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A com m enton a recentpaper(PRL 94,226405 (2005))by S.D e Palo etal.

PACS num bers:71.10.-w;71.10.Ca;73.20.M f;73.40.-c

In a recentLetterDePaloetal. [1]claim that\Using

availablequantum M onteCarlo predictionsfora strictly

2D electron gas,we estim ate the spin susceptibility of

electrons in actualdevices taking into account the ef-

fect ofthe �nite transverse thickness and �nding very

good agreem entwith experim ents." In thisCom m entwe

pointoutthatthisclaim ed \verygoodagreem ent"ism is-

leading and accidentalbecausea crucialparam eter{ the

background depletion charge density { determ ining the

quasi-2D thickness e�ect in sem iconductorstructures is

sim ply unknown.In Ref.1,thisparam eterisuncritically

assum ed to be zero,whereas the theoreticalresults,as

shown below,do depend on thedepletion chargedensity,

and even an im m easurably low depletion density (e.g.

109 � 1010cm �2 )changesthe resultssubstantially.

It is well-known that the �nite thickness of the 2D

electron system depends on the depletion charge den-

sity in the sem iconductor heterostructure. W ithin the

sim ple variationalwavefuntion used in Ref.1,the width

param eter ‘b’param eterizing the quasi-2D thickness is

given by b� (48�m ? e
2N �=�~2)1=3,wherem ? ,� arethe

transversecarrierm assand the sem iconductordielectric

constant respectively,and N � = N d +
11

32
N s where N d

isthe depletion charge density and N s isthe 2D carrier

density. Since b is the key quasi-2D thickness param e-

term odifying thee�ectiveCoulom b interaction from the

strict2D form ofv(q)= 2�e2=�qto thequasi-2D form of

~v(q)= v(q)F (q)where F (q)(< 1)isgiven by Eq.(2)of

Ref.1,an accurateknowledgeofN d iscrucialin the de-

term ination ofthequasi-2D thicknesse�ect,particularly

forlow N s which isthe regim eofexperim entalinterest.

To em phasize the quantitative im portance ofthe de-

pletion chargedensity,weshow in Fig.1 a diagram m atic

m any-body calculation ofthequasi-2D susceptibility us-

ingtheso-calledladder-bubble(i.e.dynam icallyscreened

Hartree-Fock or RPA) approxim ation [2]for a series of

values of N d = 0 � 1011cm �2 for the sam e 2D G aAs

HIG FET structureofRef.3with which Ref.1carriedout

theirQ M C theoreticalcom parison.Them ostim portant

feature ofFig.1 is that our theory [2]also gives \very

good agreem ent" with experim entalresultsifweassum e

N d = 0ashasapparentlybeen assum ed in Ref.1.O n the

otherhand,any reasonable�nitevalueofN d leadsto in-

creasinglyworsequantitativeagreem entwith experim en-
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FIG .1: (Color online.) Calculated spin susceptibility �
�
=�,

with �
�
(�)therenorm alized (Pauli)spin susceptibility.The

dashed linedenotestheideal-2D result,them arked lineisthe

experim entalG aAsdata from Ref.3,and the solid linescor-

respond to N d value ranging from 0 to 1010cm �2 (in stepsof

109cm �2 )and then to 1011cm �2 (in stepsof1010cm �2 )from

bottom to top. rs � (�N s)
�1=2

=aB ,where aB = �~
2
=(m e

2
),

isthe usualinteraction param eter.

talresults,particularly atlargervaluesofrs (i.e. lower

values ofN s) where the m any-body renorm alization is

strongest.Itfactnotonly ourtheory [2],butalso other

theoreticalapproaches [4],give \very good agreem ent"

with the experim entaldata ofRef.3 ifthe (unknown)

depletion chargedensity isassum ed to be sm all(in par-

ticularN d = 0)asdoneuncriticallyin Ref.1.W eem pha-

size that the actualdepletion charge density in Ref.[3]

issim ply notknown,and hence the claim of\very good

agreem ent" [1]between Q M C resultsand experim entis

m eaningless. (Note that in our work [2]we have been

very criticalaboutthisagreem ent,and the\good agree-

m ent" aloneisnotthe m ain m essageofRef.2.)

There are other im portant physicalm echanism s left

out ofconsideration in Ref.1 as well: M agneto-orbital

couplingin a�niteparallel�eld [5];tem perature[6];spin

polarizatione�ects[2,3,7];Landauquantization[8].But

based on our discussion of the depletion charge e�ect

alone,itisalready safe to conclude thatthe \very good

agreem ent"between theexperim entaldataand theQ M C

theory isaccidental.In fact,the agreem entbetween the

Q M C theory [1]and experim entisno betterthan in other
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recenttheories[2,4]of2D susceptibility.
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