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Abstract: The unique properties of graphene have attracted the interest of researchers from various
fields, and the discovery of graphene has sparked a revolution in materials science, specifically in
the field of two-dimensional materials. However, graphene synthesis’s costly and complex process
significantly impairs researchers’ endeavors to explore its properties and structure experimentally.
Molecular dynamics simulation is a well-established and useful tool for investigating graphene’s
atomic structure and dynamic behavior at the nanoscale without requiring expensive and complex
experiments. The accuracy of the molecular dynamics simulation depends on the potential func-
tions. This work assesses the performance of various potential functions available for graphene in
mechanical properties prediction. The following two cases are considered: pristine graphene and
pre-cracked graphene. The most popular fifteen potentials have been assessed. Our results suggest
that diverse potentials are suitable for various applications. REBO and Tersoff potentials are the
best for simulating monolayer pristine graphene, and the MEAM and the AIREBO-m potentials
are recommended for those with crack defects because of their respective utilization of the electron
density and inclusion of the long-range interaction. We recommend the AIREBO-m potential for a
general case of classical molecular dynamics study. This work might help to guide the selection of
potentials for graphene simulations and the development of further advanced interatomic potentials.

Keywords: graphene; molecular dynamics; monolayer pre-cracked graphene

1. Introduction

Graphene, a two-dimensional material, has numerous remarkable properties, such
as high strength, electrical conductivity, and thermal conductivity [1–4]. Graphene has
been extensively studied by researchers from various disciplines, resulting in numerous
discoveries over the past two decades [5–10]. Due to its unique properties, graphene is
utilized in broad applications in various fields, including energy, biomedicine, environment,
electronics, material engineering, etc. [11]. The discovery of graphene was a scientific
breakthrough in nanomaterials, which encouraged the discovery and engineering of other
2D materials [12–15]. There are two primary approaches to synthesizing graphene: the
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bottom-up construction, in which the material is built atom-by-atom to form the graphene
sheet, and the top-down separation, where the graphene sheet is obtained by separating
the graphite [16–19].

The difficulty of producing graphene in terms of the cost, size, and technique might
cause researchers to have difficulty exploring and studying the material’s properties. Molec-
ular dynamics (MD) simulation is a numerical tool that enables researchers to study the
behavior of the material and the interaction between the particles at the microscopic
level [20–23]. MD simulation is the bridge between theoretical and experimental research,
enabling researchers to study materials that have not yet been synthesized, or to study
them under conditions that cannot be achieved experimentally due to their complex im-
plementation, the high risk that could be involved in such experiments, or the high cost.
These advantages are typical of numerical computation and simulation in general and not
only molecular dynamics.

MD is a well-established method for simulating various processes, properties, and
applications of materials [24–26]. The accuracy of the MD simulation depends on multiple
factors, such as the size of the system; especially when there are defects in the structure,
it is required to ensure that the system is large enough. Another factor is the empirical
potential used to represent the force between the atoms [27–29]. Different potential types
are described with various formulae and functions.

For example, the Lennard–Jones potential is a commonly used pairwise interaction
potential in MD simulations. It describes the interaction between two neutral atoms or
molecules as a function of the distance between them. The Lennard–Jones potential [30–32]
can be used to describe the interactions between carbon atoms in graphene, as well as
interactions between graphene and other species (e.g., adsorbates and solvents). As a non-
bonded potential, this pairwise potential describes the van der Waals interactions between
non-bonded atoms. It accounts for both the attraction at long distances and the repulsion
at short distances. The Embedded Atom Method (EAM) potential is a many-body potential
that takes into account the electronic structure of the atoms. Although primarily used for
metals, the EAM potential [33] or its variants can be adapted to describe the interactions
within graphene, especially when considering the metallic nature of graphene’s electrons.
The Tersoff potential is a bond-order potential specifically designed for simulating covalent
materials such as silicon and carbon. It accounts for both the bond length and bond angle
dependencies. The Tersoff potential [34–36] is widely used to describe the interactions
between carbon atoms in graphene, as it accurately captures the covalent bonding char-
acteristics of this material. As a three-body potential that includes bond-order effects,
it is important for accurately describing the carbon–carbon interactions in graphene. It
accounts for the variation in the bond strength depending on the local environment. The
REBO potential, short for the Reactive Empirical Bond-Order interatomic potential of the
second generation, is an advanced interatomic potential used in atomistic simulations to
describe the motion and interactions of individual atoms [37]. The REBO potential uses
the bond-order parameter to calculate the bond energy. As the bond-order changes due to
bond stretching, bending, or other deformations, the bond energy is adjusted accordingly.
The AIREBO-m potential modifies the repulsive part of the original AIREBO (Atomic
Interaction Potential with Bond-Order) potential [38]. By replacing the LJ potential with a
Morse potential and optimizing the functional form, the AIREBO-M potential improves
the accuracy of simulations involving intermolecular interactions. Neural Network Poten-
tials [39,40] are potentials derived from machine learning algorithms trained on DFT data.
They can be very accurate and computationally efficient for large-scale MD simulations of
graphene. Machine learning potentials have been widely introduced in recent years [41–46].
We focus on classical force-fields in this study, since they are a reasonably good compromise
of accuracy and computation cost.

When choosing a potential for graphene simulations, researchers must balance the
trade-off between computational efficiency and the accuracy required for the specific
application. For example, while harmonic potentials are computationally efficient, they
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may not accurately capture the behavior of graphene under extreme conditions. In contrast,
DFT-based methods provide high accuracy but are computationally more demanding and
thus limited in the time and length scales that they can access. The choice of potential
will depend on the specific properties of graphene that are being investigated and the
computational resources available. Thus, the potential should correctly resemble the
experimental behavior of the forces among the atoms, which is what we are trying to
accomplish in this paper.

In this paper, tensile tests of pristine graphene are simulated, followed by compar-
ing the results produced by MD simulation using various empirical potentials with the
experimental results. Additionally, we evaluated the agreement of the potentials with
experiments for pre-cracked graphene by examining its fracture toughness.

2. Model and Methods
2.1. Illustration of the Structure

In this work, all MD simulations are performed using LAMMPS [47]. The graphene
unit cell is constructed as shown in Figure 1, where the positions of the atoms are deter-
mined relative to the lattice vectors (note that there are multiple choices for the unit cell
and the lattice vector). The unit cell is replicated in the x- and y-directions.
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Figure 1. The different unit cells for graphene. (a) The primitive unitcell that contains only two atoms.
The bond length of atom 1 and atom 2 is 0.142 nm. The bond angle is 120◦; (b) Conventional unitcell
that contains 4 atoms numbered 1–4; (c) A supercell of monolayer of pristine graphene.

The final structure, shown in Figure 1c, has dimensions of 5.11 nm × 5.16 nm × 0.334 nm,
and the total number of atoms is 1008. The model’s boundary conditions are periodicity
in the x- and y-directions and a fixed boundary along the z-direction. This represents the
intermolecular force of the bonds between the atoms. With the initial model, we need to
equilibrate the system to ensure that there is no overlap among the atoms and no defor-
mation in the structure. The equilibration is performed under the temperature of 300 K
and pressure of 0 GPa. In the equilibration process, the system’s energy is minimized: we
need to find the configuration that results in the minimum energy, since the less energy the
configuration has, the more stable it is.

The uniaxial tensile test was conducted to study the mechanical properties. Loading
was applied in the horizontal direction (the zigzag direction) with an engineering strain rate
of 0.001 per picoseconds. The load ceased when the material failed. Then, the stress–strain
relationship was obtained.

2.2. Description of the Used Potentials [47]

The first potential to be discussed is the Tersoff potential (after the researcher who
formulated it, Jerry Tersoff); then, the REBO (Reactive Empirical Bond-Order) and the
AIREBO (Adaptive Intermolecular REBO) potentials are discussed. The Tersoff potential
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only considers the nearest-neighbor interaction of two atoms, and the system’s total energy
is equal to the sum of all these interactions. It is given by the following expression [48,49]:

E =
1
2∑N

i ∑N
j ̸=i fC

(
rij
)[

VR
(
rij
)
+ bijVA

(
rij
)]

, (1)

where N is the number of atoms; f c is the smooth cutoff function to switch off the effect of
the potential after a certain distance; rij is the distance between atom i and atom j; VR is the
repulsive part of the potential; VA is the attractive part of the potential; bij is the bond-order
term, which depends on the coordination and the angle between the atoms.

The issue with the Tersoff potential is that it does not distinguish between the different
types of bonds and only considers the bond’s length. As a result, it overestimates the
system’s energy (this might be why most of the Tersoff potentials in Table 1 have a higher
failure strength than the experiment potentials). The REBO potential is introduced to take
into account the conjugated and the radical character of the system or the configuration
(the conjugated configuration is defined as the ability of the system to resonate, which can
be due to the existence of double or triple bonds, or the radical characteristic; a radical
configuration contains unpaired electrons) [49].

Table 1. Comparison between the experimental results and simulation results for different interatomic
potentials in terms of the mechanical properties.

Potential Name Young’s
Modulus (GPa)

Failure
Strength (GPa) Fracture Strain Toughness

(GPa)

Experiment [50–52] 1000 ± 100 130 ± 10 0.25 21.1

CH.airebo-m 1025.11 93.93 0.169 10.5

CH.rebo 1043.13 131.53 0.282 18.08

C.meam 1022.26 83.81 0.400 7.42

CCu 798.76 109.33 0.400 14.45

C.lcbop 950.93 175.37 0.400 39.83

BNC 1009.93 125.65 0.235 18.36

SiCGe 1164.12 148.07 0.270 18.03

SiC-a 1151.20 150.19 0.275 18.64

SiC-b 1046.34 142.19 0.284 18.48

SiC-c 1164.12 148.07 0.270 18.03

SiC-d 583.48 106.43 0.400 12.77

SiC-e 300.08 42.24 0.400 5.59

SiC-gw 310.06 41.62 0.400 5.59

FeC 828.16 131.78 0.400 22.13

SiC-f 574.29 98.10 0.400 10.99

The radical and the conjugation effects are included in the REBO potential as the
correction to the bond-order term; consequently, instead of only having bij, it will be
bij + ∑RC

ij +bDH
ij , where the second term describes the radical and conjugated characteristic

and the third term describes the dihedral angle for the double bonds between carbon atoms.
However, the REBO potential is restricted only to a short-range interaction, which is why
the AIREBO potential was introduced, which describes the long-range interaction as the
Lennard–Jones potential and the torsional potential due to the rotation of the bonds. Note
that we have to use the potential CH.airebo-m, where m stands for the Morse potential [53].
The Morse potential is expected to produce more accurate results, since it converges more
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quickly as you leave the atom and diverges more slowly than the LJ potential as you go
toward the atom [49].

EAIREBO =
1
2∑N

i

N

∑
j ̸=i

[
EREBO

ij + ELJ
ij + ∑k ̸=i,j ∑l ̸=i,j,k ETORSION

ijkl

]
(2)

The next potential is the BOP (bond-order potential) [54], which can be described as
an improved version of the Tersoff potential that uses the theory of quantum mechanics
to distinguish between the single and double bonds in the structure or the configuration.
An advantage of the BOP potential is that it can be used for different phases, since it is
formulated using quantum mechanics. However, the difficulty lies in its parameterization
(that might be why it yields inaccurate values for the pristine graphene, since it was
parameterized for the CCu). The energy of the bond in the BOP potential considers the
bond-order and the bond integral, where the first is defined as follows [55]:

Bond order = (number of bonding electrons − number of antibonding electrons)/2

When two atoms move close to one another, their orbital overlap and the electrons
within the overlap region contribute to the formation of bonds between the atoms. These
electrons are called bonding electrons; the electrons outside of the overlap region are
known as antibonding electrons. Additionally, the bond integral is defined in terms of the
probability for the electron to jump from one orbital in the atom to another atom’s orbital.
The expression below describes the energy of the system that uses the BOP potential [55]:

E =
1
2∑N

i=1

iN

∑
j=i1

Φij
(
rij
)
− ∑N

i=1

iN

∑
j=i1

βσ,ij
(
rij
)
·Θσ,ij − ∑N

i=1

iN

∑
j=i1

βπ,ij
(
rij
)
·Θπ,ij (3)

where ϕij(rij) is the repulsive potential in the short-range interaction between two atoms;
βσ, and βπ , are the bond integrals for single and double bonds, respectively, which are a
function of the coordination of the atoms in the structure, and which include the cutoff
distance function as well; Θσ, and Θπ , are the bond-orders for single bonds and double
bonds, respectively.

Note that all these formulae for the previous potential are only general expressions,
and their functions, which depend on the coordination or the local environment, are more
complicated. Nonetheless, these general formulae help us to imagine the behavior of
the potential.

Like the Tersoff potential, the BOP potential only considers the short-range interaction
between the nearest neighbor. It ignores the long-range interaction, yielding an inaccurate
result, especially in a multilayer system, where it ignores the interaction between the
interplanar atoms. Instead, this is included in the LCBOP (long-range Carbon Bond-Order
Potential). It is noted that this potential focuses on the interaction between carbon atoms,
since the BOP potentials are difficult to parameterize, as mentioned earlier. The general
formula for the LCBOP is given below [56] as follows:

E =
1
2∑N

i,j

(
fc,ijVSR

ij + SijVLR
ij

)
(4)

where VSR
ij and VLR

ij are the short-range potential and long-range potential, respectively;
f c,ij is the cutoff distance function for the short-range interaction; Sij is the switching function
that is used to exclude the nearest neighbors of the long-range interaction, and it is given
as Sij = 1 − f c,ij.

The MEAM (Modified Embedded Atom Method) [57] is another important potential,
which is derived from the EAM potential [58]. The structure of the material depends on the
distribution of nuclei and electrons. Therefore, the wave function of electrons can be used
to describe the behavior of the atoms in the material and the energy associated with the
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structure of the material. However, the problem is that even a tiny sample contains many
electrons. Finding the wave function for all these electrons would be nearly impossible,
since the wave function of the electrons depends on the coordination of all the nuclei and
the electrons in the material. Instead of using the wave function to describe a microscopic
system, the EAM potential uses the electron density to describe the status of the electrons
in a given system. The energy of one atom in a structure that uses the EAM potential is the
following [59,60]:

E = Fi

(
∑j ̸=i ρi

(
rij
))

+
1
2∑j ̸=i Φij

(
rij
)
, (5)

where Fi is the embedding energy function, which is a function of the ρi electron density;
ϕij is the pairwise interaction within the cutoff distance range, and it is the function of the
coordination or distance between the atoms rij. The MEAM potential is an extension of the
EAM potential that considers the existence of double and triple bonds.

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Pristine Graphene

The analysis will focus on the following four parameters that can be extracted from
the stress–strain curve: Young’s modulus [61,62], the material strength or the critical
stress, the fracture strain, and the material’s toughness. Young’s modulus is obtained by
calculating the slope of the linear portion of the stress–strain curve within the elastic region.
It represents the material’s ability to endure or withstand the deformation or the change in
length when uniaxial stress is applied to it. Young’s modulus E [63–66] can be expressed as
E = FL0/(A|L − L0|), where F is the applied force on the surface of the material, A is the
area, L0 is the initial length, and L is the length after loading.

The material strength is the maximum stress applied to the material before it becomes
fractured. The fracture strain is the strain that corresponds to the maximum stress or the
strain at which the material is fractured. The toughness is the energy per unit volume that
the material absorbs before it becomes cracked and is measured in (Pa). Still, usually, we are
interested in the fracture toughness, since it is more realistic to have cracked graphene than
pristine graphene, where the material is pre-cracked when the stress is applied, as can be
seen in the discussion for the pre-cracked graphene. The fracture toughness is measured in
(Pa

√
m). After obtaining these parameters out of the stress–strain curve, we will compare

them with the experimental ones to evaluate the agreement of the results produced for
each potential [24,64,67].

Most of the curves in Figure 2 reflect the brittle nature of graphene. Tersoff potentials,
including BNC, SiCGe, SiC-a, SiC-b, SiC-c, and SiC-d, exhibit similar stress–strain curves
as that of CH.airebo, CH.rebo, C.meam, CCu, and C.lcbop. The potentials of SiC-gw and
SiC-e do not agree with the experimental results, since they show a stress–strain curve for
plastic materials with much lower stress. Table 1 shows the experimental and obtained
values using the specified potential [50–52].

As shown in Figure 3, most of the Tersoff potentials exhibit an excellent agreement in
terms of Young’s modulus, except for SiC-d, FeC, and SiC-f, where the first and the last
have a Young’s modulus which is half of the experimental one, and the second has a value
of 828.16 GPa, which is less than anticipated and in the range of 900–1100 GPa. However, it
can be noticed that the other Tersoff potentials overestimate the failure strength by a small
amount, except for BNC and SiC-b. Therefore, the best two potentials among the considered
ones (in the case of pristine graphene) are the BNC potential, since the percentage difference
in the fracture strain is 6%, and SiC-b potential, which has a percentage difference of 13.6%
in terms of the fracture strain.
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The CCu potential shows low Young’s modulus and failure strength values, and a
high fracture strain. Accordingly, it is not suited for the pristine graphene simulation. The
C.lcbop potential has a Young’s modulus that falls within the experimental range, while it
overestimates the failure strength and the fracture strain. The C.meam and CH.airebo-m
potentials have an excellent agreement with the experiments regarding Young’s modulus.
However, they underestimated the failure strength; the first overestimated the fracture
strain and the second underestimated it with a 32.4% percentage difference. Finally, we
have the CH.rebo potential, with a Young’s modulus of 1043.13 GPa, which falls within
the experimental range of 900–1100 GPa, a close failure strength value to the experimental
one, with a percentage difference of 0.12%, and a fracture strain of 0.282, with percentage
difference of 1.3%.

Therefore, the ideal potential for simulating pristine graphene is the CH.rebo and the
BNC-Tersoff.

3.2. Pre-Cracked Graphene

In this section, the agreement of the potentials with the experiments for the pre-cracked
graphene has been assessed using the stress intensity factor (SIF), the fracture toughness
(KIC), crack convergence, and Griffith’s criterion as our criteria. The computational details
have remained unchanged, except for the size of the system, which increased by 16 times
that of the pristine graphene system. Additionally, we have included a gap at the center of
the sheet to simulate the pre-cracked configuration, as illustrated in Figure 4a.
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Figure 4. (a) The pre-cracked graphene sheet of a size of 20.5 nm × 20.2 nm and 15,981 atoms. (b) The
material before making a cut or crack (bulk material). (c) The material after cutting the material and
creating two surfaces.

The fracture toughness is defined as the product of the critical stress and the square
root of the crack’s size. Critical stress is defined as the strength of failure for a brittle
material like graphene [68], as follows:

fracture toughness = σc
√

a0 (6)

where σc is the critical stress in GPa and a0 is the half initial length of the crack. The stress
intensity factor Kc (SIF) is defined as follows:

Kc = σc
√

πa0 (7)

The terms (SIF) and fracture toughness can be used interchangeably, since they differ
by a factor of

√
π.

The following expression gives the Griffith’s criterion, as follows:

σc
√

a0 =

√
2γE

π
→ Kc =

√
2γE (8)
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where E is the Young’s modulus of the material and γ is the surface energy of the material.
Both Young’s modulus and the surface energy are constant, from which we expect

that the product of
√

a0 and σc should also remain a constant. To test Griffith’s criterion,
we gradually increased the initial crack size; the critical stress is expected to decrease
because the product should remain constant. Of course, the value should remain constant
throughout the test. However, the stress intensity factor in the simulation is expected to
converge to a specific value. If this value matches the experimental one, then the potential
is suited for simulating graphene with crack defects [68].

In Figure 4b, inner carbon atoms in the bulk material are connected to three other
atoms, while the atoms at the surface are only connected to two atoms. Since the atoms
at the surface can share electrons and form bonds, they are less stable and have more
energy than the inner atoms. Upon cutting the material, as in Figure 4c, two new surfaces
are created with more unstable and energetically active atoms. It is anticipated that the
system presented in Figure 4c will possess more energy compared to system (as shown in
Figure 4a), with the energy difference being equivalent to the energy expended in dividing
the system into two slabs (assuming zero friction). At this point, we have our values and
are ready to compare them with the experimental ones, so we can estimate which potential
is best suited for a system with cracks [69].

Table 2 shows that the surface energy and the critical stress depend significantly on
the type of potential used in the simulation, even if the potential yields an excellent value
for Young’s modulus. The BNC potential’s SIF value does not converge to the experimen-
tal value, which is 4 MPa

√
m [68–73], even though it was one of the best potentials to

simulate the pristine graphene. Tersoff potentials do not produce excellent data because
they do not account for the long-range interaction, which is required in the case of the
pre-cracked atoms, where the atoms across the fracture could interact with each other.
Figures 5 and 6 exhibit that the CH.airebo-m potential agrees with the experimental data,
since it accounts for the long-range interaction, including the Lennard–Jones or Morse po-
tential. The C.meam agrees with experiments because it does not use a switching function
for the cutoff distance and uses the electron density to estimate the system’s energy [74,75].
The CH.rebo potential produces better results than the Tersoff potential but is not as accu-
rate as the CH.airebo-m potential, since it accounts only for the conjugation and radical
characteristic, but not the long-range interaction.

Table 2. The stress intensity factor (SIF) convergence and other parameters like Young’s modulus and
the surface energy.

Cracked Graphene Data for Different Potentials

Potential
Name

Crack’s Length
a0 (nm)

Fracture Stress
σc (GPa)

Stress Intensity Factor
(MPa

√
m)

Kc=σc
√

πa0

Young’s
Modulus E

(GPa)

Surface
Energy
γ ( J

m2 )

SIF=
√

2Eγ
(MPa

√
m)

CH.airebo-m

0.615 70.39 3.09 978.72

8.859

4.16

1.107 57.87 3.41 1001.38 4.21

1.599 50.48 3.58 952.17 4.11

2.091 51.32 4.16 936.53 4.07

2.583 45.42 4.09 899.32 3.99

CH.rebo

0.615 60.92 2.65 873.14

9.985

4.18

1.107 56.33 3.23 872.51 4.17

1.599 53.41 3.51 851.74 4.12

2.091 49.12 3.52 820.72 4.05

2.583 43.66 3.61 794.49 3.98
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Table 2. Cont.

Cracked Graphene Data for Different Potentials

Potential
Name

Crack’s Length
a0 (nm)

Fracture Stress
σc (GPa)

Stress Intensity Factor
(MPa

√
m)

Kc=σc
√

πa0

Young’s
Modulus E

(GPa)

Surface
Energy
γ ( J

m2 )

SIF=
√

2Eγ
(MPa

√
m)

C.meam

0.615 60.92 2.68 1002.78

8.674

4.17

1.107 56.33 3.32 983.72 4.13

1.599 53.41 3.79 956.01 4.07

2.091 49.12 3.98 933.93 4.03

2.583 43.66 3.93 905.29 3.96

BNC

0.615 87.37 3.84 988.04

1.573

1.76

1.107 73.22 4.32 1001.08 1.77

1.599 69.16 4.90 972.47 1.75

2.091 66.71 5.41 971.18 1.75

2.583 62.33 5.61 910.52 1.69

SiC-b

0.615 98.73 5.53 1054.56

2.852

2.45

1.107 81.75 5.43 1022.52 2.41

1.599 73.75 5.23 999.83 2.39

2.091 66.94 4.82 956.89 2.34

2.583 61.39 4.34 947.21 2.32
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4. Conclusions

The accuracy of the MD simulation is greatly affected by the type of interatomic
interactions, namely, the force-field. Depending on the structure and configuration of the
simulated material, different types of potentials may be utilized for various applications.
The CH.rebo and BNC.tersoff potentials are best suited for simulating monolayer pristine
graphene, where the long-range interaction is less significant in this case. The C.meam and
the CH.airebo-m potentials are recommended for the graphene with crack defects, since
they use the electron density and include the long-range interaction term, respectively. We
recommend AIREBO-m for a general case MD study for mechanical properties. Although
most of the potentials do not agree well with the experimental results of the mechanical
properties for pristine or pre-cracked graphene, it is possible that these potentials might be
suitable for the other properties and/or structures.
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34. Süle, P.; Szendrő, M. The classical molecular dynamics simulation of graphene on Ru(0001) using a fitted Tersoff interface
potential. Surf. Interface Anal. 2014, 46, 42–47. [CrossRef]

35. Rajasekaran, G.; Kumar, R.; Parashar, A. Tersoff potential with improved accuracy for simulating graphene in molecular dynamics
environment. Mater. Res. Express 2016, 3, 035011. [CrossRef]

36. Zhang, X.; Chen, Z.; Chen, H.; Xu, L. Comparative studies of thermal conductivity for bilayer graphene with different potential
functions in molecular dynamic simulations. Results Phys. 2021, 22, 103894. [CrossRef]

37. Davini, C.; Favata, A.; Paroni, R. A REBO-Potential-Based Model for Graphene Bending by -Convergence. Arch. Ration. Mech.
Anal. 2018, 229, 1153–1195. [CrossRef]

38. Connor, T.; Andzelm, J.; Robbins, M. AIREBO-M: A reactive model for hydrocarbons at extreme pressures. J. Chem. Phys. 2015,
142, 024903.

39. Averitt, J.; Pourianejad, S.; Ayodele, O.; Schmidt, K.; Trofe, A.; Starobin, J.; Ignatova, T. Efficient high-throughput method utilizing
neural network potentials to calculate interaction energies, validated by clean transfer experiment of CVD graphene with polymer
mixtures. Carbon 2024, 229, 119336. [CrossRef]

40. Singh, A.; Li, Y. Reliable machine learning potentials based on artificial neural network for graphene. Comput. Mater. Sci. 2023,
227, 112272. [CrossRef]

41. Dewapriya, M.A.N.; Meguid, S.A.; Rajapakse, R.K.N.D. Atomistic modelling of crack-inclusion interaction in graphene. Eng.
Fract. Mech. 2018, 195, 92–103. [CrossRef]

42. Yin, Y.; Niu, Y.; Ding, M.; Liu, H.; Liang, Z. Transport and Conductance in Fibonacci Graphene Superlattices with Electric and
Magnetic Potentials. Chin. Phys. Lett. 2016, 33, 5. [CrossRef]

43. Zhang, J.; Zhang, H.; Li, W.; Zhang, G. Thermal conductivity of GeTe crystals based on machine learning potentials. Chin. Phys. B
2024, 33, 4. [CrossRef]

44. Zhang, C.; Fu, X. Applications and potentials of machine learning in optoelectronic materials research: An overview and
perspectives. Chin. Phys. B 2023, 32, 12. [CrossRef]

45. Ouyang, Y.; Yu, C.; Yan, G.; Chen, J. Machine learning approach for the prediction and optimization of thermal transport
properties. Front. Phys. 2023, 16, 4. [CrossRef]

46. Wu, L.; Xu, Z.; Wang, Z.; Chen, Z.; Huang, Z.; Peng, C.; Zhao, H. Machine learning accelerated carbon neutrality research using
big data--from predictive models to interatomic potentials. Sci. China (Technol. Sci.) 2022, 65, 10. [CrossRef]

47. Lammps.org. LAMMPS Molecular Dynamics Simulator. 2021. Available online: https://www.lammps.org/ (accessed on 1
July 2021).

48. Tran, H.; Winczewski, S. Central-force decomposition of the Tersoff potential. TASK Q. Sci. Bull. Acad. Comput. Cent. Gdan. 2017,
21, 261–283.

49. Li, X.; Wang, A.; Lee, K. Comparison of empirical potentials for calculating structural properties of amorphous carbon films by
molecular dynamics simulation. Comput. Mater. Sci. 2018, 151, 9. [CrossRef]

50. Li, X.; Guo, J. Theoretical Investigation on Failure Strength and Fracture Toughness of Precracked Single-Layer Graphene Sheets.
J. Nanomater. 2019, 2019, 11. [CrossRef]

51. Jaddi, S.; Malik, M.W.; Wang, B.; Pugno, N.M.; Zeng, Y.; Coulombier, M.; Raskin, J.P.; Pardoen, T. Definitive engineering strength
and fracture toughness of graphene through on-chip nanomechanics. Nat. Commun. 2024, 15, 5863. [CrossRef]

52. Zhang, T.; Li, X.; Gao, H. Fracture of graphene: A review. Int. J. Fract. 2015, 196, 1–31. [CrossRef]
53. Ma, H.; Yang, Y.; Jing, H.; Jiang, W.; Guo, W.; Ren, H. Semi-Empirical Model to Retrieve Finite Temperature Terahertz Absorption

Spectra using Morse Potential. Chin. J. Chem. Phys. 2023, 36, 1. [CrossRef]
54. Dong, H.; Shu, X.; Wang, R. Point defects in L10 FePt studied by molecular dynamics simulations based on an analytic bond-order

potential. Sci. China (Phys. Mech. Astron.) 2011, 54, 8. [CrossRef]
55. Ward, D.; Zhou, X.; Wong, B.; Doty, F.; Zimmerman, J. Analytical bond-order potential for the cadmium telluride binary system.

Phys. Rev. B 2012, 85, 115206. [CrossRef]
56. Los, J.; Fasolino, A. Intrinsic long-range bond-order potential for carbon: Performance in Monte Carlo simulations of graphitiza-

tion. Phys. Rev. B 2003, 68, 024107. [CrossRef]
57. Jang, H.; Seol, D.; Lee, B. Modified embedded-atom method interatomic potentials for Mg-Al-Ca and Mg-Al-Zn ternary systems.

J. Magnes. Alloys 2021, 9, 1. [CrossRef]
58. Khazieva, E.O.; Shchelkatchev, N.M.; Tipeev, A.O.; Ryltsev, R.E. Accuracy, Performance, and Transferability of Interparticle

Potentials for Al–Cu Alloys: Comparison of Embedded Atom and Deep Machine Learning Models. J. Exp. Theor. Phys. 2024, 137,
864–877. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1039/D3NA00349C
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37638156
https://doi.org/10.1380/ejssnt.2017.40
https://doi.org/10.3390/cryst9110579
https://doi.org/10.1002/sia.5344
https://doi.org/10.1088/2053-1591/3/3/035011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rinp.2021.103894
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00205-018-1236-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.carbon.2024.119336
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.commatsci.2023.112272
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.engfracmech.2018.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1088/0256-307X/33/5/057202
https://doi.org/10.1088/1674-1056/ad1b42
https://doi.org/10.1088/1674-1056/ad01a4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11467-020-1041-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11431-022-2095-7
https://www.lammps.org/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.commatsci.2018.04.062
https://doi.org/10.1155/2019/9734807
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-024-49426-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10704-015-0039-9
https://doi.org/10.1063/1674-0068/cjcp2202032
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11433-011-4354-5
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.85.115206
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.68.024107
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jma.2020.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1134/S1063776123120208


Crystals 2024, 14, 960 14 of 14

59. Chistyakova, N. A study of the applicability of different types of interatomic potentials to compute elastic properties of metals
with molecular dynamics methods. AIP Conf. Proc. 2016, 1772, 060019.

60. Vella, J.; Stillinger, F.; Anagiotopoulos, A.; Debenedetti, P. A Comparison of the Predictive Capabilities of the Embedded-Atom
Method and Modified Embedded-Atom Method Potentials for Lithium. J. Phys. Chem. B 2014, 119, 9. [CrossRef]

61. ‘Solid’|Definition & Facts, Encyclopedia Britannica. 2021. Available online: https://www.britannica.com/science/solid-state-of-
matter (accessed on 1 March 2021).

62. Kumar, P.; Mahanty, M. Chattopadhyay, An Overview of Stress-Strain Analysis for Elasticity Equations. In Elasticity of Materials-
Basic Principles and Design of Structures; IntechOpen: Dhanbad, Jharkhand, India, 29 November 2018.

63. Wojciechowski, K. Two-dimensional isotropic system with a negative Poisson ratio. Phys. Lett. A 1989, 137, 1–2. [CrossRef]
64. Vimalanathan, A.; Vijaya, J.; Lohedan, H.; Jayavel, R. Evaluation of antiviral efficacy of graphene oxide nanosheets on dengue

virus-infected Vero cells: In-vitro and in-silico approaches. Phys. Scr. 2024, 99, 115012. [CrossRef]
65. Amit, K.; Mihir, K.; Jyoti, R.; Sarojrani, P. Free vibration analysis of an O-pattern graphene reinforced axial functionally graded

polymer matrix nano-composite non-uniform beam. J. Elastomers Plast. 2024, 56, 897–906.
66. Caddock, B.; Evans, K. Microporous materials with negative Poisson’s ratios. I. Microstructure and mechanical properties. J. Phys.

D Appl. Phys. 1989, 22, 12. [CrossRef]
67. Evans, K.; Alderson, A. Auxetic materials: Functional materials and structures from lateral thinking. Adv. Mater. 2000, 12, 9.

[CrossRef]
68. Zhang, P.; Ma, L.; Fan, F.; Zeng, Z.; Peng, C.; Loya, P.; Liu, Z.; Gong, Y.; Zhang, J.; Zhang, X.; et al. Fracture toughness of graphene.

Nat. Commun. 2014, 5, 3782. [CrossRef]
69. Holec, D.; Dumitraschkewitz, P.; Vollath, D.; Fischer, F. Surface Energy of Au Nanoparticles Depending on Their Size and Shape.

Nanomaterials 2020, 10, 484. [CrossRef]
70. Steinhauser, M.; Hiermaier, S. A Review of Computational Methods in Materials Science: Examples from Shock-Wave and

Polymer Physics. Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2009, 10, 5135–5216. [CrossRef]
71. Chen, J. The Development and Comparison of Molecular Dynamics Simulation and Monte Carlo Simulation. IOP Conf. Ser. Earth

Environ. Sci. 2018, 128, 012110. [CrossRef]
72. Farjadian, F.; Abbaspour, S.; Sadatlu, M.; Mirkiani, S.; Ghasemi, A.; Hoseini-Ghahfarokhi, M.; Mozaffari, N.; Karimi, M.; Hamblin,

M. Recent Developments in Graphene and Graphene Oxide: Properties, Synthesis, and Modifications: A Review. Chem. Sel. 2020,
5, 33. [CrossRef]

73. Kha, F. Applications of Nanomaterials in Human Health; Springer: Singapore, 2020.
74. Ebrahim, M.; Siavash, I. MXene-Graphene Composites: A Perspective on Biomedical Potentials. Nano-Micro Lett. 2022, 14, 8.
75. Liu, C.; Wang, J. Spectroscopic Evidence for Electron Correlations in Epitaxial Bilayer Graphene with Interface-Reconstructed

Superlattice Potentials. Chin. Phys. Lett. 2022, 39, 7. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1021/jp5077752
https://www.britannica.com/science/solid-state-of-matter
https://www.britannica.com/science/solid-state-of-matter
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9601(89)90971-7
https://doi.org/10.1088/1402-4896/ad7f9b
https://doi.org/10.1088/0022-3727/22/12/012
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1521-4095(200005)12:9%3C617::AID-ADMA617%3E3.0.CO;2-3
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms4782
https://doi.org/10.3390/nano10030484
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms10125135
https://doi.org/10.1088/1755-1315/128/1/012110
https://doi.org/10.1002/slct.202002501
https://doi.org/10.1088/0256-307X/39/7/077301

	Introduction 
	Model and Methods 
	Illustration of the Structure 
	Description of the Used Potentials B47-crystals-3260867 

	Results and Discussion 
	Pristine Graphene 
	Pre-Cracked Graphene 

	Conclusions 
	References

