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Abstract

Due to their unique dimensionality, the physical properties of two-
dimensional materials are deeply impacted by their surroundings,
calling for a thorough understanding and control of these ef-
fects. We investigated the influence of the substrate and the pres-
sure transmitting medium on bilayer graphene in a unique high-
pressure environment where the sample is partially suspended
and partially supported. By employing Raman spectroscopy with
a sub-micron spatial resolution, we explored the evolution of
strain and doping, and demonstrated that they are both similarly
induced in the suspended and supported regions of the bilayer
graphene within the studied pressure range. Almost full strain
and doping transfer between the supported and suspended re-
gions is concluded. We observed that charge carrier density sat-
urates quickly at low pressures (2 GPa) while biaxial strain con-
tinuously increases with pressure. Additionally, Raman spatial
mapping highlights a rather uniform doping and strain distribu-
tion, yet with significant local variations revealing a more com-
plex scenario than previously documented by single-point studies
at high pressure.

1 Introduction

In the era of rapid scientific advancements, two-dimensional (2D)
materials have emerged as a captivating field of study, revolu-
tionizing our understanding of fundamental physics, enabling
novel device functionalities and promising breakthroughs in vari-
ous technological applications. Their success resides in their out-
standing electronic1,2, optical3,4 and thermal5 properties derived
from their 2D nature. This thrilling mix is complemented by their
nanometric thickness resulting in extremely light materials, while
preserving exceptional mechanical properties6,7. Extensive stud-
ies have also been directed into the possibility of tuning 2D mate-
rials properties through external variables. Temperature8,9, mag-
netic10,11 and electric fields12–14 are commonly used whilst pres-
sure is often overlooked. The latter can act on those materials
in various ways. With pressure application, the electronic struc-
ture can be extensively altered leading to modification of the op-
tical properties15,16, with closing and opening of the band gap17.
When critical densities are reached phase transitions occur, dras-
tically modifying the materials properties17,18.

While those considerations are quite general and may also ap-

ply to bulk materials, when looking to 2D systems, further effects
can result from their reduced dimensionality. By construction, the
majority or totality of their atoms constitute surface atoms. They
are, thus, extremely sensitive to the surrounding environment.
Pressure affects the environment increasing the electronic density
and amplifying the interactions between the 2D system and its lo-
cal environment. Environmental effects on 2D materials in high
pressure experiments are thus thoroughly studied focusing on two
main elements: the substrate and the so called pressure transmit-
ting medium (PTM). The substrate is a fundamental element of
2D materials providing their support. Additionally, it is a source
of mechanical strain19,20 and doping21–23. The second element,
the PTM, is an essential component of high pressure experiments
as it is used to transfer pressure from a compression system to the
sample. It therefore surrounds the studied sample and interacts
with it24–26. High-pressure experiments in 2D materials allow
for highly amplified interactions between the 2D system and both
the substrate and the PTM, in contrast to bulk materials. Due to
these intensified interactions, entirely new physical phenomena
can emerge. It appears then fundamental to quantify or separate
the effect of each contribution.

Driven by these principles we focus in this work on investi-
gating the effect of the two mentioned environmental elements,
the substrate and the PTM, on the pressure response of 2D ma-
terials. As a benchmark material we choose graphene as it has
been shown to strongly interact with these elements when com-
pressed18,25–27. In particular, major attention was given to the in-
vestigation of their strain and doping contributions in compressed
graphene. In order to achieve this, we introduced a novel configu-
ration for high pressure experiments, in which the same sample is
found both suspended and supported on a substrate. This binary
system opens up the opportunity to study, within the same pres-
sure run, the same sample subjected to different environmental
conditions and allows for the disentanglement of substrate and
PTM contributions in the evolution of graphene’s features. To
probe the graphene response at high pressure we used Raman
spectroscopy. This technique is widely exploited for measuring
doping and strain in graphene both at ambient conditions and at
high pressure25–28.
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2 Experimental methods

Our experiments were conducted focusing on the investigation of
the local high pressure response of graphene in the chosen sus-
pended/supported configuration. Thus, we performed our mea-
surements using a novel cell design developed in our laboratory,
designed to achieve a high degree of spatial resolution15. In con-
ventional high pressure experiments that uses diamond anvil cells
(DACs) the aberrations introduced by the diamond interposed be-
tween the sample and the spectrometer severely worsen the opti-
cal resolution. Moreover, the bulky nature of conventional DACs,
does not allow for using high magnification microscope objectives
with an instrumental limitation set to long-working-distance x50
objectives. Our cell was specifically designed to allow the use of
a modified Mitutoyo x100 magnification objective with 0.7 NA.
This objective was conceived with a correction for spherical aber-
rations introduced by the passage of light through the diamond in
the optical path. This set-up allows to achieve sub-micron resolu-
tion in high pressure experiments15. This allowed to ensure that
we investigated the contributions from the suspended and sup-
ported regions of graphene individually. Moreover, we performed
detailed high pressure Raman spectroscopy measurements and
spatial mapping of our sample.

The experiments were conducted using a bilayer graphene
(BLG) sample. Initial tests with monolayer graphene led to the
breakage of the sample in the suspended region when subjected
to the high pressure environment. BLG, on the other hand,
showed a higher success rate in resisting the cell loading pro-
cedure, so it was chosen for our experiments. The BLG sample
we studied was supported by a small circular disc with a diam-
eter of ∼ 90 µm etched out using lithography from a 50 µm thin
Si/SiO2 foil, compatible with the DAC sample area. A circular
through hole of ∼ 20 µm was drilled at the centre of the disc in
order to accommodate the suspended region of the sample. The
dimensions of the hole were initially chosen in an attempt to spa-
tially isolate the suspended and supported regions of the sample
and minimize border effects. Moreover, a large hole compared
to probing laser spot size would ensure the independent investi-
gation of the two regions. A linear channel was also carved in
the disk to allow the PTM to fill the volume below the suspended
part of the sample which otherwise would not fill (most likely due
to the glue attaching the substrate to the anvil and sealing the
access to the hole). Bilayer graphene was deposited on the sub-
strate by two independent wet transfers of CVD-grown monolayer
graphene followed by carbon dioxide critical point drying using
a Tousimis Autosamdri®-815, Series B. Finally, the sample was
deposited on the bottom anvil of our DAC (details of the transfer
procedure are given in Section S1 of the supplementary informa-
tion (SI)). In Figure 1a and Figure 1b we can see the sample on
the anvil before and after PTM loading respectively.

The choice of the PTM for our experiment is a critical ex-
perimental aspect. We found that the alcohol mixture 4:1
Methanol:Ethanol was the most adapted for our purpose. As
well as featuring outstanding hydrostaticity up to its solidifica-
tion around 10.5 GPa29, it induces doping effects on graphene
when compressed26,30. This allowed us to probe its chemical and

physical interactions with graphene, without introducing discon-
tinuities in the PTM’s behaviour, such as phase transitions, that
may compromise the interpretation of the results. A comparison
between different PTMs was attempted. In particular, the use of
water has been shown to produce interesting functionalization ef-
fects on graphene, leading to PTM-induced phase transitions17,18.
Furthermore, the use of gaseous PTMs such as argon or nitrogen
has shown to mainly induce strain effects on graphene, without
affecting the charge doping distribution26. However, from an ex-
perimental point of view, we could not successfully prepare an
experiment using other PTM than the alcohol mixture. All the
other PTMs led to the breakage of the suspended region of the
BLG.

A schematic representation of the DAC and the sample area is
shown in Figure 1c. A pair of 450 µm cullet size diamonds was
used as anvils. A 200 µm thick steel T301 gasket was interposed
between the anvils and a 150 µm through hole was drilled at
its centre to accommodate the sample compression chamber. In
the latter, ruby chips of few micron in diameter were inserted to
measure in-situ the chamber pressure31.

3 Results and discussion
We performed a pressure run up to 5.9 GPa monitoring the evolu-
tion of the Raman features of the BLG sample. Above this pressure
the top diamond anvil touched the sample so we stopped the ex-
periment. The evolution of the G and 2D bands with pressure is
shown in Figure 1d. A similar trend is observed in the evolution
of the spectra in the two regions at low pressure with a larger blue
shift of the suspended features at higher pressure. We observe a
neat change in trend around 3.9 GPa, where the width and posi-
tion of the spectra differ between the suspended and supported
regions. At this pressure the delamination of the SiO2 layer at the
substrate surface in contact with the sample is observed by optical
imaging (see Figure S2 in SI). This phenomenon has been previ-
ously shown by other works26,32 and it has been attributed to the
difference of bulk modulus of silicon and silicon oxide composing
the substrate.

The spectra have been fitted using Lorentzian functions and the
extracted parameters are plotted in Figure 2. A purple rectangle
highlights the pressure at which the SiO2 delamination is observ-
able by optical means. However, we also note that the previous
pressure point at 3.6 GPa largely diverges from the trend at low
pressure. This makes us conclude that the delamination might
have started earlier but could not be clearly observed in the opti-
cal images. The evolution of the sample appearance throughout
the pressure cycle can be observed in Figure S2. The points above
the delamination pressure have been faded as the interpretation
of the experimental results above this transition is beyond the
scope of this work. They will not be considered in the follow-
ing analysis but they have been kept for completeness. In the
following we will refer to ωi and Γi (i = G,2D) as the frequency
and the FWHM of the bands, and to ∆ωi and ∆Γi (i = G,2D) as
the difference between the respective parameters measured in the
suspended and supported regions.

We observe a similar pressure evolution of the frequencies both
for the G-band (Figure 2a) and the 2D-band (Figure 2c). A larger
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Fig. 1 Optical image at x50 magnification of the sample before (a) and after (b) loading in the DAC. A black dashed rectangle indicates the region
that has been mapped through Raman spectroscopy. In (a) an orange and a blue sights show the points measured throughout the pressure cycle, later
referred as Supported and Suspended respectively. A red arrow in (b) points to the BLG edge to indicate a faint contrast that confirms the presence of the
sample in the suspended region after loading the cell with the PTM. (c) Schematic representation of the DAC system used in our experiment. The two
anvils (in light blue) compress the gasket (in brown). In the black rectangle, a zoomed-in view of the sample area shows a red ruby chip and the BLG
sample on the substrate. Green arrows on the substrate schematically indicates the biaxial strain applied to the BLG due to the substrate’s compression
under pressure. (d) Raman spectra of the suspended and supported BLG collected in the high pressure run. The two regions correspond to the G-band
(below 1700 cm−1) and the 2D-band (above 2600 cm−1). The spectra are normalized to the G-band maximum intensity for each pressure.
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Fig. 2 Pressure evolution of the fitted G and 2D bands parameters for the spectra in Figure 1d. A purple rectangle indicates the beginning of the
delamination of the oxide layer of the substrate. In correspondence of the purple dashed line the transition is observed also by optical imaging. The
pressure points above this pressure have been faded as they have not been taken into consideration in our analysis but they have been reported for
completeness. Each plot shows the measured value of the parameters (bottom side) and the difference between the corresponding parameter measured
in the suspended and supported regions (upper side). In Figure 2b dashed lines have been added as a guide to the eye to help the visualization of the
evolution of ΓG.
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blueshift is observed in the case of ω2D in the suspended region
above 2 GPa. ∆ωG and ∆ω2D help the visualization of the small
variations between the two regions which is more marked in the
case of ω2D. This first result is quite striking as intuitively we
would expect a larger blueshift in the supported graphene. In
fact, the major contribution of the G-band and 2D-band shift with
pressure is introduced by a biaxial strain originated from the com-
pression of the substrate25–27. This result indicate that the strain
is efficiently transferred from the supported to the suspended part
of the sample. Beside strain, when using 4:1 Methanol:Ethanol as
pressure transmitting medium, previous groups reported an im-
portant doping effect of graphene upon compression26,30. In our
case this is also observed by the strong decrease of ΓG at low
pressure. While the value of ΓG is lower in the supported region,
∆ΓG decreases with pressure. This indicates that, relatively, the
spectral width of the G-band gets thinner at a faster rate in the
suspended region than in the supported one with increasing pres-
sure. This effect could be explained by a larger amount of charges
injected in the suspended region due to the presence of the PTM
on both sides of the sample. In addition, a local inhomogeneous
strain field could be present in the supported graphene due to
the substrate’s roughness. The observed G-band is thus averaged
over the probing laser spot size resulting in a widening of the G-
band width which counters the doping effect. This second option
is backed up by the observed increase of ΓG above 2 GPa which is
not explainable with doping as we would expect a flat evolution
after charge saturation33.

When we look at the 2D band width in Figure 2d we observe
a different trend in the two regions. The 2D-band width is fairly
constant before delamination for the suspended part of the sam-
ple. This result is compatible with the observations of Froelicher
et al. in electrochemically gated samples where the width of the
2D band is found to be scarcely affected by doping33. On the
other hand, the supported part of the BLG features an increase
of Γ2D, which is more marked above 2.3 GPa in agreement with
the hypothesis of a inhomogeneous strain field introduced by the
substrate. This effect is marked also by the decrease of ∆Γ2D with
increasing pressure. In reality, the simultaneous contribution of
both effects is the most probable scenario.

Finally, the close observation of ΓG in Figure 2b features an ini-
tial widening at 0.2 GPa when compared to the ambient pressure
point (acquired without PTM). We can explain this peculiar sig-
nature by the presence of an opposite charge doping of graphene
at ambient conditions which is neutralized when the PTM is in-
troduced and pressure is increased. Several groups have reported
the presence of partial doping of graphene at ambient pressure
principally due to impurities on the substrate as well as to envi-
ronmental pollution21,22,34,35. Those groups report a predomi-
nant p-doping effect induced by the substrate and the environ-
ment on the sample. We thus conclude that a n-doping effect of
the PTM is the most probable scenario.

In order to clearly discern the doping and strain contributions
of graphene’s Raman features we performed a similar procedure
to that followed by Lee et al.28 which will make the object of the
following section.

3.1 Disentangling strain and doping contributions

The procedure proposed by Lee et al. for disentangling the strain
and doping contributions on graphene’s Raman features evolu-
tion is based on the study of the correlation between ωG and
ω2D

28. The plotted values for our experiment are shown in Fig-
ure 3. Each marker has been sized to show the pressure at which
the data was acquired. The slope ∂ω2D/∂ωG is found to follow the
black dashed line in the case of pure strain applied to graphene.
The latter corresponds to a slope (∂ω2D/∂ωG)

strain = 2.228,36

crossing the suspended ambient pressure point. We note that
most of the points lay in the region beneath. This evidence in-
dicates that strain alone is not sufficient to describe the pressure
evolution of the G and 2D-bands but doping must also be in-
cluded. We consider here the case of electron doping of graphene
from the PTM following our previous discussion on the evolu-
tion of ΓG. The comparison with the hole doping scenario can
be found in Figure S3. While changing the absolute value of
the strain and charge in the sample, our following considerations
on the observed phenomena are valid in both cases. For pure
electron doping we expect a slope (∂ω2D/∂ωG)

doping = 0.233. We
hence calculated the strain ε and the charge carrier density n vari-
ations relative to the ambient pressure values28,37. The evolution
of the two quantities are shown in Figure 4.

For what concerns ε (Figure 4a), a monotonic, almost linear, in-
crease with pressure is observed. The black dashed line represents
the ideal behavior, assuming the graphene sample behaves like
bulk graphite compressed under hydrostatic conditions38. Our
experiments show higher strain values throughout the pressure
range. Indeed, when compressed at high pressure, studies in-
dicate that the substrate induces an additional biaxial strain on
supported graphene due to its volume reduction18,27. The ideal
case of full adhesion and strain transmission from the substrate to
the sample, calculated according to Decremps et al. 39 , is shown
by the pink dash line in Figure 4a. Our experiments show that
the supported BLG attains intermediate strain values between the
two ideal cases, in agreement with the evidence of partial biaxial
strain transmission from the substrate to graphene previously re-
ported27. Strikingly, however, no significant difference between
the suspended and the supported regions is observed within our
experimental resolution. This apparently counterintuitive result
indicates that our suspended BLG acts as a rigid membrane, effi-
ciently transferring the strain from the substrate to the suspended
region.

The plot of the evolution of n confirms the hypothesis of pres-
sure induced doping effects in graphene peaking at values of
∼ 1.4 ·1012 cm−2. Within the experimental uncertainties the dop-
ing levels are equivalent in the two regions, for the majority of
the data points. A small additional doping of the suspended re-
gion is observed at low pressure, compatible with the doping ef-
fect induced by the PTM sandwiching the suspended BLG on two
sides found in the previous section. Above 2 GPa, n peaks to
its maximum value retaining a seemingly constant behaviour un-
til delamination of the substrate occurs. It is interesting to note
that, similarly to what was observed in the evolution of ΓG, we
observe a decrease of the charge density at 0.2 GPa. This initial

5



1580 1590 1600 1610 1620 1630 1640
G (cm 1)

2680

2700

2720

2740

2760

2780

2800

2820

2D
 (c

m
1 )

Suspended
Supported
Pure Strain
Doping e

P (GPa)
0.0
0.2
0.6
1.4
2.0
2.3
2.9
3.2
3.6
3.9
4.3
4.7
4.9
5.5
5.9

Fig. 3 Correlation plot for the 2D-band frequency ω2D as a function of the G-band frequency ωG. A black dashed line indicates a slope of 2.2
corresponding to an evolution of the frequencies in the case of pure biaxial strain. The red dashed line shows the slope of 0.2 for the pure electron
doping case. A pressure scale has been defined by sizing the markers proportionally to the pressure for each data point.

SuspendedSupported Suspended - Supported

0.00

0.25

 (%
)

0 2 4 6
Pressure (GPa)

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

 (%
)

(a)

0

1

n 
(1

012
cm

2 )

0 2 4 6
Pressure (GPa)

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

n 
(1

012
cm

2 )

(b)
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observation, considering that a charge injection of electrons and
hole would result in a blue shift of the modes’ frequencies33, is
in agreement with our hypothesis of an inversion of the type of
charge carrier from ambient condition to the pressurized system.

3.2 Exploring local signatures by Raman spectral cartogra-
phy

The results we have obtained until now refer to two selected re-
gions of the sample. Whilst providing a view on the evolution
of the sample’s properties throughout the pressure cycle, they
lack a description of local variations in the pressure response of
graphene’s features. We, therefore, performed spatially resolved
Raman spectral cartography of the sample in order to comple-
ment the previous results. We characterized the sample at ambi-
ent pressure and at 0.6 GPa, after the introduction of the PTM. A
black rectangle in Figure 1a and Figure 1b highlights the regions
that have been measured.

The fitted parameters for the G and 2D Raman peaks are dis-
played in the first four columns in Figure 5a. A red line bounds
the limits of the suspended region for a clearer visual inspec-
tion. The first row shows the spectra acquired at ambient pressure
while the second one at 0.6 GPa. The data have than been pro-
cessed in order to obtain the values of strain and doping with a
similar procedure to that of the previous section. The values have
been calculated in the present case with respect to the averaged
value of the suspended region at ambient pressure. The strain and
doping levels we obtained are plotted in the last two columns in
Figure 5a. In this case we calculated the doping values for holes
at ambient pressure (substrate doping) and electrons at 0.6 GPa
(PTM doping).

Local variations of the parameters are observed for all the spec-
tra. A clear identification of the variations due to the sample in
the supported and suspended region is not straightforward from
the plots due to the inhomogeneities in the sample. We thus
plotted the sample parameters into the histograms shown in Fig-
ure 5b. The supported and suspended regions have been treated
individually and they are represented by orange and blue his-
tograms respectively. The identification of the two regions was
possible thanks to the use of the diamond’s Raman peak found
around 1330 cm−1 at ambient pressure. It was present only in
the suspended region at ambient pressure and with a consider-
ably larger intensity in the same region during the compression
cycle. The averaged values of the distributions are summarized in
Table 1. We find comparable values within the uncertainties for
all the distributions. A systematic blue shift of the G-band in the
suspended region is observed, however it lays within the standard
deviation of the distributions. Moreover, we observe a decrease
of ΓG with pressure, in agreement with our considerations of the
previous section.

Importantly, both strain and doping show very similar distri-
butions for supported and suspended configurations confirming
that a high degree of strain and doping transfer between the two
regions is present when compressing the sample. Above each his-
togram we show two markers corresponding to the values of the
parameters measured as single points discussed in the previous

Section 3. This help us visualize where the studied regions are
found with respect to the average distribution of the values across
the sample. We observe that while single points do not perfectly
match the quantitative average values of the parameters, they re-
flect well their overall evolution with pressure and between the
two configurations. This illustrates the relevance of a spatially
resolved mapping and call for further studies making use of it.

4 Conclusion
We reported on the spatially resolved study of the pressure re-
sponse of a bilayer graphene sample which was partially sus-
pended on a drilled substrate.

Following the evolution of the Raman features at high pressure
we identified the signatures of both doping and strain induced on
our sample. To disentangle the individual effects of each contri-
bution we plotted the evolution of the 2D-band frequency against
that of the G-band. Our result shows that both strain and dop-
ing are not strongly affected by the suspended geometry, attend-
ing comparable values for the supported configuration within the
studied pressure range and uncertainties. In the low pressure
regime, higher value of charge transfer from the PTM are ob-
served, indicating that the presence of the PTM on both sides
of the sample can slightly enhance doping effects. Finally, the
charge carrier density is shown to saturate fairly quickly within
the first 2 GPa from where it becomes constant. We reached its
maximum value of (1.4±0.2) ·1012 cm−2 around this pressure.

The study was complemented by performing a spatially re-
solved Raman mapping at ambient pressure and at 0.6 GPa. To
our knowledge this is the first case of diffraction-limit-resolved
Raman cartography measurements at high pressure. This allowed
us to identify the G-band as the mainly impacted feature by the
suspension. The mean values of the distributions of each param-
eter has however revealed that, both at ambient pressure and at
0.6 GPa, the response of graphene in the two regions is compara-
ble within one standard deviation. Moreover, in agreement with
the results of Section 3.1, both the average strain and doping val-
ues are comparable in the two regions. However, large local vari-
ations of the evolution of the Raman features emerge, revealing a
much richer scenario than the usual single point characterization
of graphene experiments at high pressure.

Those results motivate the possibility of novel approaches for
the study of those systems. In particular, a detailed characteri-
zation through Raman mapping in the low pressure regime may
reveal the presence of doping gradients which could open up op-
portunities for the construction of pressure tunable devices for
energy harvesting40 and electronics41,42. Finally, the significant
strain transfer efficiency between the suspended and supported
regions presents novel opportunities for studying samples in pre-
viously unattainable conditions necessitating strong biaxial strain
whilst mitigating substrate effects and enhancing interaction with
the environment.
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Fig. 5 (a) Raman spectral mapping of the sample at 0 GPa and 0.6 GPa. A black scale bar corresponding to 5 µm is shown on the bottom right of each
plot. (b) Histograms of the parameters extracted from the maps in (a). Blue and orange dots are added above the histograms to locate the points at
0 GPa and 0.6 GPa that have been measured in the single point analysis for the suspended and supported regions respectively (Figure 2 and Figure 4).

Table 1 Average values of the distributions in Figure 5b. The uncertainties are given as one standard deviation of the distribution.

ωG (cm−1) ω2D (cm−1) ΓG (cm−1) Γ2D (cm−1) ε (%) n (1012cm−2)

P=0 GPa
Supported 1583.3±0.4 2688±2 15±2 31±2 0.00±0.02 0.1±0.6
Suspended 1582.9±0.3 2688±1 16±1 31±2 −0.00±0.01 −0.0±0.4

P=0.6 GPa
Supported 1588.1±0.3 2698±1 13±1 35±2 0.08±0.01 −0.2±0.3
Suspended 1587.7±0.2 2697±1 14±1 35±2 0.08±0.01 −0.2±0.2
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9 A. Taube, J. Judek, A. Łapińska and M. Zdrojek, ACS Applied
Materials & Interfaces, 2015, 7, 5061–5065.

10 K. S. Burch, D. Mandrus and J.-G. Park, Nature, 2018, 563,
47–52.

11 K. F. Mak, J. Shan and D. C. Ralph, Nature Reviews Physics,
2019, 1, 646–661.

12 Y. Zhang, T.-T. Tang, C. Girit, Z. Hao, M. C. Martin, A. Zettl,
M. F. Crommie, Y. R. Shen and F. Wang, Nature, 2009, 459,
820–823.

13 L. A. Jauregui, A. Y. Joe, K. Pistunova, D. S. Wild, A. A.
High, Y. Zhou, G. Scuri, K. D. Greve, A. Sushko, C.-H. Yu,
T. Taniguchi, K. Watanabe, D. J. Needleman, M. D. Lukin,
H. Park and P. Kim, Science, 2019, 366, 870–875.

14 A. Chiout, C. Brochard-Richard, L. Marty, N. Bendiab, M.-Q.
Zhao, A. T. C. Johnson, F. Oehler, A. Ouerghi and J. Chaste,
npj 2D Materials and Applications, 2023, 7, 20.

15 F. Medeghini, M. Hettich, R. Rouxel, S. D. Silva Santos, S. Her-
melin, E. Pertreux, A. Torres Dias, F. Legrand, P. Maioli,
A. Crut, F. Vallée, A. San Miguel and N. Del Fatti, ACS Nano,
2018, 12, 10310–10316.

16 D. Machon, V. Pischedda, S. Le Floch and A. San-Miguel, Jour-
nal of Applied Physics, 2018, 124, 160902.

17 L. G. P. Martins, M. J. S. Matos, A. R. Paschoal, P. T. C. Freire,
N. F. Andrade, A. L. Aguiar, J. Kong, B. R. A. Neves, A. B.
de Oliveira, M. S. Mazzoni, A. G. S. Filho and L. G. Cançado,
Nature Communications, 2017, 8, 96.

18 R. Vincent, R. Galafassi, M. Hellani, A. Forestier, F. S.
Brigiano, B. S. Araujo, A. Piednoir, H. Diaf, F. Pietrucci,
A. G. S. Filho, N. del Fatti, F. Vialla and A. San-Miguel, Biaxial
strain effects in 2D diamond formation from graphene stacks,
2024, https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.06416.

19 M. S. Bronsgeest, N. Bendiab, S. Mathur, A. Kimouche, H. T.
Johnson, J. Coraux and P. Pochet, Nano Letters, 2015, 15,
5098–5104.

20 D. A. Schmidt, T. Ohta and T. E. Beechem, Phys. Rev. B, 2011,
84, 235422.

21 The Journal of Physical Chemistry C, 2011, 115, 12960–
12964.

22 E. Ji, M. J. Kim, J.-Y. Lee, D. Sung, N. Kim, J.-W. Park, S. Hong
and G.-H. Lee, Carbon, 2021, 184, 651–658.

23 Y. W. Sun, D. Holec, D. Gehringer, L. Li, O. Fenwick, D. J. Dun-
stan and C. J. Humphreys, Phys. Rev. B, 2022, 105, 165416.

24 J. E. Proctor, M. P. Halsall, A. Ghandour and D. J. Dunstan,
Journal of Physics and Chemistry of Solids, 2006, 67, 2468–
2472.

25 D. Machon, C. Bousige, R. Alencar, A. Torres-Dias, F. Balima,
J. Nicolle, G. de Sousa Pinheiro, A. G. Souza Filho and A. San-
Miguel, Journal of Raman Spectroscopy, 2018, 49, 121–129.

26 A. Forestier, F. Balima, C. Bousige, G. d. S. Pinheiro, R. Ful-
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