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We present time-dependent density functional theory (TDDFT) calculations of fluores-

cence emission energies for 284 distinct graphene quantum dots (GQDs) of varying shapes

(square, hexagonal, and amorphous) and sizes (∼1-2 nm). These GQDs are doped with one

or two elements from B, N, O, S, and P at dopant percentages of 1.5%, 3%, 5%, and 7%.

Our study systematically investigates the trends and patterns in emission energies as a func-

tion of shape, size, dopant type and dopant percentage. Twelve structures are identified to

have emission wavelengths in the visible spectrum. The emission energies derived from our

calculations can guide the formulation of specific GQD mixtures to achieve desired emission

spectra within and beyond the visible range for industrial applications. Furthermore, the

extensive dataset, including emission energies along with molecular structures generated in

this work, creates a DFT dateset for further machine learning studies.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Graphene quantum dots (GQDs) are carbon-based 2D nanomaterials which consist of sp2 hy-

bridized carbon atoms with lateral dimensions typically less than 10 nm, displaying unique elec-

tronic, optical, and chemical properties due to quantum confinement and edge effects [1–6]. These

carbon-based 2D nanomaterials exhibit exceptional photoluminescence, high surface area and bio-

compatibility, making them ideal candidates for various applications in bioimaging, sensing, and

optoelectronics [7–18].

GQDs have become center of attention in recent years due to their tunable fluorescence prop-

erties, which can be controlled by altering their size, shape, composition and functional groups,

facilitating their use in advanced light-emitting devices, solar cells and photodetectors [7, 8]. Two

primary pathways contribute to the fluorescence of GQDs: intrinsic state emission, which is as-

sociated with the sp2-hybridized carbon core, and surface state emission, which is influenced by

the surface chemical groups and carbon bonds [19]. The combination of surface defects, functional

groups, and heteroatom doping in the core of GQDs greatly affects their fluorescence properties

[19]. Additionally, surface alterations like oxidation and reduction can adjust the colors of their

emissions [19–21].

Experimental research on heteroatom doped graphene quantum dots has shown that doping

distinct atoms to GDQs can control a variety of optical properties of the dots, including photolumi-

nescence wavelength and quantum yield. The photophysical properties of GQDs undergo significant

changes when doped with N and B atoms such as increasing their quantum yield and resulting in

controllable shifts in their emission wavelength [22–24]. It was demonstrated that the photolumi-

nescence of GQDs can be enhanced by doubly doping them with Mg and N [24]. It was also shown

that doping GQDs with S, N, and B resulted in red light emission [22]. In a separate recent study,

doping GQDs with N and P or B can create dual emission spectrum [25, 26].

Enhanced photoluminescence, improved photostability and tailored electronic properties can be

obtained with heteroatom-doped GQDs. These can in turn result in important breakthroughs in

bioimaging, energy storage, optoelectronics, environmental monitoring and other fields [27–30].

Time-dependent density functional theory (TDDFT) has been successfully applied to calculate

excitation energies, optical absorption and emission spectra, and electronic transition properties

of molecular systems. It offers a compelling alternative to computationally demanding, highly

correlated ab initio methods for investigating the electronic structure and optical properties of

molecular systems [31–33]. By extending the principles of ground-state density functional theory
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(DFT) to the time domain, TDDFT achieves this while maintaining acceptable accuracy at a lower

computational cost. The versatility and efficiency of TDDFT have made it a particularly attractive

approach for studying the unique characteristics of GQDs. Numerous studies have utilized TDDFT

to investigate the optical properties of GQDs, exploring topics such as the impact of nitrogen

dopant configuration [21], the utilization of enhanced light absorption [34], the influence of edge

modifications[35] and more [20, 36–39].

The TDDFT literature usually consists of studies concerning few particular types of GQDs and

these fragmented studies do not reveal the systematics of the effect of shape, size and dopants on

the emission spectrum of GQDs. In this work, we conduct a high-throughput TDDFT calculations

aiming to investigate the effect of shape, size, (co-)dopant type and dopant percentage on the emis-

sion spectrum of 284 distinct GQDs. The systematics and trends to be learned from this analysis

can be used as a guide for design engineering desired emission spectra for various applications and

concurrently reducing the number of trial-and-errors during synthesis.

II. COMPUTATIONAL DETAILS

Fluorescence emission energies from S1→S0 for square, hexagonal, and amorphous-shaped GQDs

have been calculated. The ten structures considered are shown in Fig. 1. These pristine GQDs

and their singly-doped (B, O, P, S, N) and doubly-doped variants (BO, OS, BP, BS, NO, NS, BN,

NP, OP, SP) at dopant percentages of 1.5%, 3%, 5% and 7% constitute a total of 610 GQDs. This

large sample size extensively covers the chemical space of GQDs with sizes of approximately ∼1-2

nm.

Amorphous-shaped GQDs structurally interpolating hexagonal and square shapes are derived

from 1 nm square structures to examine the effect of structural defects on the emission spectrum.

Furthermore, the amorphous structures facilitate the investigation of the effects on the emission

energies caused by the breaking of symmetries present in hexagonal and square structures. Sym-

metric structures contain degenerate states that affect the HOMO-LUMO gap, hence, symmetry

breaking is of immense effect on the emission energies.

Hydrogen atoms are added to the edges of the molecules to passivate the dangling bonds. All

structures are ensured to be neutral in charge and have zero total spin; an extra dopant or hydrogen

atom is added to or removed from some structures to achieve this. The reported dopant percentages

are defined as the percentage of dopant atoms relative to all atoms excluding hydrogens.

Geometries have been pre-optimized using the Semiempirical Extended Tight-Binding Program
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  Hexagonal 1                      Hexagonal 2                            Hexagonal 3 

 Square 1                             Square 2                                     Square 3 

 Amorphous 1           Amorphous 2            Amorphous 3          Amorphous 4 

Figure 1. The structures along with their singly- and doubly-doped variants were used to calculate emission

energies via TDDFT. The square shapes have 1 nm, 1.5 nm and 2 nm side lengths.

Package [40] at the Bannwarth2019-xTB [41] level of theory to reduce the initial computational

cost. Ground state (S0) and excited state (S1) optimizations have been performed with Gaussian16

[42] using the hybrid functional B3LYP [43–45] and the basis set 6-31G(d) [46–52]. Both DFT for

geometry optimization and TDDFT for excited state calculations are performed in water within

the framework of the polarizable continuum model (PCM) [43, 53]. Both of the optimized S0 and

S1 states have been verified by frequency analysis to be free from imaginary frequencies.

Structures that did not converge, were not optimized or had virtual frequencies have not been

re-run and consequently not reported, as they would require manual intervention, which in turn im-

pedes the streamlined workflow of high-throughput screening. This yielded 284 successful TDDFT

results out of 610 possible structures. All calculations were done with 128-core nodes and the total

wall time for the entire calculations reported here is 6223 node-hours, producing approximately 1.7
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TB of checkpoint files.
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Figure 2. Emission energies in eV of 284 GDQs are presented where each heatmap panel for a different

single or double dopants. Missing slots belong to the structures that did not converge, were not optimized

or had virtual frequencies.
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III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The electronic structure of GQDs and accordingly their emission energies and intensities (oscil-

lator strength) vary strongly depending on the nanocrystal’s shape, size, dopant type and dopant

percentage. In this work, the emission energies of 284 different structures were found using TDDFT

excited-state calculations. All emission energies in eV are summarized in Fig. 2, where each heatmap

panel belongs to a different dopant atom(s). According to the Kasha’s rule, fluorescence emission

can only occur from the lowest energy state of S1 state. The energies reported in Fig. 2 corresponds

to S1→S0 transitions. Possible phosphorescence phenomenon which involves triplet states have not

been investigated in this study.

As revealed in Fig. 2, for the pristine hexagonal and square structures, the emission energy de-

creases with increasing structure size as expected due to quantum confinement. As the structure size

grows, its HOMO-LUMO gap closes, causing the photoluminescence spectrum to shift towards the

IR region. This trend is somewhat preserved for the doped hexagonal and square structures. Amor-

phous structures were specifically prepared to be a transitional form between square and hexagonal

ones to check if their energies interpolate between those of square and hexagonal structures. This

indeed can be seen from Fig. 2.

Hexagonal 2 C54H18and Square 1 C54H20 have the same number of carbon atoms. Hexagonal 3

C96H24 and Square 2 C104H28 also have a similar number of atoms. However, these structure have

stark differences in terms of emission energy. This can be attributed to the fact that they have

different symmetry properties. The pristine square structure has D4h point group symmetry, while

the pristine hexagonal structure has D6h point group symmetry. The amount of degeneracy in

orbital energies affects the HOMO and LUMO energies, as well as the gap between them. This can

be related to the particle in a 2D square and circular box toy models from introductory quantum

mechanics. In a 2D box, energy depends on the quantum numbers as E ∝ n2
x + n2

y, where nx = ny

in the square box case, which in turn brings degeneracy. In a circular box, quantum numbers are

xmn, which is the n-th zero of the m-th Bessel function Jm. So, despite having the same or similar

atomic content, different symmetries of shapes yield different emission energies.

When we specifically examine the direct effects of dopants on hexagonal and amorphous struc-

tures (Fig. 2), we find that sulfur as the dopant usually leads to the highest emission energies.

Sulfur, by providing extra valence electrons in the 3s23p4 orbitals, facilitates N-type doping on the

carbon surface. Although sulfur and oxygen have the same number of valence electrons, the valence

electrons of oxygen are located in the second shell and do not result in high emission energies unlike
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Table I. Structures with emission energy in the visible region. Dopant colors are P (orange), B(pink), N

(blue), O (red) and S (yellow).

Structure
Energy

(eV)

Wavelength

(nm) Dopants

(%)

1.62 763 pristine

1.76 705 P (1.5%)

3.10 399 pristine

1.72 722 BN (1.5%)

1.70 728 OS (7%)

1.70 728 P (1.5%)

Structure
Energy

(eV)

Wavelength

(nm) Dopants

(%)

1.67 740 S (1.5%)

1.69 734 S (5%)

2.23 556 S (7%)

2.17 572 pristine

1.65 750 S (3%)

1.62 767 pristine

in the case of sulfur. Additionally, doping with oxygen or codoping with oxygen and sulfur atoms

yields similar results. We also observe that sulfur-doped structures predominantly have emission

energies above 1 eV. The calculated emission energies range between 0.08 and 3.10 eV. Table I

shows the only 12 structures that emit light in the visible electromagnetic spectrum whereas the

majority of GQD structures emit in the infrared (IR) region.

Figure 3 shows the energy and oscillator strength of the 284 structures, categorized into groups

of square, hexagonal, and amorphous. Most emission energies are in the infrared range or beyond,

while some fall within the visible range (1.6-3.3 eV or 380-750 nm). A few hexagonal structures are

found to have emission energies exceeding 1.5 eV.
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Figure 3. Oscillator strength of 284 GQDs with respect to their shape and emission energies as calculated

from TDDFT.

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

In this study, we performed an extensive high-throughput TDDFT analysis to investigate the

emission spectra of 284 distinct graphene quantum dots (GQDs) of various shapes, sizes, and

dopant configurations. Our results highlight the intricate dependence of emission energies on the

structural characteristics and doping patterns of GQDs. The findings reveal that the emission

energies generally decrease with increasing GQD size due to quantum confinement effects, while

specific dopants, particularly sulfur, significantly influence the emission properties, often leading to

higher emission energies.

Among the structures studied, only a select few exhibited emission in the visible range, with

most emitting in the infrared region. This suggests that while doping can effectively tune the

emission properties of GQDs, achieving desired visible emissions may require careful selection of

both dopant type and concentration.

The comprehensive dataset generated, including emission energies and molecular structures,
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provides a valuable resource for further theoretical and experimental exploration. This work offers

critical insights into the design of GQDs for applications requiring specific optical properties, such

as in optoelectronics, bioimaging, and sensing. Moreover, the systematic trends identified here can

serve as a guide for future experimental efforts to optimize GQD properties with minimal trial

and error, paving the way for the development of next-generation materials with tailored photonic

characteristics.
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