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It is well-known that ferromagnetism can be realized along the zigzag graphene nanoribbon edges,
but the armchair graphene nanoribbon edges (AGNEs) are nonmagnetic. Here, we achieve Heisen-
berg antiferromagnetic spin chains through edge reconstruction along the AGNEs. The recon-
structed edge consists of pentagonal carbon rings or a hybrid of pentagonal and hexagonal carbon
rings. The resultant nanoribbons are narrow-gap semiconductors and the band edge states are ei-
ther spin-degenerate edge states or nonmagnetic bulk states. The spin is located on the outermost
carbon of the pentagonal ring, and the inter-spin exchange is the nearest-neighbor antiferromag-
netic interaction. For finite chain lengthes or nonzero magnetization, there are nonzero spin Drude
weights and thus ballistic quantum spin transport can be achieved along the reconstructed edges,
These could be used for quantum spin information transfer and spintronic applications.

I. INTRODUCTION

Graphene nanoribbons (GNRs) have been exten-
sively studied for their exciting properties and potential
nanoscale applications1–5. Their extraordinary electronic
and magnetic properties are strongly influenced by their
structural boundaries and their widthes and edge geome-
try structures6–10. The most important pristine edges for
GNRs are the zigzag graphene nanoribbons (ZGNRs) and
the armchair graphene nanoribbons (AGNRs)1. It has
been established that magnetic edges can be achieved in
the pristine ZGNRs1,8,11,12, but no magnetism is found in
the pristine AGNRs1,9. Further, magnetism can be pro-
duced in graphene and GNRs by hydrogen edge modifica-
tion and doping1,13,14, by introducing hetero-atoms15,16

and topological defects17,18. On the other hand, although
great theoretical and experimental efforts have been de-
voted to elucidating the real edge structures of GNRs,
the issue of whether hydrogen or other functional groups
are attached to the edges has not been solved experimen-
tally. The observation of non-functionalized graphene
edges in vacuum19 provides a strong evidence that the
edges of graphene are not always hydrogenated20. Fur-
thermore, while ideal armchair and zigzag edges are the
most frequently studied edge types, other specific self-
passivating edge reconstructions have been experimen-
tally observed21–24 and have been provided by the global
search25. Experimentally, applying the bottom-up ap-
proach for the fabrication of GNRs allows rationally de-
signing at the atomic level of both GNRs width and edges
state in the past decade26–28. Therefore, it is of great in-
terest to explore magnetic properties in AGNRs at the
atomic level without external atoms.

Here, we show through first-principles investigation
that quantum spin chains can be created in pristine
AGNRs by edge structural reconstruction (with car-
bon only). Such edge reconstruction conserves the non-
metallic electronic structures. The reconstructed edges
consist of carbon pentagons or a hybrid of hexagons and
pentagons, and host quantum Heisenberg antiferromag-

netic spin- 1
2
chains. These quantum spin chains, with

finite lengthes or nonzero magnetization, can be used to
transfer spin information due to their super-diffusive and
ballistic spin transport29–32. More detailed result will be
presented in the following.

II. COMPUTATIONAL METHOD

Our first-principles calculation is performed using the
projector-augmented wave method within the density-
functional theory33,34 as implemented in the Vienna
Ab initio Simulation Package (VASP)35,36. The cut-
off energy is set to 33 Ry. To describe the exchange-
correlation energy, we used the general gradient approx-
imation (GGA) with the Perdew-Burke-Ernkzerhof for
solids (PBEsol) parametrization37. For the computa-
tional models, x is the period direction of the ribbon.
To eliminate interactions between the model, the vac-
uum thicknesses along the y and z direction are both set
as 20 Å. In the optimization process, all the C atoms
are allowed to relax along all directions, until the force
on each atom is less than 0.001 eV/Å and the absolute
total energy difference between two successive loops is
smaller than 10−8 eV. For Brillouin-zone integration, we
used a 15 × 1 × 1 grid in the Monkhorst-Pack special k-
points scheme centered at Γ for the geometry optimiza-
tion, and utilized 25×1×1 k-point sampling for the self-
consistent potential and total energy calculations. To
calculate the electronic band structures of the nanorib-
bons, 30 k-points were used along the Γ−M direction.

III. RESULT AND DISCUSSION

We begin with the pure graphene armchair nanorib-
bons (ANRs), where both of the edges are terminated
with carbon hexagons. We have explored various edge re-
constructions to seek carbon spin magnetism from ANRs
by constructing various edges and fully optimizing them,
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FIG. 1. The optimized geometrical structures and spin con-
figuration of the pentagonal nanoribbon APw (a) and the hy-
brid nanoribbon AHw (b). The blue rectangle defines the unit
cells. The magnetization density is described with the green
(spin up) and red (spin down) parts.

and then studying their electronic structures and mag-
netism. Fortunately, we have found that carbon spin
magnetism can be achieved by replacing the carbon
hexagons with carbon pentagons at one of the edges, leav-
ing the other edge unchanged, as shown in Figure 1(a).
This pentagonal edge can be constructed by putting a
single carbon at the bridge point between each pair of
carbon hexagons. We use APw to denote such an carbon
nanoribbon, with one armchair (A) edge and one pentag-
onal (P) edge, where the subscript w is the width of the
nanoribbon. If putting instead a single carbon at every
other bridge point, we can obtain a hybrid (H) edge con-
sisting of carbon hexagons and pentagons, still leaving
the other edge unchanged, as shown in Figure 1(b). This
carbon nanoribbon is denoted with AHw. We use x to
denote the direction along the edge, y the perpendicu-
lar direction on the nanoribbon plane, and z the plane
perpendicular to the xy plane.
In the x direction, the C-C bond length before geomet-

rical optimization in both of APw and AHw is a0 = 1.42
Å, as is extracted from experimental lattice constant for
bulk graphene. The corresponding unit cell length Lx

is naturally 8.52 Å for APw and 17.04 Å for AHw, and
they are kept fixed during relaxation to be consistent
with the ideal geometry of the graphene sheet in the
large w limit. The optimized structural parameters of
bond lengthes (a, b, c, d, e and f) and bond angles (γ
and θ) (See Figure S1 in the Supporting Information)
for AP11 and AH11 are summarized in Table 1. Com-
pared with the bond length of a0 = 1.42 Å in the pristine
graphene ANR, the bond lengths of a2, b2 (b = 2a0), c2
for AP11 and AH11 are similar to the bulk bond length
values. It is seen that the geometric relaxation near the
pentagon edge is quite different from that in the pristine
ANR edge. Obviously, structural relaxation has different
effects between the pentagon edge and the pristine ANR

edge. The bond length a1 for AP11 and AH11, govern-
ing the geometry structure nearby the pentagon rings, is
enlarged by 6.90% and 2.47% with respect to the C-C
bond length of a2 values, respectively. In contrast, the
bond length a3 is shrunk by 2.11% and 1.63% with re-
spect to the C-C bond length a2 for AP11) and AH11,
respectively. The bond length b1 between two adjacent
carbon atoms near the pentagon edge are compressed,
as indicated by b1 < b2, while the bond length b3 near
the pristine edge is enlarged, b2 < b3. Moreover, it is
confirmed that bond lengths and bond angles along the
pentagon edge are more significantly changed by the edge
reconstruction in AP11 than those in AH11. The detailed
comparison of the C-C bond lengthes and angles between
the two edges can help characterize the edge interactions.
Now we determine the magnetic ground state of APw

and AHw. The magnetic moment comes from the pz elec-
tron of the outermost carbon of the pentagonal ring along
the reconstructed edge, as shown in Figure 1. Total ener-
gies (Et) for AP6 and AH6 in nonmagnetic (NM), ferro-
magnetic (FM)(↑↑) and AFM(↑↓) have been calculated,
and the Et values satisfy Et(NM) > Et(FM) > Et(AFM)
for the two configurations. It means that AFM state is
the most stable configurations for both AP6 and AH6

cases. In detail, the Et of the AFM state is 914.24 and
51.84 meV lower than that of the NM and FM states
for AP6, respectively, and it is 913.75 and 67.37 meV
lower than that of the NM and FM states for AH6. The
total energy relationship holds for other w values (7, 8,
9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14), too. Considering that non-
magnetic configuration is much higher in total energy
than the magnetic ones, we shall show the energy differ-
ence between the AFM and FM states in the following.
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FIG. 2. The total energy difference (∆E = EFM − EAFM),
band gap (Eg), and average ground-state energy (E1, per car-
bon atom) of APw (a, b, c), and those of AHw (d, e, f).

It is very interesting to quantitatively study the effect
of ribbon width w on electronic and magnetic proper-
ties. By calculating the total energies difference (∆E)
between the AFM and FM states, ∆E = EFM − EAFM,
we can demonstrate that the AFM state is the most sta-
ble magnetic structure for all the APw and AHw cases.
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The energy gap Eg is also important because we obtain
semiconductive energy band structure in all the cases.
The structural stability can be characterized by calculat-
ing average total energy per carbon atom, E1. For APw,
we present in Figure 2 ∆E, Eg, and E1 for w = 6, 7,
8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14. It is interesting that there
appears an oscillation with w and the oscillation period
for ∆E appears to be 3 (from w = 7) and the valley val-
ues are located at w = 8, 11, and 14 (3p + 2 with p an
integer), as shown in Figure 2(a). Overall, ∆E decreases
as w increases. Furthermore, the spin exchange coupling
can be characterized by one-dimensional Heisenberg an-
tiferromagnetic model,

H = J1
∑

~Si · ~Sj , (1)

where ~Si is the spin operator of spin S = 1
2
at site i, the

sum is over 〈ij〉 pair, and J1 (= ∆E) is the exchange con-
stant. For the APw with w = 9, 10 and 11, the calculated
J1 are 60.6, 61.7, and 55.2 meV, respectively. It is implied
that the spin AFM order appears along the pure carbon
pentagon edge, allowing realization of one-dimensional
AFM spin chains with tunable exchange interaction.

For APw, we present the semiconductor energy gaps
(Eg) for different width w in Figure 2(b). It is interest-
ing that it is an oscillatory function with the w period of
3, with the top values located at w = 3p+ 1 (w = 7, 10,
and 13), where p is an integer. This width tendency of Eg

is similar to that in semiconductor states of H-terminated
pristine ANRs from first-principles calculations9,38,39,
but distinctive from the tight-binding computations that
H-terminated pristine ANR are metallic for w = 3p+ 2,
and semiconducting for the others. This is because the
tight-binding calculation neglected the effects of the atom
relaxation of the ribbon structures8 and some technical
issues substantially complicated the interpretation of ex-
perimental result2. The tunable Eg of APw has advan-
tage compared with the traditional semiconductor with
fixed Eg. In addition, the averaged energy (E1) of the
AFM state of the APw per carbon atom decreases with
the width w, as shown in Figure 2(c), indicating the en-
hancement of stability as the width increased. Here, E1

is defined by E1 = Et

N
, where N is the total number of

carbon atoms in the APw cases.
As for AHw nanoribbons, we have studied the elec-

tronic and magnetic properties and present ∆E in Fig-
ure 2(d), Eg in Figure 2(e), and E1 in Figures 2(f) for
w = 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11. Compared to APw, the width
oscillation is still visible in the ∆E curve, but no period
can be defined for AHw. It is clear that Eg also decays
with w. The averaged energy E1 for AHw also mono-
tonically decrease with the ribbon width w increasing,
which is almost the same as in E1 for APw . Because of
the total energy relationship Et(FM) > Et(AFM), ∆E is
positive, the most stable configurations of AHw are also
in the AFM state. The spin properties can be described
by Hamiltonian (1). For the AHw with w = 9, 10, and
11, the calculated J1 per unit cell are 11.8, 26.2, and 26.8
meV, respectively. The spin density for AH11 is mainly

concentrated at the pentagonal C atoms along the hybrid
edge, as shown in Figure 1(b).

(a)
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(e) (f)

N=14

FIG. 3. The spin-polarized band structures of APw in the
ground-state phase for different ribbon widths: w = 9 (a),
w= 10 (b), w=11 (c), w=12 (d), w=13 (e), and w = 14 (f).
The spin-up and spin-down bands are completely degenerate.
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FIG. 4. The spin-polarized band structures of AHw the
ground-state phase for different ribbon widths: w = 6 (a),
w= 7 (b), w=8 (c), w=9 (d), w=10 (e), and w = 11 (f). The
spin-up and spin-down bands are completely degenerate.

The spin-resolved band structures of the AFM state
for the APw with w = 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 and 14 are
shown in Figures 3(a-f), where one spin orientation is la-
beled as spin-up (green) and the opposite as spin-down
(red). Obviously, the bands for all the cases are com-
pletely spin-degenerate. This is consistent with the spin

density distribution (ρs(r) = Σn,k(| φ
↑

nk |2 − | φ↓

nk |2))
in the AFM stable state, as shown for the AP11 in Fig-

ure 1(a), where the | φ
↑

nk |2 and | φ
↓

nk |2 denote the
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electron density of spin-down (red) and spin-up (green),
respectively. The main part of ρs(r) is at the carbon
atoms along the the pentagon edge. Moreover, the APw

nanoribbons have an indirect band gap across the Fermi
level, with the conduction band minimum (CBM) located
at the M point and the valence band maximum (VBM)
located at the Γ point. This is different from the direct
band gap at the Γ point for pristine ANRs, meaning that
the electronic property of pristine-ANRs can be tuned
through edge reconstruction.

We present spin-resolved band structures of the AHw

nanoribbons in the AFM semiconductor states in Fig.
4, with w = 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11. In contrast to the
APw series, the AHw cases for w = 8, 9, and 11 are
indirect band gap semiconductors with VBM at the Γ
point and CBM at the M point, while the AHw cases
for w = 6, 7, and 10 are direct band gap semiconductors
with both VBM and CBM at the M point. This VBM
transition between the Γ and M points in the AHw cases
can explain why the periodic oscillation is lost in the ∆E
and Eg curves in Figures 2(d,e). This difference between
APw and AHw nanoribbons can be attributed to their
different edge structures: pure pentagon edge for APw

and hybrid (pentagon and hexagon) edge for AHw. It is
interesting the CBM is at the M point for all the cases
and the VBM at either Γ or M point, depending on the
type and the w value of nanoribbons.

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

FIG. 5. The real-space weight distributions of the degener-
ate band edges of the AP12 in the ground-state phase. The
conduction band edges at the M point (a, b) indicate the
spin-degenerate edge states along the pentagon edge, and the
valence band edges at the Γ (c, d) are spin-free bulk states
similar to those of the pristine AGNRs.

It is interesting to further investigate the energy bands
and determine their real-space weight distributions. For
the APw ground state, We plot the weight distributions
of the band edges at the Γ and M points of the ground-
state AP12 in Figure 5, and present in Figure S2 those
of the band edges (also valence maxima) of the APw at
the Γ and M points for the three widthes: w = 12, 13,
and 14. It is clear that the CBM states at the M point
are edge states along the pentagon edge and the highest
valence states at the M point also originate from the
pentagon edge. In contrast, the VBM states at the Γ
point are from the whole bulk nanoribbons. For the AHw

ground state, we plot the weight distributions in Figure
S3 for w = 9, 10, and 11. For w = 10 (also 6 and
7), it is clear that the CBM and VBM states at the M
point originate from the hybrid edge. For w = 9 and 11
(also 8), the energy bands near the Γ and M points and
thus the band edge structures are similar to those of the
APw nanoribbons, and fortunately the real-space weight
distributions are also similar to those of the APw cases.
Actually, the highest valence states at the Γ point are the
bulk states of the nanoribbons, and these states at the M
point are the edge states originating from the pentagon or
hybrid edge. For comparison, we also present real-space
weight distributions of the band edges for the standard
armchair nanorribons with the width w = 9, 10, and 11
in Figure S4. It can be seen that the band edges are
at the Γ point and belong to the bulk states, except the
conduction band edge for w = 3p+ 1 (this band edge is
higher than the CBM for both w = 3p and w = 3p+ 2).

As a semiconductor, the APw nanoribbon has semicon-
ductor band structure with the CBM and VBM at the M
and Γ points in Brillouin zone. The spins are located at
the edge carbon atoms. As for the AHw, the CBM is also
at the M point, but the VBM is located at the M or Γ
points, depending the width w; and the spin is located at
the outermost carbon atoms in the pentagons of the re-
constructed edge. The spins make quantum Heisenberg
antiferromagnetic spin- 1

2
chains described by Hamilto-

nian (1), where the exchange constant J is equivalent to
∆E. In the thermodynamic limit, there is no long-range
magnetic order in them because of the Mermin-Wagner
theorem40, but such quantum spin chains can host diffu-
sive, super-diffusive, or ballistic spin transport, depend-
ing on the temperature and magnetization29–32. More
importantly, if the chain length becomes finite, such as
l = 30, or the magnetization is nonzero, there are nonzero
spin Drude weights at finite temperature, and thus bal-
listic quantum spin transport can be achieved along the
reconstructed edges29–32,41–43. These ballistic spin trans-
port could be used for quantum spin information transfer
and spintronic applications.

IV. CONCLUSION

In summary, we have achieved Heisenberg antiferro-
magnetic spin- 1

2
chains through edge reconstruction in

AGNRs. The reconstructed edge consists of pentagonal
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carbon rings or a hybrid of pentagonal and hexagonal
carbon rings. The resultant nanoribbons, with one edge
reconstructed and the other remaining pristine armchair
edge, are narrow-gap semiconductors and the band edge
states are either spin-degenerate edge states or nonmag-
netic bulk states. The spin originates from the pz elec-
tron of the outermost carbon of the pentagonal ring, and
the inter-spin exchange is the nearest-neighbor antiferro-
magnetic interaction. For finite chain lengthes or nonzero
magnetization, there are nonzero spin Drude weights in
such one-dimensional quantum spin- 1

2
models, and thus

ballistic quantum spin transport can be achieved along
the reconstructed edges, These could be used for quan-

tum spin information transfer and spintronic applica-
tions.
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