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Extended x-ray-absorption fine-structure (EXAFS) measurements of ion-implanted GaAs have
been made using conversion-electron detection. This total-electron-yield detection technique (termed

0
CEEXAFS) allows near-surface sensitivity with a sampling depth of 700—1000 A. Measurements
of the Ga absorption edge show that implantation of 10' cm of Zn ions at 180 keV into GaAs

0

produces heavy lattice damage (amorphization) to a depth of about 700—900 A. After rapid
thermal annealing, the amorphous layer is found to be recrystallized and structurally indistinguish-
able from unimplanted material. The sampling depth of CEEXAFS has been measured for the first
time, using standards with known depth-dependent structure. The CEEXAFS technique greatly
reduces Bragg-peak contamination of the EXAFS signal from single-crystal materials, and allows
measurement of a variety of samples which cannot be fabricated as thin layers for conventional
transmission or fluorescence EXAFS measurements. The method permits examination of the local
environment of host atoms (in this case Ga) in the near-surface region without interference from the
underlying bulk and without the distortions found in fluorescence EXAFS measurements of concen-
trated samples.

Ion implantation is now involved in the fabrication of
almost all semiconductor devices. Ions are implanted to
alter the electrical properties of the surface layer of a
semiconductor by introducing a controlled amount of an
electrically active impurity. These implantations heavily
damage the lattice, since every host atom in the implanted
region undergoes repeated ion collision with sufficient en-

ergy to displace the host atom in the lattice. To produce
doping, the damage must be annealed out and the im-
planted ions moved into substitutional sites. Implantation
is also used, without annealing, to produce insulating
amorphous regions which provide electrical isolation in
semiconductor circuits. This technological usage gives a
strong impetus to studies of the processes of damage and
annealing in ion-implanted semiconductors.

Since extended x-ray-absorption fine structure
(EXAFS) has proven to be a useful tool for investigating
the structural relaxation and crystallization of evaporated
or sputtered amorphous semiconductors, ' it is natural to
try to extend its use to ion-damaged layers. To do this
when measuring host-atom absorption edges requires the
use of some method which will make EXAFS near-
surface sensitive on a depth which is comparable to the
implant depths. In this report, we describe the use of a
simple electron detection scheme which provides the need-
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ed surface sensitivity.
Surface sensitivity on a scale of 100—1000 A, or about

1—3% of the typical x-ray penetration depth, is needed to
study implanted layers by EXAFS. Possible detection
methods include the use of electron total- or partial-
yield, and Auger or photoyield detection in ultrahigh
vacuum (UHV). It is also possible to combine fluores-
cence detection with a grazing-incidence or total-external-
reflection ' geometry to study submonolayer systems and
shallow interfaces without the use of high-vacuum sys-
tems.

Each of these methods has disadvantages which makes
it unwieldy for the study of implanted layers. The experi-
mental complexity of UHV electron detection methods is
unnecessary since we are not measuring the properties of a
clean surface. X-ray total reflection combined with
fluorescence detection (FREXAFS) is better suited to
studying thin films since the x rays typically penetrate
only 50 A. Fluorescence detection with a grazing-
incidence geometry provides greater penetration, but the
signal is distorted due to the fact that the host atoms are
not dilute. ' Fluorescence detection used with single-
crystal substrates also suffers from contamination of the
signal with Bragg peaks. "

To avoid the difficulties discussed above, we chose to
Work of the U. S. Cgovernment
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use conversion-electron EXAFS (CEEXAFS), which is
closely analogous to conversion-electron Mossbauer spec-
troscopy (CEMS). ' It has been shown' ' that placing
the sample in a thin, He filled ion chamber permits
EXAFS measurements of a near-surface region estimated
to be 100—1000 A in thickness. The ion chamber is al-
most completely transparent to both the high-energy in-
cident and fluorescent x rays. Electrons, however, pro-
duced by the decay of K-shell holes from photoabsorption
events near the surface of. a sample placed inside the
chamber, are able to escape the sample surface and create
ionization events in the He gas. The current measured by
the ion chamber is thus proportional to the number of ab-
sorption events and therefore to the EXAFS signal.

Many different processes contribute to the signal in
CEEXAFS, each with its own sampling depth. The elec-
trons which are emitted into the ion chamber include pho-
toelectrons, primary and secondary Auger electrons,
secondaries produced by inelastic scattering, and Auger
electrons and photoelectrons that have undergone inelastic
collisions. CEMS results suggest that the electrons which
escape from the sample arise from depths that are no
greater than 3000 A when the initial electron energy is
about 7.3 keV, near the Ga K edge of interest in this
work.

In CEEXAFS, there are several additional effects
which tend to further reduce the sampling depth. Elec-
tron production in the ionization detector requires rough-
ly 30 eV per electron-ion pair, so that the total electron
yield is weighted by the energy of the electrons leaving the
sample. This tends to make the measurement more sur-
face sensitive, since the lower-energy secondary electrons
escaping from deeper in the sample are given little weight.
EXAFS measurements done by diode or vacuum photo-
current methods have been found to sample substantially
deeper ( —20000 A) than CEEXAFS, since such measure-
ments detect the total electron current without weighting
the electron distribution by energy.

The L-shell hole left by both primary fluorescence and
L —K-shell Auger decay also produces Auger electrons.
These secondary Auger electrons, as well as photoelec-
trons, escape only from shallower depths, enhancing the
surface sensitivity of CEEXAFS. The secondary Auger
decay processes help explain the magnitude of the
CEEXAFS signal, which is larger than might be expected
at high x-ray energies. The fraction of core-hole excita-
tions in the 7—11 keV (K-shell) energy range which decay
by Auger processes (the Auger yield) is only about
0. 1—0.2. The decay of the L-shell hole has an Auger
yield of about 0.6—0.8, however, so that this process con-
tributes substantially to the observed total electron yield.
The energy deposited in the detector by the decay of L-
shell holes is lower by a factor of about 6—8 per event,
than that from the decay of K-shell holes, but the Auger
yield is 4—8 times as large. The two Auger processes
therefore contribute about equally to the observed signal,
and the low primary Auger yield at 7—11 keV is not as
serious a problem as it first appears.

Aside from the electron detection system, the experi-
mental arrangement is typical for room-temperature
EXAFS. Measurements were made on wiggler line IV-3

at Stanford Synchrotron Radiation Laboratory (SSRL)
with a Si(220) monochromator which was detuned to 50%
of peak intensity to avoid harmonics. The beam monitor
(Io) chamber was filled with Nq and the electron detec-
tion chamber with He. The current in the ring was typi-
cally 10—40 rnA at an energy of 3.0 GeV. Under these
running conditions, measured electron signals were 5—30
V with a gain of 10' . Signal-to-background ratios were
approximately 2:1.

The signal collected in CEEXAFS is similar to that of
fluorescence

i, =e(QI4~)Iop, „dcscO(1 —,
'

p, dc—scg+ . . ),
where Io is the incident x-ray intensity, c is an effective
total electron yield per photoabsorption event, 0, is the
solid angle subtended by the detector, p„ is the absorption
coefficient of the edge being measured, p, is the total ab-
sorption coefficient of the sample. The angle of incidence
of the x rays with respect to the sample surface is 0. The
effective average escape depth d of electrons from the
sample is a function of the electron energy. Here we take
d to be the maximum depth from which any significant
number of electrons escape. At normal incidence, the
CEEXAFS of any concentrated sample is in the "thin-
concentrated" limit where the electron yield is directly
proportional to the x-ray absorption. ' This is in contrast
to x-ray fluorescence, where the amplitude of the EXAFS
of concentrated samples is seriously distorted due to non-
linearities in the measured fluorescence signal.

Since the processes which contribute to the CEEXAFS
signal are complex, we have measured several materials to
establish empirically, for the first time, the sampling
depth of CEEXAFS. The samples which were used to set
bounds on the electron sample depth are as follows. (1)
Two samples of GaAs implanted at room temperature
with 180-keV Zn atoms at a dose of 10' cm . Qne of
these was left as implanted; the other was annealed at 900
F under inert gas by exposure to intense quartz-halogen
light in a commercial rapid annealing system. (2) Samples
of evaporated Fe on glass substrates with an Al overlayer
to prevent oxidation. The Fe samples had thicknesses of
100 and 1000 A; Fe foil was also measured to provide an
Fe sample which can be regarded as infinitely thick. The
GaAs and Fe samples have known structural changes
with depth which can be used to determine bounds on the
sampling depth of CEEXAFS. The CEEXAFS data
from the GaAs samples are shown in Fig. 1, and the
Fourier transforms of those data are shown in Fig. 2.

The CEEXAFS of the as-implanted GaAs signal shows
reduction in the first coordination shell, and within the
noise, essentially no second- or third-shell peaks in the
Fourier transform. Given the heavy implant dose, we ex-
pect that this sample is amorphous to a depth of at least
700 A, the projected range of the implanted Zn. Since
second- and third-shell peaks would not be observed in an
amorphous layer, ' we conclude that CEEXAFS is sam-
pling a depth which is comparable to the damaged layer.
If the signal magnitude in the second-shell region is at-
tributed to underlying bulk crystal, we estimate that the
fraction of crystalline material within the sampling depth
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from the underlying chemically identical crystal.
The present result shows CEEXAFS to be an excellent

tool for studying ion-implanted layers, since the sampling
depth is well matched to the depth of the implants. The
near-surface sensitivity of this method adds depth
discrimination to the usual chemical specificity of
EXAFS. As shown by the results on implanted GaAs, we
do not need to rely on a surface-segregated chemical type
to achieve near-surface sensitivity. Because of this, we are
able to observe the damage and recrystallization of im-
planted layers without interference from the underlying
crystal. CEEXAFS also overcomes difficulties associated
with fluorescence measurements of concentrated samples
and single-crystal materials. The sampling depth of
CEEXAFS is found to be about 700—1000 A for K edges
in the energy range 7—11 keV, and shows little variation
between Fe and GaAs. It is suggested that the use of
shallow angles to more closely match the electron escape
depth to the vertical x-ray penetration depth will allow

CEEXAFS to be extended to measurements of shallow,
dilute impurities. Comparison of CEEXAFS with diode
or photocurrent detection methods shows that the former
has a smaller sampling depth by roughly a factor of 20.
Operating the ion chamber at a variable He pressure may
allow the sampling depth to be adjusted between the
—1000 A found in this work and the -20000 A found
when no He is used. Use of a retarding grid or collection
of only those electrons emitted at shallow takeoff angles
could be used to enhance the surface sensitivity of this
method.

The assistance of SSRL staff during the measurements
is greatly appreciated. Sample fabrication by E. P. Dono-
van and G. K. Hubler of the Naval Research Lab is grate-
fully acknowledged. One of us (C.E.B.) wishes to ac-
knowledge useful discussions with Farrel Lytle, G. Slade
Cargill III, and Alan Goldman. C.E.B. was partially sup-
ported by the National Research Council.

~F. Evangelisti, M. Garozzo, and G. Conte, J. Appl. Phys. 53,
7390 (1982).

E. A. Stern, C. E. Bouldin, B. von Roedern, and J. Azoulay,
Phys. Rev. B 27, 6557 (1983).

3J. Stohr, D. Denley, and P. Perfetti, Phys. Rev. B 18, 4132
(1978).

4J. Stohr, R. S. Bauer, J. C. McMenamin, L. I. Johansson, and
S. Brennan, J. Vac. Technol. 16, 1195 (1981).

5P. H. Citrin, P. Eisenberger, and R. C. Hewitt, Phys. Rev. Lett.
41, 309 (1978).

G. M. Rothberg, K. M. Choudhary, M. L. denBoer, G. P. Wil-
liams, M. H. Hecht, and I. Lindau, Phys. Rev. Lett. 53, 1183
(1984).

7E. A. Stern, E. Keller, and S. M. Heald, Phys. Lett. 103A, 155
(1984).

E. A. Stern, E. Keller, O. Petitpierre, C. E. Bouldin, S. M.
Heald, and J. M. Tranquada, in EXAFS and Near Edge Struc-
ture, Vol. 2 of Lecture Notes in Physics, edited by K. D.
Hodgson, B. Hedgman, and J. E. Penner-Hahn (Springer,
Berlin, 1984), p. 261.

R. F. Boehme, G. S. Cargill III, W. Weber, and T. Jackson, J.

Appl. Phys. 58, 811 (1985).
J. Jaklevic, K. A. Kirby, M. P. Klein, A. S. Robertson, G. S.
Brown, and P. Eisenberger, Solid State Commun. 23, 679
(1977).
B. A. Bunker, S. M. Heald, and J. Tranquada, in EXAI'S and
Near Edge Structure, Vol. 2 of Lecture Notes in Physics, edit-
ed by K. D. Hodgson, B. Hedgman, and J. E. Penner-Hahn
(Springer, Berlin, 1984), p. 261.
F. E. Wagner, J. Phys. (Paris) Colloq. 37, C6-673 (1976).
N. J. Skevchik and D. A. Fischer, Rev. Sci. Instrum. 50, 577
(1979).
G. G. Long, J. Kruger, D. R. Black, and M. Kuriyama, J.
Electrochem. Soc. 130, 240 (1983).

i5M. E. Kordesh and R. W. Hoffman, Phys. Rev. B 29, 491
(1984).

6T. Guo and M. L. denBoer, Phys. Rev. B 31, 6233 (1985).
~7F. Lytle, Proceedings of the 1985 Stanford Synchrotron Radi-

ation Laboratory Users Meeting (unpublished).
C. E. Bouldin, R. A. Forman, M. I. Bell, E. P. Donovan, and
G. K. Hubler, SPIE Proceedings (SPIE, Bellingham, WA,
1986), Vol. 690.


