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The mobility of a two-dimensional (2D) electron gas in two different samples of a
GaAs/Al.Gai1_,As heterostructure is calculated as a function of temperature, electron concentra-
tion, and hydrostatic pressure and compared with previously published experimental data. It follows
from our discussion that, compared to the Thomas-Fermi method, the random-phase approximation
describes the screening of the scattering potentials much better. Separation of the acoustic phonon
scattering from other scattering mechanisms allows the determination of the conduction-band defor-
mation potential constant Ep. The resulting deformation potential is found to be —12.0 1.0 eV,
which is in agreement with the most frequently reported data for GaAs/Al,Gai_.As heterostruc-
tures. The hydrostatic-pressure dependence of the deformation potential is also studied (using the
heterostructure with higher electron mobility) and, contrary to the common assumptions about the
pressure independence of Ep, we have found that its absolute value decreases with applied hydro-
static pressure. Polar optical phonon scattering is also considered, including the screening by a 2D
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electron gas.

I. INTRODUCTION

Two-dimensional electron systems in semiconductors
have an increasing importance for application in solid
state electronics (high-speed logical circuits, laser diodes,
etc.). The interest in the electronic properties of a two-
dimensional electron gas (2DEG) confined at the inter-
face of the GaAs/Al,Ga;_,As heterostructure is moti-
vated by the large enhancement of the electron mobility
compared to three-dimensional semiconductors. Mobility
enhancement in the GaAs/Al,Gaj_,As heterostructure
represents one of the major goals of semiconductor tech-
nology.

An immediate improvement is associated with the
introduction of the concept of modulation-doped het-
erostructures (MDH) for a GaAs/Al,Ga;_;As system.
This is because the 2DEG confined at the GaAs side of
the interface is separated by an undoped spacer from par-
ent donors which are in Al,Gaj_,As.'2 This causes a
large reduction of ionized impurity scattering, which is
usually the dominant scattering mechanism limiting the
electron mobility at low temperatures. The enhancement
of electron mobility in MDH now approaches four orders
of magnitude.® Further progress can be achieved by im-
provement of epitaxy conditions and optimization of the
MDH structures, which requires a detailed study of the
physical processes limiting the mobility. The aim of our
paper is an investigation of the scattering mechanisms
limiting the mobility of the 2DEG in modulation-doped
GaAs/Al,Ga;_,As heterostructures.

To understand the importance of the various scatter-
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ing mechanisms in a 2D system a systematic study of
mobility as a function of different parameters, especially
of the electron concentration, should be made. However,
it is difficult to compare theory and experiment from such
a study, since by nature practically each heterojunction
is unique. In this situation hydrostatic pressure exper-
iments are a very useful tool for 2D electron transport
effect investigations, as they allow the electronic proper-
ties of the heterojunction to be precisely modified with-
out changing the intrinsic properties of the material. The
high-pressure freezeout (HPFO) method, combined with
the persistent photoconductivity (PPC) effect inducing
changes of electron concentration in a given sample, gives
an important advantage in comparison with the usual sit-
uation where a set of samples is employed.*™”

The HPFO method has seldom been employed in this
kind of study whereas the PPC effect has become very
popular. The former method makes it possible to de-
crease drastically the concentration of the 2DEG. In con-
trast, the latter procedure is used to increase the density
of the 2DEG.

For the purpose of this work we employ experimen-
tal results published elsewhere.® 1° However, to enable
the reader to achieve a full understanding of the prob-
lems considered, we will include a short description of
the examined samples as well as the high-pressure meth-
ods used in the experiments.

The measurements we consider were carried out on two
different samples: a GaAs/Aly 35Gag.gsAs heterostruc-
ture with conventional bulk doping of the barrier (sam-
ple A) and a GaAs/Alpg 3Gag rAs heterostructure with a
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§-doped barrier (sample B).

First (sample A), the electron mobility as a function
of temperature and the 2DEG concentration, n,pgg , Was
studied. Owing to the use of the HPFO method and PPC
it became possible to obtain different electron concentra-
tions using one sample of the considered heterostructure
only.

Next, the pressure dependence of electron mobility,
concentrating on the deformation potential behavior, was
examined. To this aim the higher-mobility sample (sam-
ple B) was used.

In our theoretical analysis we put the main empha-
sis on two disputable problems: (1) What is the mag-
nitude of the deformation potential Ep, and a related
question—whether Ep originating from acoustic phonons
should be screened or not? (2) Does Ep depend on pres-
sure? The third problem we want to consider is changes
in the mobility due to polar optical phonon scattering in-
cluding the screening by 2DEG. Some of the results were
published elsewhere.8710

The conduction-band Ep value determined in various
bulk GaAs materials ranges mainly from -7 to -9.5 eV
(e.g., Refs. 11 and 12). More recent studies of acoustic
phonon scattering (APS) in GaAs/Al,Ga;_,As 2DEG
structures gave Ep values ranging between —8 and —16
eV.13721 The values of Ep we obtained for two differ-
ent samples and for various 2DEG concentrations vary
between —11.5 and —12.5 eV.

Discussing different models for screening by 2DEG we
prove that, contrary to some suggestions,'®1? the defor-
mation potential has to be screened by free carriers. It
turns out that the Thomas-Fermi method is unable to de-
scribe the screening effects properly, so in order to achieve
an agreement between theory and experiment we use the
random-phase approximation (RPA) to account for this
phenomenon.

In Sec. II the details of samples and experiments we
discussed are given; in Sec. III the method of calcula-
tions is outlined, and the results are presented in Sec. IV.
Discussion and comparison with other experimental and
theoretical results together with some conclusions are in
Sec. V.
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II. SAMPLES

To investigate the temperature dependencies of mo-
bility for different values of 2DEG concentration n,pgg,
the sample with high electron concentration n,ppe =
2.6 x 10! cm™? and electron mobility at 4.2 K equal
to u = 4.7 x 10° cm?/V s was chosen (sample A). This
sample was characterized by the possibility of changing
the n,pre values in a wide range due to the HPFO pro-
cedure (decreasing of n,ppc), and using the PPC effect
(increasing of n,ppc). The sample was grown by molec-
ular beam epitaxy.®® It was a GaAs/Aly 35Gag 5As het-
erostructure consisting of Si-doped Al,Ga;_,As, an un-
doped Al.Ga;_,As spacer, and undoped GaAs grown
on a semi-insulating GaAs substrate [see Fig. 1(a) for
the detailed scheme]. The HPFO procedure consists of
applying pressure at room temperature, which leads to
the capture of carriers by localized Si-donor states in
Al,Ga;_,As. Releasing pressure at T <100 K does not
change the occupancy of donors, and one can thus pro-
duce an arbitrary change of n,pge, which persists at am-
bient pressure. The higher the value of pressure applied
at high temperatures, the lower the magnitude of n,ppg.
At low temperatures an increase of n,,5c may be induced
after shining a light on the sample. This effect (PPC)
persists after the light is turned off, if the temperature
does not exceed 100 K. The measurements of Hall con-
centration and mobility were performed at atmospheric
pressure.

The mobility of the sample described above was too
low for a precise determination of the pressure effects, so
that the sample with a much higher value of u was chosen
(sample B) to investigate the temperature dependence of
1, with hydrostatic pressure as a parameter. The high
electron mobility enables us to easily extract the APS
mechanism, which is dominant under these conditions.
However, the technique of growing high-mobility samples
leads to low electron concentration. In view of the fact
that the optimum condition for our study was a high elec-
tron concentration-high mobility (as will be explained in
more detail in Sec. IV), the PPC procedure was used to
get a maximum 2DEG concentration.871% The resulting
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Napec for sample B was 1.9 x 10! cm™2. The sample
was prepared by molecular beam epitaxy with the imple-
mentation of the doping in the Aly 3Gag 7As using two §-
doped layers of Si.'° They are separated by a large spacer
to create a structure with high electron mobility by re-
moving the scattering due to the potential fluctuations
associated with the surface space charge.?? A scheme of
the sample is given in Fig. 1(b). The described growth
procedure leads to a large reduction of ionized impurity
scattering, thus the obtained 2DEG Hall mobility u was
as high as 2.7 x 10® cm?/V s (at atmospheric pressure
and T = 4.2 K). The employed experimental data con-
sist of results of the measurements of n,prc and p as a
function of temperature between 4.2 and 70 K and for
four different hydrostatic-pressure values (0, 0.53, 0.8,
and 1.1 GPa). All the results were obtained in the dark,
after illumination of the sample (at 30 K) by a red-light-
emitting diode in order to get the maximum concentra-
tion n,pre at every value of the used pressure (PPC). In
this situation m,pre shows a very weak dependence on
temperature. A decrease of n,ppe With pressure—about
40% for 1 GPa—is observed.

III. THEORY

The temperature dependence of the electron mobility
is evaluated theoretically in the temperature range 4.2—
70 K, and 2DEG density range 0.5-5 x 10*! cm~2, and
for four values of hydrostatic pressure: 0, 0.53, 0.80, and
1.1 GPa. To calculate the mobility we solve the Boltz-
mann equation in the relaxation time approximation. In
our study we take into account all relevant scattering
mechanisms that limit the mobility: (1) Ionized impurity
scattering (IIS) corresponding to (i) background resid-
ual impurities in GaAs, (ii) impurities from the undoped
spacer layer of Al,Ga;_,As, (iii) ionized Si donors from
the Al,Ga;_,As barrier, (iv) compensated acceptors in
AlyGaj_zAs. (2) Acoustic phonon scattering (deforma-
tion potential and piezoelectric scattering). (3) Polar op-
tical phonon scattering.

We neglect here contributions given by the interface
roughness and the alloy-disorder scattering. As it was
shown in Ref. 23, these two mechanisms can be effec-
tive in determining the mobility in GaAs/Al,Ga;_,As
at electron concentrations n,ppe higher than 102 cm—2.
Moreover, the alloy-disorder scattering can play a role at
small Al content z only (z ~ 0.1).2® Note that in our
case the highest n,ppe is 4.6 x 10! cm™2 and = = 0.35
for sample A and 0.30 for sample B.

With decreasing temperature, below about 70 K, the
major mechanism limiting the 2DEG mobility changes
from optical phonon scattering (OPS) to acoustic phonon
scattering (APS). The APS contribution, composed of
the deformation-potential scattering and piezoelectric
scattering of the 2DEG, decreases with lowering tem-
perature, and ionized impurity scattering becomes the
dominant mechanism.

The electron mobility (averaged over energy) is given
by (see, for example, Ref. 24, Sec. IV.3)
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_ Jo n(E) E(=dfo/dE) dE
I E( dfo/dE) dE

(1)
with

1
Z / a(g Lo det Ty
(2)

where Ej is the energy of the subband bottom, and ¢ =
2 (2m |E — Eo|)"/*sin £.

The v, value depends on the particular scattering
mechanism (Vion, Vdef, Vpiezo), and on the form of wave
function we assume. For example, if the electron density
is?® (¥ is the Heaviside step function)

3
p(z) =9 (2) (%) b2? exp (—bz), 3)
we have

Vion = 4 Zme ! //n(z)p Z')e” 9=~ =l gzdy, (4a)

where n(z) is the 2D ionized impurity concentration,

3mk BTE?_—,

16A3C; (4b)

Vdef =

(Cy is the longitudinal elastic constant).
The piezoelectric contribution consists of two parts,
longitudinal and transverse:

Vpiez = VpiezL + 2VpiezT- (5)
They are?®
iezL — T3 h o an - )
VpiesL = 73 (eh14) rp 32 qu (9) (5a)
m 2 kpT 131
VUpiezT = 73 (6 14) 2I€ 39 q T (q) (5b)

Here k1, and k1 are the longitudinal and transverse elas-
tic constants, respectively, and hy4 is the appropriate
piezoelectric tensor component (see Table I). Functions
fr and fr are

for = //0(21)P(22)9XP(—‘I|21 — 22])
xvL,1 (g |21 — 22]) dz1dz, (5¢)
with vz, 7 given by

L (u) = (1/3) (3 + 3u — u®) exp (—u), (5d)

yr (u) = (1/13) (13 + 13u — 14u® + 3u®) exp (—u) . (5e)

Usually when deriving vqer the Bose-Einstein distribu-
tion for phonons, i.e., N = [exp (fw/kpT) — 1]_1 , is ap-



TABLE I. Parameters determined and employed in the present calculations.
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Sample A Sample B
Carrier concentration (cm™2) N, 8 x 107 5 x 107
N, 1 x 10%® 1 x 10
Np 3 x 10™* 1x 10
Effective mass m 0.067mo
Dielectric constants €0 12.7
€co 10.8
Elastic constants c11 11.8 x 10** dyn/cm?
c12 5.32 x 10'! dyn/cm?
Piezoelectric coupling hia 1.45 x 107 V/cm
parameter

proximated by KpT/fw not only at high temperatures,
where these should be nearly the same, but for all T val-
ues. This leads to the formula (4b) and finally causes
some error in vges which is shown in Fig. 5(b). To avoid
this error in our calculations we used the actual form of
the Bose-Einstein distribution function in the very-low-
temperature region and therefore v4ef in this region can
only be determined numerically.

To calculate the relaxation time it is necessary to take
into account a screening of the scattering potentials. A
frequently occurring situation is that where the screened
potential (i.e., the potential experienced by electrons) dif-
fers only slightly from the bare or external potential. In
such a case the relation between the screened (V.g) and
the external (Vext) potentials can be expressed by a di-
electric function:

Vest (9) = Vext (¢) /€ (a) - (6)

In the approach where the screening by 2DEG is ig-
nored the dielectric function reduces to a constant, i.e.,
€(q) = €. A simple way of including the 2DEG con-
tribution consists of replacing ¢ by the Thomas-Fermi
(TF) expression, which turns out to be the small-g
limit of the more accurate formula for the dielectric
function obtained within the random-phase approxima-
tion. Recently, while analyzing experimental data, sev-
eral authors®?2! came to the conclusion that, in con-
trast to the RPA, both the Thomas-Fermi approach and
that with screening by € are not satisfactory in the case
of 2DEG in GaAs/Al,Ga;_,As heterostructures. It is
worthwhile to mention that the importance of the correc-
tions introduced by the RPA method as compared with
the Thomas-Fermi theory was already emphasized?” and
confirmed?® in the case of silicon inversion layers.

The RPA dielectric function for 2DEG at T = 0 K is
of the form (see, for example, Ref. 24)

¢(0,T, Er) = co + -2—”(1—2F @I(@T.Er),  (7)
where
F(q) = //p(z) exp (—ql|z — 2'|) p (') dzdz’  (8)

and?®

J°dE'T (¢, T = 0,E')
4kpT cosh®[(E — EF) /2kpT)]

II(q,T,EFr) = (9)

with30
(g, T = 0,B) = 25 {1 -9 (g - 2k) [1 - (2k/9)*]/?},
(10)

where
K = (2m|E' — Eo|)"/* /h. (11)

As can be seen from the above, the dielectric function
at finite temperature is obtained from the expression for
T = 0 by simple numerical integration.2®

For the unscreened case (without screening by 2DEG,
i.e., Il = 0) the dielectric function reduces to the dielec-
tric constant of the medium surrounding the 2DEG, i.e.,
€(q,T,Er) = €. In the case of Thomas-Fermi screening
(small-g limit of RPA dielectric function):

m

and
(¢, T, Er) = 5%5 [1 + tanh (Ep/2k5T)].  (13)

Note that the acoustic phonon scattering involves
phonons with low energies, which means that it can be
treated as an elastic process (Aiw — 0). Consequently,
considering the screening, we ignored, as it is commonly
treated, the dependence of the dielectric function.

The theoretical evaluation of the mobility faces difficul-
ties due to the uncertainty of IIS, which includes contri-
butions from different regions of the heterostructure. The
general situation for a modulation-doped heterostructure
is schematically presented in Fig. 2, where the ionized im-
purity profile of a “bulk-doped” heterostructure is shown
for two values of hydrostatic pressure [Figs. 2(a) and
2(b)]. The GaAs layer (b) is nominally undoped and
contains only background residual impurities N, while
the mixed Al,Ga;_,As crystal is selectively doped, i.e.,
it contains the undoped region—spacer (s) with a very
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FIG. 2. The conduction-band diagram for modula-

tion-doped heterojunction. (a) Ambient pressure case; (b)
with hydrostatic pressure applied. Different regions are de-
noted as follows. b: nominally undoped GaAs; s: undoped
Al,Ga;_,As layer (spacer); r: doped Al,Ga;_,As layer with
the donor impurities located high above the Fermi level; f:
the rest of the doped Al,Ga;_.As layer.

small ionized impurity concentration Ns,—and the re-
gion highly doped with Si. The latter consists of two
parts: The first part is the depleted region (r) with
the ionized impurity concentration N,, = Ny + Np, N4
being the concentration of compensated acceptors (the
Al,Ga;_,As material is assumed to be partially compen-
sated) and Np being the concentration of ionized donors
(as a result of the electron affinity difference between
GaAs and Al,Ga;_,As materials, the electrons from the
donors in the doped Al,Ga;_,As layer are transferred
to GaAs). The second part (f) has the concentration
of ionized impurities Ngp = 2N 4, and contains also the
neutral Si donors. The width L of the depletion region
is determined from the neutrality condition

(Np — Na) L = napeG + Ndepl, (14)
where ngep) is the 2DEG ionized impurity concentration
in the depleted region of GaAs.

The application of hydrostatic pressure causes a down-
ward shift of the DX centers. When they are below
the bottom of the conduction band the deionization of
Si donor states takes place. The free electron concen-
tration m,ppe in the quantum well decreases and, as a
consequence [as is seen from (9)], the width of the deple-
tion region, L, decreases. This situation is illustrated in
Fig. 2(b). Decreasing the temperature causes a nonequi-
librium metastable freezeout of electrons on impurities
sites, and the charge distribution remains the same while
releasing pressure.

In the case of a §-doped heterostructure all the impuri-
ties that give electrons to the 2DEG are at the same dis-
tance from the heterostructure, and now the parameter
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dependent on pressure is the amount of ionized impuri-
ties in the é-layer, instead of the width L of the depletion
region.

In principle, the momentum relaxation time does not
exist for polar optical phonon scattering, which is an in-
elastic process. However, in the very special cases, e.g.,
kT <« hwio, such a relaxation time can be introduced
to a good approximation. To determine pop¢ we derived
the two-dimensional version of the formula proposed in
Ref. 31 for the three-dimensional case. Assuming that
the phonons are not influenced by the layered structure
and using the Frolich Hamiltonian, we get

(k2olo — Ir)*
k21, ’

1 N me kio
e = T T ey |4
oo (B) 87 he b (k2 + ko)

(15)

where k = [2m (E - Eg)]l/z/ﬁ, kLo = (ZmﬁwLo)l/z/h,
and € = (1/€0o — 1/€0) ' (€ and € are optical and
static dielectric constants, respectively),

Qiu (q1)

dmax
L=/ dg. oz (i=0,1)  (16)
9min |: (q2 —k? )2]
1 — (kLo
2kq.
and ¢umin = (k%o + k2)1/2 —k, Gmax = (k%O + k2)1/2+k.

Function u depends on the form of the electron density
P

1

le (g1, wro,T)|?

1
x [ dg,——s
/ 2 +4q3

and for p given by (3) can be calculated analytically.
The frequency-dependent dielectric function takes here
the form

u(gqL) =

T

/dzp (2) &%=

(qJ_)H(qJ_7w7T7EF)1

2 2
”‘1 F (18)

elqL,w,T)=1+ ——
€004
where F'(g,) is given by (8) and the temperature-
dependent polarization part, II(q,w,T, E), can be cal-
culated according to (9) with II(q,w,T = 0, E) given in
Refs. 24, 30, and 32. Note that ImII = 0 when w = 0
and the polarization part reduces to (10).

So far popt¢ for polar optical phonon scattering was cal-
culated by ignoring the screening by 2DEG and taking
either the scattering rate instead of the momentum relax-
ation time or by assuming the validity of the relaxation
time approximation in a wide range of temperatures.33736
The importance of the screening of scattering potential
due to the polar optical phonons was emphasized already
in Ref. 37. The dynamic screening of the interaction of
the electrons with the polar optical phonons was exten-
sively discussed in papers by Ridley and co-workers,38:39
where it was pointed out that for higher carrier densities
the screening becomes of considerable importance and its
dynamic nature must be taken into account. In previous
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papers® 10 we used a three-dimensional approach to po-

lar optical phonon scattering (see, for example, Ref. 40).

Since our purpose is to study the deformation-potential
behavior, we will concentrate on the APS mechanism.
However, the procedure of extracting APS from the mea-
sured low-temperature mobility data requires a precise
determination of the IIS contribution. Thus, the distri-
bution of ionized impurities in the 2D channel of GaAs
and in the doped as well as undoped (spacer) region of
Al.Ga;_,As have to be determined unequivocally. For
this purpose, in the absence of directly measured values
of the charge concentration in all three regions, we had
to fit our calculations to the existing p against n,ppe €x-
perimental data at lowest temperatures. Details of this
procedure will be described in Sec. IV.

IV. RESULTS

A. Mobility versus temperature. Determination
of the deformation-potential constant

We start by discussing the results obtained for sample
A, i.e., calculated and experimental mobility as a func-
tion of temperature for different values of n,pp. At equi-
librium conditions the 2DEG concentration was found to
be 2.6 x 10! cm~™2. The HPFO method gave the fol-
lowing set of n,prs: 2.03, 1.73, 1.04, 0.55 x 10! cm~2,
while using the PPC effect made it possible to get the
two highest ones: 3.63 and 4.60 x 10! cm~2. Thus, the
procedures used allowed seven different values of elec-
tron concentration to be obtained in one sample. For
the purpose of the performed analysis we limited the ex-
perimental data to the five highest concentrations. We
rejected the two lowest ones from our detailed study for
the following reasons.

(1) For small nypgg/ndepl ratios the variational wave
function we use?® may not be sufficiently accurate (see
Ref. 21 and references therein).

(2) Analyzing different scattering mechanisms which
limit the electron mobility, one can see that the main
contribution in the case of low values of n,ppe comes
from IIS, whereas other scattering mechanisms are much
weaker in the whole considered range of temperature.
The calculated electron mobility against temperature is
shown in Fig. 3 for an electron concentration n,ppe =
0.55 x 10! cm~2. Contributions corresponding to differ-
ent scattering mechanisms are drawn separately. A de-
termination of the IIS contribution can give pronounced
errors due to the uncertainty of the charge distribution
in various layers of the heterostructure, so a much more
convenient situation from our point of view is the case in
which the IIS contribution is small, and APS is dominant.

The role of the particular scattering mechanisms will
be discussed in the intermediate case of n,pre = 2.6 X
10! cm~2, as an example. In Fig. 4 the calculated
electron mobility versus temperature with contributions
corresponding to different scattering mechanisms is pre-
sented for the considered electron concentration. Be-
low 70 K APS is the dominant mechanism limiting the
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FIG. 3. Reciprocal mobility versus temperature for 2DEG
concentration nspee = 0.55 x 10! cm™? (sample A). Vari-
ous theoretical curves correspond to the different scattering
mechanisms: ionized impurities, acoustic phonons, and opti-
cal phonons. The upper curve corresponds to the total mo-
bility according to the rule 1/pmot = 1/pion + 1/pac + 1/ ttopt-
Experimental points are indicated by crosses.

2DEG mobility. The contribution from optical phonons
is smaller and negligible below 40 K. IIS is dominant at
low temperatures. One can see from the decomposition
in Fig. 4 that it is easy in our case to separate contri-
butions from different scattering mechanisms: IIS causes
almost a uniform vertical displacement of the total mo-
bility curve, OPS causes the nonlinearity over 40 K, and
the change of the APS contribution due to the different
possible values of the deformation potential influences
the slope of the total mobility curve.

As was already mentioned in Sec. III, the main diffi-
culty in the theoretical evaluation of the mobility consists
of an uncertainty of the IIS contribution. This results

6
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FIG. 4. The same as Fig. 3, but for maprc = 2.6
x10'! cm™2.
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from the lack of knowledge of the exact charge distribu-
tion in various layers of the heterostructure. Fortunately,
due to the fact that IIS gives in our case a small contribu-
tion to the total scattering, the rough data on the charge
distribution (obtained during the growth process) and a
fit of the calculated mobility to the experimental results
at the lowest temperatures permitted us to determine the
IIS in the whole temperature region. Our procedure is
the following.

(1) First we try to fit the calculated electron mobil-
ity at lowest temperature to the experimental curves
for different n,ppq, treating charge distributions as fit-
ting parameters—the input values are Ny, Ny, and Np,
known approximately from the growth procedure. The
results are independent of Ep, because it influences only
the slope of the curve, but not its value at the lowest
temperature.

(2) Next, having the IIS contribution, we fit the elec-
tron mobility in the whole temperature range, treating
Ep as a parameter.

(3) Additionally, trying to get the best fit (simulating
the total mobility) above 40 K, we can establish the OPS
contribution. The resulting frequency of the longitudinal
optical phonons, involved in this scattering process, is
33.5 eV, which is in good agreement with the values re-
ported in the literature®! (32-36 V).

The same procedure can also be applied to the cal-
culations based on data describing sample B. Here,
in contrast to the first case, we focus our attention on
the pressure dependence of mobility, keeping 1,55 con-
stant. The established charge distributions for both het-
erostructures together with other parameters and con-
stants used in our calculation are given in Table I.

Calculated and experimental electron mobilities for
sample A are presented in Fig. 5, where the tempera-
ture dependence of 1/u for various n,pge is shown. In
Fig. 5(a) the results obtained using the original Bose-
Einstein distribution function to derive vg.s are pre-
sented. In Fig. 5(b) the comparison of these results with
those obtained from the approximate formula for the dis-
tribution function (see Sec. III) is given.

Fitting the experimental curves y versus T for different
values of n,55g, We can find the value of Ep. In the first
approach, we assumed, in accordance to the suggestion
in Ref. 18, that Ep was not screened by the 2DEG. This
leads to the result shown in Fig. 6 by crosses. Consid-
erable changes of the deformation potential constant Ep
with n,55c showed that the used assumption is unlikely.
A significant decrease of Ep with increasing 2DEG con-
centration strongly suggests the importance of screening.
Thus in the next step of our analysis we took into account
the effect of screening employing (i) the temperature-
dependent Thomas-Fermi dielectric function and (ii) the
dielectric function obtained within the framework of the
random-phase approximation.24:3%:32 The Ep values ver-
Sus M,ppc Obtained within model (ii) gave Ep much more
stable, relative to the other two fits, in the whole range
of nypc (see Fig. 6) and equal to 12.040.5 eV. As can be
seen in Fig. 6, model (i) leads to less satisfactory results.
Assuming that the value of Ep is between —12.5 and
—11.5 eV, one can see that the Thomas-Fermi method,
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FIG. 5. The temperature dependence of reciprocal mobil-
ity for sample A for various n;pec . The results of calcu-
lations are represented by lines. (a) The results using origi-
nal Bose-Einstein distribution function. (b) The comparison
of the above-mentioned results with those obtained from ap-
proximate formula for distribution function (dashed lines) in
lower temperature range as indicated by inset in Fig. 5(a).
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FIG. 6. Deformation potential Ep as a function of 2D
electron concentration obtained without screening by 2DEG,
with screening in the Thomas-Fermi model and with screen-
ing within the framework of the RPA. Lines are to guide the
eye (see text).
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which overestimates the screening, leads to these values
in the high-concentration limit, whereas, neglecting the
screening by 2DEG, one gets Ep close to the region men-
tioned above for low concentrations.

Finally, we would like to check the accuracy of our cal-
culations for the two lowest n,ppe concentrations, which
we rejected at the beginning. The results are given in
Fig. 7. We can see that the fits are worse than those in
Fig. 5. Also, the values of Ep extracted from these curves
(—10.5 and —13.5 V) differ from the values assumed for
the other curves, but they are still reasonable since we
estimate that the total error of Ep is about 1 eV.

Considering Ep values as obtained by RPA it seems
that the lower values of Ep are more reliable, since
they were obtained for higher mobilities (smaller IIS
contribution—easier separation of APS). The above ef-
fect is demonstrated in Fig. 8, where 1/u versus n,pgg is
plotted. We can see from this figure that the agreement
between calculated and observed mobilities is good for
all but the lowest value of n,ppc.

The calculated and experimentally obtained tempera-
ture variation of mobility for sample B is shown in Fig. 1
of Ref. 10. One can see from that figure that IIS is signif-
icant only at helium temperature and between 10 and 70
K APS is the dominant mechanism limiting the 2DEG
mobility. The best fit to the experimental results is ob-
tained for Ep = —11.5 + 0.5 eV, which is in agreement
with values of Ep obtained for higher values of n,pp¢ for
the first heterostructure. As it was already mentioned,
these lower values of Ep obtained for high 2DEG concen-
trations are more reliable than those obtained for lower
N2pEG-

Moreover, the RPA approach to the screening effects
describes well the experimental results of Harris et al.4?
leading to the value of Ep equal to —12 eV. The same
result was obtained in a theoretical paper by Kawamura
and Das Sarma?! (see also Refs. 8 and 9), where the
experimental data of Harris et al. were analyzed by an
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FIG. 7. Reciprocal mobility versus temperature for sam-
ple A for 2DEG concentrations: ns;pec = 0.55 and
1.04 x 10'! cm™2. The results of calculations are represented
by solid lines.
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FIG. 8. Reciprocal mobility plotted against the carrier den-
sity for different temperatures (sample A).

identical screening model, i.e., the RPA approach.

The dependence of a@ = 1/pacT on n,ppe given by Har-
ris et al.2 in comparison with our experimental and theo-
retical results for both heterostructures is shown in Fig. 9.
Various curves correspond to different models for screen-
ing in 2DEG. Our experimental points are defined in the
following manner:

/RSP = 1/ue + (1/u™ = 1/u™)  (19)

(i-e., we assume here that the discrepancy between theory
and experiment arises mainly from the acoustic phonon
contribution). Our results, contrary to those of Refs. 21
and 42, are temperature dependent, so for the above com-
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FIG. 9. Reciprocal mobility plotted against carrier den-
sity for T' = 30 K. Theoretical curves correspond to different
models for screening in 2DEG and were fitted with Ep values
as follows: unscreened, —9.8 eV; RPA and Thomas-Fermi,
—12.5 eV.
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parison we have taken T = 30 K.

Again it follows that only the RPA with Ep be-
tween —11.5 and —12.0 eV describes properly both
Harris et al*? and our experiments. However, other
values of Ep were also recently reported and the
problem of screening is still discussed. In Table II
we collect the most important recent data on the
deformation-potential value of GaAs obtained for the
GaAs/Al,Ga;_,As heterostructure. The reported val-
ues are screened by Thomas-Fermi, or RPA, or un-
screened by 2DEG. There is only one recent paper in
which the authors claim that the screening factor should
not be included for the electron—acoustic phonon inter-
action via the deformation-potential coupling.!'® They
obtain Ep = —8 eV, concluding that there is no dis-
crepancy between the electron-phonon interactions in the
GaAs/Al,Ga;_.As heterojunctions and the bulk GaAs.
Another unscreened value of Ep = —9.3 eV is ob-
tained by Walukiewicz,'® with the conclusion that a sim-
ple Thomas-Fermi screening of the deformation poten-
tial cannot be used in the case of 2DEG and a recon-
sideration of the screening of short-range interactions is
needed. In other papers the authors either suggest that
the theories of the scattering of 2D electrons by acoustic
phonons in GaAs cannot neglect screening!3716:20:21 o
they present results for both the unscreened and screened
cases.!” The differences in the values of Ep result mainly
from the fitting to the different experimental data. We
would like to point out that our Ep value is also very
close to the one obtained by Hirakawa and Sakaki'® from
a completely different experiment, based on an investiga-
tion of the electron heating process in selectively doped
GaAs/Al,Gaj_,As. Due to the discrepancies between
the bulk value for Fp and the value measured in het-
erojunction, there are some suggestions that they may
stem from additional scattering mechanisms in hetero-
junctions, or from the differences in the phonon modes,
caused either by the GaAs/Al,Ga;_,As interface, or by
the proximity of the surface.l” Concluding, it is still un-
clear whether the obtained values of Ep are unique to
GaAs/Al,Ga;_,As heterostructures, or whether they are
also more appropriate for bulk GaAs than the traditional
value (Ep ~ —7 V) based on less accurate measure-
ments in bulk material. Note that a similar problem
exists for other types of heterostructures, e.g., the value

TABLE II. The absolute values of deformation potentials
Ep (in e€V) as obtained by different authors.

|Ep| (unscreened) |Ep| (screened) Source
12+ 1 (RPA)  Our result

11.5 + 12 (RPA)  Ref. 21

11+13.5 (TF) Ref. 20

8.0 Ref. 19

9.3 Ref. 18

11.5 16.0 (TF) Ref. 17

11+ 1 (RPA)  Ref. 16

12.0 Ref. 15

13.5 (TF) Ref. 14

13.5 Ref. 13
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FIG. 10. Experimentally obtained dependence of the

2DEG concentration on temperature for sample B for dif-
ferent values of hydrostatic pressure.

of Ep obtained for Si MOS (metal-oxide semiconductor)
is almost twice as large as that derived from electron mo-
bility in bulk Si.43

B. Mobility versus temperature for different values
of pressure. Pressure dependence
of the deformation potential

The pressure dependence of the electron scatter-
ing mechanisms in a specially prepared high-electron-
mobility GaAs/Al,Ga;_,As heterostructure (sample B)
was already described in Ref. 10. To obtain an agree-
ment between theory and experiment we had to assume
that the deformation potential (so far treated as pres-
sure independent) depends on pressure. It follows that
the absolute value of Ep decreases by about 10%/GPa.
One can see from Fig. 3 in Ref. 10 that at higher pres-
sure values (0.8 and 1.1 GPa) and in the temperature
range 20-40 K there is a certain disagreement between
our theory and the experimental results. In this region of
pressure and temperature n,ppe shows a gradual increase
as a function of temperature; as it follows from Fig. 10,
the respective change An,ppe does not exceed 10% of
N.pec- The inclusion of this effect in our calculations
leads to weak changes in the resulting mobility.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, we have demonstrated that the proper
approach to the electron scattering mechanisis in com-
bination with the experimental method of tuning the
2DEG concentration (in one sample) enables us to ob-
tain good agreement between theoretical and experimen-
tal values of mobility in a sample characterized by an un-
necessarily extremely high value of u. In particular, we
have determined the value of the conduction-band Ep for
GaAs crystal to be about —12.0 eV for one sample and
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—11.5 eV for the other. These values are in the range of
the most commonly reported values of Ep. We found it
interesting that practically the same value (—11+ 1 eV)
was obtained by means of a quite different experimen-
tal method—the measurements of the energy-loss rate in
2DEG.® This result once more points out the difference
in Ep for bulk and 2DEG systems. A good example of
even more pronounced differences can be the Si MOS-
FET, where the suggested value of Ep is almost twice as
large as in bulk Si.33

The differences mentioned above, as well as some dis-
crepancies between the theoretical results and the exper-
imental data for mobility in the range of temperature
where the polar optical phonons scattering plays a sig-
nificant role, suggest that the interface phonon modes
might play some role and should be taken into account.
It was proved also that Ep is screened by the 2DEG and
for the proper description it is better to use the RPA,
which is more general than the Thomas-Fermi approach.

The other result of this work is a finding of the pressure
sensitivity of Ep. Its absolute value decreases with in-
creasing pressure by approximately 10%/GPa. The cor-
responding measurements were performed up to 1.1 GPa.
This pressure value also gives the upper limit of our the-
oretical analysis. We cannot go to higher pressure values
for the following reason: The variational wave functions
we have used in our calculations may not be sufficiently
accurate for small (less than 1) n,ps6 /Ndep ratios?! (Ndep1
is the 2D concentration of charge in the depleted region in
GaAs and in our case equals about 0.8 x 1012 cm™2). At
the same time n decreases with pressure—about 40% for
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1 GPa—and for pressures higher than 1 GPa it becomes
close to ngepl.

Two aspects of the problem of the accuracy of dEp /dp
determination can now be discussed. First, uncertain-
ties in the pressure dependencies of the parameters used
in the performed fitting procedure (i.e., effective mass,
dielectric constant, elastic constants) cause an error of
dEp/dp not exceeding 2%/GPa. Second, there are also
effects which are difficult to evaluate properly. For exam-
ple, we have used the pressure dependence of elastic con-
stants determined for a bulk GaAs sample. Moreover, a
certain contribution to the discussed accuracy may origi-
nate in effects of 2DEG scattering at the heterostructure
interface (interface roughness, interface-phonon scatter-
ing). However, we do not expect a significant modifica-
tion of this contribution after applying pressure. There-
fore we point out that the magnitude of dEp /dp is signifi-
cant and should not be ignored in examination of pressure
effects in heterostructures (as well as in bulk semiconduc-
tors where the direct measurements of dEp/dp are more
difficult). This presents an important message for consid-
erations of strained heterostructures consisting of lattice
mismatched semiconductors. The internal strain charac-
teristic for these systems can modify Ep significantly.
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