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The role of thermal effects in the focused electron beam induced deposition (FEBID) process
of Me2Au(tfac) is studied by means of irradiation-driven molecular dynamics simulations. The
FEBID of Me2Au(tfac), a commonly used precursor molecule for the fabrication of gold nanostruc-
tures, is simulated at different temperatures in the range of 300 − 450 K. The deposit’s structure,
morphology, growth rate, and elemental composition at different temperatures are analyzed. The
fragmentation cross section for Me2Au(tfac) is evaluated on the basis of the cross sections for struc-
turally similar molecules. Different fragmentation channels involving the dissociative ionization (DI)
and dissociative electron attachment (DEA) mechanisms are considered. The conducted simulations
of FEBID confirm experimental observations that deposits consist of small gold clusters embedded
into a carbon-rich organic matrix. The simulation results indicate that accounting for both DEA-
and DI-induced fragmentation of all the covalent bonds in Me2Au(tfac) and increasing the amount
of energy transferred to the system upon fragmentation increase the concentration of gold in the
deposit. The simulations predict an increase in Au:C ratio in the deposit from 0.18 to 0.25 upon
the temperature increase from 300 K to 450 K, being within the range of experimentally reported
values.

I. INTRODUCTION

Focused Electron Beam Induced Deposition (FEBID)
is a technology for the controllable fabrication of complex
nanostructures with nanometer resolution [1–4]. The
FEBID process consists of the deposition of organometal-
lic precursor molecules on a substrate and irradiation
of the adsorbed molecules by a focused keV-energy elec-
tron beam. Electron-induced decomposition releases or-
ganic ligands resulting in clusterization of the precursor’s
metallic component on a surface. The lateral size of the
resulting deposit is comparable to that of the incident
electron beam (typically, ∼1–10 nanometers) [5].

The FEBID process involves a complex interplay of dif-
ferent phenomena taking place on different temporal and
spatial scales: (i) adsorption, diffusion and desorption of
precursor molecules on/from a substrate; (ii) transport
of primary, secondary and backscattered electrons; (iii)
electron-induced dissociation of the adsorbed precursor
molecules; and (iv) follow-up chemical transformations.

The atomistic modeling of the FEBID process has be-
come possible recently by means of Irradiation-Driven
Molecular Dynamics (IDMD) [6], a novel and general
methodology for computer simulations of irradiation-
driven transformations of complex molecular systems.
This method enables the atomistic-level description of
nanostructures grown by FEBID [6–8] with accounting
for chemical transformations of adsorbed molecular sys-
tems [9] irradiated with a focused electron beam.

Within the IDMD framework, various quantum pro-
cesses occurring in an irradiated system (e.g. covalent
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bond breakage induced by ionization or electron attach-
ment) are treated as random, fast and local transfor-
mations incorporated into the classical MD framework
in a stochastic manner with the probabilities elaborated
on the basis of quantum mechanics [6]. Major transfor-
mations of irradiated molecular systems (such as molec-
ular topology changes, redistribution of atomic partial
charges, or alteration of interatomic interactions) are
simulated by means of MD with the reactive CHARMM
(rCHARMM) force field [9] using the advanced software
packages MBN Explorer [10] and MBN Studio [11]. MBN
Explorer is a multi-purpose software package for multi-
scale simulations of the structure and dynamics of com-
plex Meso-Bio-Nano (MBN) systems [7]. MBN Studio
is a powerful multi-task toolkit used to set up and start
MBN Explorer calculations, monitor their progress, ex-
amine calculation results, visualize inputs and outputs,
and analyze specific characteristics determined by the
output of simulations [11].

A detailed overview of the computational workflow for
IDMD-based simulations of the FEBID process has been
presented in the recent study [12], and the methodology
was utilized to simulate the FEBID of Pt(PF3)4 precur-
sor molecules. The simulations carried out in Ref. [12] de-
scribed the initial stage of nanostructure growth, includ-
ing nucleation of metal atoms, formation of small metal
clusters on a surface, their aggregation and, eventually,
the formation of a dendritic metal nanostructure. In the
follow-up study [13] with Fe(CO)5 precursor molecules,
the variation of the deposit’s structure, morphology and
metal content at different irradiation and replenishment
conditions of the FEBID process was investigated. It was
demonstrated that either a nanogranular deposit consist-
ing of small-size metal clusters surrounded by organic
ligands or a single dendrite-like structure with the size
corresponding to the primary electron beam is formed
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depending on the beam current. The aforementioned
studies [6, 8, 12, 13] have demonstrated the successful
application of the IDMD methodology for the atomistic
simulations of FEBID.

Investigation of the phenomena that govern the forma-
tion and growth of nanostructures in the FEBID process
is a complex multi-parameter problem. Indeed, different
precursor molecules, substrate types as well as irradia-
tion, replenishment and post-processing conditions can
be explored to fabricate deposits with the optimal ge-
ometries and compositions. However, due to the com-
plexity of the problem, not all the mentioned aspects
of the FEBID process have been explored so far by
means of IDMD simulations. One of the parameters in-
fluencing the properties of FEBID-grown deposits is the
operational temperature of the FEBID process [14–17].
The temperature effects arising during the FEBID pro-
cess have been considered by means of the continuum
diffusion-reaction model [18]. However, this approach
cannot provide atomistic details of the deposit’s struc-
ture. Up to now, the thermal effects during FEBID have
not been studied by means of IDMD.

Different types of precursor molecules have been
proposed for FEBID applications, see reviews [19–
21] and references therein. For example, one can
mention metal carbonyls (e.g. Fe(CO)5, W(CO)6
or Co2(CO)8), phosphines (e.g. Pt(PF3)4), halides
(e.g. Pt(NH3)2Cl2 or Pt(CO)2Cl2), cyclopentadienyl
complexes (e.g. MeCpPtMe3) and β-diketonates (e.g.
Cu(hfac)2). Some precursors, such as metal carbonyls
considered in the previous IDMD-based studies [6, 8, 13],
have relatively simple geometries where one or two metal
atoms are linked to small ligands of a same type. Other
precursors, such as β-diketonates (e.g. dimethyl-gold-
trifluoroacetylacetonate, Me2Au(tfac), shown in Fig. 1),
have more complex geometries with many different atom
types and different covalent interactions, opening a broad
spectrum of electron irradiation induced fragmentation
channels. At the same time, the available data on the
absolute fragmentation cross sections for such complex
precursors are very limited or do not exist. A detailed
comparative study on dissociative electron attachment
(DEA) to the isolated diketones (acetylacetone – acac,
trifluoroacetylacetone – tfac, and hexafluoroacetylace-
tone – hfac) was presented in Ref. [22]. A comparison of
the experimentally measured electron-induced fragmen-
tation of acetone and acac was performed in Ref. [23].
Decomposition of the metal-acac complexes with Cu, Mn
and Zn atoms irradiated with low-energy (0 − 10 eV)
electrons was studied in Refs. [24–26]. However, only
relative yields of fragments created due to the electron-
induced fragmentation of parent molecules were reported
in the cited studies. Electron-induced surface reactions
and products, reaction kinetics and structure of FEBID-
grown deposits for Me2Au(acac) precursors adsorbed
onto solid substrates were discussed in Ref. [27].
β-diketonates are an important class of organometallic

precursors in FEBID. In particular, β-diketonate com-
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FIG. 1. Optimized geometry of a Me2Au(tfac) molecule con-
sidered in this study. The optimization calculation has been
performed by means of MBN Explorer using the interatomic
potentials given by Eqs. (1)–(4). Different atom types are in-
dicated. The corresponding bonded and angular interactions
are listed in Table I.

plexes with Au atoms (Me2Au(acac) = C7H13O2Au,
Me2Au(tfac) = C7H10F3O2Au, and Me2Au(hfac) =
C7H7F6O2Au) are among the main FEBID precursors
used for the fabrication of gold nanostructures [28, 29].
A β-diketone ligand encloses the metal atom forming a
rigid 6-membered ring (see Fig. 1), which efficiently pro-
tects the metal atom against chemical reactions. As a
result, as-grown Au deposits produced using these pre-
cursors under normal conditions usually contain only
∼ 5 − 20 at.% of metal and are contaminated with a
high percentage of carbon atoms [20, 21].

Different purification techniques have been developed
to increase the Au content [30], for example post-growth
annealing [31], deposition at elevated temperatures [14],
FEBID under reactive atmosphere, e.g. water vapor or
O2, alongside the deposition or the subsequent annealing
[32, 33]. Overall, a higher metal content can be achieved
by promoting the release of ligands and adjusting the
environment to enable the formation of volatile chemi-
cal products. Nevertheless, the efficiency of the purifi-
cation methods and, particularly, thermal treatment of
FEBID-grown deposits varies greatly for different pre-
cursors. Moreover, results for the same precursor dif-
fer in the studies reported by different research groups
[20, 21, 30].

In Ref. [34] the gold-containing nanostructure growth
during FEBID of Me2Au(tfac) was studied experimen-
tally. An increase of Au content in the deposited mate-
rial from 1− 15 at.% up to 24 at.% during the substrate
heating up to 373 K was reported. Mulders et al. [14] ob-
served an increase in Au content from ca. 20 to 30 at.%
with increasing the temperature from 300 to 450 K dur-
ing FEBID of Me2Au(acac). At the same time, other
experimental studies indicated that the effect of post-
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deposition thermal processing of FEBID-grown deposits
of Me2Au(acac) is strongly influenced by the accompany-
ing gas. Botman et al. [35] reported that the Au content
of ∼8 at.% in the deposit did not increase upon anneal-
ing at different elevated temperatures up to 673 K in an
N2 atmosphere and annealing at 473 K in air. However,
when the annealing was performed in an O2 atmosphere,
the average Au concentration increased gradually up to
∼13 at.% at 523 K and raised up to 60 at.% at 673 K
[35]. Post-growth annealing of the structures obtained
after FEBID of Me2Au(acac) and Cu(hfac)2 precursors
at 573 K did not increase the initial metal content of
∼5 at.% [31].

In the present study, the role of thermal effects dur-
ing the FEBID process is investigated at the atomistic
level by means of IDMD simulations. The Me2Au(tfac)
precursor molecule is considered as an illustrative case
study. The FEBID of Me2Au(tfac) is simulated at differ-
ent temperatures in the range of 300−450 K, and the de-
posit’s structure, morphology, growth rate, and elemental
composition at different temperatures are analyzed. The
simulations show that the deposit consists of small metal
clusters containing several gold atoms embedded into an
organic matrix. An increase in Au:C ratio in the deposits
from ∼0.18 to ∼0.25 is observed when the temperature
increases from 300 to 450 K, which is within the range of
experimentally reported data.

The absolute cross section of electron-impact induced
fragmentation of Me2Au(tfac) is evaluated by different
methods. Four different approximations for the fragmen-
tation cross section are considered and compared. In the
simplest approximation, the total cross section accounts
only for the dissociative ionization (DI)-induced cleav-
age of covalent bonds between the gold atom and the
ligands. The most complete approximation for the frag-
mentation cross section accounts for the contribution of
DI and DEA processes in the cleavage of covalent bonds
between the gold atom and the ligands, as well as for the
bond cleavage within the ligands. The yields of created
atomic and molecular fragments are compared for the
considered approximations for the fragmentation cross
section and for different values of the energy deposited
into the system upon a covalent bond breakage, Ed. The
simulation results and their analysis indicate that ac-
counting for both DEA- and DI-induced fragmentation
of all the covalent bonds in Me2Au(tfac) and increasing
Ed result in growing the concentration of metal content
in the deposits. The simulated concentration of gold in
the deposit and the dependence of the deposit’s growth
rate on temperature are within the range of experimental
values reported for Me2Au(tfac) and structurally similar
precursor molecules.

II. COMPUTATIONAL METHODOLOGY

Computer simulations of the FEBID process of
Me2Au(tfac) on a fully hydroxylated silica (SiO2-H) sub-

strate have been performed by means of the MBN Ex-
plorer software package [10]. The MBN Studio toolkit
[11] has been utilized to create the systems, prepare all
necessary input files and analyze simulation outputs. The
simulations have followed the multi-step computational
protocol described in Ref. [12].

A. Interatomic interactions

Interatomic interactions involving the precursor
molecules and their molecular fragments have been
described by means of the reactive CHARMM
(rCHARMM) force field [9]. rCHARMM permits
simulations of systems with dynamically changing
molecular topologies, which is essential for modeling
the precursor fragmentation [36] and the formation
of metal-containing nanostructures [6, 8, 12, 13]. A
detailed description of rCHARMM is given in Ref. [9],
see also a recent review [37].

The radial part of bonded interactions is described in
rCHARMM by means of the Morse potential:

Ubond(rij) = Dij

[

e−2βij(rij−r0) − 2e−βij(rij−r0)
]

. (1)

Here Dij is the dissociation energy of the bond between
atoms i and j, r0 is the equilibrium bond length, and

βij =
√

krij/Dij (with krij being the bond force constant)

determines the steepness of the potential. The bonded
interactions are truncated at a user-defined cutoff dis-
tance that characterizes the distance beyond which the
bond becomes broken and the molecular topology of the
system changes.

The rupture of covalent bonds in the course of simu-
lation employs the reactive potential for valence angles:

Uangle(θijk) = 2kθijk σ(rij)σ(rjk) [1− cos(θijk − θ0)] ,
(2)

where θ0 is the equilibrium angle, kθ is the angle force
constant, and the function σ(rij) describes the effect of
bond breakage [9]:

σ(rij) =
1

2

[

1− tanh(βij(rij − r∗ij))
]

. (3)

Here r∗ij = (RvdW
ij + r0)/2, with r0 being the equilibrium

distance between two atoms involved in the angular in-
teraction and RvdW

ij being the van der Waals radius for
those atoms.

The initial geometry of a Me2Au(tfac) molecule has
been determined via density-functional theory (DFT)
calculations using the Gaussian software package [41]
and then optimized using MBN Explorer. The opti-
mized geometry of Me2Au(tfac) is shown in Fig. 1. The
rCHARMM parameters for Me2Au(tfac) have been de-
termined from a series of DFT-based potential energy
surface scans, following the procedure described in the
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TABLE I. Parameters of the covalent bonded and angular interactions, Eqs. (1) and (2), for a Me2Au(tfac) molecule, used in
the simulations. The corresponding atom types are shown in Fig. 1.

Bond r0 (Å) Dij (kcal/mol) kr
ij (kcal/mol Å−2)

F–C2 1.43 154.3 371.7
C4–C2 1.57 144.5 538.5
C4–O 1.34 215.9 538.5
C4–C3 1.39 222.0 683.0
C3–H2 1.16 171.2 387.0
C1–H1 1.16 171.2 387.0
Au–O 2.16 45.0 133.4
Au–C1 2.06 81.2 206.4
Angle θ0 (deg.) kθ

ijk (kcal/mol rad−2)
C3–C4–C1 118.2 48.0
C3–C4–C2 118.2 56.0
C3–C4–O 128.0 56.0
C1–C4–O 113.0 75.0
C2–C4–O 113.0 75.0
C4–C3–C4 120.0 65.0
C4–C2–F 112.0 50.0
C4–C1–H1 110.0 42.0
C1–Au–C1 88.3 34.0
F–C2–F 107.0 50.0
C4–C3–H2 117.0 42.0
C4–O–Au 125.0 42.0
O–Au–O 86.5 42.0
H1–C1–H1 109.0 42.0
Au–C1–H1 107.0 42.0
C1–Au–O 92.5 42.0

TABLE II. Parameters of the Lennard-Jones potential,
Eq. (4), describing the van der Waals interaction between
atoms of a Me2Au(tfac) precursor molecule, its fragments and
atoms of the substrate.

Atom type εi (kcal/mol) rmin
i /2 (Å) Ref.

Au 5.29 1.48 [38]
F 0.07 1.47 [39]

C1–C4 0.06 2.02 [39]
O 0.10 1.65 [39]

H1, H2 0.04 1.34 [39]
Si 0.31 2.14 [40]

Osub 0.10 1.70 [40]
Hsub 0.08 0.30 [40]

earlier studies [12, 36]. The parameters of the bonded
and angular interactions for Me2Au(tfac) are listed in
Table I.

In the present simulations, we consider the physisorp-
tion of precursor molecules on a SiO2-H substrate.
Therefore, the molecules do not form covalent bonds with
atoms of the substrate but interact with them via van der
Waals forces described by means of the Lennard-Jones
potential:

ULJ(rij) = εij

[

(

rmin

rij

)12

− 2

(

rmin

rij

)6
]

, (4)

where εij =
√
εi εj and rmin = (rmin

i + rmin
j )/2. Parame-

ters of the Lennard-Jones potential for gold atoms have

been taken from Ref. [38]. Parameters for other atoms
of the precursor molecule have been generated using the
SwissParam web-service [39]. Parameters for atoms of
the substrate have been taken from Ref. [40]. All these
parameters are summarized in Table II. The bonded in-
teraction between Au atoms in the formed deposits has
been described by means of the many-body Gupta poten-
tial [42] with the parameters taken from Ref. [43]. Follow-
ing the earlier IDMD-based studies of FEBID [6, 8, 12],
the substrate has been considered frozen to speed up the
simulations.

B. The system formation

In this study, a layer of Me2Au(tfac) molecules with the
size 20 nm × 20 nm has been created by means of MBN
Studio [11], optimized, deposited on the SiO2-H substrate
and equilibrated at different temperatures (300, 350, 400
and 450 K) for 0.5 ns using the Langevin thermostat
with a damping time of 0.2 ps. The number of precur-
sor molecules added at each temperature considered has
been determined through the equilibrium surface density
of Me2Au(tfac) evaluated via the adsorption-desorption
rates from the continuum model of FEBID [18]. The
surface densities of Me2Au(tfac) have been calculated as
follows.

According to the kinetic theory of gases, the uniform
molecular flux Fp impinging on a surface placed in a
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chamber with pressure Pp is given by [44]:

Fp =
Pp

√

2πmp kBTp

, (5)

where Tp is the gas temperature, mp is the mass of the
precursor molecule, and kB is the Boltzmann constant.
The rate of newly physisorbed precursor molecules ϕp is
defined as:

ϕp = spFp(1−Apnp) , (6)

where sp is the precursor sticking coefficient, commonly
set equal to 1, dp is the diameter of a circle circumscribing
the molecule, Ap = πd2p/4 is the surface area covered by
one precursor molecule, and np is the surface density of
precursors. The thermal desorption rate kp is calculated
according to:

kp = κp exp

(

−
Ep

kBT

)

, (7)

where κp is the desorption attempt frequency, Ep is the
desorption energy, and T is the substrate temperature.

The surface density of precursor molecules is given by
the equation

dnp

dt
= ϕp − npkp , (8)

with the solution for np(t):

np(t) =
(1− e−(spFpAp+kp)t)spFp

spFpAp + kp
. (9)

The solution of Eq. (8) at t ≫ (spFpAp + kp)
−1 (which

is equal to ∼0.1–10 µs for the studied temperature range
T = 300− 450 K) gives the steady-state surface density
of precursors:

np0
≈

spFp

spFpAp + kp
. (10)

The values of np0
calculated using Eq. (10) for the surface

temperatures T = 300, 350, 400 and 450 K are equal to
np0

= 2.6, 2.3, 0.8 and 0.1 molecules/nm2, respectively.
The calculations have been performed with the values of
gas temperature Tp = 300 K and pressure Pp = 20 Pa.
The mass of a Me2Au(tfac) molecule is mp = 380 a.m.u.
and the diameter dp ≈ 0.7 nm. The values of desorption
attempt frequency κp = 1.0× 10−14 s−1 and desorptioin
energy Ep = 0.7 eV have been approximated by the κp

and Ep values for organic molecules of a similar size [45,
46].

The chosen value of Pp is several times larger than
the vapor pressure of Me2Au(tfac) at room temperature,
equal to 7 Pa [47], and 1 − 2 orders of magnitude larger
than the values of precursor gas pressure considered in
Ref. [46] within the continuum diffusion-reaction model.
The steady-state precursor surface density np0

calculated

using Eq. (10) for T = 300 K decreases only by 10% when
the pressure Pp decreases from 20 Pa to 1 Pa. At higher
temperatures, the thermal desorption (the second term in
the denominator of Eq. (10)) becomes dominant, leading
to a faster decrease of the equilibrium surface density for
smaller Pp values. The resulting system is very sparse,
with an average distance between the deposited molecules
on the order of several nanometers and a surface cov-
erage close to zero. Considering smaller values of Pp

and np0
at elevated temperatures would require running

very long MD simulations (on the µs time scale), which
is a challenging computational task. Therefore, in the
present study we have considered a higher Pp value that
enables us to simulate the deposit’s growth at elevated
temperatures on the computationally feasible timescale
of hundreds of nanoseconds.

IDMD simulations of the FEBID process use the in-
formation on the space resolved fragmentation probabil-
ity per unit time, P (x, y). The probability is calculated
using the spatial distribution of flux density of primary
(PE), secondary (SE) and backscattered (BSE) electrons
[8] and the absolute fragmentation cross section of the
precursor molecules:

P (x, y) = σfrag(E0)JPE(x, y, E0) (11)

+
∑

i

σfrag(Ei)[JSE(x, y, Ei) + JBSE(x, y, Ei)] .

Here σfrag(E) is the energy-dependent precursor frag-
mentation cross section, Ei < E0 is the electron energy
discretized in steps of 1 eV, and JPE/SE/BSE(x, y, Ei) are
the flux densities of PE, SE and BSE with energy Ei

at the point (x,y), respectively. The spatial distribution
of the electron flux density employed in the calculation
of P (x, y) was obtained previously [8] using the track-
structure Monte Carlo code SEED for a cylindrical PE
beam with a radius of 5 nm and energy E0 = 1 keV.

C. Fragmentation cross section

The main mechanisms of molecular fragmentation are
dissociative electron attachment (DEA) at low electron
energies below the ionization potential of the molecule
(typically below ∼10 eV) and dissociative ionization (DI)
at higher electron energies. To the best of our knowledge,
there is no data in the literature on the absolute frag-
mentation cross section of Me2Au(tfac). Therefore, the
fragmentation cross section σfrag(E) has been evaluated
based on the compilation of data available for the frag-
mentation cross sections of structurally similar molecules
and smaller functional groups of Me2Au(tfac).

The electron-impact induced fragmentation of a
Me2Au(tfac) molecule is governed by the contributions
from various dissociation channels. As such, determina-
tion of the fragmentation cross section for Me2Au(tfac) is
a non-trivial task. In the present study, the cross section
σfrag(E) has been evaluated by different methods. Four
different approximations for the total fragmentation cross
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FIG. 2. Panels A and B show a schematic representation of the Me2Au(tfac) molecule. Colored lines indicate the covalent
bonds whose electron-induced dissociation is considered in the simulations using Set 1 (panel A) and Sets 2, 3 and 4 (panel B)
of the fragmentation parameters (see the main text for details). Panel C shows four sets of the electron impact fragmentation
cross section of Me2Au(tfac) used in the simulations. C-I: Set 1 accounts for the fragmentation of metal-ligand bonds due to
DI, see Eqs. (15) and (17). C-II: Set 2 accounts for bond breakage within the CH3 and tfac ligands as a result of DEA and
breakage of the metal-ligands bonds due to DI. C-III: Sets 3 and 4 take into account bond breakage due to DEA and DI for
all bonds in the Me2Au(tfac) molecule, see Eqs. (15)–(18). Additionally, chemical reactions involving produced atomic and
molecular fragments have been accounted for in simulations performed with Set 4. Panel D indicates atomic and molecular
fragments produced in the simulations using the considered sets of fragmentation parameters.

section (denoted hereafter as “sets”) accounting for vari-
ous dissociation channels have been considered for com-
parison. The first set is based on the simplest approxi-
mation accounting for DI-induced cleavage of the bonds
between the gold atom and the ligands. The most de-
tailed approximation considered in this study accounts
for DEA and DI-induced cleavage of all the bonds in
Me2Au(tfac) with follow-up chemistry involving the pro-
duced fragments. The summary of the considered sets is
presented in Fig. 2.

Experimental studies of electron-impact ionization
and fragmentation of organometallic precursor molecules
showed that the partial cross section of ionization with-
out fragmentation is significantly (by 1–2 orders of mag-
nitude) smaller than the sum of partial ionization cross
sections leading to the emission of ionic fragments [48–
50]. Therefore, the total ionization cross section can
be used as a reasonable approximation for the DI cross
section. In the present study, the DI cross section of
Me2Au(tfac) has been calculated according to the ad-
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ditivity rule principle [51] as a sum of ionization cross
sections of the largest functional groups of the molecule.
The following conclusions were made previously from the
analysis of the ionization cross sections for two groups
of organic molecules – aldehydes and ketones [52, 53].
First, the shape of ionization cross sections as functions
of the projectile electron energy is similar for different
molecules of the same group. Second, the maximum
value of the ionization cross section is proportional to the
number of electrons in a target molecule. The additivity
rule-based approach worked well for the studied organic
molecules and provided an agreement with experimen-
tal data within the range of experimental uncertainties
[52, 53].

The cross section of DEA has been evaluated in this
study as follows. We have utilized the experimental data
[22, 23] on electron-impact fragmentation mass spectra
of tfac and structurally similar molecules acac and ace-
tone (see Fig. 3). The absolute DEA cross section for
tfac has been evaluated by rescaling the spectra from
Refs. [22, 23] using the ratio of peak intensities for com-
mon molecular fragments. The reported absolute DEA
cross section of acetone [54] has been used as a reference.
The detailed procedure for obtaining the absolute DEA-
induced fragmentation cross sections for different bonds
of Me2Au(tfac) is described in Sect. II C 2.

IDMD-based simulations of the FEBID process require
the specification of (i) the fragmentation rates for differ-
ent covalent bonds in the precursor molecule and (ii) the
amount of energy Ed deposited into the system during
the fragmentation process. This energy is deposited lo-
cally into a specific covalent bond of the target and con-
verted into kinetic energy of the two atoms forming the
bond [6, 36]. The choice of Ed may influence the rate of
precursor molecule fragmentation [8]. For each particular
case study the amount of energy transferred by the inci-
dent radiation to the system can be evaluated from quan-
tum mechanical calculations of the processes of energy
deposition and excitation. This task, however, goes be-
yond the scope of this work. Therefore, Ed is considered
here as a variable parameter that can be determined from
the comparison with experimentally measurable charac-
teristics of the FEBID process, being within the phys-
ically justifiable range of values 5 eV <∼ Ed

<∼ 25 eV.
In this study, the value of Ed is varied within the range
400− 500 kcal/mol (from ∼17.3 to 21.7 eV) to study the
influence of Ed on the Me2Au(tfac) fragmentation pro-
cess.

As discussed above, the partial cross section of DI,
σDI(E), leading to the breakage of specific bonds in the
molecule, has been approximated using the total ioniza-
tion cross section of the molecule, σtotal

ion (E). The latter
can be presented as a sum:

σtotal
ion (E) = σfr

ion(E) + σnonfr
ion (E) = [1 + α(E)] σfr

ion(E) ,
(12)

where σnonfr
ion (E) is the cross section of non-dissociative

ionization (i.e. ionization without fragmentation),
σfr
ion(E) is the cross section of ionization with subsequent

dissociation, i.e. the DI cross section, and the coefficient
α(E) = σnonfr

ion (E)/σfr
ion(E). Hence, the DI cross section

can be written as:

σfr
ion(E) =

1

α(E) + 1
σtotal
ion (E). (13)

In the case of a weak covalent bonding, the partial
cross section of ionization without fragmentation is much
smaller than the DI cross section, α ≪ 1; hence

σDI(E) ≈ σtotal
ion (E). (14)

This approximation has been used in this study to eval-
uate the partial cross sections of DI, resulting in the
cleavage of different covalent bonds in a Me2Au(tfac)
molecule, see Sections II C 1 and II C 3 below.

1. Set 1

Set 1 (Fig. 2A and Fig. 2C-I) accounts only for the
breakage of the metal–ligand bonds of Me2Au(tfac),
i.e. for Au–C and Au–O bond breakage due to DI.
In this case, the total fragmentation cross section for
Me2Au(tfac) has been calculated as a sum of ionization
cross sections of its functional groups (see Fig. 1) accord-
ing to the additivity rule principle [51]:

σ
Me2Au(tfac)
DI (E) ≈ σAu

ion(E)+2σCH3

ion (E)+σtfac
ion (E) . (15)

Here σAu
ion, σCH3

ion and σtfac
ion are the ionization cross sections

for a gold atom [55], CH3 [56], and trifluoroacetylacetone
(tfac, C5H5F3O2) molecules, respectively. The structure
of tfac molecule is schematically shown in Fig. 3A.

The energy-dependent ionization cross section of tfac,
σtfac
ion (E), has been evaluated using the ionization cross

section for a structurally similar molecule 2-pentanone
(C5H10O, see Fig. 3B) [52]. Assuming a similar shape of
the ionization cross sections for tfac and 2-pentanone as
functions of the projectile kinetic energy E, the magni-
tude of the cross section σtfac

ion (E) has been scaled using
the ratio of maximum values of cross sections for tfac and
2-pentanone:

σtfac
ion (E) ≈ σC5H10O

ion (E)×

(

σtfac
ion,max

σC5H10O
ion,max

)

(16)

= σC5H10O
ion (E)×

[

(σCH3
+ σCF3

+ σCH + 2σCO)max

(2σCH3
+ 2σCH2

+ σCO)max

]

.

The maximal values of the total ionization cross sections
have been evaluated using the functional group and bond
additivity model [53, 57]. This model is based on a mul-
tidimensional matrix least-squares fitting of the corre-
lation between the experimentally measured ionization
cross section for 65 organic and halocarbon molecules and
the constituent functional groups calculated by means of
the Binary-Encounter-Bethe (BEB) model [56]. The val-
ues of σtfac

ion,max and σC5H10O
ion,max have been calculated as a
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molecules.

sum of cross section contributions corresponding to CH3,
CH2, CH, and CO functional groups. In Refs. [53, 57],
the maximum values of total electron-impact ionization
cross sections for a wide range of halocarbon molecules
(including CF4, C2F4, C2F6, C3F8, and others) were
evaluated by summing up the partial contributions from
C–C and C–F bonds, multiplied by the number of bonds
of each type. The calculated cross sections agreed within
10% accuracy with the corresponding experimental val-
ues. In this study, the contribution from the CF3 func-
tional group to the ionization cross section of tfac has
therefore been approximated as σCF3

≈ 3σC−F, where
σC−F is the partial contribution to the ionization cross
section from a C–F bond [53].

2. Set 2

In Set 2 (Fig. 2B and Fig. 2C-II), fragmentation of
CH3 and tfac ligands due to the DEA mechanism has
been considered alongside with the breakage of Au–C
and Au–O bonds due to DI (considered in Set 1). The
DEA cross section of tfac has been evaluated based on
the compilation of published data for similar molecules,
acetylacetone (acac, Fig. 3C) and acetone (Fig. 3D).

A comparison of DEA-induced fragmentation mass
spectra for acac and acetone were reported in
Ref. [23], showing similar fragmentation patterns for both
molecules. In particular, a CHCO− fragment was de-
tected in the mass spectra for both acac and acetone
irradiated under the same conditions. Given the abso-
lute cross section for the release of CHCO− from acetone
[54], the ratio of CHCO− peak intensities in the mass
spectra for acac and acetone has been used to evaluate
the absolute DEA cross section of other fragments from
acac.

The absolute DEA cross sections for the formation
of H− and CH−

3 fragments from acetone (correspond-
ing to dissociation of C–H and C–CH3 bonds, respec-
tively) have been taken from Ref. [54]. The absolute
DEA cross sections for the formation of F−, CF−

3 and
[M − CF3CO]− fragments (where M denotes the par-
ent Me2Au(tfac) molecule) have been evaluated using the
calculated absolute DEA cross section for acac and the
ratio of relative fragmentation cross sections for acac and
tfac molecules [22]. The partial DEA cross section lead-

ing to the breakage of the C–O bond in tfac has been
evaluated similarly.

3. Set 3

Set 3 (see Fig. 2B and Fig. 2C-III) includes partial DI
cross sections of tfac and CH3 leading to the cleavage of
the C–C, C–F, C–O and C–H bonds. In addition, set
3 includes the partial cross sections of DEA, described
above for Set 2.

According to Eq. (14), the cross section of DI resulting
in the breakage of a C–O bond has been approximated by
the ionization cross section of a CO molecule [56]. The
partial DI cross section leading to the breakage of C–H
bonds in CH3 and tfac ligands has been calculated using
the total ionization cross section of a CH3 molecule [56],
divided by three. The same partial DI cross section has
been used for the dissociation of a C–F bond [53].

The study of DI of 2-butanone (CH3COCH2CH3) [58]
demonstrated that the formation of CH3CO fragments
as a result of the “cental” C–C bond breakage is the most
probable fragmentation channel contributing to 64% of
the total ionization cross section. We have assumed
that the tfac molecule has a similar fragmentation pat-
tern with the release of CH3CO and CF3CO fragments
as the main fragmentation channel. Therefore, the to-
tal DI cross section of tfac has been split into the con-
tributions leading to the cleavage of the “central” C–C
bonds (σC−CH

DI ) and the “side” C–C bonds (σC−CH3

DI and
σC−CF3

DI ) in approximately the same ratio 2:1 as deter-
mined in Ref. [58]. The Me2Au(tfac) molecule contains
two “central” C–C bonds (C3–C4 bonds in Fig. 1) and two
“side” C–C bonds (C1–C4 and C2–C4 bonds in Fig. 1).
Therefore, the fragmentation cross section for each bond
has been evaluated according to:

σC−CH3

DI (E) ∼ σC−CF3

DI (E) ≈
1

2

(

1

3
σtfac
ion (E)

)

=
1

6
σtfac
ion (E) ,

σC−CH
DI (E) ≈

1

2

(

2

3
σtfac
ion (E)

)

=
1

3
σtfac
ion (E) . (17)

The partial DI cross sections of Me2Au(tfac) leading
to the dissociation of Au–C and Au–O bonds, σAu−C

DI (E)

and σAu−O
DI (E), have been evaluated according to the sum

of total ionization cross sections of Au, CH3 and tfac
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fragments, see Eq. (15). The cross sections σAu−C
DI (E)

and σAu−O
DI (E) have been calculated as follows

σAu−C
DI (E) ≈

1

3
σAu
ion + σCH3

ion ,

σAu−O
DI (E) ≈

1

3
σAu
ion + σtfac

ion (18)

to fulfil the sum rule principle for the total DI cross sec-
tion of Me2Au(tfac), σ

Me2Au(tfac)
DI (E) = 2σAu−C

DI (E) +

σAu−O
DI (E), and avoid multiple counting of the contribu-

tion σAu
ion. The factor 1/3 in Eq. (18) has been introduced

based on the assumption that the contribution of the Au
ionization cross section is divided equally between the
dissociation channels involving each of two CH3 ligands
and the tfac ligand.

4. Set 4

Set 4 uses the same DEA- and DI-induced fragmen-
tation cross sections for all bonds in the Me2Au(tfac)
molecule as in Set 3 (see Fig. 2B and Fig. 2C-III). Ad-
ditionally, accounting for chemical reactions involving
produced atomic and molecular fragments has been per-
formed in Set 4. The interactions involving the created
fragments can lead to the formation of other volatile
molecular species, such as H2, O2, CH4, C2H6 and H2O
(see Fig. 2D). This may affect the number of non-bonded
atoms in the deposit and, thus, the resulting metal con-
tent.

D. Simulation parameters

The calculated fragmentation probability P (x, y),
Eq. (12), has been tabulated for a 20 nm × 20 nm grid
covering the simulation box and used as input for the
IDMD simulations of the irradiation phase of the FEBID
process.

Following the earlier studies [6, 8, 12, 13], the simu-
lated PE flux density J0 (and hence PE beam current
I0) have been rescaled to match the same number of PEs
per unit area and per dwell time as in experiments. This
procedure enables the correspondence of simulated re-
sults to experimental ones through the correspondence
of the electron fluence per dwell time per unit area in
simulations and experiments [6].

According to the experimental study of the FEBID of
Me2Au(acac) [14], an increase of the electron current Iexp
from 1.6 nA to 6.3 nA causes minor changes in the ele-
mental composition of the deposits produced by electron
irradiation of Me2Au(acac) in the temperature range of
298− 423 K. Based on those results, the electron current
used in the simulations has been set to a characteristic
average value Iexp = 4 nA. The beam spot radius Rsim

has been set equal to 5 nm and the dwell time value τd
has been set to 10 ns, similar to the previous studies
[6, 8, 12, 13].

The physical state of the system at the end of the re-
plenishment phase of FEBID and prior to the next ir-
radiation phase has been simulated similarly to our ear-
lier IDMD simulations of FEBID [6, 8, 12, 13]. At first,
weakly bound fragments and precursor molecules were
removed from the system by an external force field dur-
ing a 1 ns-long simulation. Afterward, new precursor
molecules have been deposited over the circular area with
a radius of 7 nm to cover the PE beam spot area and
a halo of secondary electrons. Such a model of replen-
ishment prevents the accumulation of non-fragmented
molecules along the perimeter of the simulation box
where the fragmentation probability is significantly lower
[13]. The number of precursor molecules added at each
FEBID cycle corresponds to the values of the steady-
state surface density of Me2Au(tfac) calculated accord-
ing to Eq. (10) for each temperature considered in this
study.

The simulations have been performed using the Verlet
integration algorithm with a time step of 0.5 fs and reflec-
tive boundary conditions. Interatomic interactions have
been computed using the linked cell algorithm [10, 59]
with a cell size of 10 Å.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Analysis of Me2Au(tfac) fragmentation

The earlier IDMD-based studies of FEBID [8, 12]
showed that the intensity of precursor fragmentation de-
pends on the number of available fragmentation channels
and the amount of energy deposited into the system dur-
ing the fragmentation process. A variation of these pa-
rameters affects the number and type of molecular frag-
ments produced upon breakage of covalent bonds in the
parent molecule.

In order to evaluate and analyze the contribution of
various DEA and DI fragmentation channels involving
different covalent bonds in Me2Au(tfac) to the forma-
tion of molecular fragments, four sets of fragmentation
cross sections described in Sect. II C have been consid-
ered. Figure 4 shows the relative yields of Me2Au(tfac)
fragments created by the end of a 10-ns long irradiation
phase of FEBID. Results of these simulations are sum-
marized also in Fig. 2D. At a given temperature, the
fragment yields shown in Fig. 4 have been normalized to
the number of precursor molecules prior to irradiation for
each of the four sets of the fragmentation parameters.

The simulations carried out using Set 1 (top row in
Fig. 4) indicate the dissociation of Au–C bonds in the
Me2Au(tfac) molecule (denoted as M) and the release of
CH3 ligands. The addition of fragmentation channels as-
sociated with the DEA to CH3 and tfac ligands (Set 2,
second row) does not lead to any significant change in
the relative fragment yield. An explanation for this re-
sult is that the corresponding fragmentation cross sec-
tions are several orders of magnitude smaller than the
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FIG. 4. Relative yields of molecular fragments formed after a 10 ns-long irradiation simulation of adsorbed Me2Au(tfac)
molecules (indicated as M) at 300 K (panel A) and 400 K (panel B) using four sets of fragmentation cross sections described
in Sect. II C. Fragments denoted as [M −X] are produced by the release of a fragment X from the parent molecule M . The
intensity of each fragment peak is normalized to the number of intact precursor molecules prior to irradiation.

partial fragmentation cross sections associated with DI
(see Fig. 2C-II). In contrast, simulations carried out us-
ing the Set 3 (third row in Fig. 4) show a larger vari-
ety of created fragments. In this case, the dissociation
of C–H, C–F and C–O bonds has been observed. The
formation of CH4, C2H6 and H2 molecules detected ex-
perimentally during electron irradiation of Me2Au(acac)
molecules deposited on a surface [27] has been observed
in the simulations using only Set 4, in which the forma-
tion of C–C, H–H and O–H bonds is enabled by means
of the reactive rCHARMM force field. Thus, account-
ing for DEA and DI fragmentation channels for all the
bonds in the Me2Au(tfac) molecule is required to simu-
late the formation of the experimentally detected molec-
ular fragments. It should be noted that some fragmented
molecules have merged in the course of irradiation and

formed small clusters containing two or more gold atoms.
For the sake of clarity, mass spectra shown in Fig. 4 are
limited by the mass of a parent Me2Au(tfac) molecule,
and larger molecular products are not shown.

The results of FEBID simulations carried out at T =
300 K (Fig. 4A) and 400 K (Fig. 4B) demonstrate simi-
lar fragmentation patterns for Me2Au(tfac). The fraction
of Me2Au(tfac) molecules remaining intact in the entire
simulation box after electron-beam irradiation at 400 K
is 2 to 5 times lower than at 300 K. This observation is
explained by the difference between the spatial distribu-
tions of precursor molecules and the fragmentation rate.
Indeed, Me2Au(tfac) molecules are distributed uniformly
over the substrate with the surface density depending on
the system’s temperature. In contrast, the fragmentation
rate (independent of temperature) is maximal within the
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beam spot area with a radius of 5 nm. Towards the edge
of the simulation box, the fragmentation rate decreases
by several orders of magnitude due to the smaller number
of SEs emitted from the substrate in that spatial region.
Due to a higher surface density of precursors deposited at
300 K, np0 = 2.6 molecules/nm2, most of the molecules
outside the beam spot area do not dissociate during one
irradiation phase due to the low fragmentation rate in
that region. However, a lower surface density of the ad-
sorbed precursors at 400 K (np0 = 0.8 molecules/nm2)
leads to the fragmentation of almost all the molecules
within the beam spot area and in the surrounding halo
region by the end of the irradiation phase.

Figure 5 illustrates the variation of the yield of
Me2Au(tfac) fragments for different values of the energy
Ed transferred to the bonded atoms during the fragmen-
tation process. As an illustration, the results are pre-
sented for the simulations conducted using Set 4 of frag-
mentation cross sections described in Sect. II C. As Ed in-
creases, the fraction of precursor molecules that remain
intact by the end of a 10-ns long irradiation phase of
FEBID decreases. At the same time, a larger number of
fragments (particularly F, C2H6 and C5F3O2H6) is pro-
duced. In general, the value of Ed required for the bond
dissociation depends on the molecular structure and en-
vironment. For bulky ligands made of several organic
groups (as it happens in β-diketonates), the energy given
to a metal–ligand bond is distributed over many degrees
of freedom, thus suppressing the fragmentation process.
As shown below, results of the simulations performed
with the values Ed = 500 kcal/mol agree with experi-
mental results in terms of the metal content in a deposit.

FIG. 6. Snapshots of the IDMD simulations of the FEBID
process for Me2Au(tfac) with electron current Iexp = 4 nA at
different temperatures T and the corresponding steady-state
concentrations of adsorbed precursors Na. Left column shows
the system’s side view on diagonal cross sections indicated
by dotted lines on the top view shown in right column. The
merged largest clusters are visualized in color using the same
color scheme as in Fig. 1. Isolated precursor molecules and
small fragments are shown in gray scale. The primary electron
beam spot is depicted by dashed lines in the left column and
by circles in the right column. Grid line spacing is 1 nm in
all dimensions.

B. Temperature effects in the FEBID process

Temperature at which the FEBID process operates
may influence the growth rate and metal content of de-
posits [14, 34]. A variation in the process temperature
also has an impact on the adsorption and diffusion of
precursor molecules on a substrate, and their desorption
from a substrate. As a result, the equilibrium precursor
concentration on the surface depends strongly on tem-
perature. Figure 6 shows the simulation snapshots of the
nanostructures grown at temperatures ranging from 300
to 450 K. As an example, the snapshots are presented
for the simulations performed using the fragmentation
cross sections from Set 1 (Fig. 2A). The morphologies
of nanostructures obtained by employing other sets of
fragmentation cross sections do not show any significant
differences to those shown in Fig. 6. Variation in the
number of simulated FEBID cycles at different temper-
atures is due to the difference in the number of atoms
accumulated on a surface.

The largest topologically-connected cluster is shown in
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Fig. 6 in color, while smaller isolated clusters and intact
precursor molecules are presented in gray scale. Most of
precursor molecules adsorbed within the PE beam spot
area (indicated in Fig. 6 by dashed lines and circles) un-
dergo fragmentation and merge into a larger structure for
all precursor concentrations np0 considered. In compari-
son with FEBID simulations for Pt(PF3)4 and Fe(CO)5
molecules [12, 13], where the deposited metal clusters
merged together forming dendrite-like metal structures,
the gold-containing deposit is characterized by small-size
metal grains consisting of several gold atoms incorpo-
rated into an organic matrix independent of temperature.
This difference is explained by the different topology of
Pt(PF3)4, Fe(CO)5 and Me2Au(tfac) molecules and the
number of non-volatile fragments produced in the course
of electron beam irradiation. The simulation results are
in agreement with the experimental analysis of the de-
posit’s morphology for gold-containing β-diketonate pre-
cursors [31, 60]. The lateral size of the grown structure
depends on the surface density of precursors. At room
temperature corresponding to high precursor surface den-
sity, the merged structure is limited by the PE beam spot,
while it occupies a larger area at T = 400 K. The local-
ization of the deposit mostly within the beam spot area
at T = 450 K (Fig. 6C) can be explained by a small
number of adsorbed precursor molecules.

The deposit’s growth rate, defined as the average de-
posit height per accumulated electron fluence, is plotted
in Fig. 7 at different temperatures T within the range
from 300 to 450 K. The growth rate of the deposit de-
creases with an increase in the FEBID operating tem-
perature. This result can be explained by a decrease
in the steady-state surface density of adsorbed precur-
sors with T , see Eq. (10). Therefore, the number of ad-
sorbed precursor molecules becomes too small to enable
the formation of large metal-containing clusters. This
simulation result is in agreement with the experimentally
measured dependence of the deposit’s growth rate on
temperature for a structurally similar precursor molecule
Me2Au(acac) [14].

The metal content in deposits is evaluated differently in
different FEBID experiments. Some experimental stud-
ies reported the Au:C ratio [34], while other studies re-
ported the relative fraction of Au, C and O atoms in the
deposits [31, 32, 61]. In this study, the metal content in
the deposit is characterized by the Au:C ratio for eas-
ier comparison with the experimental results. Figure 8
compares the results of IDMD simulations (full circles)
with experimental data on the Au:C ratio in the deposits
of Me2Au(tfac) [34] and Me2Au(acac) [14] (open sym-
bols) as a function of the FEBID process temperature.
The Au:C ratio obtained in the simulations is within the
range of experimentally reported values and follows the
experimentally observed trend that the concentration of
gold in the deposit increases with temperature.

Higher metal content in the deposit grown at 400 K can
be explained by a combination of several factors. First,
the deposition process at elevated temperatures leads to
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defined as its height in the beam spot area per accumu-
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FIG. 8. Comparison of the Au:C ratio in the FEBID-grown
deposits as a function of treatment temperature. Full sym-
bols correspond to the simulation results for Me2Au(tfac) per-
formed using Set 4 of the fragmentation cross section. Open
symbols indicate the experimentally measured Au:C ratios in
the deposits grown with Me2Au(tfac) [34] and Me2Au(acac)
[14] precursor molecules at different substrate temperatures.

faster thermal desorption of intact precursor molecules
and created volatile fragments. As a result, the electron-
induced dissociation process takes place in a less dense
environment, which leads to a more efficient release of
fragments from the deposit. Second, the rates of chemi-
cal reactions involving atomic and molecular fragments of
Me2Au(tfac) should increase with increasing the temper-
ature at which the FEBID process operates. Third, the
operational temperature of FEBID governs the diffusion
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of precursor molecules and fragments during irradiation.
This affects follow-up chemistry and, thus, atomic con-
tent, morphology and the growth rate of the deposits.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

Irradiation-driven molecular dynamics (IDMD) simu-
lations have been performed to explore the role of ther-
mal effects during the FEBID process of Me2Au(tfac), a
commonly used precursor molecule for the fabrication of
gold nanostructures.

The absolute cross section of electron-induced frag-
mentation of Me2Au(tfac) required as an input for IDMD
has been obtained from the experimentally measured
fragmentation mass spectra and fragment ion yields
for structurally similar molecules and smaller functional
groups of Me2Au(tfac). The cross section has been
evaluated by different methods accounting for DI- and
DEA-induced cleavage of different covalent bonds in the
molecule. In the simplest approximation, the calculated
total fragmentation cross section accounted only for the
DI-induced cleavage of covalent bonds between the gold
atom and the ligands. The most complete approxima-
tion for the fragmentation cross section accounted for
the contribution of DI and DEA processes in the cleav-
age of covalent bonds between the gold atom and the lig-
ands, as well as for the bond cleavage within the ligands.
The explicit simulation of chemical reactions involving
the created atomic and molecular fragments has enabled
the formation of volatile molecular products H2, CH4 and
C2H6 which were observed experimentally during FEBID
of Me2Au(acac).

The FEBID process of Me2Au(tfac) precursor
molecules has been simulated at different temperatures
in the range 300 − 450 K. The simulations confirm ex-
perimental observations that deposits consist of small
gold clusters embedded into a carbon-rich organic ma-
trix. The simulated growth rate of the deposit decreases
from 5 × 10−4 to 0.1 × 10−4 µm3/nC upon the temper-
ature increase from 300 to 450 K. A larger number of
Me2Au(tfac) fragments created while accounting for the
DEA- and DI-induced cleavage of all the bonds in the pre-
cursor molecule leads to an increase in the concentration
of gold in the deposit. The simulations predict an in-
crease in Au:C ratio in the deposits from ∼0.18 to ∼0.25
upon increasing the temperature from 300 to 450 K. The
simulated deposit’s characteristics, such as the deposit’s
structure, morphology, growth rate, and elemental com-
position at different temperatures, are in agreement with
experimental data.
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