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Nonlinear optical materials of atomic thickness–such as non-centrosymmetric 2H transition metal dichalco-
genide monolayers–have a second order nonlinear susceptibility (χ(2)) whose intensity can be tuned by strain.
However, whether χ(2) is enhanced or reduced by tensile strain is a subject of conflicting reports. Here, we grow
high-quality MoSe2 monolayers under controlled biaxial strain created by two different substrates, and study
their linear and non-linear optical responses with a combination of experimental and theoretical approaches.
A 15-fold overall enhancement in second harmonic generation (SHG) intensity is observed on MoSe2 mono-
layers grown on SiO2 when compared to its value when on a Si3N4 substrate. A seven-fold enhancement was
ascertained to substrate interference, and a factor of two to the enhancement of χ(2) arising from biaxial strain:
substrate interference and strain are independent handles to engineer the SHG strength of non-centrosymmetric
2D materials.

Second harmonic generation (SHG) is a nonlinear optical
phenomenon in which two photons combine and form a single
photon with twice the energy of the original ones [1]. SHG is
used to determine crystal symmetry [2–6] and it can also probe
excitonic states [2–6].

Non-centrosymmetric monolayers (MLs) of transition metal
dichalcogenides (TMDs) have very high nonlinear suscepti-
bilities of the order of 105 - 108 pm2/V, making them highly
efficient for SHG [2, 3, 7]. Furthermore, they can sustain
large–uniaxial or biaxial–tensile strain [8, 9]. Their crystal
symmetry is lowered when under uniaxial strain, resulting in
an increased angular anisotropy in polarization-resolved SHG
measurements [10–15] and a decrease in SHG intensity along
the armchair direction [12, 15].

As it preserves the point symmetry of the crystal, biax-
ial strain could be considered a more desirable tool to tune
the efficiency of nonlinearity without impacting polarization-
dependent properties. Nevertheless, reports on SHG in biax-
ially tensile strained TMD MLs are scarce and contradictory.
For instance, Covre et al. stated a decrease in the SHG in-
tensity [16] on MoSe2 MLs, while Liu et al. documented an
enhancement in SHG in a MoS2 ML [17]. Similarly, Shi et
al. observed an increased SHG in atomically thin WS2 pro-
duced on silicon holes, which was explained as a result of a
Fabry-Perot cavity resonance [18]. Adding to the conflicting
nature of some reports, the tuning rate for uniaxial strain in
Reference [12] was used to rule out the involvement of strain,
even though the experimental geometry appears to more closely
match one in which the 2D material is under biaxial strain [18].

To resolve this puzzle, biaxially strained MoSe2 MLs were
grown by physical vapor deposition on either Si3N4 or SiO2

substrates here. Strain was induced by a rapid thermal quench-
ing after growth. The biaxial nature of strain as well as its
magnitude were determined by optical characterization that
included photoluminescence (PL), Raman studies [Figures 1(b)
and 1(c)], and theory. Details follow.

A high growth temperature in the PVD process efficiently
induces a tensile strain due to the thermal expansion mismatch

∗ hnakamur@uark.edu

between the ML and the substrate. We used two substrates: 73
nm tick Si3N4 on Si and 87 nm tick SiO2 on Si. The percent of
strain induced due to the thermal expansion mismatch is given
by [20]:

strain(%) =

[∫ Tg

RT

(αMoSe2 − αsubs)dT

]
× 100, (1)

where αMoSe2 = 7.1× 10−6 is the thermal expansion coeffi-
cient of bulk MoSe2 [21] (which we assumed to be thickness-
independent here). αsubs can either be αSi3N4

= 3.5× 10−6

[22], or αSiO2
= 5.0 × 10−7 [23]. Tg is the growth tempera-

ture and RT stands for room temperature. Additional details
will be presented elsewhere (S. Patel, manuscript in prepa-
ration). Our estimates yield up to 0.43%, or 0.73% tensile
strain at Tg = 1130◦ C when the substrate is Si3N4 or SiO2,
respectively. (See Figure 1(a) for schematics, and Methods for
details.)

When contrasted with a peeled, unstrained reference MoSe2
ML sample, the PL shows a redshift of the exciton peak for
samples grown on substrates, which is a signature of biaxial
tensile strain. In turn, the Raman shift measured for MoSe2
MLs on both Si3N4 and SiO2 substrates also shows a redshifted
A1g phonon peak (known to be significant only under biaxial
strain [19]). As depicted in Figure 1(d), MoSe2 MLs display
direct bandgap at the K−point when under no strain, which
reduces in size under a 1% biaxial tensile strain. As seen in
Figure 1(e), further (2 and 3%) tensile strain induces indirect
bandgap (in between the Γ and K points) [24] (see Methods).

We now turn to SHG measured by a setup schematically
shown in Figure 2(a). The excitation source is a Ti:Sapphire
femtosecond laser (Tsunami, Spectra-Physics) generating 200
fs pulses at a repetition rate of 80 MHz (see Methods). An inset
in Figure 2(a) shows a log-log plot of pump power versus SHG
intensity of the MoSe2 ML with a slope of 2, which is a hall-
mark of SHG. For polarization-resolved SHG measurements,
the sample is rotated in 5◦ increments, and a linear polarizer
is used in the detection line to collect SHG signals with a po-
larization parallel to that of the pump laser. The polarization
resolved SHG depicted in Figure 2(b) shows a characteristic
sixfold symmetry that arises from the D3h symmetry of the

ar
X

iv
:2

40
7.

01
33

9v
1 

 [
co

nd
-m

at
.m

tr
l-

sc
i]

  1
 J

ul
 2

02
4

mailto:hnakamur@uark.edu


2

Exfoliated on Si3N4 on SiO2

Si3N4 SiO2

+0.43%
+0.73%(a)

ΓM KΓ
−3

−1

0

1

3

2

−2

E 
− 

E F (
eV

)

(d)

ΓM K

(e)No strain
+1%

+2%
+3%

x

y

z

a
b

0.00%

x

z

y

(b)

In
te

ns
ity

 (a
rb

. u
.)

Wavelength (nm)
700 800 820 840 860

1.60 1.56 1.52 1.48 1.44
Energy (eV)

Raman shift (cm-1)
0 200100

(c)
In

te
ns

ity
 (a

rb
.u

.)

230 240 250

SiO2

Raman shift (cm-1)

824.0 nm

808.1 nm

Si3N4

SiO2

Si3N4

FIG. 1. (a) Schematics of MoSe2 MLs without strain and under biaxial tensile strain by a rapidly quenched growth on Si3N4 or SiO2 substrates.
The disposition of the unit cell employed in SHG calculations and cartesian axes are depicted in the leftmost diagrams. (b) PL of MoSe2 MLs
grown on Si3N4 and SiO2. Experimental data (dots) with Lorentzian fits (solid lines) show red-shift of the exciton peak on SiO2 from biaxial
tensile strain. (c) Raman shift in MoSe2 MLs on Si3N4 and SiO2 substrates. The inset highlights the A1g phonon peak for the MLs on each
substrate, which is known to redshift for biaxial strain [19] but not for uniaxial strain. (d) PBE-DFT band structures of a MoSe2 ML under no
strain (solid lines) or 1% tensile strain; the direct nature of the band gap (at the K−point) is apparent. (e) Electronic band structure under a 2%
and 3% tensile strain.

underlying crystal[2, 11, 25], even under biaxial strain.
Following Wang and Qian [26], we calculate the effective

second order susceptibility for a parallel polarization configu-
ration. By expanding the expression for the SHG polarization:

Pi,2ω = ϵ0
∑

j=x,y,z

∑
k=x,y,z

χ
(2)
ijk(2ω;ω, ω)EjEk, (2)

Where ϵ0 is the permittivity. There is only one independent
entry in the second-order dielectric susceptibility for point
group 6̄m2 (D3h)[1]: χ(2)

yyy = −χ
(2)
yxx = −χ

(2)
xxy = −χ

(2)
xyx ≡

χ(2), where the x, y and z labels correspond to the laboratory
axes as shown in Figure 1(a) and we dropped the dependency
on 2ω and ω from χ(2). Then the second harmonic polarization
takes the form:

Px,2ω = −2ϵ0χ
(2)ExEy, (3)

Py,2ω = ϵ0χ
(2) (EyEy − ExEx) , (4)

Pz,2ω = 0. (5)

In a polarization-resolved SHG, an analyzer is inserted to select
SHG polarized either parallel or perpendicular to that of the
pump beam, while rotating the polarization of the pump on
the sample. The electric field of the pump at an angle of θ
with respect to the zigzag (x) direction of MoSe2 ML can be
expressed as E = (E0 cos θ,E0 sin θ, 0). The effective second
order susceptibility in the parallel configuration χ

(2)
|| (see Ref.

[26]) is obtained by applying a projection onto a vector parallel
to the polarization of the incoming beam:

χ
(2)
|| (θ) = (cos θ, sin θ, 0) · P

ϵ0E2
0

, (6)

with P as in Equation (3). This way:

χ
(2)
|| (θ) = χ(2)(−3 cos2 θ sin θ + sin3 θ) = −χ(2) sin(3θ),

(7)
and the SHG intensity in the polar plot [solid curves in Figure
2(b)] can be expressed as:

ISHG(θ) ∝ |χ(2)|2 sin2(3θ). (8)

The SHG is thus proportional to |χ(2)|2, which will be later
used as a measure of SHG intensity.

At this point, we address the main contribution from this
work, i.e., the relative magnitude of the SHG signals obtained
on the two biaxially-strained samples. To this end, Figures
3(a) and 3(b) show the SHG intensity as a function of the
SHG wavelength for the tensile strained ML samples grown on
Si3N4 and SiO2 substrates, respectively. The overall increase
in the SHG intensity towards longer wavelength resembles
earlier results [27, 28]. We also observed a shoulder on the
SHG spectrum, which is attributed to single photon resonances
known as A-excitons at pump wavelengths of 805 nm and
810 nm for MoSe2 MLs on Si3N4 and SiO2, respectively.
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FIG. 2. (a) Sketch of the experimental setup for the collection of SHG light in reflection geometry using a tunable femtosecond laser. The inset
shown is double logarithmic plot of pump power dependence of SHG. The slope of the plot is 2. (b) Normalized SHG intensity as a function
of sample rotation angle θ about the z−axis, in which the polarization of the SHG signal is parallel to that of the pump laser. Experimental
data points are represented by pink dots for MoSe2 MLs on SiO2 and by blue dots for MoSe2 MLs on Si3N4, and the solid line is calculated
theoretically to be proportional to sin2(3θ).

The different shifts in A-exciton peaks confirm the different
biaxial tensile strain on the two different substrates discussed
in Figures 1(b) and 1(c).

A ratio of SHG intensity across the measured wavelength
range is provided in Figure 3(c). The main takeaway is a large,
nearly 15-fold enhancement in the SHG response of the MoSe2
ML on 87 nm thick SiO2 when compared to that of a MoSe2
ML on 73 nm thick Si3N4. On the other hand, quantitatively
comparing the SHG intensity of strained MoSe2 MLs with the
exfoliated ML poses a challenge because (1) intrinsic material
properties (such as doping) may differ between the exfoliated
versus PVD-grown MoSe2 MLs, and (2) the 285 nm thick SiO2

substrate used for the exfoliated ML happens to be close to a
minimum of interference, which makes the interference contri-
bution highly sensitive to a small error in the real thickness of
the dielectric layer. In what follows, we focus on PVD grown
MoSe2 ML samples to determine the contribution of strain on
the observed SHG enhancement, combining experimental data
and computationally obtained SHG responses under strain.

To calculate the effect of substrate interference on the SHG
response, we use the model by Song et al. [29]. For the nor-
mally incident pump of wavelength λ and intensity Iλ on
MoSe2 ML on a dielectric film of thickness d and a Si substrate,
the SHG intensity Iλ/2 is given by[29]:

Iλ/2 =
1

2ϵ0c
|βλ|2

2πχ(2)

λϵ0
I2λ, (9)

where βλ is the structure factor that encapsulates the influences

arising from the layered structure given as:

βλ = (1 +Rλ)
2(1 +Rλ/2). (10)

Here Rλ and Rλ/2 are the reflection coefficients of whole
structure of λ and λ/2 which are given by:

Rλ = r +
Rs,λt

2

1−Rs,λr
, Rs,λ =

r01 + r12e
2iωn1d

1 + r01r12e2iωn1d
. (11)

In addition, r = −η/(1 + η) and t = 1/(1+η) are the reflection
and transmission coefficients of a MoSe2 ML, respectively, and
η is calculated from the effective bulk refractive index n2D

as η = −ihω(n2
2D − 1)/2 with ω = 2π/λ. The reflection

coefficient at the interface between two layers is given by
rij = (ni − nj)/(ni + nj).

The enhancement factor due to interference (EFint) is thus
written as:

EFint =

∣∣∣∣ βλ(SiO2)

βλ(Si3N4)

∣∣∣∣2 , (12)

and displayed in Figure 4(a) for the two substrates used here.
The calculation assumes MoSe2 ML on SiO2(d nm)/Si or
Si3N4(d nm)/Si substrates as a function of d under an 800
nm pump laser. The delineated gray dashed lines serve as
indicators for the enhancement resulting from interference, cor-
responding to 87 nm (73 nm) thick SiO2 (Si3N4) substrates
utilized in our experiment. The results indicate that an EFint

as large as 7.2 could be attributable to constructive interference.
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We note that the interference could be overestimated by about
20-30% due to the use of plane waves in the calculation, as the
experiment focuses beam through the high NA objective lens
[29].

The real and imaginary parts of χ(2) as a function of ω cal-
culated with the TINIBA code (developed by J. L. Cabellos,
T. Rangel and B. Mendoza) are provided in Figure 4(b). In Fig-
ure 4(c), we depict the energy dependency of |χ(2)|2 (propor-
tional to ISHG), which is seen to increase monotonically with
applied tensile biaxial strain at excitation energies (1.48-1.61
eV) studied by the experiment (Figure 4(d)). Thus, the theory

reproduces the tensile-strain induced enhancement of SHG
by the experiment. Furthermore, both theory and experiment
highlight the importance of resonant features that originate
from band-to-band transitions, as seen by steeply changing
SHG intensity as a function of wavelength. The theory also
suggests that even qualitatively different strain effects may be
expected in other wavelength ranges near the resonance, which
may explain widely varying strain effects in the literature.

In summary, we explain two independent contributors to
the enhancement of SHG in non-centrosymmetric crystals:
biaxial tensile strain, and interference originating at the sup-
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porting substrate. This way, we provide clarity on two indepen-
dent factors affecting the magnitude of the SHG on 2D non-
centrosymmetric crystals unequivocally. These results shed
light on the biaxial strain tuning of nonlinear optical process in
atomically thin materials, and provide invaluable guidelines for
future nanoscale nonlinear/quantum optical devices [30, 31].

I. METHODS

A. Experimental

MoSe2 MLs were grown by physical vapor deposition
(PVD) at 1130◦ C. We used MoSe2 from AlfaAser (99.9 %
pure) as a precursor under argon flow. The diameter of a quartz
tube was 1 inch. We employed reverse flow of argon from
substrate towards the powder end to avoid any unwanted nu-
cleation before the growth temperature is reached. Once the
growth temperature is reached, forward flow is used for short
period of time (typically 10s) for growth and then switched
back to the reverse flow. Rapid quenching of the growth was
carried out by sliding the quartz tube out of the hot zone of
the furnace. Details on biaxial strain induced by high tempera-
ture PVD will be presented elsewhere (S. Patel, manuscript in
preparation). As a comparison, we also measured exfoliated
MoSe2 MLs purchased from a vendor (2D semiconductors) on
SiO2.

For the polarization resolved SHG setup, we used a
Ti:Sapphire femtosecond (fs) laser source (Tsunami, Spectra-
Physics) generating pulses of duration 200 fs at repetition rate
of 80 MHz. With the use of a prism compensator, the pulse
width was kept constant between 770 nm and 840 nm. A
dichroic mirror directs excitation laser to 40x objective lens
(NA 0.6) to excite the sample and the SHG signal is collected
in the reflection geometry. A beam splitter added on the beam
path illuminates the sample with white light and another beam
splitter directs the reflected light to a CCD camera for sam-
ple imaging. Two short pass filters were used to reject the
pump beam to detect SHG signals in a 500 mm focal spec-
trometer (Acton Research) equipped with a thermo-electrically
cooled CCD. For the polarization resolved SHG measurements,
sample is rotated in 5◦ step and a linear polarizer is used in
the detection line to collect SHG signals parallel to the pump
polarization.

B. Theoretical

First-principles calculations were carried out using plane
wave density functional theory (DFT) as implemented in the
ABINIT [? ] package. The General Gradient Approximation
(GGA) with Perdew-Burke-Ernzerhof [32] (PBE) functional

was considered, along with optimized norm-conserving Van-
derbilt pseudopotentials [33]. The plane-wave energy cutoff
was set to 20 Hartrees ( 500 eV) and a Monkhorst-Pack [34]
k-point sampling of 18× 18× 1 centered in the Γ point was
used. The results indicate that the pristine MoSe2 ML has a
lattice constant of a = 3.327 Å, a distance between selenium
bonds of dSe−Se = 3.344 Å, and a band gap of Eg = 1.445
eV, which are in good agreement with previously reported val-
ues [19, 35]. After considering a biaxial tensile strain of 1%,
2% and 3% we found that at 1% the band gap remains direct
as in the pristine case but undergoes from direct to indirect as
more strain is applied as predicted before [19]. The second
order susceptibility tensor was calculated with the TINIBA
code, developed at the Centro de Investigaciones en Optica by
B. Mendoza, J. L. Cabellos, and T. Rangel.

We used a scissor correction equal to 0.809 eV on the elec-
tronic band structure of all calculated susceptibilities; this value
was taken as the GW gap reported in Reference [24]. Our
calculations are of the single-particle type, so the calculated
responses do not include excitonic effects.
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