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Abstract

W e study the photolum inescence from a near-surface quantum welln the regin e
of am bipolar tunneling to the surface states. Under steady-state excitation an
ekctric eld develops selfconsistently due to the condition of equal tunneling
currents for electrons and holes. The eld inducesa Stark shift ofthe photolim i
nescence signal which com pares well w ith experin ental data from nearsurface
G aA s/A G aA s single quantum wells.
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Fora quantum wellbuil In proxin ity of an unpassivated surface, tunneling to surface states can
be a nonradiative recom bination channel com petitive w ith photolim inescence. The im portance of
this e ect In detem Ining the em ission e ciency has been dem onstrated experim entally in various
papers [I{4]. Recently we have proposed a quantitative m odel based on ambipolar tunneling of
electrons and hols which is applicabl to m any-well system s In the bulk or singlke wells coupled to
surface states {]. In steady-state situations the ambipolar regin e, w ith equal tunneling currents for
electrons and holes, in poses an ekctric eld to develop {9]. The eld induces a peak shift of the
excitonic recom bination via the quantum con ned Stark e ect [L0}]. Here we specialize the discussion
to the case of a quantum well coupled to surface states and we com pare the theoretical resuls w ith
photolum inescence experin ental data in G aA s/A G aA sm aterial.

W ew illuse the follow Ing notation. T he w dth ofthe quantum wellisa and the w idth ofthe surface
barrer isb. The bottom ofthe el and hhl bandsofthewellareE.; and En; and G is the generation
current density of electron-holk pairs in the well. W e assum e that no pairs are generated w ithin the
barrier or at the surface. The pairs generated into the well relax aln ost instantaneously, com pared
to the other relevant tin e scales, to the Iowest band of the well. E lectron-hole interaction leads to
exciton form ation. Tunneling from the wellto the surface states is due to free electrons and holes only
[6]. On the other hand, photolim inescence is restricted only to excitonic recom biation i the well.
Ifn, and p, are the steady-state concentrations (hum ber of particles per unit area) of electrons and
holes in the well, the llow Ing rate equations hold:
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T he bin olecular generation rate of excitons is assum ed proportional to the electron and hol con—
centrations [L1}]. T he photolum inescence current density I is proportionalto the exciton concentration
In thewell. Transfer ofelectrons (holes) from the wellto the surface states is realized In a non-coherent
tw o-step process. Q uantum ooherent tunneling of electrons (hols) from an occupied state of the el
(hhl) band ofthe well to an equalenergy em pty state at the surface is followed by relaxation toward
the lIower energy states. W hen the barrer width b is not too am all, the phonon relaxation process
at the surface is much faster than the tunneling process (current densities J. and J,) and can be
neglected.

T he tunneling current densities are approxin ately proportional to the charge concentrations in
the well and the proportionality factor, nam ely the tunneling probability, is generally quie di erent
for electrons and hols. Therefore, n a steady-state situation when J. = Jy, the concentrations of
ekctrons and hols in the well must be di erent. The resulting electric eld, n tum, a ects the
electron and hole tunneling probabilities.

Since the tunneling rate dependsboth on the e ective m ass of the carriers and the density of states
at the surface, two cases are possble. W hen the density of states of the donor-like band at the surface
is not su ciently am aller than that of the acosptor-like band, the electron tunneling rate is larger



than the hol tunneling rate. In this case electrons accum ulate at the surface and In a steady-state
situation p, > n, . The electric eld is directed from the well to the surface and its value is given by

en
F = nn (2)
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wheren = p, n, and ", isthe pem itivity of the barrier m aterial. A reversed situation, however,
m ay happen when the e ective m ass di erence between electrons and holes is overcom pensated by the
di erence In the surface densities.

Fora given value ofthe electric eld F, in the rst order perturbation theory the tunneling current
densities are Jo = n,= . and J, = p,= n, Where
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e ()and y () arethe densities of states In the donor-like and acosptor-like surface bands respectively.
Energies are measured from the bottom of the el and hhl bands. The elctron and hole Femm i
energies ; and ? which appear in the Fem i function f are related to the respective electron and
hole concentrations at the surface, ng and ps, as explained in the follow Ing. Finally, A is the relevant
transverse area and the m atrix elem ents are evaluated In the A ppendix.

W hen the electric eld and the tunneling rates are known, the solution of the rate equations is
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P =0, t n: (5b)
M oreover, ng= n and ps = 0 ifF > Oandng= Oandps= n ifF < 0.

This result allow s one to nd the steady-state values of the electric eld, of the charge concentra—

tions and of the tunneling rates by a recursive m ethod. Starting from som e trial value, the electric
eld, ie. the charge concentration n, is changed until the condition J. = Jy is reached. At this point

the um lnescence current density I is cbtained from the equilbrium oconcentrations of electrons and
holes n the well

Carrying out explicitly the calculations in plies the know ledge of the energy distribution of the
surface states. Inversely we can try to get Infom ation on the surface states by tting experin ental
photolum inescence data. W e concentrate on the soeci ¢ exam plke of an A Iyj3G ap7A s surface wih a
nearby G aA s quantum well [I.;4].

Atenergy close to thebottom ofthe el band ofthewellthe A ) 3G ap5A s surface hasonly donor-like
states belonging to the exponentially vanishing U rbach tail
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N ote that energy ism easured from the bottom of the €l band. Such states are assum ed to be nodal
hydrogenic wavefunctions 12]w ith radiusr. xed by theirdepth into the gap . T heir explicit expression

isgiven in the Appendix. W e assum e that at the top ofthe gap the state density isthe two dim ensional
density of free A L 5G ap7A s electrons with e ective massm . The param eter . willbe considered as
a tting param eter. A coording to Eq. @) the Ferm ienergy for the donordike surface band containing

ng ekctrons is

r= E.+eFb Eg+t ch (7)

On the other hand, at energy close to the bottom of the hhl band of the well the A 3G ag7A S
surface has a very high concentration of acoeptor-like defect states [L3]. W e schem atize them again by
nodalhydrogenic wavefnctions f12]but w ith radius 1, to be considered asa second  tting param eter.
T hese states are assum ed to be distrbuted In energy w ith constant density , over an Interval E 4
Into the gap. The Ferm i energy for the acosptorlike surface band is then
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D ue to the high ratio between the holk and the electron surface-state density {13]holes accum ulate
at the surface and In a steady-state situation we have F < 0.

E xperim ental photolum inescence data are available (see Ref. Ij:] for details) orawellwidth a = 60
A ,atemperatureT = 42K ,aphotonpump energyh = 1:608 €V and w ith an incident pow er density
P,= 05W an 2. The absorption e ciency is estimated to be 1%, so wetake G = 001 P ;=h . The
relevant m aterial param etersare 14]: E .= 03eV, E , = 0128eV, m2= 0091m,mY = 0:067m,
my = 034m,m behg the free ekectron mass, and ", = 12. M oreoverweput = 6an?s® f11. W e
assum e an acoeptor-lke surface state density , = 10 an 2ev ! fi§lwih E , / 05e&V (the results
we found do not depend crucially on this particular value).

The free param eters, . and n,, are xed by tting the nom alized photolim inescence Intensity
I=I, totheexperimentaldata fI]cbtained fordi erent values ofthe barrierw idth b (the nom alization
factor I; is the photolum inescence current density forb! 1 ). A lastsquare-error procedure gives
the unigque solution .= 12meV and i, = 11 A.Ih Fig. 1 we com pare the ratio I=I; , calculated w ith
these values, w ith the experin ental data. T he agreem ent is excellent.

In Fig. 2 we show the electric eld value calculated in the siuation of Fig. 1 as a function of
the barrier thickness. In the same gure we show also the eld obtained w ith di erent values of the
Incident power density P;, all the other param eters being xed. It is seen that, for high kevels of
excitation, the eld approaches values of order 10° V. an ! and keeps increasing when the barrier
becom es thinner.

An Inportant check of the validiy of our m odel is given by the analysis of the Stark shift. The
slfconsistently estin ated electric eld induces a band bending which m odi es the sihglk particle
kevels el and hhl and, therefore, the exciton recom bination energy E . T he Stark shift calculated as
a sum ofthe shifts of kevelsel and hhl isshown In Fig. 3 asa function ofthe QW excitation (details
of the calculation will be reported elsswhere). In Fig. 3 we show also the corresponding m easured
energy shifts (dots). The agreem ent isgood In the region P;’ 0:5) where the tting param eterswere

xed as explained above and is fairly satisfactory over three orders of m agnitude. An im provem ent



should be possbl if the surface-state spectrum were known a priori. This isa con m ation that the
am bipolar tunneling approach provides a reasonably accurate description of the loss of e ciency In
near-surface quantum wells.

A ppendix

The surface is de ned by the plane z = 0 and thewellish b< z < b+ a. Firstly, we consider
the case of electrons. W e assum e a rectangular potential pro ke wih left and right discontinuities
Vi= E .+ e&Fb=2and V., = E . Pr the wellwhere F is the electric eld in the barrer region
0 2z Db. The ekctron wavefunction at energy = 0 from the bottom ofthe el band ofthe well is
given by
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The constant C is xed by nom alization
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T he donor-lke surface state  °_, is approxin ated by a truncated 2p hydrogenic wavefunction {12]

(
s z< 0
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wherer= " x2+ y? + z2. The state isat energy h’=(8m 3r?) below the bottom ofthe conduction band
for the barrer m aterial where the electron e ective mass ism . By in posing the condition that this
energy corresoonds to = 0, we determ ine the radiis

h
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A ssum Ing that the perturbation potential V. is of the order of the conduction band o set, the
tunneling m atrix elem ent between the well and surface statesat = 0 can be evaluated analytically
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In the case of holkswe have a com plktely analogous situation where the relevant band in the well
is hhl instead ofel and the acoeptor-like surface state is given by Eq. (12) with r. ! 1,. Equation
@4) gives the tunneling matrix elment for holes with the substiutions . ! 1, E. ! E,
eFb! eF b.
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FIGURES

FIG .1. Nom alized photolum Inescence ratio I=I; ofa nearsurface wellvs the surfacebarrier thicknessb.
D ots: experim entaldata from Ref. [L]; solid line: best tting In tem s of the selfconsistent m odel. Incident
power density isP; = 05W an 2.

FIG .2. Calculated ekectric eld F across the surface barrier vs the surface barrier thicknessb fordi erent
incident power densities P;.

FIG . 3. Comparison between the Stark shift of the photolum inescence signal calculated from the m odel
(solid line) and m easured (dots) vs the ncident power density P;. T he surfacebarrier thickness isb = 80A .



