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GeSn is a promising group-IV semiconductor material for on-chip Si photonics devices and high-
mobility transistors. These devices require the use of doped GeSn regions, achieved preferably in-situ
during epitaxy. From the electronic valence point of view, p-type dopants of group-IV materials
include B, Al, Ga and In. The latter element has never been investigated as p-type dopant in GeSn.
In this work, we explore in-situ In p-type doping of GeSn grown by MBE. We demonstrate that
In acts as a surfactant during epitaxial growth of GeSn:In, accumulating on surface and inducing
segregation in the form of mobile Sn-In liquid droplets, strongly affecting the local composition of the
material. In non-defective GeSn, we measure a maximal In incorporation of 2.8 ∗ 1018cm−3, which
is two orders of magnitude lower than the values reported in the literature for in-situ p-type doping
of GeSn. We further show that In induces the nucleation of defects at low growth temperatures,
hindering out-of-equilibrium growth processes for maximization of dopant incorporation. This work
provides insights on the limitations associated with in-situ In doping of GeSn, and discourages its
utilization in GeSn-based optoelectronic devices.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the last decade, GeSn has been extensively stud-
ied as a novel semiconductor material for optoelectronic
devices directly integrated on Si platforms [1–5]. Epi-
taxial integration of Ge1−xSnx on Si is enabled by their
similar-sized diamond-like crystal structure, with a lat-
tice mismatch equal to 4.2% for x = 0. The increase in
lattice mismatch with increasing x poses however chal-
lenges in the management and limitation of detrimental
relaxation defects in the material. In addition, Ge1−xSnx

is a metastable material for x > 0.01, and thus its syn-
thesis requires low-temperature, out-of-equilibrium pro-
cesses where Ge-Sn phase separation is kinetically hin-
dered. Above the material critical stability temperature,
which is inversely related to the Sn fraction in the alloy,
Sn segregates out of GeSn lattice, clustering in the bulk
and forming mobile Sn droplets on the film surface [6–9].

In spite of these challenges, the promising optoelec-
tronic properties of GeSn drove research efforts in the
development of this material. Ge1−xSnx possesses a di-
rect bandgap in the near- and short-wave infrared wave-
lengths for approximately x > 8.5%at [10, 11], moti-
vating the fabrication of GeSn Light Emitting Devices
(LEDs) [12–14], lasers [11, 15, 16], and photodiodes [17–
19] for on-chip Si photonics [1]. Furthermore, GeSn
theoretical carrier mobility values larger than Si and
Ge [20, 21] pushed for the realization of GeSn high-
mobility field-effect transistors (FET) [22–24]. These
(opto)electronic devices necessitate p-type and/or n-type
doped regions, obtained through incorporation in the
GeSn lattice of elements from respectively columns III
(B, Al, Ga, In) and V (P, As, Sb) of the periodic ta-
ble. Incorporation of doping elements can be achieved
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through ion implantation, or in-situ during growth of
GeSn, whereas high-temperature diffusion processes to
dope GeSn from the gas phase cannot be employed due
to the material metastability. In general, to avoid lattice
damage and amorphization from implantation, it is de-
sirable to dope GeSn in-situ during growth, though this
method requires thorough investigation of growth param-
eters to accurately calibrate dopant concentrations in the
film. In addition, one needs to verify that the introduced
dopants are not detrimental for the film growth process.

Several studies have demonstrated in-situ doping
of epitaxial GeSn by Chemical Vapor Deposition
(CVD) [25–29] and Molecular Beam Epitaxy (MBE) [30–
34]. While both n-type and p-type doping have been
realized, the focus of this paper is exclusively on p-
type doping. Previous works on in-situ p-type doping
of GeSn revolved around only two group-III dopant el-
ements, namely B and Ga. The highest active p-type
dopant concentration of 3.2 ∗ 1020 cm−3 was reported
both by Vohra et al. [25] for GeSn:B grown by CVD
and by Wang et al. [32] for GeSn:Ga grown by MBE.
Though this maximal active concentration is in principle
sufficient for most applications, it is desirable to explore
different possibilities of in-situ p-type doping, namely us-
ing In and Al as dopant elements. Their demonstration
would increase the number of options available to fabri-
cate (opto)electronic devices with different combinations
of material systems (e.g. III-V/IV heterojunction tunnel
FETs [35]).

Furthermore, the addition of group-III elements to epi-
taxy of GeSn requires special attention, in that it may
alter the growth dynamics with respect to the pure GeSn
system. Elements from groups III and V are known to
act as surfactants during growth of group-IV Ge and Si
films [36–38]. By analogy, we could expect similar be-
havior for growth of GeSn, being itself from group IV.
Surfactant elements tend to remain on surface during
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epitaxial growth: when buried by a surface monolayer,
they exchange their position with the surface adatom;
being this exchange process faster than the character-
istic time for monolayer growth, surfactants manage to
escape the subsurface layer before getting buried under-
neath newly grown monolayers [39]. This signifies that
surfactant doping elements tend not to incorporate in
the growing film, and thus cannot dope it in significant
concentrations. Nevertheless, despite the fact that the
surfactant effect can strongly alter dopant incorporation,
it is rarely discussed in the literature whether group III
dopants act as surfactants during GeSn growth. To the
extent of our knowledge, only Shimura et al. [30] took
this phenomenon into consideration in their study on
GeSn:Ga grown by MBE: While Ga acts as a surfactant
in pure Ge epitaxial growth, they demonstrated the loss
of its surfactant properties when Sn was added in the
growth of GeSn. Hence, they could show that Ga is an
optimal element for in-situ p-type doping of GeSn.

To expand the range of p-type doping options for the
GeSn system, in this study we explore in-situ Indium p-
type doping of GeSn grown by MBE. Indium is known
to possess a low solubility in pure Ge (∼ 4 ∗ 1018cm−3)
compared to the other group-III dopant elements, e.g.
Ga, with solubility of 4.9 ∗ 1020cm−3 [40]. Expecting a
similar behavior in GeSn, In doping of the alloy would be
in principle discouraged. However, this has never been
demonstrated experimentally, and is thus worth investi-
gating. In addition, in this work, we show that the In
dopant element influences the growth dynamics of the
GeSn alloy. We prove that the presence of In during
growth enhances defect nucleation and facilitates the seg-
regation of Sn, inducing the formation of In-Sn segrega-
tion droplets if the growth conditions are not properly
selected. With secondary-ion mass spectroscopy (SIMS)
characterization, we demonstrate that In acts as a sur-
factant in this growth system, accumulating on the GeSn
surface as the film grows. Finally, we elucidate the possi-
ble thermodynamic contributions causing enhanced sur-
face Sn segregation in presence of In, and we discuss the
limitations of In doping of GeSn alloys.

II. EXPERIMENTAL METHODS

Intrinsic Ge(001) substrates were exposed to a O2

plasma to remove organic contaminants from surface, and
were dipped in HF 1% for 90 seconds to remove the Ge
native oxide. Substrates were then rinsed in DI water
and dried with a N2 blowing gun. After chemical clean-
ing, they were introduced in a Veeco GENxplor MBE
growth system, and degassed in the load-lock at 150°C
for 30 minutes. The substrates underwent a further de-
gassing step in a preparation module at 600°C before be-
ing introduced in the growth chamber. Here, they under-
went a second deoxidation step at 750°C for 15 minutes.
Epitaxial, monocrystalline GeSn:In films were grown by
evaporating Ge, Sn and In from individual Knudsen cells.

The base pressure of the growth chamber at the start of
the growth was of the order of 1 ∗ 10−10Torr. Substrate
nominal temperatures were calibrated with an infrared
thermal camera, and ranged from 185°C to 205°C, with
uncertainty of ±20°C. Growth parameters for the differ-
ent samples grown in this work are reported in Tab. I,
with additional details in Tab. SI1. Growths of sam-
ples E, F and I were repeated to confirm the reproducibil-
ity of the observed physical phenomena.

Film morphology and thickness were characterized
with a Zeiss Merlin scanning electron microscope (SEM).
Epitaxial relation of GeSn:In films with the Ge sub-
strates was demonstrated by X-ray diffraction recipro-
cal space mapping (XRD RSM) with an X-ray Bruker
D8 Discover. The measured RSM, reported in Fig. SI1,
were used to calculate film composition and strain. In-
dium incorporation, being lower than 0.01%at, does not
appreciably influence the macroscopic lattice parameter
of the GeSn alloy measured with XRD, and we thus
used Vegard’s law to calculate GeSn composition with-
out any bowing correction [41]. In a FEI Talos system,
monocrystallinity was confirmed by transmission electron
microscopy (TEM), and local composition was probed
with scanning TEM energy-dispersive x-ray spectroscopy
(STEM EDX). Both characterizations were performed on
cross-sectional lamellae cut out of the film with a Zeiss
NVision focused ion beam (FIB).

The In concentration of few samples was measured via
SIMS depth profiling, performed by EAG laboratories.
To characterize the In concentration at the GeSn:In films
surface, prior to SIMS analysis these samples were cov-
ered with 100nm of Ge deposited by electron-beam evap-
oration with no heating applied at the sample. The In
concentration was calibrated using Ge:In standards as
GeSn:In standards were unavailable, leading to a 15% un-
certainty on the reported In concentration values. SIMS
profiling was also used to verify that the Sn composition
across the film thickness was uniform (see Fig. SI4), as
expected from MBE-grown films with Sn concentrations
below 10%at [42].

III. RESULTS

GeSn:In epitaxial films with uniform Sn composition
were grown on Ge(001) substrates by MBE to investigate
in-situ p-type doping of GeSn by In. Growth parameters
and film characteristics of these samples are reported in
Tab. I. Except for sample G, where Sn is almost fully
segregated out of the film, all GeSn:In films are pseu-
domorphic, fully strained, the absolute value of in-plane
compressive strain being determined by the GeSn alloy
composition. Values of GeSn composition and in-plane
strain for partially segregated samples C, D, F, and H
refer to the non-segregated regions of these samples.
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FIG. 1. SEM top-view images of monocrystalline GeSn:In films grown on Ge(001) substrates by MBE. Scale bars are 20µm,
unless differently specified. The first row shows the substrate growth temperature (T ), while the first column and the second
row show respectively the In/Ge and Sn/Ge flux ratios (respectively FIn/FGe, FSn/FGe) used during deposition of the different
films. In the second header row we report also the approximate Sn atomic fraction (xSn) corresponding to the FSn/FGe. In
the inset of each figure is the sample ID, as per Tab. I. A 20x magnification on sample F shows segregation droplets and
the characteristic trails they leave behind. These trails confer a darker SEM contrast that allows to evaluate the extent of
segregation simply from top-view SEM imaging. Color schemes and arrows show that by increasing the substrate temperature,
In flux, and/or Sn fraction, segregation increases, and eventually covers the entire sample surface, as in the case of sample G.
Images magnified by 100x of samples F, H, I show the typical surface morphology of GeSn:In films at different substrate T .

TABLE I. MBE deposition parameters of Ge1−xSnx:In films
studied in this work. All films are monocrystalline, pseudo-
morphic on Ge(001). The Ge flux was fixed at 1000nTorr for
all samples. Fluxes are reported in nTorr, as per measure-
ment from the MBE beam flux monitor. Minor effective flux
variations from growth to growth resulted in slight variabil-
ity in GeSn thickness and alloy compositions despite constant
substrate temperature (T ) and Sn/Ge flux ratios, e.g. sam-
ples A, B and C.

ID
Sub. T

(°C)
Sn flux
(nTorr)

In flux
(nTorr)

Gr. time
(min)

Thick.
(nm)

xSn

(%at)
In-plane
str. (%)

A 205 50 0.5 30 547 1.8 -0.26
B 205 50 1 30 542 2.0 -0.30
C 205 50 3 30 552 1.7 -0.26
D 205 100 1 30 565 3.8 -0.56
E 205 150 0.5 30 592 5.7 -0.82
F 205 150 1 30 590 5.9 -0.85
G 205 150 3 30 571 -a -a.

H 195 150 1 30 580 5.3 -0.78
I 185 150 1 30 583 5.4 -0.80
J 205 150 1 10 183 5.7 -0.85
K 205 150 1 20 404 5.4 -0.80
a Sn is fully segregated out of the film. See SEM image in Fig. 1,

and XRD RSM in Fig. SI1.

A. Co-segregation of In and Sn

In Fig. 1, we report top-view SEM images of a com-
bination of different epitaxial GeSn:In films on Ge(001),
grown varying substrate temperature, GeSn alloy compo-
sition, and In dopant flux. The sample label at the top-
left of each SEM image refers to the growth parameters
reported in Tab. I. Samples C, D, F and H show regions
of dark SEM contrast in a lighter background, while all
other samples, with the exception of sample G, at low
magnification present a surface with homogeneous light
SEM contrast. The 20x magnified SEM image of sample
F reveals the origin of dark SEM contrast: segregation
droplets have formed and moved around during growth,
leaving behind a trail that appears darker at SEM. This
segregation behavior resembles closely that of pure GeSn,
where Sn liquid droplets move on surface during growth,
dissolving the GeSn film at their front and depositing
behind a trail of almost pure Ge. This phenomenon has
been accurately modeled in Refs. 7 and 9.

To understand the origin of segregation, we performed
TEM characterization of a segregation region on sam-
ple F, presented in Fig. 2. The top-view SEM image in
Fig. 2a illustrates the surface morphology of sample F,
more neatly visible in Fig. 1 (F, 20x and 100x) and in
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Fig. SI7. A dashed, black rectangle in Fig. 2a indicates
the region probed by TEM in Fig. 2b, which contains a
segregation droplet, part of the droplet trail, and portions
of non-segregated GeSn:In film. TEM bright-field (BF)
imaging in Fig. 2b shows defects underneath the segre-
gation regions (i.e., droplet and its trail), which seem
to indicate a boundary with pristine GeSn:In film, con-
firmed to be monocrystalline in the inset TEM diffrac-
togram. Segregation thus appears to occur only in the
surface region, suggesting droplet nucleation takes place
at a late stage of growth. In addition, we observe that
the segregation droplet does not dissolve the entire film
underneath, which remains unaffected. The TEM con-
trast visible underneath the droplet is in fact only due to
thickness fringes (see also Fig. SI8). This is contrary to
what reported in Refs. 7 and 9, where the droplet entirely
dissolved the GeSn film on its path. This difference can
be however explained with the fact that their GeSn film
was considerably thinner (∼50nm) compared to the one
studied in this work (sample F is 590nm-thick).

Orange symbols in Fig. 2 indicate the positions probed
by STEM EDX in Fig. 2c, with the relative measured
atomic compositions reported in the table inset. Single
elemental maps and additional measurement details are
reported in Fig. SI8. As a reference, we consider first the
GeSn composition in the pristine region of the monocrys-
talline GeSn:In film (4). Here, STEM EDX detects a Sn
concentration of (5.3± 0.6)%at, close within error to the
real GeSn composition measured by XRD. No In is de-
tected in 4, indicating that its concentration in the film
is below the EDX detection limit. On the other hand, in
correspondence with the segregation droplet (+) STEM
EDX reveals major concentrations of Sn and In, respec-
tively of (91.3± 1.0)%at and (6.9± 0.9)%at. Here, Ge is
only detected with a concentration of (1.8±0.2)%at, near
its solubility limit in pure Sn at the growth temperature
of this sample [43]. The droplet trail (�), as expected
from previous works [7, 9], is composed of almost pure
Ge, with minimal fractions of In and Sn trapped during
Ge precipitation from the droplet. These observations
suggest that droplet formation is the result of Sn-In co-
segregation, as later elaborated in Sec. IV.

Having verified that segregation droplets are composed
of Sn-In, we can now shift our attention back to Fig. 1.
Here, the arrows show that substrate temperature (red),
In flux (purple), and Sn flux (yellow) are parameters that
can initiate or increment the extent of Sn-In segregation.
In particular, we can observe the following effects of the
fluxes: At a nominal substrate temperature of 205°C,
samples with a In/Ge flux ratio of 0.05% (samples A, E)
show no sign of segregation. On the other hand, by in-
creasing the In/Ge flux ratio to 0.1%, we observe segrega-
tion for FSn/FGe = 10% (sample D, xSn = 3.8%at), and
FSn/FGe = 15% (sample F, xSn = 5.9%at). It is remark-
able that a small FIn/FGe increase of 0.05% causes Sn-In
segregation, considering that even an increase of 10% in
FSn/FGe from sample A to E does not induce it. There-
fore, In seems to have a considerably stronger effect on
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FIG. 2. (a) Top-view SEM image of segregation droplets and
trails on sample F. (b) TEM bright field image of the region
framed withing a dashed, black rectangle in (a). The diffrac-
tion pattern in the inset, with scale bar of 2 nm−1, demon-
strates single crystallinity of the GeSn:In film. Orange sym-
bols indicate the positions probed by STEM EDX in (c), with
the corresponding measured atomic compositions reported in
the table inset. EDX shows that the segregation droplet (+)
is mainly composed of Sn and In. The droplet trail (�) is in-
stead almost pure Ge, as expected from previous works. Full
measurement details are reported in Fig. SI8.

segregation than Sn, and we will discuss this phenomenon
later in Sec. IV A. A further increase of FIn/FGe to 0.3%
induces partial segregation in Ge0.981Sn0.019 (sample C),
and full segregation in Ge0.943Sn0.057 (sample G), clearly
visible in the magnified SEM image (G, 40x).

Besides the In flux, we can observe that also the Sn
flux has an effect on the extent of segregation: at con-
stant substrate temperature, increasing FSn/FGe from
10% (xSn ∼ 3.8%) to 15% (xSn ∼ 5.7%) in presence of
FIn/FGe = 0.1% (respectively samples D and F) consid-
erably increases the fraction of surface covered by segre-
gated regions. Finally, increasing the substrate temper-
ature (from sample I grown at 185°C, to H at 195°C, to
F at 205°C) also induces segregation. While the increase
of Sn flux and substrate temperature are expected from
previous studies to favor segregation in GeSn alloys [6–9],
the influence of In remains to be elucidated.
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B. Defective growth at low temperature

As expected, decreasing the substrate temperature
from sample F can reduce (sample H) and prevent (sam-
ple I) Sn-In co-segregation. This, however, comes at the
cost of film crystal quality. In Fig. 1, the 100x zoomed
SEM top-view images of non-segregated regions show reg-
ularly faceted surface features for substrate temperatures
of 195°C (H, 100x) and 205°C (F, 100x) corresponding to
monocrystalline, pseudomorphic GeSn:In. On the other
hand, in sample I, grown at a lower T of 185°C, the sur-
face morphology is irregular and epitaxy seems broken
at the brighter grains. Indeed, cross-sectional TEM BF
of this sample in Fig. 3a shows that pseudomorphic epi-
taxial growth locally breaks down after the film reaches
a thickness of about 400nm, forming defective regions
that extend to the film surface. A magnified TEM image
of one of these defective regions is reported in Fig. 3b.
Here, defect nucleation during growth yields surface as-
perities (red arrows) that are taller and of higher aspect
ratio compared to the rest of the surface (green arrows),
conferring them the bright contrast observed at SEM.

By means of TEM diffraction, we identified the type
of defects forming at 185°C in Sample I. Fig. 3c shows
a reference TEM diffraction pattern of the non-defective
region of the GeSn:In film. Here, only diffraction spots
corresponding to monocrystalline GeSn:In aligned along
the 〈1 1 0〉 zone axis are visible. The TEM diffraction pat-
tern in Fig. 3d of the defective region in Fig. 3b shows
two additional distinctive features indicated by yellow ar-
rows: (1) striking of diffraction spots, and (2) additional
diffraction spots positioned between the spots belonging
to the 〈1 1 0〉 zone axis. While the former originates from
the presence of stacking faults, the latter is a more pe-
culiar feature, appearing in our case due to periodically
arranged stacking faults. A more detailed analysis of
these features is out of the scope of this manuscript, and
is thus briefly reported in Fig. SI9. In the latter figure,
we also show presence of polycrystallinity in sample I in
correspondence with some defects, indicating local break-
down of epitaxy. This behavior has been previously ob-
served in MBE growth of GeSn at T < 155°C and was
attributed to kinetic roughening effects [44, 45]. Kinetic
roughening describes a system where adatom mobility is
strongly reduced by the low growth temperatures, lead-
ing to significant surface roughening that induces defect
nucleation. This results in a switch from monocrystalline
to polycrystalline growth, and eventually to amorphous
deposition [46].

Lastly, we stress that the growth of sample I has been
repeated to confirm the behavior reported in Fig. 3, and
that the observed defects are not present in pure GeSn
grown at 185°C (see Fig. SI3). These results therefore
suggest that at low growth temperature the presence of
In has an additional detrimental effect during epitaxy
of GeSn alloys, related to reduced Sn and Ge adatom
diffusion [45] and/or accumulation of surfactant-induced
defects on surface [47].

C. Surfactant effect of In

To understand whether In acts as a surfactant during
growth, aiding surface segregation, we performed SIMS
depth-profiling of the In concentration in three GeSn:In
films. The results are shown in Fig. 4. We selected sam-
ples without surface segregation, namely B (purple), E
(orange), and I (green), in order to avoid In concentra-
tion artifacts due to Sn-In segregation droplets. Sam-
ples B and E were grown at 205°C using different Sn and
In fluxes, while sample I was grown at 185°C. All SIMS
profiles show that the In concentration increases along
the film thickness, denoting an increment in In incor-
poration rate as the film grows. This indicates that In
is acting as a surfactant, accumulating on surface during
growth and driving a proportional increase in In incorpo-
ration across the entire range of temperatures considered
in this study. The In surfactant behavior is confirmed by
the peaks of two-order-of-magnitude higher In concentra-
tion detected at the films surface (indicated by arrows in
Fig. 4), clearly pointing at an accumulation of the dopant
on surface. Furthermore, in sample I we note a strong
increase in In concentration already around 400nm, cor-
responding to the onset of defect nucleation observed in
Fig. 3. This suggests defects can more easily accommo-
date In dopant incorporation.

D. Measured In concentrations in GeSn:In

By comparing the In atomic concentrations in the dif-
ferent samples in Fig. 4, we observe that the In incorpora-
tion in the non-defective region of sample I (up to 400nm)
is considerably lower despite its In flux being equal to
sample B and double of sample E. This suggests the In
incorporation rate decreases when lowering the growth
temperature, possibly due to a reduction of In solubil-
ity in Ge [40]. Furthermore, considering the two samples
grown at 205°C, more In has been incorporated in sample
B as a result of the higher In flux used during deposition.
For the same reason, sample B exhibits a higher In con-
centration peak on surface, though we should consider
that the In surface peak of sample E is broadened by
its higher film surface roughness (see details in Fig. SI2).
Integration of the In surface signal yields an atomic den-
sity of 4.0 ∗ 1014cm−2 and 2.0 ∗ 1014cm−2, respectively
for sample B and E, corresponding exactly to the ratio
between their In fluxes during growth.

From the SIMS depth profiling in Fig. 4 we can also
extract the maximal In incorporation obtained in the
non-defective GeSn:In films. As a consequence of the In
surfactant behavior, the In incorporation rate increases
during growth, resulting in a difference in In concen-
tration across the film thickness of almost an order of
magnitude. For both samples B and E the maximal In
concentration is thus found right below the GeSn:In film
surface, corresponding respectively to 2.8∗1018cm−3 and
1.4 ∗ 1018cm−3. The ratio of maximal In concentrations
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FIG. 3. (a) Cross-sectional TEM bright-field image of sample I, grown with a nominal substrate temperature of 185°C. The
inset shows a top-view SEM image of the sample surface. Red and green arrows mark respectively defective, and non-defective
regions. (b) Zoomed TEM bright-field image of the region enclosed within the black, dashed square in (a), showing clearly
the presence of defects at these regions. (c) TEM diffraction pattern of non-defective GeSn:In showing only diffraction spots
corresponding to 〈1 1 0〉 zone axis. (d) TEM diffraction pattern of defective region in (b), showing additional diffraction spots
and streaks (yellow arrows) due to the presence of stacking faults. Additional details on these measurements in Fig. SI9.

in the two samples matches the ratio of In fluxes used
during their growths, suggesting a direct proportionality
between the In flux and the In incorporation rate de-
spite the surfactant behavior of the dopant element. It is
interesting to notice that both concentrations are lower
than the solid solubility of In in pure Ge, reported to
be ∼ 4 ∗ 1018cm−3 [40]. In addition, Hall measurements
of sample B, reported in Fig. SI6, determined an elec-
trically active carrier concentration of 2.9 ∗ 1017cm−3 at
300K, yielding a low activation of 24.2% with respect to
the average film In concentration of 1.2∗1018cm−3. Post-
growth thermal annealing may be beneficial in increasing
dopant activation, though the process would be limited
by the metastability of the system, and is thus preferably
avoided in in-situ doping [25, 32].

IV. DISCUSSION

A. Origins of Sn-In co-segregating behavior

The results of this study indicate a tendency for Sn
and In to co-segregate, forming liquid droplets on surface.
During growth, these droplets move around on surface,
dissolving a portion of the GeSn:In film at their front and
depositing behind a trail of almost pure Ge, as elucidated
in Refs. 7 and 9 for the pure GeSn alloy. In this section,
we provide an explanation for the observed enhancement
of segregation induced by In doping.

Contrary to what observed by Shimura et al. in
Ref. [30] for Ga, we found that In does not lose its sur-
factant properties in presence of Sn at the temperatures

considered in this study. Therefore, In tends to stay on
surface and accumulate during growth as a result of an
unbalance between incoming atomic flux and incorpo-
ration rate in the film. Intuitively, as the film grows,
and the In surface concentration increases, we can ex-
pect this increase in In to be determinant in initiating
segregation. To demonstrate it, we grew GeSn:In films
with the same deposition parameters as sample F, inter-
rupting the growth to observe the evolution of surface
segregation at different film thicknesses. The SEM top-
view images of samples J, K and F, respectively grown
for 10min, 20min and 30min are shown in Fig. 5. While
no segregation occurs with 10min (183nm) of growth,
surface segregation is initiated after 20min (404nm), and
after 30min (590nm) approximately half of the surface is
covered by Sn-In droplets and their trails. If there was
no increase in In surface concentration during growth,
conditions would be stationary, and thus the film thick-
ness would not affect the extent of surface segregation.
Hence, these results clearly point at In surface accumu-
lation being a driver for Sn-In segregation.

Nevertheless, the In surfactant behavior does not offer
a full picture of the segregation process. At this point,
it is still not clear why Sn and In co-segregate. This
matter is easily resolved by looking at the InSn phase
diagram [48], which predicts that at the growth tem-
peratures used in this work Sn and In are liquid, and
completely miscible for alloy compositions up to 80%at
of Sn. Sn and In can thus aggregate in a single liquid
phase, though some excess Sn may precipitate during
the process. Secondly, the peak value of In concentra-
tion reached on surface of sample B measured by SIMS
in Fig. 4 is 5.8 ∗ 1020at/cm3 (see Fig. SI5 for details
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FIG. 4. SIMS depth profiling of In concentration in samples
B (purple), E (orange) and I (green). Samples B and E were
grown at 205°C with different In and Sn fluxes, while sample
I was grown at 185°C. The three samples were covered by a
100-nm-thick thin film of Ge deposited by evaporation prior
to SIMS characterization. SIMS shows that In incorporation
increases along the film thickness at all growth temperatures,
suggesting that the dopant is acting as a surfactant, accu-
mulating on surface during growth. This is confirmed by the
two-order-of-magnitude increase in In concentration on the
films surface (indicated by black arrows), which shows clear
accumulation of the dopant element on surface. Indium con-
centration is higher in sample B with respect to sample E as
a result of the higher In flux used during growth, while In
incorporation seems to be reduced by the lower growth tem-
perature in sample I. In the latter, the sharp increase of In
concentration after 400nm corresponds to the onset of defect
nucleation, shown in Fig. 3, indicating a higher In incorpora-
tion rate in defects.

on the fitting of the SIMS depth profile), which is ap-
proximately 1.2%at of the cubic Ge atomic density of
4.41∗1022at/cm3. Sample B, with 2%at Sn, is not segre-
gated. However, with the same In flux, by increasing the
Sn fraction to 3.8%at (sample D) segregation occurs (see
note [49] in this regard). Summing the Sn and In frac-
tions in sample D we obtain 5%at, which is well below the
fraction of Sn necessary to cause segregation in intrinsic
GeSn at this growth temperature (see e.g. sample E, with
5.7%at Sn, is not segregated, despite being doped with
a small concentration of In). Simply put, while 5%at Sn
does not cause segregation at a nominal substrate tem-
perature of 205°C, 3.8%at Sn plus 1.2%at In do. This
indicates that the increase in segregation in presence of
In is not due to a mere increase in total concentration of
segregating atoms. It is rather the nature of the In+Sn
system that is increasing the occurrence of surface seg-

regation when replacing 1.2%at Sn with 1.2%at In (see
note [50]).

To explain the influence of In, we turn to classical
theory of nucleation and growth of thin films [51, 52].
Droplet surface segregation can be described as the 3D
nucleation of a liquid phase on the film surface. The nu-
cleation rate (J) is then expressed with the scaling law
(using the notation from Ref. 52)

J ∝ Dn1ni (1)

where n1 is the surface concentration of single adatoms,
D is their diffusion coefficient, and ni is the concentration
of critically-sized clusters. We expand the latter using

ni ∝ exp[−∆Gi/(kBT )] (2)

where kB is the Boltzmann constant, T is the substrate
temperature, and ∆Gi is the Gibbs free energy of a clus-
ter at its critical size, which can be approximated by

∆Gi ∝ X3/∆µ2 (3)

with X being the liquid surface tension, and ∆µ the su-
persaturation of the liquid phase. Substituting eqs. 2 and
3 in eq. 1 we obtain

J ∝ Dn1 exp[−X3/(∆µ2kBT )] (4)

With eq. 4 in mind, we can compare a system with 5%at
Sn on surface to a system with 3.8%at Sn plus 1.2%at In,
at equal temperature. We know the former system does
not segregate, while the latter does. The total adatom
concentration n1 would be the same for both systems,
and is therefore not playing a role in the observed dif-
ference in segregation. On the other hand, the diffusion
coefficient D is different for the two atomic species. In
literature, we find diffusion energy barriers for In and
Sn adatoms on the Si(100) surface, respectively equal
to 0.27eV [53], and 1.2eV [54]. Due to the similarity of
group-IV materials, we can expect analogous behavior on
the surface of a Ge(100) substrate and GeSn(100) film.
The considerably smaller diffusion barrier for In signifies
In adatoms can diffuse faster than Sn adatoms. Faster
diffusion increases the adatom diffusion length, and thus
its likelihood of encountering and sticking to an atomic
cluster. This ultimately results in greater probability of
droplet nucleation.

A further element that may enhance segregation in
presence of In is the liquid surface tension X. Dada-
shev et al. report in Ref. 55 that the surface tension
of the SnIn liquid is smaller by 1-2% (depending on the
In atomic fraction) compared to pure Sn liquid, lowering
the Gibbs free energy of critical clusters (∆Gi, eq. 3). In
Ref. 55, the study included a range of temperatures be-
tween 250°C and 450°C, reasonably close to the growth
temperatures used in this work to expect an analogous
behavior of XSnIn. Lastly, also the supersaturation term,
inversely proportional to the equilibrium vapor pressure
of the species (∆µ = kBT ln(p/pe), with p being the par-
tial pressure of an element, and pe its equilibrium vapor
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FIG. 5. SEM top-view imaging of the surface of three GeSn:In films (samples J, K, F) grown with the same deposition
parameters for different times. Surface segregation is absent after 10min (183nm), while after 20min (404nm), few Sn-In
droplets with single trails can be observed. The accumulation of In surfactant on surface during growth induces more extended
segregation after 30min (590nm) of growth.

pressure), predicts an increase in segregation in presence
of In: Firstly, pe,In < pe,Sn [56], and secondly, consider-
ing the only available data in the literature, the activity
coefficient (see note [57]) of In in the SnIn melt at 400°C
is well below 1 [58, 59], suggesting a further decrease in
pe,In. The activity coefficient of Sn is very close to 1 for
large Sn fractions in the SnIn liquid [58, 59], and should
thus not play a role here. Overall, the supersaturation
term ∆µ is thus likely increased in magnitude in presence
of In at our growth temperatures, driving an increase in
the nucleation rate J . To summarize, at a fixed GeSn:In
growth temperature, the terms D, X, and ∆µ from eq. 4
hint at a higher liquid droplet nucleation rate in presence
of In, explaining the increase in segregation with respect
to pure GeSn epitaxy.

Concerning the dependence of Sn-In co-segregation
with temperature and Sn flux observed in Fig. 1, SIMS
measurements in Fig. 4 show that within the range of
growth parameters used in this work In always acts as a
surfactant, inducing Sn-In segregation. In addition, from
eq. 4 we can deduce that

• A lower Sn flux trivially decreases n1 and pSn, and
thus the nucleation rate J .

• The Arrhenius-type dependence of nucleation rate
J on the temperature T determines a decrease in J
with lower T .

• The same holds for D, which is also dependent on
T via an Arrhenius-type law.

• The surface tension X is weakly dependent on T
[55], and increases with lower T , lowering J .

• pe decreases with lower T and is thus the only term
positively contributing to J . Experimental data in
Fig. 1 however clearly shows that co-segregation is
reduced by lowering the substrate T , and thus the
positive contribution from pe must be lower than
the negative contribution of all other terms of eq. 4.

Lastly, we highlight that the present analysis focused
on a narrow range of growth temperatures, and that it
is unclear whether In would favor segregation also be-
low this range. Still, the results from growth at 185°C
in Fig. 3 showed that the range of usable growth tem-
peratures for GeSn:In is limited by the presence of In
itself. Even if Sn-In do not co-segregate at lower temper-
atures, defects will breakdown epitaxy, preventing low-
temperature monocrystalline GeSn:In growth.

B. In solubility in GeSn

From Fig. 4, the maximal In incorporation we ob-
tained was 2.8 ∗ 1018cm−3 in Ge0.98Sn0.02 (sample B),
which is lower than the solubility of In in pure Ge
(∼ 4 ∗ 1018cm−3 [40]). All other growth parameters
equal, an increase in Sn content to 3.8%at (sample D)
and 5.7%at (sample F) leads to progressively increased
Sn-In segregation. Hence, we can conclude that the solu-
bility of In in non-defective GeSn thin films is dependent
on the alloy composition, and decreases with increasing
Sn content. The solubility of In is thus expected to be
lower in GeSn compared to pure Ge.

This dependence of In incorporation on alloy composi-
tion could arise from the compressive strain present in the
pseudomorphic GeSn:In films considered in this study.
As reported in Tab. I, compressive strain increases with
Sn fraction in the alloy, disfavoring the insertion of large
Indium atoms in the GeSn matrix. Further experiments
are required to verify if In solubility is dependent on the
strain state of the thin film or if it is purely dependent
on the alloy composition.

C. Maximizing In incorporation in GeSn

Considering the maximal dopant incorporation mea-
sured in this work, we note that it is substantially
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smaller than the maximal GeSn in-situ p-type active
doping concentrations > 1020cm−3 reported in the lit-
erature [25, 32], especially considering the low electri-
cal dopant activation of 24.2% measured in sample B.
In principle, the In concentration of Ge0.98Sn0.02 in this
sample could be increased by increasing the In flux, but
in Fig. 1 sample C shows that by triplicating FIn, the
Ge0.98Sn0.02:In film segregates. This yields 8.4∗1018cm−3

as upper limit of In incorporation in non-defective GeSn
at 205°C, still considerably lower than the concentrations
of p-type dopants found in literature.

Typically, dopant incorporation could be increased by
kinetically hindering Sn-In co-segregation, i.e. lowering
the growth temperature. However, the growth of sam-
ple I at 185°C showed that also this possibility is limited,
as the In incorporation rate decreases at lower temper-
ature (Fig. 4). In addition, at the same temperature,
epitaxial growth of GeSn:In starts breaking down after
400nm (Fig. 3), while this does not occur for pure GeSn.
Maintaining a GeSn:In thickness lower than 400nm would
certainly prevent the nucleation of defects at 185°C, but a
further decrease in temperature would still be limited by
the kinetic roughening effect, since the critical thickness
for epitaxial breakdown is known to be reduced by low-
ering the growth temperature [60]. Furthermore, when
employing thinner GeSn:In films, one needs nonetheless
to consider that the dopant incorporation will be limited
by the surfactant behavior of In, which determines a dif-
ference in concentration of almost one order of magnitude
across film thicknesses of less than 600nm, as visible in
Fig. 4 for samples B and E.

Overall, this study does not aim at maximizing the In
doping concentrations, but rather at elucidating the lim-
itations associated with in-situ In doping of GeSn. Still,
the phenomena we outlined show that the practical max-
imal In doping concentration in non-defective GeSn:In is
not too far from the values measured in our work.

V. CONCLUSIONS

The results shown in this work outline some limita-
tions for using In as p-type dopant element in GeSn. We
demonstrated that In induces co-segregation with Sn,
causing the formation of mobile SnIn metallic droplets
on the GeSn:In film surface that could be detrimental

for (opto)electronic device performance. We illustrated
the enhancement in segregation as the result of multiple
factors. First, In acts as a surfactant for GeSn, accumu-
lating on surface during growth. Secondly, In adatoms
diffuse faster than Sn adatoms, increasing the probabil-
ity to encounter segregating clusters and bond to form
stable liquid nuclei. Thirdly, the limited data present in
the literature suggest that the Gibbs free energy of for-
mation of a critical SnIn liquid nucleus is lower compared
to that of pure Sn liquid.

We observed that as a result of the surfactant effect of
In, its incorporation rate increases during growth, com-
plicating accurate control of the final dopant concentra-
tion in the film. The maximum dopant incorporation we
measured in non-defective films was 2.8 ∗ 1018cm−3 in
Ge0.98Sn0.02 with a low electrical activation of 24.2% at
300K, far from the maximal active p-type dopant values
> 1020cm−3 reported in the literature for GeSn. Fur-
thermore, we showed that the solubility of In in GeSn
decreases with larger Sn fractions in the alloy, limiting
the applications of GeSn:In in-situ doping to devices that
do not require significant doping concentrations. Lastly,
we demonstrated that lowering the growth temperature
to avoid Sn-In co-segregation and push the In incorpora-
tion is not a viable strategy for this material system, as
it leads to a decrease in In incorporation rate and epi-
taxy breakdown due to kinetic roughening effects and/or
dopant-related defect accumulation.

This work provides new insights on the behavior of the
Indium dopant element in the GeSn system, and discour-
ages its utilization in GeSn-based optoelectronic devices.
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TABLE SI1. MBE deposition parameters of Ge1−xSnx:In films studied in this work. Fluxes are reported in nTorr, as per
measurement from the MBE beam flux monitor. Alloy composition and (compressive) strain are measured by XRD RSM,
shown in Fig. SI1. Substrate nominal temperatures were calibrated with an infrared thermal camera, yielding errors of ±20°C
associated with the substrate transparency and variable emissivity over the IR camera wavelengths range of 7.5µm to 13µm.
We also report nominal T measured with a thermocouple (TC) standing behind the substrate holder, not in contact with it.

Sample
label

Sub. T
(°C)

TC T
(°C)

Ge flux
(nTorr)

Sn flux
(nTorr)

In flux
(nTorr)

Gr. time
(min)

Thickness
(nm)

xSn

(%)
Degree of
relaxation

In-plane
strain (%)

A 205 260 1000 50 0.5 30 547 1.8 0 -0.26
B 205 260 1000 50 1 30 542 2.0 0 -0.30
C 205 260 1000 50 3 30 552 1.7 0 -0.80
D 205 260 1000 100 1 30 565 3.8 0 -0.56
E 205 260 1000 150 0.5 30 592 5.7 0 -0.82
F 205 260 1000 150 1 30 590 5.9 0 -0.85

Ga 205 260 1000 150 3 30 571
2.3a

5.7a
0.13a

0.26a
-0.11a

-0.63a

H 195 250 1000 150 1 30 580 5.3 0 -0.78
I 185 240 1000 150 1 30 583 5.4 0 -0.80
J 205 260 1000 150 1 10 183 5.7 0 -0.85
K 205 260 1000 150 1 20 404 5.4 0 -0.80

a Sn is mostly segregated out of the film. Only two weakly intense peaks remain, which identify partially relaxed GeSn.

FIG. SI1. Reciprocal space maps (RSM) of the (224) planes for the samples grown in this work. The Ge substrate peak position
is at coordinates {5.000, 7.075}nm−1, while the GeSn peaks shift position depending on the alloy composition, following Vegard’s
law [C. Xu et al., J. Appl. Phys. 122 (2017) 125702.]. RSM characterisation shows that all GeSn:In films are pseudomorphic,
compressively strained, since their in-plane lattice parameter, measured by Qx, is equal to that of the Ge substrate. Sample
J presents an anomalous RSM due to defects in the original Ge substrate. It is however clear that the grown GeSn:In film in
sample J is pseudomorphic, since every point in the RSM of the Ge substrate has an equally distanced RSM point along the
same Qx coordinate, corresponding to the GeSn epitaxial film. This allowed to calculate the Sn fraction reported in Tab. SI1,
just like for the other samples.
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FIG. SI2. Atomic force microscopy (AFM, Bruker FastScan AFM ) characterisation of the surface of samples B and E. The
measured RSM roughness is respectively 2.4nm and 7.6nm, and the z-range (difference in height between highest and lowest
point) is respectively 17nm and 46nm. The z-ranges measured here correspond almost perfectly to the width of the In surface
SIMS signals of the two samples. The large roughness and z-range of sample E therefore explain the broadening artifact
observed in its SIMS measurement of In surface concentration.
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FIG. SI3. SEM top-view images of a pure Ge0.94Sn0.06 film grown at 170°C, with no In flux. This sample, with a thickness
well above 400nm, has surface features similar to samples F and H, visible in the magnified SEM images in Fig. 1, or sample
E, visible in the AFM in Fig. SI2. Despite the low growth temperature of 170°C, the surface of this pure GeSn film is not
defective. This shows that the defects present at 185°C on the surface of sample I are due to the presence of In, and not merely
due to its low growth temperature.

FIG. SI4. SIMS Sn depth profiling of samples B, E, I, and A. SIMS shows that the composition of the GeSn alloy is uniform in
the film, as the Sn signal remains constant across the GeSn:In thickness. The zoomed region shows that a slight accumulation of
Sn is present on surface, especially at lower Sn contents in samples B and A, due to residual adatoms that were not incorporated
at the end of the film growth. This intensity of Sn on the film surface corresponds at most to 2.5 times the Sn film signal, and
is therefore not comparable to the accumulation of In due to surfactant effect, since in the latter case we have an increase of In
concentration of more than 2 orders of magnitude.
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FIG. SI5. (a) SIMS depth profiling of Fig. 4, with the addition of sample A. SIMS shows that the In incorporation in samples E
and A right below the surface is practically equal, suggesting that we can consider In incorporation to be independent on the Sn
flux. (b) SIMS In surface peaks of samples B and E, with relative Gaussian fitting used to estimate the peak In concentration.
This was found to be 5.8∗1020at/cm3 and 4.7∗1020at/cm3 respectively for samples B and A. The latter has lower In concentration
due to the lower In flux during deposition.
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FIG. SI6. (a) Hall resistance and (b) carrier concentration and mobility measured in sample B. The sample was diced
into a chip of 7mm x 7mm, and triangle-shaped, 300-nm-thick Al contacts were evaporated in the corners in van der Pauw
configuration, with 50-nm-thick Ti adhesion layers. The measurements were performed in a Quantum Design Physical Property
Measurement System between 300K and 150K.

The shape of Hall resistance in Fig. SI6a shows that the Ge(001) substrate contributes to the signal [N. Sircar et
al., Phys. Rev. B. 83 (2011) 125306.]. To isolate the film electrical properties, we fitted the Hall resistance data
using a two-layer conduction model. This model treats the GeSn:In film and Ge substrate as parallel conductors and
predicts the magnetic field B dependence of the Hall resistance Rxy to be given by [G. Pettinari et al., Appl. Phys.
Lett. 101 (2012) 222103.]:

Rxy(B) =
B

e

d1n1µ
2
1 + d2n2µ

2
2 + (d1n1 + d2n2)µ2

1µ
2
2B

2

(d1|n1|µ2
1 + d2|n2|µ2

2)2 + (d1n1 + d2n2)2µ2
1µ

2
2B

2

where e is the elementary charge, d1, d2 are the film and substrate thicknesses, n1, n2 are the carrier concentrations and
µ1, µ2 are the carrier mobilities. The subscripts 1 and 2 refer respectively to the properties of the film and substrate.
To model electrons in the film or substrate, negative signs are applied to n1 or n2 respectively, in agreement with the
negative sign on the Hall coefficient when electrons are the dominant carrier. As in the work from Pettinari et al., to
reduce the number of parameters and avoid overfitting we employed the measured zero-field longitudinal resistivity
(ρxx(T ); curve not shown here) as boundary condition, using the following formula:

ρxx(T,B = 0) =
d1 + d2

e(d1|n1|µ1 + d2|n2|µ2)

For temperatures between 150K and 250K, the best fit for the Hall resistance data in (a) was found by assuming
p-type conduction in both the film and substrate layers. On the other hand, at 300K, the best fit was provided by
considering p-type conduction in the GeSn:In film and n-type conduction in the Ge substrate, with carrier concen-
tration and mobility similar to the intrinsic values at 300K. These results indicate that at temperatures below 250K,
p-type parallel conduction arises in the Ge substrate due to the presence of acceptor impurities. This is reasonable, as
our Ge(001) substrates have a nominal resistivity of >30Ohmcm at 300K, implying the possible presence of impurities
that reduce the substrate resistivity compared to the intrinsic value of 46Ohmcm. At 300K, we measure intrinsic
conduction in the Ge substrate as n-type because the mobility of electrons is considerably higher than that of holes.
The intrinsic hole concentration still contributes to the measurements though, resulting in larger error bars at 300K
compared to T ≤ 250K.

On a side note, although the model appears to fit well at 275K, at this temperature the carrier concentration
and mobility values calculated in the substrate have very large associated error, suggesting the two-layer parallel
conduction model does not capture the full picture. Indeed, at T = 275K, ambipolar conduction occurs in the Ge
substrate, complicating the fitting. With these conditions, a more complex model is required to extract accurate
values of carrier concentration and mobility in the sample.
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FIG. SI7. Zoomed SEM images of sample F, with different magnifications (2kx, 5kx, 10kx, 25kx, 50kx).
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FIG. SI8. STEM EDX measurements of sample F with indications of the regions probed to calculate the STEM EDX compo-
sitions reported in Fig. 2. A full table of compositions and the measured errors is also reported here. EDX pixel resolution was
10nm, and compositions were corrected for absorption in the TEM lamella thickness using Bote-Salvat ionization cross-sections.
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FIG. SI9. (a) TEM bright field (BF) image showing a cross-section of Sample I. (b) Magnified TEM BF, with the positions
(yellow circles) of the selected area aperture used for TEM diffraction patterns in Fig. 3c-d. (c) High-resolution TEM image,
showing several stacking faults, with fast Fourier transforms taken for two different regions and reported in (d-e). In region #2,
stacking faults are arranged periodically, giving rise to new diffraction spots observed in (e) and in Fig. 3d. On the other hand,
in region #1, stacking faults are not arranged periodically, and thus give rise to streaks rather than additional diffraction spots,
seen in both (d) and Fig. 3c. (f) TEM dark field (DF) image of polycrystalline regions, and (g) the relative TEM diffractogram
showing polycrystalline diffraction spots (yellow arrows).
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FIG. SI10. SEM top-view figures of segregation droplets on sample F, with SEM EDX measurements of droplet composition.
The ratio in atomic density between Sn and In (nIn/nSn) is calculated for each measurement and report in the table. The
measured values of nIn/nSn measured here match well that of Fig. 2. On a side note, contrary to STEM EDX measurements in
Fig. 2, the measured Ge content in these SEM EDX analysis is affected by the signal from the GeSn:In film below the droplet,
yielding an apparent higher concentration of Ge in the segregation droplets.
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