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T a recent LetterDe Pab etal. [i]clain that \Using
available quantum M onte C arlo predictions for a strictly
2D electron gas, we estin ate the spin susogptibility of
electrons In actual devices taking into acocount the ef-
fect of the nite transverse thickness and nding very
good agreem ent w ith experim ents." In thisComm entwe
point out that this claim ed \very good agreem ent" ism is—
lrading and accidentalbecause a crucialparam eter { the
background depletion charge densiy { determm ining the
quasi2D thickness e ect In sam iconductor structures is
sim ply unknown. In Ref. :}', this param eter is uncritically
assum ed to be zero, whereas the theoretical results, as
show n below , do depend on the depletion charge density,
and even an Inmeasurably low depltion density (g9
10° 10*°%an 2?) changes the resuls substantially.

It is welkknown 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 variationalw avefuntion used in Ref. :11', the w idth
param eter b param eterizing the quasi2D thickness is
givenbyb (48 m, &N = ~?)1"3,wherem,, arethe
transverse carrier m ass and the sem iconductor dielectric
constant respectively, and N = Ng+ SN where N4
is the depletion charge density and N ¢ is the 2D carrier
density. Since b is the key quasi?2D thickness param e—
term odifying the e ective C oulom b interaction from the
strict 2D om ofv(g) = 2 e*= gto the quasi2D form of
v@ = vQF (@ whereF (@ (< 1) isgiven by Eq. @) of
Ref. -L, an accurate know ledge 0ofN 4 is crucial in the de-
termm ination ofthe quasi2D thicknesse ect, particularly
for ow N g which is the regin e of experin ental interest.

To em phasize the quantitative in portance of the de—
pltion charge densiy, we show in F J'g.:_f a diagram m atic
m any-body calculation of the quasi2D susceptibility us—
Ing the socalled ladderbubbl (ie. dynam ically screened
HartreeFock or RPA) approxin ation rg] for a serdes of
valies of Ny = 0 10'an ? for the same 2D GaAs
HIGFET structure ofRef.d w ith which Ref.d] carried out
their QM C theoretical com parison. T he m ost in portant
feature of F ig. :}' is that our theory 'g] also gives \very
good agreem ent" w ith experin ental resuls if we assum e
N 4 = 0 ashasapparently been assum ed in Ref.:}'. On the
other hand, any reasonable nite valie 0ofN 4 leadsto In—
creasingly w orse quantitative agreem ent w ith experin en—
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FIG.1l: (Color online.) Calculated spin susceptbilty = ,
w ith () the renom alized Pauli) spin susceptibility. The
dashed line denotes the ideal2D result, them arked line is the

experin entalG aA s data from Ref.:f‘i, and the solid lines cor—
. 2

respond to N 4 value ranging from 0 to 10%am (in steps of
10°an 2 ) and then to 10" an ? (in steps of10*%an 2 ) from
bottom to top. rs ( Ns) "?=az ,whereas = ~=mée’),

is the usual Interaction param eter.

tal results, particularly at larger values of ry (ie. lower
valies 0f Ng) where the m any-body renom alization is
strongest. It fact not on]y our theory 'E:], but also other
theoretical approaches E4.], give \very good agreem ent"
w ith the experin ental data of Ref. -IJ. if the (unknown)

depletion charge density is assum ed to be sn all (in par-

ticularN 4 = 0) asdoneuncritically in Ref.-'}'. W e em pha—
size that the actual depletion charge density In Ref. [_3]
is sin ply not known, and hence the clain of \very good
agreem ent" 'g:] between QM C resuls and experin ent is
meaningless. N ote that n our work i_i] we have been
very critical about this agreem ent, and the \good agree—
m ent" alone is not the m ain m essage ofR ef.:jZ 2)

T here are other In portant physical m echanisn s kft
out of consideration in Ref. :L' as well: M agneto-orbital
coupling n a nite paraliel eld E], tem perature EG], spin
polarization e ects [2 3 7' ; Landau quantization [_8] But
based on our d:ISCuSSJOl’l of the depltion charge e ect
alone, it is already safe to conclude that the \very good
agream ent" betw een the experim entaldata and theQM C
theory is accidental. Tn fact, the agreem ent between the
QM C theory rE,'] and experin ent isno better than in other
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recent theories 'Q, :_4] 0f 2D susceptiboility.
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