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A bstract. A coounting for the anham oniciy of the real interatom ic po—
tentials n amodelin 1+ 1 din ensions show s that coherent 3D islands can
be form ed on the wetting layer in a StranskiK rastanov grow th m ode pre—
dom nantly in com pressed overlayers. C ocherent 3D islanding in expanded
overlayers could be expected as an exception rather than as a rule. The
them odynam ic driving force of form ation of coherent 3D islands on the
wetting layer of the sam e m aterial is the weaker adhesion of the atom s
near the islands edges. T he average adhesion gets weaker w ith increasing
island’s thickness but reaches a saturation after severalm onolayers. A m is—
t greater than a critical value is a necessary condition for coherent 3D
islanding.M onolayer height islands w ith a critical size appear as necessary
precursors of the 3D islands. The 2D 3D transform ation from m onolayer—
high islands to three-din ensional pyram ids takes place through a series of
stable Interm ediate 3D islands w ith discretely increasing thickness.

1. Introduction

Instabilities during grow th of surfaces are of crucial in portance for abri-
cation of devices [l]. O fparticular Interest in recent tim e is the instability
of the two-din ensional (2D ) layerby-layer grow th against the form ation
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of coherently strained (dislocation-free) three-dim ensional (3D ) islands of
nanom eter scale In highly m ign atched epitaxy. The latter is known as a
\ooherent StranskiXK rastanov" (SK) growth R], and is a sub gct of Intense
research ow Ing to possible optoelctronic applications as lasers and light
em iting diodes P-4]. That is why much e ort has been m ade in the last
decade to determ Ine the equilbrium shape of the crystallites as a fiinction
of the volum e [B-8], the change of shape during grow th [9], the strain dis-
tribution w ithin the coherent islands and their energy [10-20], the kinetics
of grow th of arrays of quantum dots and the physical reason of the narrow

size distrdbution R1-23], which is often experim entally observed.

T he physical reason of occurrence of the StranskiK rastanov grow th
m ode is generally inderstood. Too much straln energy accum ulates into
the In during the Initial planar grow th, and the strong adhesion exerted
by the substrate which is the reason for the planar growth) disappears
beyond several atom ic diam eters. A wetting layer W L) com posed of an
Integer num ber of equally strained m onolayers is thus form ed. T he grow th
continues further by the fom ation of 3D crystallites, in which the addi-
tional surface energy is overcom pensated by the strain relaxation.In other
words, the higher energy phase representing a hom ogeneously strained pla-
nar In is replaced beyond som e critical thickness by a Tower energy phase
of (com pktely or partially) relaxed 3D crystallites.

A lthough the essential physics seem s clear, too m any questions of fiin—
dam ental character rem ain to be answered. A s the atom s on top of the
surface of the wetting layer do not \feel" energetically the presence of the
substrate and both the wetting layer and the 3D islands consist of one and
the sam e m aterial, we can oconsider as a rst approxin ation the form a-
tion of coherent 3D clusters In SK grow th as hom oepitaxial growth on an
uniform ly strained crystal surface. If so, it is not clear w hat is the them o-
dynam ic driving force for 3D islanding ifthe islands are coherently strained
to the sam e degree as the underlying wetting layer. T his question is closely
connected w ith the structure and energy of the boundary between the 3D
islands and the wetting layer. T he energy of this boundary is often taken
equalto zero [L3]. Thism eans a com plete wetting of the 3D islands by the
substrate (theW L) which rulesout the 3D islanding from a thermm odynam ic
point of view . It is also not clear why coherent 3D islands are cbserved in
com pressed rather than in expanded overlayers, and at valies ofthem is t
"o = a=a that are huge form aterials w ith directional and brittle covalent
bonds INAs/InP 32% ) R4],Ge/S1(d2%) R,25], nAs/GalAs (12% ) R6],
CdSe/ZnSe (7.6% ) R7]).The only excgption, to the authors’ know ledge, of
expanded overlayer, is the system PbSe/PbTe (5.5% ) R8]. O ther question
iswhetherthem is t should be greater than som e critical value in order for
the coherent 3D islanding to take place. A re two-din ensional m onolayer



height islands necessary precursors for the form ation of 3D islands as sug—
gested by som e authors [14, 17, 29, 30]? Ifyes, is there a critical volum e size
(or a size of the 2D island) for the 2D 3D transform ation to occur? W hat
is the pathway of the latter, does i pass through a series of intermm ediate
states w ith Increasing thickness, and are these states stable orm etastable?
In this paper we m ake an attem pt to answer at least qualitatively som e of
the questions posed above.

T he them odynam ic driving force for occurrence of one or anotherm ode
ofgrow th should begiven by thedi erence = (@) gD ofthe chem ical
potentials (n) ofthe In,and gD ofthebulk crystalofthe sam em aterial.
The In chem ical potential depends on the thickness m easured in num ber
n ofm onolayers ow ng to the thickness distrdbution ofthem is t strain and
the attenuation ofthe energetic in uence of the substrate B1-33]. Ifwe de—
posi a crystalA on the surface of a crystalB the them odynam ic driving
force can be written In tem s of Interatom ic energies = E aa where

=1 Eag=Eaa is the socalled adhesion param eter which acoounts
for the wetting of the substrate by the overgrowth B4].Eaa and Eap are
the energies per atom to dispin a halfcrystalA from a lke halfcrystalA
and from an unlke halfcrystalB , respectively. E g is In fact the adhesion
energy which inclides In itself the thickness distribution of the strain en-
ergy due to the lattice m is t, and the attenuation of the bonding w ith the
substrate [B1, 35]. The adhesion param eter is the sam e which accounts
for the in uence of the substrate on the work of form ation of 3D nuclki of
di erent m aterial on top of it in the classical nucleation theory [B5]. Re-
placing the bonding energies Epa and E g by the corresponding surface
energies gives the fam ous 3— criterion of Bauer for the m ode of grow th

= aZ[A+ apg () B B6],wherea2jstheareaoccupjedbyanatom
at the Interface.

T he thickness dependence of the In chem ical potential is schem ati-
cally illustrated In Fig. 1. In the two lin ing cases ofVoln erW eber VW )
(Incom plete wetting, 0 < < 1) and Frank-van derM ertwe (M ) growth

(com plete wetting, 0;" = 0) @) gD goes asym ptotically to zero
from above and from below , respectively, but changes sign in the case of
SK growth ( 0;" & 0) B1, 32, 35, 37]. In the latter case, beyond the

m axinum , we consider the 3D islands as the overlbyer m aterial A , and the
wetting layer as the substrate crystal B . T hus the strained wetting layer
and the relaxed 3D islands represent necessarilly di erent phases in the
sense of G bbs. The wetting layer can be In equilbriim only wih an un-
dersaturated vapor phase, whereas the 3D islands are in equilbrium w ith
a supersaturated vapor. T he dividing line is = 0 at which the wetting

layer cannot grow thicker and the 3D islands cannot nuclkate and grow .
T hus the adhesion param eter = =E aa relative to the oohesion energy
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Figure 1. Schem atic dependence of the them odynam ic driving force = (n) gD

w hich determ ines the occurrence of a given m ode of grow th on the In thicknessin num —
ber of m onolayers: VW —-Voln erW eber, SK —StranskiK rastanov, and FM -Frank-van
der M erwe. N ote that in the case of FM grow th the points denote the chem ical poten—
tials of the separate m onolayers as only the uppem ost incom plete m onolayer determm ines
the equilbrium vapor pressure. In the other extrem e of VW grow th, allm onolayers are
incom plete and the chem ical potential w ill be given by the m ean valie of the chem ical
potentials of all constituent m onolayers. T his fact was realized by Stranski and K ras-
tanov them selves In their sem inal paper (Sitzungsber. Akad.W issenschaft W ien 146,
797 (1938), see for review Refs. [33,35]).

Eaa isin fact equalto the themm odynam ic driving force for the occurence
of one or another m ode of grow th. In other words, we can treat the SK

mode as a FM m ode driven by com pkte wetting ( < 0), llowed by

VW mode driven by Incom plkte wetting ( > 0). (The m ore rigorous

de nition isd =dn < 0 ord =dn > 0 [B2]).The question ishow the lattice
m is t can lead to ncom plete wetting ( > 0) on the surface of the wetting

layer if the energetic In uence exerted by the substrate is already lost, ie.
Eag ! Eaa .IntheclhssicalSK m ode the incom plete wetting is due to the
introduction ofm is t dislocations M D s) B8].0 ncewe know the answer of
this question in the case of a coherent SK grow th we could easily nd the
answ ers of the others.

2. M odel

W e consider an atom isticmodelin 1+ 1 dim ensions (substrate + height)
which we treat as a cross section ofthe real2+ 1 case.An in plicit assum p—
tion is that in the real2 + 1 m odel the m onolayer islands have a com pact
rather than a fractal shape and the Jattice m is t is one and the sam e in
both orthogonal directions. Furthem ore, we exclude from our considera—



tions the possbl interdi usion and the subsequent gradient of strain as
found recently by K egelet al 39] in the case of InA s/G aA s quantum dots.
The 3D islands are represented by linear chains of atom s stacked one upon
the other as in the m odel proposed by Stoop and van derM erwe [40] and
later by Ratsch and Zangw ill [12], each upper chain being shorter than
the lower one by one atom . In this sense the lateral size, and particularly
the height of the islands are discrete param eters, whereas in m ost of the
theoretical considerations they are taken as continuous variables [1, 5, 13].

In a previous paper B0], we used the m ethod of com putation proposed
by Ratsch and Zangw ill [12], which is based on the wellknown m odel of
Frenkel and Kontorova #1]. The latter treats the overlayer as a linear
chain of atom s sub Fct to an extemal periodic potential exerted by a rigid
substrate M1, 42]. Ratsch and Zangw ill accepted that each layer (chain)
presents a rigid sihusoidal potential to the chain of atom s on top of i.
T he potential trough separation of the lower chain is taken constant and
equal to the average of all trough separations. A s the strains of the bonds
that are closer to the free ends are an aller, the average bond strain ofeach
upper chan is closer to zero. In other words, the lattice m is t decreases
from " at the island’s base to zero at the apex. Thism ethod is, how ever,
Inadequate to describe properly a thickening overlayer because of one basic
assum ption, nam ely, the rigidity of each m onolayer upon form ation of the
next one on top of i. T his assum ption rules out the relaxation and redis—
trbution ofthe strains in the lower layers w hen upper layers are added . In
particular, thism ethod doesnot allow to com pute the structure and energy
of the interfacial boundary between the wetting layer and the 3D islands
upon thickening of the latter.

For the above-m entioned reasons, In the present work we m ake use of
a sin plem inin ization procedure. T he atom s interact through a M orse po—
tentialthat can be easily generalized to vary its anham onicity by ad justing
two constants and ( > ) that govem separately the repulsive and the
attractive branches, respectively [#4-46],

" #

(x b) e (x b) ; (1)

e

where b is the equilbriuim atom separation.For = 2 the potential (1)
tums Into the fam iliar M orse potential, which hasbeen used in the present
work forthecase = 6.

T he pair potential designed by Terso for description of the properties
ofm aterials w ith directional covalent bonds lke Sicontains an additional
param eter which accounts for the local atom ic environm ents around the
neighboring atom s [44]. He showed that m ost of the properties of Sicould
be com puted w ith an error an aller than 1% , com pared w ith experin ental



data and ab initio calculations, by acocounting only for the st neighbor
Interactions. For this reason, we occasionally consider only interactions in
the rst coordination sphere In order to m im ic the directional bonds that
are characteristic for the m ost sam iconductor m aterials.

O ur program s calculate the Interaction energy of all the atom s aswell
as its gradient w ith respect to the atom ic coordinates, ie. the forces. Re—
Jlaxation of the system is perform ed by allow ing the atom s to displace in
the direction of the gradient In an iterative procedure until the forces 2ll
below som e negligible cuto value. T he calculations were perform ed under
the assum ption that the substrate (the wetting layer) is rigid. T his assum p—
tion is strictly valid in the beginning ofthe 2D 3D transform ation when the
3D islands are still very thin B3].

Yu and M adhukar com puted recently, by m aking use of the Stillinger—
W eber interatom ic potential B7] in a m olecular dynam ics study, the distri-
bution of the strains and stresses In and around a 3D G e island having a
shape of a fullpyram id w ith a length of the base edge 326 A and a heigth
0f23 m onolayers [L9]. T hey found that the atom s In them iddle ofthe rst
atom ic plane of a ocoherent 3D G e island are displaced upwards by 0.6A
that is approxin ately half of the interplanar spacing of Ge(001) (1.4A),
w hereas the atom s at the island’s edges are displaced slightly dow nw ards.
The sam e holds for the vertical digplacam ents of the atom s belongihg to
the uppem ost Siplane. A s the vertical displacem ents strongly in uence
the adhesion of the islands to the wetting layer we also perform ed prelin —
nary calculations in which the uppem ost three m onolayers were allow ed
to relax. The results of these calculations dem onstrated qualitatively the
sam e behavior as in the case ofa rigid substrate.Forthis reason, we present
here only the results obtained under the assum ption of the rigid substrate.
D etailed system atic studies of the e ect of the substrate relaxation w illbe
published elsew here.

3. Resuls

Fig.2 (a) show s the horizontal displacem ents of the atom s of the base chain
of a ooherently strained island, for a valuie of the mis t of 7% . The dis-
placam ents are referenced to the sites the atom s would occupy if they be—
longed to the next com plete m onolayer, which would then be a part of the
wetting layer. It can be seen that the end atom s are strongly displaced
as In the m odel of Frenkel and K ontorova @#1] and of Frank and van der
M erwe [42]. Increasing the island height leads to greater digplacem ents of
the end atom s. The reason is the e ective Increase of the strength of the
lateral Interatom ic bonding In the overlayer w ith greater thickness as pre—
dicted by van der M erwe et al. 43]. A ccording to these authors an island
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Figure 2. Horizontal (@) and vertical (o) displacem ents of the atom s of the base chain
from the bottom s of the potential troughs provided by the hom ogeneously strained wet-
ting layer foram is t of 7% . T he disgplacem ents are given in units of a, the lattice param —
eter of the substrate and wetting layer. T hey increase w ith increasing island’s thickness
taken In num ber of m onolayers. Islands of 30 atom s In the base chain were considered.

w ith a bilayer height could be approxim ately sinulated by a m onolayer
height island but w ih twice stronger lateral bonds. Fig. 2 (o) show s the
vertical displacaem ents of the base atom s relative to the interplanar spacing
between the m onolayers belonging to the wetting layer. It is obvious that
the vertical digplacem ents are due to the clin bing of the atom s on top of
underlying atom s as a result of the horizontal digplacem ents. T he thicker
the islands the greater are the horizontal displacem ents (for reasons dis—
cussed above) and In tum the vertical digplacem ents. T he results shown
In Fig. 2 clearly dem onstrate that the bonds that are close to the island’s
edges are m uch less strained com pared w ith these in the m iddle, In agree—
m ent w ith the results cbtained by A shu and M atthai [10]and O rretal [11]
but contrary to the nding of Yu and M adhukar [19].

T he interconnection between the vertical and the horizontal displace—
m ents is beautifully dem onstrated in Fig. 3 where they are shown in an
island containing two M D s. T he horizontal digplacam ents in this case are
greatest in the cores ofthe M D s and so are the vertical digplacem ents. This

gure show s in fact the physical reason for the lncom plkte wetting in the
classical SK m ode. The adhesion is weaker ow ing to the introduction of
MD s.

In order to illistrate the e ect of the atom digplacem ents on the ad-
hesion of the separate atom s belonging to the island’s base chain, we plot
their energy of Interaction w ith the underlying wetting layer Fig. 4) for
coherently strained islands. A s seen the atom s that are near to the chain
ends (island’s edges) adhere much m ore weakly with the substrate. The
In uence of the potential anhamm onicity is clearly dem onstrated.O nly one
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Figure 3. Horizontal (x) and vertical (y) displacem ents of the atom s of the base chain
ofan island three m onolayers thick and containing two M D s. T he island contains a total
am ount of 99 atom s (34 in the base chain) and the latticem is t is 7% .
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Figure 4. D istrbution of the energy (in units of V,) of rst-neighbors interaction,
Eap (), between the atom s of the base chain &) of a m onolayerhigh, coherent island
consisting 0of 20 atom s, and the underlying wetting layer, B , orpositive ( ) and negative
() mis ts of absolute value 7% .

or two end atom s in the expanded chain adhere m ore weakly to the sub-
strate w hereasm ore than half ofthe atom s at both ends in the com pressed
chain areweakly bound.The guredem onstrates In fact the physical reason
for the coherent SK m ode which is often overlooked in theoretical m odels.
M oreover, it is a clear evidence of why com pressed rather than expanded
overlayers exhibit greater tendency to coherent SK grow th.
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Figure 5. M ean adhesion param eter as a function of the islands’ height in num ber of
m onolayers for positive ( ) and negative ( ) valies ofthem is t of absolute value of 7% .
C oherent islands of 14 atom s in the base chain were considered In the calculations.

It ollow s from F ig. 2 that Increasing the island thickness leads to weaker
adhesion of the 3D islands to the wetting layer and, in tum, to the stabi-
lization of the ooherent 3D islands. This is clearly dem onstrated in F ig.
5 which show s the dependence of the m ean adhesion param eter on the
islands’ height for positive and negative values of them is t. It is calculated
as the average of the Interaction energy between the base chain atom s and
those ofthe wetting layer and is referenced to the corresponding value ora
non-m is tting m onolayer of the sam e size. It can be seen that saturates
beyond a thickness of about 5 m onolayers as expected. N ote that In this
case the ncom plkte wetting ( > 0) isdue sokly to them is t, the bonding
In both phases A (the wetting layer) and B (the 3D islands) being nearly
one and the sam e. W hat is m ore in portant is that the adhesion param -
eter In com pressed islands is visbly larger than that in expanded islands
which is due to the anham onicity of the interatom ic potential. This be—
havior clearly show s the greater tendency of the com pressed overlayers to
form ooherent 3D islands. A nother in portant feature that characterizes the
m ean adhesion param eter is is large absolute value. It is com parable w ith
the values that lead to 3D islanding In VW m ode of grow th on chem ically
unlike surfaces B5].

Fig. 6 show s the m ean adhesion param eter as a function of the m is—

t both negative and positive for coherent islands as well as for islands
containing one and two M D s. A s discussed in the Introduction this is in
fact the them odynam ic driving force for 3D islanding. Several interesting
properties are observed. F irst, the m ean adhesion param eter of com pressed
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Figure 6. M ean adhesion param eter as a function of the lattice m is t. The points
correspond to the saturated valies from curves as those shown in Fig. 5 for coherent
islands and, in addition, for islands containing one and two M D s. T he islands contain 14
atom s in the base chain and have a height of 5M L.D ata for both positive and negative
m is ts are shown In one quadrant for easier com parison.

coherent islands is greater than that of expanded islands. Thism eans that
the them odynam ic driving force for coherent 3D islanding is greater in
com pressed rather than In expanded overlayers. In the absence ofM D s the
Incom plete wetting is due to the displacem ents of the end atom s (see F ig.
2). In expanded overlayers the end atom s interact w ith their neighbors by

the weaker attractive branches and vice versa.A s a result g> 0 -

O n the other hand, the opposite is cbserved for dislocated islands. This
isvery easy to understand bearing In m ind that In the classical (dislocated)
SK modeEap Eaa Ewp,and Evp=Eaa B5],Ew p beingtheen-
ergy peratom oftheM D s.M D shave higher energy in expanded overlayers
as they represent regions w ih higher densiy of atom s which repulse each
otherw ith the stronger repulsive branches of the potential. Tt is exactly the
opposite in com pressed overlayers, so thatE, , < Ey , and 4, < up -
This m eans that in the classical SK growth the them odynam ic driving
force of formm ation of dislocated 3D islands is greater in expanded rather

than in com pressed overlayers.

A nother property is that the adhesion param eter of islands containing
two M D s appears as a continuation of that of the dislocation-free islands.
This is also easily understandable having In m Ind the sim ilarity of the
m odelw ith that of Frank and van derM erwe B2].D islocation—free solutions
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exist until the m is t reaches the so-called m etastability lim it at which the
end atom s reach the crests between the next potential troughs and two
dislocations (pecause of the symm etry of the m odel) are sin ultaneously
Introduced at both free ends. T he energetic barrier for this process is equal
to zero (for a review see Ref. (B5)).

In order to answer the questions posed in the Introduction we com pare
the energies per atom of m ono— and m ulilayer islands (fustum s of pyra—
m ids) w ith di erent thickness varied by one m onolayer. T he pyram ids are
bounded w ih the steepest (60 ) sidewalls as they have the lowest energy
Inmodelsin 1+ 1 din ensions [12, 30]. A s calculated, the energy represents
a sum of the strain energy and the energy of the surfaces relative to the
energy of the sam e num ber of atom s In the buk crystal 29, 30].Fig. 7 @)
dem onstrates the energies per atom vs the total num ber of atom s ofm ono—
layer and bilayer height islands at "p = 0:03.A s seen the m onolayer height
islands are alw ays stable against the bilayer islands. T he latter m eans that
the them odynam ics do not favor coherent 3D islanding.M onolayer height
islandsw ill grow and coalesce until they cover the whole surface.M D sw ill
be then Introduced to relieve the strain.Fig. 7 (o) dem onstrates the sam e
dependence (including also thicker islands) but at larger value of them is t
"o = 0:L07. This timn e the behavior is com pltely di erent. T he m onolayer
islands are stabl against the bilayer islands only upto a critical volum e
N 15, the bilayer islands are stable iIn tum against the trilayer islands upto
a seocond critical volum e N 53, etc. T hisbehavior is precisely the sam e as in
the case of VW grow th where the Interatom ic forces (the wetting) predom —
nate and the lattice m is t plays an addiional roke R9]. The sam e result
(not shown) hasbeen obtained in the case of expanded overlayers ("o < 0)
w ith the only exosption that m onolayer height islands are stable against
m ulilayer islands upto m uch larger absolute values of them is t.

T he m ono-bilayer transform ation is the st step of the com plete 2D —
3D transform ation.Studying the critical size N 1, asa function ofthem is t
(see Fig. 8) show s the existence of criticalm is tsbeyond which the form a—
tion ofm ultilayer islands can only take place. Below the criticalm is t the
m onolayer height islands are stable irrespective of their size and the grow th
w il continue In a layerby-layer m ode untilM D s are introduced to relax
the strain. The nearly twice larger absolute valie of the negative critical
m is t is cbviously due to the anham onicity ofthe atom ic nteractions. T he
w eaker attractive interatom ic forces kead to an aller displacem entsboth lat—
eral and vertical of the end atom s and In tum to stronger adhesion. T he
latter requires Jargerm is t In order for the 3D islanding to take place.
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Figure 8. M is t dependence of the critical size N 12 (In num ber of atom s) for positive
() and negative ( ) values of the lattice m is t. The curves are shown in one quadrant
for easier com parison.

4. D iscussion

The existence of critical m is t clearly show s that the origin of the 3D
islanding in the ooherent SK growth is the incom plte wetting which is
due to the atom ic displacem ents near the islands edges.As seen In Fig. 6
them ean adhesion param eter , orwhich is the sam e, the therm odynam ic
driving force for coherent 3D islnding has practically the sam e values
asthat In the case ofthe classical (dislocated) SK m ode at su ciently large
values of the m is t. M oreover, the com parison ofFig. 2 and Fig. 3 shows
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that at a given m is t and a given thidkness, there is a critical lJateral size
(or a critical volum e) beyond which M D s are spontaneously Introduced to
relieve the strain. It in fact detemm nes the transition from the coherent
to the classical (dislocated) SK growth which in the real case should be
accom panied with the change of the shape. A 1l the above kads to the
conclusion that the physical reason for both the classical and coherent SK
m ode is one and the sam e.

The average adhesion depends strongly on the anhamm onicity of the
Interatom ic forces. E xpanded islands adhere m ore strongly to the wetting
layer and the criticalm is t beyond which ooherent 3D islanding is possi-
bl ismucdch greater in absolute valie com pared w ith that in com pressed
overlayers. A s a result coherent SK grow th In expanded In s could be ex-—
pected at very (unrealistically) large absolute values of the negative m is t.
T he latter, however, depends on the m aterials param eters (degree of an—
ham oniciy, strength of the cheam icalbonds, etc.) of the particular system
and cannot be com pletely ruled out. X ie et al B8] studied the deposition of
SisGeys Insin the whole range of 2% tensilke to 2% com pressive m is t
on relaxed bu er layers of Si,Ge) y starting from x= 0 fpureGe) tox= 1
(foure Si). They found that 3D islands are form ed only under com pressive
m is t larger than 1.4% .Film sunder tensile m is t were thus stablk against
3D islanding in excellent agreem ent w ith the predictions of our m odel.

T he existence ofa criticalm is t ©©or2D 3D transform ation to occurboth
In com pressed and expanded overlayers has been noticed in practically all
system s studied so far. P nczolits et al. R8] have found that deposition of
PbSe x Te, on PbTe(11l) ram ainspurely two dim ensionalwhen them is t
is Jess than 1.6% in absolute value (Se content < 30% ). Leonard et al.[3]
have successfully grown quantum dots of nyGa; y Ason GaAs(001) wih
x= 05 "y 3:6% ) but 6(A thik 2D quantum wellsat x = 017 ("
12% ).W altheretal. [49] found that the critical In content is approxin ately
x= 025,0r" 1:8% .A scomm ented before, a criticalm is t of 1 .4% has
been found by X ie et alupon deposition ofSiHs5Geys In son relaxed bu er
layers of SiiGe; y wih varying com position [48].

A rearrangem ent ofm onolayer height (2D ) islands into m ultilayer (3D )
islands has been reported by M oison et al. 6] who established that the
3D islands of nA s begin to form on GaAs at a coverage of about 1.75
M L but then the latter suddenly decreasesto 1 2 M L. T his decrease of the
coverage In the second m onolayer could be Interpreted as a rearrangem ent
of an am ount of nearly half a m onolayer into 3D islands. The sam e phe-
nom enon has been noticed by Shklyaev, Shibata and Ichikawa In the case
of Ge/Si(111) [BO]. Voggtlander and Zinner noted that Ge 3D islands in
G e/Si(111l) epitaxy have been observed at the sam e Jocations where 2D is-
lands locally exceeded the critical w etting layer thickness of 2 bilayers [B1].
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Bhatti et al. B2] and Polim eniet al. B3] also reported the coexistence of
large pyram idsand an all at islands. T hese cbservations show that the 2D
islands really appear as precursors for the 3D islands.

T he question ofthe existence and particularly the stability ofthe inter—
m ediate states ism oredi cul to answer.Rudra et al. m easured photoluim -
nescence P L) goectra of InA s layers deposited on InP (001) at two di erent
tem peratures (490 and 525 C) and buried in the sam em aterial R4].W hen
the layerswere grown at 490 C and the capping layer was deposited Inm e~
diately after the deposition of the InA s the spectrum oconsisted of a single
line. If the InhA s Jayer was anneald for 10 s before capping with InP the
soectrum oconsisted of 8 lines. At 525 C 3 lines were observed already in
absence of annealing. T he above cbservations could be explained by for-
m ation and coexistence of islands w ith di erent thickness varying by one
m onolayer. Colocci et al. B4] perform ed PL studies of InA s deposits on
G aA s(001) w ith thickness slightly varying around the critical thickness of
1.6 m onolayers for the onset ofthe 3D islanding. T hey observed an Increas—
Ing num ber of um inescence linesw ith ncreasing In thickness. T hese lines
w ere attrbuted to fam iliesof 3D islandsw ith sin ilar shapebutw ith heights
di ering by onem onolayer. F lat platelets, 2 —6 m onolayers high, have been
observed during the grow th of G aN /A IN heterostructures [B5].

A Though the above results seem to be In an excellent qualitative agree—
ment with the theoretical predictions of the m odel, the them odynam ic
stability of islands w ith quantized height of one m onolayer, and the exis—
tence ofa criticalm is t is stilldebated [1, 5]. T he reason ofthe discrepancy
of our results w ith those ofD uport et al. B]m ost probably stem s from the
In plicit assum ption, m ade by the above authors, that the w idths of the
lower, R, and the upper, R 0, bases, and particularly the height h, of the
crystalhaving a shape ofa frustum ofa pyram id, they consider, are contin—
uous variables. T his is correct ifthe crystals are su ciently lJarge. H ow ever,
the continuum approxin ation is not acosptable In the beginning ofthe 2D -
3D transfomm ation when the islands are still very sm all @nd thin). It is
also not applicable in the Im it h R for the sam e reasons. T he ques—
tion of existence of a critical m is t follow s logically if we accept that the
Intermm ediate states w ith heights di ering by one m onolayers exist and are
them odynam ically stable in consecutive Intervals of the volum e.

In conclusion, accounting for the anhamm onicity of the real Interatom ic
potentials in am odelin 1+ 1 din ensions, we have shown that coherent 3D
islandscan be form ed on the w etting layer in the SK m ode predom inantly in
com pressed overlayers. C oherent 3D islanding in expanded overlayers could
be expected as an exception rather than as a rule. The them odynam ic
driving force for 3D islanding on the wetting layer of the sam e m aterial is
identi ed as the weaker adhesion of the atom s near the islands edges. T his
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should also facilitate the 2D 3D transform ation . O vercom Ing a critical lat—
tice m is t appears as a necessary condition for the form ation of coherent
3D islands. M onolayer height islands of a critical size appear as necessary
precursors of the 3D islands. The 2D 3D transfomm ation from m onolayer
islands to 3D pyram ids takes place through a serdies of interm ediate states
w ith heights increasing by onem onolayer. T he interm ediate states are ther—
m odynam ically stable in consecutive intervals of the volum e.
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