorb on the surface, Pauli pushback leads to an effective dipole for each molecule. A change in
molecular density on the surface will therefore lead to a reduction of this dipole density and, connected to that, a
reduction of A¢. Figure 3a shows that increasing the temperature for naphthalene leads to an increase in the mean

area of the best polymorphs which explains the slight drift towards smaller A® at higher temperatures.
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For A20, with increasing temperature more and more polymorph candidates contribute to the mean A¢, but due to
the low variability in A® the uncertainty is small, up to the point of desorption where a mixture with the free-
surface state leads to a stronger change in work function.

For TCNE we here combine the polymorphs of the lying and the standing systems to get a full picture of the work
function evolution. At low temperatures, the standing phases have a more negative Gibbs free energy of adsorption
and therefore dominate the work function. Interestingly, despite the fact that there are many energetically similar
polymorphs with dissimilar A®s (see Figure 2d), here the variability of A¢ within the standing polymorph
encompasses only a few 100 meV and is by no means comparable to the one shown in Figure 2. This is because
the phase transition to the lying molecules (which itself causes an abrupt, large change in A®) happens at around
250K, which is before standing polymorphs with lower density (and corrrespondingly lower dipole density and
Ag) could be occupied.The stability of the lying polymorphs is in a temperature range where a large variability in
unit cell areas would be possible (compare Figure 3c) which could in principle result in a larger change of Ag.
However, like for A20, the pinning of the molecular LUMO to the metal’s Fermi level and the absence of (partial)

dipole moments above the pinned level prevents any large change.
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Figure 4: Expected A¢ for all investigated systems at different temperatures for a molecular background pressure of
10° mbar. The horizontal error bars show the expected work functions and uncertainties at specific temperatures.
The shadowed curves indicate the probability distributions obtained by representing each contributing polymorph
(small vertical lines) via a gaussian distribution and adding up their contributions weighted by the corresponding
Boltzmann weights. The standard deviations of the Gaussians were chosen to be 10 meV. To increase the visibility of
low probabilities, the distributions are also plotted on a logarithmic scale (dashed lines). The free-area polymorphs

are indicated with the corresponding substrate color and a dashed vertical line at zero A¢.



4. Conclusion

To summarize, we investigated the influence of on-surface polymorphism on the adsorption-induced work function
changes on the example of three prototypical metal/organic interfaces: The weakly interacting naphthalene on
Cu(111), anthraquinone, which undergoes a charge transfer reaction on the Ag(111) surface, and TCNE, which
shows a phase transformation from lying to standing polymorphs upon adsorption on Cu(111). By predicting the
work functions of millions of polymorph candidates using DFT and machine learning we gained an overview over
the possible work function changes that might be realized by the different systems when kinetically trapped or

grown in thermodynamic equilibrium at different temperatures.

When the deposition happens fast, i.e., when any of the polymorph candidates are stabilized via kinetic trapping,
the whole variability in A® might be observed experimentally. We found that for flat-lying, Fermi-level pinned
interfaces this variability in A® is only small, independent of the surface polymorph that forms. Conversely, for
(sub)monolayer systems that are not Fermi-level pinned, or for systems with a large surface dipole (such as upright-

standing molecules), polymorphs with very similar adsorption energies show strongly varying A®.

If the system is kept in thermodynamic equilibrium, the temperature determines the number of thermally occupied
polymorphs and the preferred coverage. Hereby only a large structural change, i.e., the standing up and rehybridi-
zation of TCNE, could massively influence the work function (around 3 eV). Within the subclasses, we observed a
temperature dependent drift of the work function for the system that was not Fermi-level pinned (naphthalene). But
overall, the work function changes observed by thermal effects were only a fraction of the full variability obtainable

via Kinetic trapping, independent of the interaction mechanisms.
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Supporting Section 1: Fermi Level Pinning of the Investigated Systems

In addition to Figure S1 provides the Molecular Orbital Density of States (MODOS) for the energetically best
geometric building block (local geometry) on the respective metal surface. It shows that all systems, except Naph-
thalene on Cu(111) are Fermi-level pinned. The pinning for P20 occurs not only to the LUMO but also the
LUMO+1 due to coincidental energetic similarity between those two orbitals.
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Figure S1: Geometric structure and molecular orbital density of states for. a) para-benzoquinone (B20) on Ag(111), b)
2,7-anthraquinone (A20) on Ag(111) c) 3,10-pentacenequinone (P20) on Ag(111), d) Naphthalene on Ag(111), e-f) tet-
racyanoethylene (TCNE) on Cu(111). A partly filled LUMO (and, in the case of P20, LUMO+1) indicates Fermi level
pinning of the system.



Supporting Section 2: Evaluation of Additional Acenequinones on Ag(111)

In addition to the already discussed anthraquinone, here we perform the same analyses for the smaller molecule
benzoquinone and the larger molecule pentacenequinone. Figures S2 to S4 contain the same analyses as their coun-
terparts in the main manuscript, but for different systems. Throughout the rest of this supporting information, we
will provide the details for all six systems.

Figure S2 indicates that the variability of A¢ for P20 is in the same range as for A20 (~250 meV). For B20, it is
slightly larger (~550 meV). However, this is likely an artifact of too closely packed polymorph candidates at higher
energies.

Figure S3 shows that for B20 the best polymorph candidates are at the densely packed end of the coverage spectrum
all the way up until desorption. For P20, a transition from densely packed to loosely packed structures occurs
before the molecules desorb (above y=0). Due to the Fermi level pinning of the systems this does, however, not
influence the mean work function (and its spread) at elevated temperatures (Figure S4)

Figure S2: Adsorption energy per molecule for all polymorph candidates of all systems relative to their interface work

function change A¢.
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Figure S3: Visualization of the adsorption energy relative to the energetically best polymorph candidate for each system
AEags (upper row) and the Gibbs free energy of adsorption y for all investigated systems as function of their packing
density (area per molecule) at different temperatures T (lower row). The colored line is a guide to the eye, connecting
the energetically most favorable polymorphs at each area. The shaded areas indicate areas with a probability higher
than 1/100 relative to the Boltzmann probability of the best polymorph at that temperature and a pressure of 10° mbar.
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Figure S4: Expected A¢ for the three acenequinones systems at different temperatures for a molecular background
pressure of 10° mbar. The horizontal error bars show the expected work functions and uncertainties at specific tem-
peratures. The shadowed curves indicate the probability distributions obtained by representing each contributing pol-
ymorph (small vertical lines) via a gaussian distribution and adding up their contributions weighted by the correspond-
ing Boltzmann weights. The standard deviations of the Gaussians were chosen to be 10 meV. To increase the visibility
of low probabilities, the distributions are also plotted on a logarithmic scale (dashed lines). The free-area polymorphs
are indicated with the corresponding substrate color and a dashed vertical line at zero A¢.



Supporting Section 3: Hyperparameters Used for the SAMPLE Approach

For the SAMPLE approach® several hyperparameters are necessary. All of those hyperparameters were varied
systematically to maximize the log-likelihood in the Bayesian linear regression formalism. Table S1 contains all
optimized hyperparameters used for the prediction of the work function change. The hyper parameters for the pre-
diction of the adsorption energies are the same as for the original publications and are here listed in Table S2. For
TCNE and Naphthalene a single atomic species determines the minimum distances between the molecules inter-
acting on the surface, thus a single minimum distance threshold is sufficient. For the acenequinones this is not the
case and so multiple minimum distances between different species need to be defined.

Table S1: Hyperparameters of the SAMPLE approach used to predict the interface dipoles

Hyperparameter B20O A20 P20 TCNE flat TCNE Naphtha-
standing lene
Single body uncertainty 05D 05D 05D 03D 02D 05D
Two-body uncertainty 0.2D 02D 0.2D 01D 01D 0.05D
DFT data uncertainty 001D 0.01D 0.01D 0.01D 0.05D 001D
Decay length 6A 5A 10 A 2A 15 A 15 A
Decay power 2 2 2 3 2 1
Decay length feature space 12 9 5 12 18 2
Feature threshold 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.001
Minimal distance threshold O-H: 1.6 A;00:24 A, HoH: 1.6 A 26 A 1.6 A
CoH: 23 A, Co0:25A

Table S2: Hyperparameters of the SAMPLE approach used to predict the adsorption energies

Hyperparameter B20 A20 P20 TCNE flat TCNE Naphtha-
standing lene
Single body uncertainty 0.1eVv 0.1leVv 0.1leVv 0.5eVv 0.5eV 0.1leVv
Two-body uncertainty 0.3eV 0.3eV 0.3eV 0.2eV 0.2eV 0.1eVv
DFT data uncertainty 0.005 eV 0.005 eV 0.005 eV 0.01eV 0.01eV 0.005 eV
Decay length 5A 5A 10 A 1A 2A 5A
Decay power 3 3 3 3 3 2
Decay length feature space 12 9 5 12 1 10
Feature threshold 0.075 0.075 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.01
Minimal distance threshold OoH: 1.6 A; 00: 2.4 A, HoH: 1.6 A 26 A 1.6 A
CoH:23A,C—0:25A




Supporting Section 4: Temperature Dependence of the Work Function for All Polymorphs

Figure 2 visualizes the adsorption energy per molecule with respect to the work function. Figure 3 shows the Gibbs
free energy in dependence of the area per molecule and temperature. In Figure S5 and S6 we employ two additional
visualizations to give an even more thorough insight into the polymorphic behavior. Figure S1 visualizes the work

function in dependence of y and the temperature for a gas pressure of 107 Pa, indicating the changes in work
function distributions at different temperatures.
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Figure S5: Visualization of the relation between work function and y at a pressure of 107 Pa and different temperatures

Figure S6 takes the information of Figure 1, but adds the dependence of the work function and energy on the area,
all of that at zero Kelvin. In this figure, the left half of each data point represents E,q4s and the right half y (T = 0).
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Figure S6: Visualization of the work function spread as a function of the coverage. Each dot represents a polymorph
candidate. The color of the left half indicates the adsorption energy while the color of the right half indicates the Gibbs
free energy at T=0 K



Supporting Section 5: Calculating the Thermal Occupation

To model thermal occupation, we assume an ensemble where the temperature, pressure and sample area Ag are
fixed and the number of molecules adsorbed on the surface N is variable. Within that ensemble, the mean area
occupied by a single molecule is given as

=t S1

=% (s1)

The energy gain of a single polymorph occupying the mean area is
E;=y+A (52)

Additionally, we model the free surface as a “quasi-polymorph” without molecules. This polymorph has an area of
A and an energy of u, resulting in a ¥ (and also E;) of zero. At low temperatures, this free-substrate polymorph
does not play any role for the effective work function of the system.

The probability of any given polymorph to occupy the mean area is given via its Boltzmann weights

1 _viA
pi=e 87 (53)

The expectation value of the work function on this hypothetical sample then reads
@) =) pidi  (©H
i

The mean area implicitly depends on the weights of the individual polymorphs. The number of molecules per mean
area for any given polymorph is

N; = 4 S5
=7 (55)
To update the mean area, we take into account that on average exactly one molecule must be present per mean area
A
(Ny= ) =1 (56)
~ Aj
l

which leads to

1

A= (S7)

)

N

i

As A itself depends on the obtained Boltzmann probabilities it can not be calculated a priori. Thus, we optimize it
iteratively for every temperature separately via equation (S7).
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