arXiv:1209.4321v1 [cond-mat.mtrl-sci] 19 Sep 2012

Critical shell thickness for InAs-Al_xIn_{1−x}As(P) core-shell nanowires C. M. Haapamaki,^1 J. Baugh,^{2, 3} and R. R. LaPierre^{1, a)} 1)Department of Engineering Physics, Centre for Emerging Device Technologies, McMaster University, Hamilton, Ontario, L8S 4L7, Canada 2)Institute for Quantum Computing, University of Waterloo, Waterloo, Ontario, N2L 3G1, Canada 3)Department of Chemistry, University of Waterloo, Waterloo, Ontario, N2L 3G1, Canada (Dated: 30 April 2018) InAs nanowires with Al_xIn_{1−x}P or Al_xIn_{1−x}As shells were grown on GaAs substrates by the Au-assisted vapour-liquid-solid (VLS) method in a gas source molecular beam epitaxy (GS-MBE) system. Core diameters and shell thicknesses were measured by transmission electron microscopy (TEM). These measurements were then related to selected area diffraction (SAD) patterns to verify either interface coherency or relaxation through misfit dislocations. A theoretical strain model is presented to determine the critical shell thickness for given core diameters. Zincblende stiffness parameters are transformed to their wurtzite counterparts via a well known tensor transformation. An energy criterion is then given to determine the shell thickness at which coherency is lost and dislocations become favourable.

Keywords: Molecular Beam Epitaxy; Semiconducting III-V materials; Semiconducting aluminum compounds; Semiconducting ternary compounds

a)Electronic mail: lapierr@mcmaster.ca

I. INTRODUCTION

III-V semiconducting nanowires are subject to great interest not only as building blocks for solar cells^1, detectors^2, and quantum computing devices^3, but also as novel probes of exotic condensed matter phenomena.^4 In all of these applications, optimal device performance depends on the removal of surface states. The elimination of surface states reduces unwanted ionized impurity scattering, scattering from rough oxidized surfaces, electron-hole recombination, and carrier depletion due to surface traps. There are two methods generally used to passivate nanowire surfaces: chemical and structural. Chemical passivation of III- V nanowires is typically accomplished with ammonium polysulfide (NH_4)_2S_x^{5,6} or organic sulfide octadecylthiol (ODT).^7 The effectiveness of chemical passivation declines with time so while chemical passivation is a good method to improve ohmic contact formation, it is not the best choice for long term passivation of the entire nanowire surface. The alternative to chemical passivation is structural passivation where a material with a higher band gap is grown around the nanowire core. Improved performance of InAs-InP core-shell nanowire field effect transistors (NWFET) has been shown over unpassivated InAs NWFETs.^8 One disadvantage of structural passivation is that the shell must be etched selectively to form contacts to the core. Fortunately, selective etching is a common practice in III-V device processing so etching the shell is generally possible.^9

The main challenge in realizing core-shell structures is the strain (and dislocations) that result from the lattice mismatch. It has been shown that field effect mobility is reduced in core-shell structures that have undergone strain relaxation through the formation of dislocations.^{10} To reduce the likelihood of strain relaxation, a suitable shell material must be chosen. In some cases the core and the shell can be lattice matched as in the case of GaAs-Al_{0.52}In_{0.48}P core-shell nanowires, eliminating the possibility of strain relaxation.^{11} In the case of InAs cores however, there are no III-V materials available (excluding ternary antimonides) for lattice matching. As a result, care must be taken not to exceed the thickness beyond which the formation of dislocations becomes favourable. The traditional way of computing the critical thickness of two dimensional epilayers is by the Matthews model.^{12} In recent years there have been a number of models that have addressed the issue of dislocations in the cylindrical core-shell geometry. These models typically have considered an isotropic material and calculated the energy required to form a dislocation.^{13–19} Some models have included the interactions between dislocations and strain fields.^{17} More specific critical thickness models have been developed for a variety of systems including Si-Ge^{20} and Al(In)GaN.^{21} We have chosen to focus on the In containing ternary alloys AlInP and AlInAs for the shell material. InP shells on InAs cores proved to be difficult to achieve via GS-MBE so the Al-based ternary alloys were proposed as an alternative.^{22} The addition of Al naturally promotes the formation of a shell by changing the growth mode from Au assisted VLS to step flow growth on the nanowire sidewall. Nanowires were grown in a GS-MBE system (SVT Associates). Group III species (In, Al) were supplied as monomers from effusion cells while group V species (As, P) were supplied as dimers cracked from hydrides. Details of the experimental parameters and nanowire characterization are described elsewhere.^{22}

II. MODEL

The strain model presented here was developed using the method of Trammell et al. where Si-Ge core-shell nanowires were studied.^{20} This model was extended to describe the wurtzite structures observed in our InAs-AlInAs(P) nanowires as verified by TEM. In bulk form, all of the alloys considered here adopt the cubic zincblende crystal structure. As a result, we must convert the relevant parameters for the model from the tabulated zincblende values to their wurtzite counterparts. The in-plane equilibrium lattice constant is given by a^r_o = a_{ZB}/ √ 2 and the c-axis equilibrium lattice constant is given by a^z_o = √ 8/3 a^r_o where a_{ZB} is the bulk zincblende lattice constant.^{23} The well known Martin transformation was used to obtain the stiffness tensor with results shown in Table I.^{24}

The Martin transformation is motivated by the strong similarity in tetrahedral coordination between the zincblende and wurtzite crystal structures. Locally the tetrahedra are rotated with respect to each other but otherwise identical. This allows the combination of a rotation and an internal strain compensation to estimate the wurtzite stiffness constants given the zincblende values. The validity of the transformation has been verified by experiment in semiconductors that readily crystallize in both the zincblende and wurtzite structures such as ZnS.^{26} In our study the nanowire cores were InAs, while the shell material was a ternary alloy of Al_xIn_{1−x}As or Al_xIn_{1−x}P. The lattice parameters and the stiffness constants for these materials were calculated using Vegard’s law.^{25}

The nanowire geometry for this model consists of two coaxial cylinders (referred hereafter

TABLE I. Non-zero components of the stiffness tensor c_{ij} . Shown are the tabulated zincblende^{25} and calculated wurtzite values. Components of the stiffness tensor for ternary alloys Al_xIn_{1−x}P and Al_xIn_{1−x}As were computed using Vegard’s law.^{25}

Zincblende Wurtzite [GPa] [GPa] c_{11} c_{12} c_{44} c_{11} c_{33} c_{12} c_{13} c_{44} c_{66} InP 101.1 56.1 45.6 104.95 131.90 67.65 40.70 14.86 18.65 AlP 188.3 67.1 36.9 164.19 156.70 75.41 82.90 52.22 44.39 InAs 83.29 45.26 39.59 87.83 110.72 54.43 31.54 13.20 16.70 AlAs 119.9 57.5 56.6 128.87 153.77 65.46 40.57 26.13 31.71

FIG. 1. Geometry of the core-shell nanowire of length L, radius R, core radius R_c, and shell thickness t in the (r, θ, z) coordinate system. Also shown is the location of a dislocation with Burgers vector b.

as core and shell) of different lattice constant and stiffness tensor. The strain was calculated through a two-step equilibration process. In Step 1, the core and shell were considered in their initial un-strained state and to be incoherent with each other. The reference state was then defined by establishing the condition of epitaxy where a single lattice constant is maintained throughout the system. For this model, the reference in-plane and z-axis lattice constants were chosen to be those of the core, a^{ref} = a^c_r and a^{ref} = a^c_z. In Step 2 the system was allowed to elastically relax to the final state. This results in an expression for the total strain for k = r, θ, z:

e^i_k = a^c_k a^i_k ( ϵ^i_k − m^i_k ) (1) where m^i_k = (a^i_k − a^c_k)/a^c_k is the misfit strain from the reference state in Step 1, ϵ^i_k = (a^i_f − a^c_k)/a^c_k is the displacement strain resulting from Step 2 where a^i_f is the final lattice constant, and i refers to the core or shell.

The displacement strains from Eq. (1) can be written in terms of the actual displacement u_{r,θ,z} in cylindrical coordinates:^{27}

ϵ_r = ∂u_r ∂r (2) ϵ_θ = u_r r (3) ϵ_z = ∂u_z ∂z (4)

These displacements were solved by applying a series of boundary conditions appropriate to the core-shell nanowire geometry. The first boundary condition is a statement of mechanical equilibrium due to the absence of external loading:^{27}

1 r ∂σ_r r ∂r − σ_θ r = 0 (5) ∂σ_z ∂z = 0 (6)

where the σ_k are given by Hooke’s law (See Reference^{28}):

σ_r = c_{11}e_r + c_{12}e_θ + c_{12}e_z (7) σ_θ = c_{12}e_r + c_{11}e_θ + c_{12}e_z (8) σ_z = c_{12}e_r + c_{12}e_θ + c_{11}e_z (9)

where c_{ij} are the stiffness tensor elements from Table I. Substituting Eq. (7)-(9) into Eq. (5)- (6) we obtain the system of four displacement equations; u_r and u_z in the core and shell:

∂^2u_r ∂r^2 + 1 r ∂u_r ∂r − u_r r^2

= 0 (10) ∂^2u_z ∂z^2 = 0 (11)

Solutions to the displacement equations for the core and shell are:

u_r = αr + β r (12) u_z = γz + ϕ (13)

To obtain the eight coefficients α, β, γ, ϕ for both core and shell in the above solution we apply boundary conditions arising from geometrical and physical constraints. In the nanowire core, as r → 0, u^c_r → ∞ so β^c = 0. Continuity at the interfaces was maintained by requiring that the lattice constants were continuous across the interface. In the z-direction, this eliminates ϕ and requires γ^c = γ^s. The interface continuity is further specified by maintaining continuity in displacement and stress across the interface:

u^c_r(r = R_c) − u^s_r(r = R_c) = 0 (14) σ^c_r(r = R_c) − σ^s_r (r = R_c) = 0 (15)

Since the nanowire is in mechanical equilibrium, the net force on the surfaces must be zero which is expressed as: ∫_{Rc} 0 ∫_{2π} 0 σ^c_zr drdθ − ∫_R R_c ∫_{2π} 0 σ^s_z r drdθ = 0 (16)

σ^s_r (r = R_c) = 0 (17)

The resulting expressions for displacement are obtained through a lengthy solution to the system of four algebraic equations, Eq. (14)-(17), to determine the four remaining coefficients α^c, γ^c, α^s, β^s (not shown here due to length).

The limits of coherency were obtained by comparing the strain energy and the energy required to form a dislocation. To determine the strain energy, the displacement solutions were substituted back into the expressions for stress in Eq.(7)-(9) and in the expressions for strain in Eq.(2)-(4). These expressions were combined to compute the strain energy as follows:

U^c = 1 2 ∫_L 0 dz ∫_{Rc} 0 dr ∫_{2π} 0 dθ σ^c_ke^c_kr (18)

U^s = 1 2 ∫_L 0 dz ∫_R R_c dr ∫_{2π} 0 dθ σ^s_ke^s_kr (19)

where summation over k = r, θ, z is implied. In this model we only consider an edge dislocation where an extra plane of atoms is inserted in the shell in the [0001] direction. This is the only dislocation we observed experimentally.^{22} The formation energy for such a dislocation is:^{29}

W = Kb^2a ( ln 8a r_o − 2 ) (20)

where b is the burgers vector of the dislocation, which in this case is equal to the z-axis lattice constant of the shell. a is the radius of the dislocation set equal to the core radius R_c, and r_o is the cutoff radius that eliminates a mathematical singularity at the core of the dislocation. Eq. (20) takes into account the core energy of the dislocation. The cutoff radius is set to b/4 for semiconductors.^{30} K is the energy factor and is determined from the elastic constants:

K = (c̄_{13} + c_{13}) [ c_{44} (c̄_{13} − c_{13}) c_{33} (c̄_{13} + c_{13} + 2c_{44}) ]_{1/2} (21)

where c̄_{13} = √ (c_{11}c_{33}). To determine the point at which a dislocation is formed, we determine the geometry (core radius R_c and shell thickness t) at which the inequality U^c +U^s > W occurs.

FIG. 2. Plot of the critical Al_xIn_{1−x}As shell thickness as a function of InAs core diameter for different alloy parameters, x. Also shown are data points from nanowires grown previously denoted A, B, and C.

III. RESULTS

Figure 2 shows the calculated critical thickness for InAs-Al_xIn_{1−x}As core-shell nanowires. As the core radius increases to infinity, the critical thickness becomes constant, meaning the model reduces to the thin film case as expected. The results in Figure 2 were compared with experimental data. The experimental data points in Figure 3 indicate the shell thickness and core diameter measured by HRTEM for a number of InAs-Al_xIn_{1−x}As core-shell nanowires with nominal composition x = 0.53 (sample A), 0.36 (sample B) and 0.20 (sample C) as reported previously.^{22} The measured shell thickness and core diameter was in the range of 8-14 nm and 25-40 nm, respectively. In Figure 3, SAD images are shown from InAs- Al_xIn_{1−x}As core-shell nanowires.^{22} Moving from a)-c) we show a decrease in alloy fraction and a subsequent decrease in spot splitting. Spot splitting and spot broadening are associated

FIG. 3. SAD pattern of InAs-Al_xIn_{1−x}As core-shell nanowires along the [2¯1¯10] zone axis for a) x = 0.53, 3.6% mismatch, b) x = 0.36, 2.5% mismatch, and c) x = 0.20, 1.3% mismatch. A, B, C from Figure 2 correspond to a), b) and c) in this figure.

with strain relaxation, which in this case is due to the epitaxial mismatch between the InAs core and the Al_xIn_{1−x}As shell. Similarly, in Figure 4 we show SAD patterns of nanowires with Al_xIn_{1−x}P shells on InAs cores where larger relaxation is evident by further spot splitting. For all combinations of shell thickness and core diameter, nanowires in Figure 4 well exceeded the calculated critical thickness and will not be discussed further. Instead, we focus on the InAs-Al_xIn_{1−x}As core-shell nanowires.

The shell thickness (8-14 nm) for samples A and B well exceeded the corresponding theoretical critical thickness curves for x = 0.53 and x = 0.36 nm. The critical thickness in these cases is below 1 nm in the diameter range of 25-40 nm. Hence, the shells in these samples are expected to relax as observed in Figure 3. Dislocations were also observed directly in HRTEM as described previously.^{22}

Experimentally, no dislocations were observed in nanowires with x = 0.20 (sample C) consistent with the sharp spots in Figure 3c). We concede however that finding a single dislocation in a nanowire that is 1 μm in length is not an easy task by HRTEM. Energy dispersive x-ray analysis (EDX) on these nanowires found that the actual composition of the shell in sample C nanowires varied from x = 0.10 to 0.15, somewhat below the nominal value

FIG. 4. SAD pattern of InAs-Al_xIn_{1−x}P core-shell nanowires along the [2¯1¯10] zone axis for a) x = 0.53, 7.1% mismatch, b) x = 0.36, 5.8% mismatch

of x = 0.20. Due to the proximity of the experimental data for sample C to the x = 0.10 theoretical curve in Figure 2, we might expect the shells of these samples to be coherent as observed in Figure 3. Overall, these data suggest that Al_xIn_{1−x}As shells with x < 0.15 and thickness below 15 nm on InAs cores (25-40 nm diameter) are coherent and free of misfit dislocations.

IV. SUMMARY

We have outlined a model to calculate the critical thickness for core-shell InAs-AlInAs(P) nanowires. Comparing the strain energy and the dislocation formation energy, we were able to determine the point at which the system underwent strain relaxation via the insertion of a misfit dislocation. Extending the model by Trammell^{20}, and using the transform by Martin^{24} we have taken into account the wurtzite crystal structure of our nanowires. Comparisons with SAD patterns of InAs-AlInAs(P) core-shell nanowires with varying Al alloy parameter showed different degrees of strain accommodation due to lattice mismatch. The model predicted strain relaxation in all samples that showed SAD spot splitting. The Al_{0.20}In_{0.80}As shell showed no SAD spot splitting, consisten with the model predictions when the actual

Al alloy fraction measured by EDX is considered.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Financial assistance from the Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council of Canada is gratefully acknowledged. Assistance with the TEM by Fred Pearson and with the MBE growths by Shahram Tavakoli are gratefully acknowledged. We also acknowledge discussions with Elizabeth Dickey regarding our strain analysis.

REFERENCES

1J. A. Czaban, D. A. Thompson, and R. R. LaPierre, Nano Letters 9, 148 (2009). 2W. Wei, X.-Y. Bao, C. Soci, Y. Ding, Z.-L. Wang, and D. Wang, Nano Letters 9, 2926 (2009).

3J. Baugh, J. S. Fung, J. Mracek, and R. R. LaPierre, Nanotechnology 21, 134018 (2010). 4V. Mourik, K. Zuo, S. M. Frolov, S. R. Plissard, E. P. A. M. Bakkers, and L. P. Kouwenhoven, Science 336, 1003 (2012).

5D. B. Suyatin, C. Thelander, M. T. Bjrk, I. Maximov, and L. Samuelson, Nanotechnology 18, 105307 (2007).

6N. Tajik, C. M. Haapamaki, and R. R. LaPierre, Nanotechnology 23, 315703 (2012). 7M. H. Sun, H. J. Joyce, Q. Gao, H. H. Tan, C. Jagadish, and C. Z. Ning, Nano Letters 12, 3378 (2012).

8S. A. Dayeh, C. Soci, P. K. L. Yu, E. T. Yu, and D. Wang (AVS, 2007) pp. 1432–1436. 9C. A.R., Materials Science and Engineering: R: Reports 31, 1 (2001). 10K. L. Kavanagh, J. Salfi, I. Savelyev, M. Blumin, and H. E. Ruda, Applied Physics Letters 98, 152103 (2011).

11A. C. E. Chia, M. Tirado, Y. Li, S. Zhao, Z. Mi, D. Comedi, and R. R. LaPierre, Journal of Applied Physics 111, 094319 (2012).

12J. W. Matthews, Journal of Vacuum Science and Technology 12, 126 (1975). 13M. Y. Gutkin, I. A. Ovid’ko, and A. G. Sheinerman, Journal of Physics: Condensed Matter 12, 5391 (2000).

14J. Colin and J. Grilh, Philosophical Magazine Letters 82, 125 (2002).

15A. L. Kolesnikova and A. E. Romanov, Philosophical Magazine Letters 84, 501 (2004). 16I. A. Ovid’ko and A. G. Sheinerman, Philosophical Magazine 84, 2103 (2004). 17E. Ertekin, P. A. Greaney, D. C. Chrzan, and T. D. Sands, Journal of Applied Physics 97, 114325 (2005).

18K. E. Aifantis, A. L. Kolesnikova, and A. E. Romanov, Philosophical Magazine 87, 4731 (2007).

19Q. Fang, H. Song, and Y. Liu, Physica B: Condensed Matter 404, 1897 (2009). 20T. E. Trammell, X. Zhang, Y. Li, L.-Q. Chen, and E. C. Dickey, Journal of Crystal Growth 310, 3084 (2008).

21S. Raychaudhuri and E. T. Yu, Journal of Applied Physics 99, 114308 (2006). 22C. M. Haapamaki, J. Baugh, and R. R. LaPierre, Journal of Crystal Growth 345, 11 (2012).

23A. De and C. E. Pryor, Physical Review B 81, 155210 (2010). 24R. M. Martin, Physical Review B 6, 4546 (1972).

25I. Vurgaftman, J. R. Meyer, and L. R. Ram-Mohan, Journal of Applied Physics 89, 5815 (2001).

26C. F. Cline, H. L. Dunegan, and G. W. Henderson, Journal of Applied Physics 38, 1944 (1967).

27S. Timoshenko and J. N. Goodier, Theory of Elasticity (McGraw Hill, 1951). 28Equation (9c) in the paper by Trammell^{20} is incorrect. The final term should read as shown above in Eq. (9) as verified through discussions with one of the authors of the original paper, Elizabeth Dickey.

29Y. Chou and J. Eshelby, Journal of the Mechanics and Physics of Solids 10, 27 (1962). 30J. van der Merwe, Journal of Electronic Materials 20, 793 (1991).