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The electric-field-dependent intrinsic lifetimes of resonances in biased multiple quantum wells are
studied by using a complex-energy analysis based on an Airy-function transfer-matrix description of
tunneling. Special attention is paid to the case when at some particular electric field two resonances
belonging to different quantum wells resonantly align in energy. Two different characteristic behav-
iors were found in such electric-field sweeps: Long-lived resonances typically exhibit an anticrossing
of their quasieigenenergies and a corresponding crossing of their lifetimes, usually associated with
large changes in these lifetimes over many orders of magnitude, while short-lived resonances feature
a crossing of their quasieigenenergies and an anticrossing of their lifetimes with less variation in these
lifetimes. The parameters relevant for these two different regimes are discussed, and a simple model
is derived to describe the crossover between these regimes.

I. INTRODUCTION

Among the physical properties explored in nanoscale
heterostructures, such as resonant tunneling diodes
(RTD) or multiple quantum wells (MQW), the intrinsic
lifetime of electronic resonances is of fundamental inter-
est both to the study of quantum mechanics as well as
to the design of applications where a rapid charging or
discharging of these resonances is of high importance, as
is the case in high-frequency devices. Resonances occur
in these structures since the typical vertical length scale
is comparable to the electron wavelength. The present
paper deals with a simple way of calculating the intrin-
sic lifetime of these resonances due to tunneling in the
absence of any many-particle interaction.

Experimentally, lifetimes of resonances can be stud-
ied by measuring the sweep-out times of photogener-
ated carriers in RTD’s or MQW’s, for instance, with the
help of time-resolved photoluminescence spectroscopy,’ 3
or time-resolved electroabsorption measurements.%°
Though it is fairly difficult to establish a rigorous connec-
tion between what is measured and the intrinsic lifetime,®
a thorough understanding of the intrinsic lifetime is cer-
tainly a big step forward. So far, a number of methods
have been employed to calculate the intrinsic lifetime
of resonances in these structures.” Apart from various
semiclassical® 13 or wave-packet'* approaches, probably
the easiest and most often used method is based on a line-
shape analysis of the transmission probability of the so-
called scattering states.?%15717 These states are defined
as having an incident plane wave of given wave vector k;
upon reaching the structure, part of the wave is reflected
while the rest can pass as the transmitted wave. By defi-
nition, there is no incident wave on the transmitted side.
As in nuclear physics, by sending such a continuous wave
onto the structure one can probe internal resonances of
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the system when varying the energy of the incident beam.
When the energy of the incident wave hits a resonance,
the transmission probability T is greatly enhanced, ap-
proaching unity under certain conditions. The linewidth
T’ of such a peak in T is associated with the lifetime of
the resonance via 7 = hA/I". This method works fairly
well in simple cases, but it has a number of serious draw-
backs when applying it to more complicated structures.
First, the stated relation between the linewidth I" and
the lifetime 7 of the resonance is exact only as long as
the line shape of T'(FE) is strictly Lorentzian. Second,
this analysis can only be used for resonances with ener-
gies above the conduction-band edges in both contacts, as
otherwise the transmission probability will vanish iden-
tically. And finally, related to the first point, if some
resonances lie very close to each other in energy, it be-
comes impossible to extract their exact position on the
basis of T'(E) alone; ambiguities in the line-shape fitting
will always remain. In particular this last point renders
many interesting effects inaccessible to the line-shape-
analysis method. On the other hand, there exist a couple
of approaches based on more sophisticated methods, such
as, for instance, the tunneling-Hamiltonian formalism,®
but even when assuming a constant mass throughout the
structure, this formalism is still too involved to be easily
used for the analysis of complex structures.

A very elegant and simple-to-use extension of the line-
shape analysis of T'(E) is the complex-energy method,
which has already been successfully applied to sin-
gle quantum wells.®1819% Other applications include the
study of resonances in oscillating barriers,?° T-shaped
quantum wires,?! and there has also been an attempt
to utilize this method to describe inelastic scattering in
double-barrier structures.?? Basically, in this approach
one considers appropriately defined scattering states hav-
ing complez energies. The transmission amplitude t(E)
of these states has poles in the complex-energy plane.
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For each pole, the real part of the pole’s position defines
the quasieigenenergy of a resonance, while the imaginary
part is inversely proportional to its intrinsic lifetime.

In this paper we present a complete analysis of the in-
trinsic lifetimes of resonances in MQW’s and RTD’s as a
function of an applied electric field. In contrast to previ-
ous approaches, we use the exact Airy-function solutions
in the case of finite electric fields. Moreover, all possible
boundary conditions for resonances are discussed. Par-
ticular attention is paid to the field dependence of intrin-
sic lifetimes when two different resonances come close to
each other. If both resonances are strongly bound, an an-
ticrossing with large “dips” in the lifetimes occurs as the
electric field is swept. In contrast, for weakly bound lev-
els we find that they usually undergo a crossing instead of
an anticrossing, and that the “dips” in their lifetimes are
generally much smaller or even completely absent. These
findings have, for instance, implications for the analysis
of carrier sweep-out rates, as they indicate intrinsic lim-
its on the detectability of resonances in sweep-out rates
even if otherwise perfect conditions are assumed. And
finally, we will briefly discuss what happens when — for
example, under the application of an electric field — the
real part of the quasieigenenergy of a resonance crosses
the conduction-band edge in the emitter or the collector
contact, in which case the boundary condition for this
resonance changes.

II. COMPLEX-ENERGY
TRANSFER-MATRIX FORMULATION

The complex-energy method is basically the linear-
system theory of classical mechanics applied to quantum-
mechanical scattering states. Given a linear system

YU (E) = t(E)y™(E) (2.1)
defining a relation between the input amplitude % and
the output amplitude ¥°“* as a function of energy (clas-
sically, the frequency), the eigenenergies of this system
can be obtained by searching for the poles of ¢{(F) in
the complex-energy plane. Equivalently, and numerically
more conveniently, one can look for the roots of 1/¢(E).
At such a pole, respectively, root, the system has non-
trivial solutions with finite output amplitude even for
vanishing input amplitude, which can be interpreted as
describing decaying quantum levels having only outgo-
ing flux (see Fig. 1). The real part of the pole position
then gives the quasieigenenergy of the decaying quantum
level, while the imaginary part is related to its lifetime
(classically, the damping factor v of the resonance).

As such, the complex-energy method is simply a con-
venient mathematical tool which is not limited to poles
having small (on whatever scale) imaginary energies, yet
one has to check carefully whether the resonances found
this way have anything to do with the physical resonances
in the system. In the following we summarize the basic
physical properties of a scattering state having a com-
plex energy: First, by definition, it solves the Schrodinger
equation with a complex eigenenergy,
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FIG. 1. Schematic boundary conditions for scattering
states and decaying quantum levels (resonances). The for-
mer are defined as having an incoming, a reflected, and a
transmitted wave, while the latter have only outgoing fluxes
to both sides. At a pole in the complex-energy plane, the
input amplitude of a scattering state goes to zero relative to
the reflected and transmitted amplitudes, and hence for this
particular complex energy the scattering state also satisfies
the boundary condition for a decaying quantum level.

r
ih%q/}(z,t) = H(z)y(z,t) = (E - 15) P(z,t) . (2.2)
At any point in space it decays exponentially as

ho () = ~T (=, O, (2.3)
which defines its intrinsic lifetime to be 7 = A/T. It
should be noted that for complex eigenenergies this wave
function usually cannot be normalized as it diverges at
z — +00.28 This makes an interpretation of Eq. (2.3)
as describing the decay of a localized level not straight-
forward. However, in the case of a “good” resonance,
the wave function has a very large amplitude somewhere
within the structure as compared to its amplitude at the
contacts, and it is in this sense that we can speak of
localized wave functions. Introducing such a cutoff at
the contacts can be justified by the randomization prop-
erties of the contacts. Another problem when compar-
ing with experiments is that even though the resonances
are localized in the system, on a quantum-well length
scale they may be rather delocalized, occupying, for in-
stance, two or more quantum wells. We do not consider
how photogenerated carriers relax into such a delocalized
level, but rather assume this process to have already hap-
pened. In general, we believe that with increasing imag-
inary eigenenergy it becomes more and more difficult to
actually prepare a carrier in this level or only close to it.
But even if this preparation cannot be done completely,
a knowledge of the complex-energy resonances is useful
as they completely characterize the analytic properties of
the transmission amplitude ¢(F), and thus the system.
It is easily seen that in the limit of infinite lifetimes the
standard line-shape analysis of the transmission proba-
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bility T = tt* gives exactly the same quasieigenenergy
and intrinsic lifetime as the complex-energy method. In
the neighborhood of a single pole at complex energy E,
(which is always a first-order pole), t(E) can be approx-
imately written as

A

t(E) = E—E,’

(2.4)

with some constant A. On the real axis this has the form

_ A
" [E — Re(Eo)] — iIm(Ey) ’

t(E) (2.5)

which yields a Lorentzian line shape for T' with the reso-
nance position at Re(Ey) and a half linewidth of Im(Ey).
Equation (2.5) is exact in the limit Im(Ep) — 0, i.e., for
infinite lifetimes.

From this point on we will be more specific about the
functional form of the transmission amplitude t(E). We
assume an effectively one-dimensional two-terminal de-
vice with an almost arbitrary internal electrostatic po-
tential distribution, the only restriction being that the
potential in the contacts is kept flat. This restriction
is necessary if we want to define boundary conditions for
the scattering states in terms of eigenstates of the current
operator, i.e., in terms of plane waves.

In this case, four different kinds of resonances with
three different boundary conditions can be distinguished.
First, there is the truly bound quantum level with an
eigenenergy below the conduction-band edges in either
contact, resulting in an infinite lifetime. Second, there
are semi-bound levels with quasieigenenergies between
the collector and the emitter conduction-band edge. The
quantum levels belonging to the third class, which we
will call quasibound levels, have quasieigenenergies above
the conduction-band edges in both contacts, but are still
confined by some potential barriers in the system. Fi-
nally, virtually bound levels are unconfined towards at
least one contact and have even higher quasieigenener-
gies than quasibound levels. A distinction between the
last two types is somewhat arbitrary as they satisfy the
same boundary conditions, but nevertheless it is a useful
approach in view of their vastly different lifetimes. All
but the quantum levels belonging to the first class have
finite lifetimes.

In order to specify proper boundary conditions, the
standard procedure is to decompose a scattering state of
energy F in the contacts as

Pi1,-(2) = Ayrexp(ki-2z) + Birexp(—kirz) , (2.6)
where k;, = | 2my»(Vi,» — E) is the wave vector in
the left (right) contact. This decomposition holds not
only for plane waves [i.e., for Re(V},, — E) < 0], but also
for the case of evanescent modes with Re(V;, — E) > 0,
and one can thus treat all possible cases on the same
footing.

A standard transfer matrix relates the scattering-state
coefficients A and B in one contact with those of the
other contact,
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In the Appendix details are given for how to calculate
the 2 x 2 transfer matrix 7" for finite, piecewise con-
stant electric fields. The standard scattering states can
be obtained from this general formula by choosing the
coefficients A and B in either the left- or the right-hand
contact such that at this side only an outgoing plane-
wave component exists (compare Fig. 1). The other side
will then consist of an incoming plane wave and a re-
flected part (again, in the case of evanescent modes these
boundary conditions have to be suitably modified in an
obvious fashion). To describe a decaying level, one has
to impose different boundary conditions. By definition,
a decaying level has only outgoing but no incoming flux
(see Fig. 1). Usually, this requirement on the coefficients
cannot be met by using real energies of the scattering
states alone: one has to use complex energies. Finding
scattering states having complex energies such that the
boundary conditions for decaying levels are met is what
the complex-energy method is concerned with. Through-
out the paper we will assume the incident wave to be on
the right-hand side of the structure. Some of the follow-
ing results are well known from standard textbooks on
quantum mechanics but are repeated here for the sake of
completeness.

For truly bound levels the boundary condition is that
the wave function must not diverge for z — oo, and
thus we have to require B; = 0 and A, = 0. With our
choice of scattering states, the condition B; = 0 is al-
ready satisfied by definition. For the remaining condition
we think of A, as a vanishing input amplitude, and set
up an equation in the spirit of Eq. (2.1) as A, = Ti7"A;.
[To be precise, this is the inverse of Eq. (2.1).] Then the
condition A, = 0 is satisfied at roots of T}>"(E), i.e., at
complex-energy poles of 1/T}>". As expected for truly
bound levels, these roots always lie on the real-energy
axis, yielding infinite lifetimes for these levels. For the
discussion of semi-bound levels we take the potential in
the left-hand contact to be higher than that in the right-
hand contact. Then a decaying level has to satisfy the
boundary condition that its wave function must not di-
verge in the left contact, and that on the right-hand side
it may contain outgoing plane waves only. This requires
B; = 0 and B, = 0, where again the first condition is
automatically fulfilled because of our definition of the
scattering states. To meet the second condition we now
utilize B, = Tzlf”Al, and thus find that for this type of
boundary condition the roots of T}>"(E) are relevant.
Similarly, quasibound and virtually bound quantum lev-
els, having only outgoing flux, have to satisfy A; = 0 and
B, = 0, and with the relation B, = zlz_”Bl we see that
in order to match both conditions we have to search for
the roots of T35°"(E).

These boundary conditions ensure that all types of res-
onances have only outgoing fluz in the contact regions (or
none if their energy is below the respective conduction-
band edge), and thus describe decaying quantum levels.
With 2Im(k) = I'm/Re(k) = I'/v, we then find that
the total derivative of the probability function vanishes

(2.7)
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to first order in the contact layers,
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=0. (2.8)
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The physical interpretation is simple: in the time frame
of the moving particle it cannot decay, and the probabil-
ity is therefore conserved.

As a final remark we note that apart from poles below
the real-energy axis, there are mirrored poles above this
axis too, which correspond to growing resonances having
only incoming fluxes.

III. A DOUBLE QUANTUM WELL

Under an electric field, the relative positions of quan-
tum levels in a double quantum well (or more generally
a MQW) shift strongly when the levels belong to dif-
ferent wells. Most of this shift is due to the bottom of
the respective quantum well being raised or lowered by
the field, while a small fraction stems from the Stark ef-
fect. In this way, for some electric field the first level of
a well can be made to align with the second level of the
neighboring well, a method which is, for example, used
in sequential tunneling devices. In this section we will
study the behavior of the intrinsic lifetime of quantum
levels when they experience a resonance caused by such
an alignment. The main features can already be inves-
tigated in a double quantum-well system, but we have
tested this method for as many as six coupled quantum
wells.

A. Truly bound levels

The eigenenergies of truly bound levels can never cross
each other, even if they belong to different quantum wells
off resonance. The reason is simply that the number of
nodes of the wave function, and hence the energetic or-
dering of these wave functions, is conserved and cannot
be changed by the electric field. As an example con-
sider the buried double-well structure of Fig. 2(a) where
each quantum well can accommodate two truly bound
quantum levels at zero bias. Throughout the paper,
our convention is that the quantum levels are labeled
as E1,FE,E3,... in order of increasing energy at zero
bias. When for increasing electric field F' the eigenen-
ergy of the first level in the left-hand well, marked FE5, is
sufficiently close to the energy of the E3 level in the right-
hand well, both levels will start to delocalize within the
two quantum wells. At resonance, the levels are max-
imally delocalized,?* and further increasing the electric
field leads to both levels localizing again. Eventually, all
the probability of the E5 level will have moved to the
right well, while the E3 level can now be found in the left
well. This transition process is illustrated in Figs. 2(b)-
2(d), showing the probability function |1(z)|? of these
levels just before (b), at (c), and after (d) resonant align-
ment (where the electric field at resonance, Fg, is defined
as the field at which the separation between the eigenen-
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FIG. 2. Four quantum levels in a buried double quantum-
well structure (Lw =65 A, Ly =60 A, mw = 0.0436my,
mp = 0.0836mo, Vg = 500 meV). Under an applied electric
field of Fr = 210.5 kV/cm, the levels E2 of the left-hand
well and E5 of the right-hand well (both of which are truly
bound) come to resonance (a). (b)—(d) show the normalized
probability function |(z)|? just before (b), at (c), and after
(d) resonance. The swapping of positions is characteristic for
an anticrossing behavior in the electric-field sweep as seen in
Fig. 3.
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ergies of levels E; and E3 is minimal). Such a behavior
corresponds to an anticrossing in the electric-field sweep
as can be seen in Fig. 3 at 210.5 kV/cm. In this figure, as
well as in all following, the energies are always measured
with respect to the collector conduction-band edge which
is taken to be zero.

B. Strongly bound levels

As can be expected, strongly bound quantum levels
with finite but very long lifetimes behave similarly to
truly bound levels. Figure 4(a) shows a characteristic
double-well structure of 65-A-wide quantum wells bound
by 60-A tunneling barriers under an applied electric field
of Fr =207 kV /cm, where resonance between the F; and
E3 levels occurs. Note that the electric field extends only
over a finite range, the potentials in the left and right con-
tacts are kept flat. At the bias shown all four quantum
levels belong to the category of semi-bound levels as their
quasieigenenergies lie between the potentials of the left
and the right contacts. These quasieigenenergies have
been determined from the real part of the pole position
in the complex energy as described in the preceding sec-
tion. Again, Figs. 4(b)-4(d) display the squared ampli-
tude |1(2)|? before (b), at (c), and after resonance (d).2°
As in the case of truly bound levels, the levels E; and
E3 swap positions at resonance which is typical for an
anticrossing of the quasieigenenergies in an electric-field
sweep, as is exemplified in Fig. 5(a).

Having an energy higher than the conduction-band
edge in the collector contact, an electron placed in one of
these quantum levels can tunnel through the barriers to-
wards the collector contact. The lifetime associated with
this process, the intrinsic lifetime, is a function of the
electric field. In general it decreases with increasing elec-
tric field since the effective barrier heights on the collec-
tor side become smaller for larger fields. In fact, far away
from other resonances, the lifetime depends exponentially
on the electric field, as can, for instance, be seen in Fig.

0.1 T T *’}'* L

E [eV]

2

T
!

2.15

0 os 1 1S
Electric field F [100 kV/cm]

2 2.5

FIG. 3. Shown are the energy shifts of the four quantum
levels E1—E4 of Fig. 2 as a function of the applied electric field
F (the potentials in both contacts are flat, with the collector
side taken to be the reference point). Levels belonging to the
same well (i.e., E; and Ej3, and E; and E,) basically have
the same slope since the Stark effect is very small on this
scale. At Fr = 210.5 kV/cm the levels E2 and Es; undergo
an anticrossing, which is shown in more detail in the inset.
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FIG. 4. Four semi-bound quantum levels in a double

quantum-well structure (Lw =65 A, Lp =60 A, mw =
0.0436mo, mp = 0.0836mo, VB = 500 meV, separated from
the contacts by buffer layers of 90 A width each). Under an
applied electric field of Fg = 207 kV /cm, the levels E; of
the left-hand well and E3 of the right-hand well come to res-
onance (a). (b)—(d) show the squared amplitude [ (2)|? just
before (b), at (c), and after (d) resonance. The swapping of
positions is characteristic for an anticrossing behavior in the
electric-field sweep as seen in Fig. 5(a).
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FIG. 5. (a) shows the energy shifts of the four quantum

levels F1 — E4 of Fig. 4 as a function of the applied electric
field F. The potential on the collector side is taken to be
the reference point. The dash-dotted line labeled E. refers to
the energy of the conduction-band edge in the emitter con-
tact. At Fr = 207 kV/cm the levels E; and E3 undergo an
anticrossing, which is reflected in (b), showing the intrinsic
lifetimes 7;, as a corresponding crossing of their lifetimes.

5(b) in the case of the F; and Ej levels of the right-hand
well. On the other hand, the drastic, steplike increase
of the lifetime 75 of the E5 level in the left-hand well at
an electric field of about 46 kV /cm is due to this level
dropping at this field strength below the conduction-band
edge of the emitter contact, which renders the tunneling
towards this side impossible. Though such a drop does
in principle occur for the other levels too when they pass
a conduction-band edge, it is by far strongest for the F,
level as this level has two quite opaque barriers to the
right but only one rather transparent barrier to the left.
Thus electrons escape from this level primarily towards
the emitter contact, and when this channel is closed the
intrinsic lifetime increases by many orders of magnitude.
The precise electric field at which this transition hap-
pens obviously depends on the voltage drop over the ac-
cumulation layer, which is the layer between the emitter
contact and the first barrier, and hence on the length of
this layer. In the present example this length was set
to be 90 A. For very thick accumulation layers, such as
those used in MQW devices, the electric-field necessary
to push a quantum level below the emitter conduction-
band edge goes to zero, and thus for virtually all electric
field strengths carriers can only tunnel to the collector
contact. Another interesting behavior in the lifetimes
shows up at 207 kV/cm when the E; and Ej3 levels come
to resonance. While the quasieigenenergies of these levels
undergo an anticrossing, their lifetimes exhibit a crossing.
The reason is simply that when the levels swap positions
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in coordinate space [as shown in Figs. 4(b)-4(d)], they
also interchange the channels and ways to escape from
these levels, i.e., their intrinsic lifetimes. This has, for
example, a pronounced effect on the sweep-out rates of
photogenerated carriers as measured in experiments.®11
If we assume that only the lowest level in each quantum
well is occupied, then the lifetime of a carrier in the quasi
ground state of the left quantum well will follow neither
curve T nor curve 73 of Fig. 5(b), but approximately be
given by curve 72 up to the point where it crosses curve
73, and after that by curve 73. The resulting line shape
of the sweep-out time exhibits a strong “dip” of more
than two orders of magnitude at the resonance position
where the two levels align. It can therefore be concluded
that the sweep-out mechanism is most effective at reso-
nance. Finally, we note that for quasibound levels [which
by definition have energies above both conduction-band
edges and hence finite transmission probabilities T'(E)]
the anticrossing characteristic of the quasieigenenergies
can also be seen in the transmission probability as a dis-
tinct double-peak fine structure,?® even at resonance.

C. Weakly bound levels

The situation is quite different for weakly bound lev-
els. When changing the parameters used in Fig. 4(a) only
slightly to a well width of 60 A and a barrier width of
65 A, the resulting quasieigenenergies F;1—FE, are slightly
higher than before, making these levels less bound [see
Fig. 6(a)]. In this case we find that the levels now un-
dergo a crossing instead of an anticrossing in an electric-
field sweep. This means that at resonance the levels no
longer swap positions, but more or less remain localized
in their respective wells [compare Figs. 4(b)-4(d) with
Figs. 6(b)-6(d)]. Omnly a small delocalization is found
at resonance, as seen in Fig. 6(c). The crossing of the
quasieigenenergies as shown in Fig. 7(a) is accompanied
by a corresponding anticrossing in the lifetimes [Fig.
7(b)]. In the case of weakly bound levels, the “dips” in
the lifetime at resonance are much less pronounced than
before, and may even vanish for extremely loosely bound
levels.

D. Crossing versus anticrossing behavior

To understand what the relevant parameters are which
determine whether two unperturbed quantum levels E?
and E? will undergo a crossing or an anticrossing, we will
study the standard two-level approximation to quantum
resonances,?’ generalized to eigenfunctions with complex
eigenenergies. (In the following, the notion “eigenen-
ergy” refers to the standard assembly of quasieigenenergy
and inverse lifetime into a complex quantity, F —ih/27.)
As a basis set we take two eigenfunctions {|¢1),|¢2)} of
the full Hamiltonian, one of each branch, at an electric
field Fy slightly lower than the field Fr at which the cross-
ing/anticrossing occurs. The precise value of the field Fy
does not matter as long as it is sufficiently far away from
the resonance field Fr so that the states |¢;) and |¢2) do
not yet noticeably interact. The effective Hamiltonian
H(F) to be diagonalized is?®
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FIG. 6. Four semi-bound quantum levels in a double
quantum-well structure similar to that of Fig. 4, except that
now the wells are a little narrower and the barriers somewhat
thicker (Lw =60 A, Ly =65 A). Under an applied electric
field of Fr = 224 kV/cm, the levels E; of the left-hand well
and Ej3 of the right-hand well come to resonance (a). (b)—(d)
show the squared amplitude |1(2)|? just before (b), at (c), and
after (d) resonance. In contrast to the anticrossing case illus-
trated in Fig. 4, the levels now remain pretty localized even
at resonance, which is characteristic for a crossing behavior
in the electric-field sweep [as seen in Fig. 7(a)].
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- (LH(F)|1)

H(F) = <<2|H(F> ~H(E))

(1 H(F) — H(Fo)IZ))
(2|H(F)[2) '

(3.1)

The resulting (generally complex-valued) eigenenergies
E* and E~ are

E*(F) = 1M(F) + } /AF) + 4W3(F) ,

E~(F) = }M(F) - }/A(F) + W3 (F) ,  (32)

where we have introduced the “center of energy”
M(F)/2 = [(1|H(F)|1)+(2|H(F)|2)]/2, the “relative en-
ergy” A(F) = (1|H(F)|1) — (2|H(F')|2), and an effective
overlap integral W2(F) = (1|H(F) — H(F,)|2)(2|H(F) —
H(Fy)|1). As the electric field is increased from Fy across
Fg, the two branches E+ and E~ shift in energy, with
their real parts undergoing either a crossing or an an-
ticrossing at resonance. For truly bound levels having
only real energies the square-root expression in Eq. (3.2)
is always positive, and hence E*(F) > E~(F) holds for
all electric fields in the neighborhood of the resonance.
This is the anticrossing case: If initially, say, the unper-
turbed EJ level is higher in energy than the E? level,
then as the electric field F is increased, the E* branch
will asymptotically evolve from the EJ level towards the
EY level, while the E~ branch will evolve from E? to EY.
In the “center of energy” frame, these two branches ap-
proximately form two repelling hyperbolas as a function
of A(F).

In the case of quantum levels with finite lifetimes

E [eV]

T [ps]

0'10 ‘ '015“ 1 1i5' 2 25
Electric field F [100 kV/cm]

FIG. 7. Energy shifts (a) of the four quantum levels E; —
E4 of Fig. 6 and intrinsic lifetimes 7; (b) as a function of the
applied electric field F. Because the E; and E3 levels are less
bound in this case than in Figs. 4 and 5, they now undergo
a crossing at an electric field of Frg = 224 kV/cm. This
corresponds to an anticrossing of their lifetimes as illustrated

in (b).
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and consequently complex eigenenergies, the quantities
M(F), A(F), and W?2(F) occurring in Eq. (3.2) become
complex. If we define the cut of the square root in the
complex plane to be located as usual on the negative real
axis, the transition between very long-lived levels and
truly bound levels will be smooth, as required. In par-
ticular, by taking the principal branch of the square root
we see that for all possible complex values of the square
root’s argument, the real part of \/A(F) + 4W?2(F) will
always be positive. As a consequence, we again find the
relation Re[E*(F) — E~(F')] > 0 to hold for all electric
fields in the neighborhood of the resonance, seemingly
implying that quantum levels with finite lifetimes, too,
will always undergo an anticrossing in their quasieigenen-
ergies. However, this naive analysis does not consider the
case that when increasing the electric field, the square
root’s argument, A(F) + 4W?2(F'), may in fact cross the
cut on the negative real axis at some particular point.
Continuity of the solutions then requires that from this
point on the other solution of the square root having a
negative real part has to be used. In terms of the E*
and E~ branches this means that at this particular field
strength the relation Re[E+(F) — E~(F)] > 0 turns into
Re[E*(F) — E~(F)] < 0, and hence that a crossing of
the quasieigenenergies takes place.

The crossover point between the anticrossing and the
crossing regime can thus be characterized by the condi-
tions

Re[A(F) +4W3(F)] = 0,
(3.3)
Im[A(F) +4W?*(F)] = 0.

In the neighborhood of the resonance Re(1|H(F)|1) =
Re(2|H(F)|2) holds, giving

Re[A(F)] ~ — {Im[(1|H(F)[1) — QIH(F)[2)]}* , (3.4)

and
Im[A(F)] = 0. (3.5)

After having carried out a proper renormalization pro-
cedure to overcome the difficulties associated with the
eigenfunctions initially not being normalizable (see Ref.
28), the imaginary part of W2(F) will be negligible, and
hence the crossover point between the anticrossing and
the crossing regime satisfies the relation

2[W(F)| = v/ —Re[A(F)]
[Tm[(1|H (F)[1) — (2[H(F)|2)]|
(B — E9)]

Q

Q

(3.6)

where Im(E? — EJ) is the difference in the imaginary
parts of the unperturbed eigenenergies, extrapolated to
the resonance region. The physical interpretation of Eq.
(3.6) is simple. If the difference |Im(EY — EJ)| (which is
directly related to the difference in intrinsic lifetimes) is
smaller than the effective overlap integral 2|W (F')|, the
levels will undergo an anticrossing, if it is larger they
will cross. Thus for a given overlap integral, short-lived
levels will tend to cross while long-lived levels are likely
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to anticross. To explicitly demonstrate that Eq. (3.2)
can describe both regimes, we adopt a simple model in
which the matrix elements depend linearly on the electric
field as (1|H(F)|1) = an F — i(B1 + 1 F), (2|H(F)|2) =
asF — (B2 + 72 F) (with oy, 8;,7 > 0), and W2(F) =
const. For simplicity, we let the crossing take place at
zero energy and zero electric field. The crossover point
is then given by 2W = 2W, = |3 — (B2|. Figure 8 shows
the eigenenergies E*, E~ and intrinsic lifetimes 7+, 7~
as calculated from Eq. (3.2) by using some typical values
for a;, Bi, and ;. Figure 8(a) is representative of the
anticrossing regime with W > Wy, while in Fig. 8(b)
W < Wy was assumed, which characterizes the crossing
regime. Both cases clearly reproduce the typical features
of the crossing (anticrossing) regime as found in the exact
numerical treatment (compare, for instance, with Figs. 5
and 7).

There are two ways of turning an anticrossing into a
crossing. Onme can either increase |Im(E? — E)| by in-
creasing the difference in intrinsic lifetimes, preferably by
decreasing the shorter of both lifetimes or, alternatively,
one can decide to reduce the effective overlap integral
W (F) between the states |¢1) and |¢p2), for example, by
increasing the barrier thickness between the two quan-
tum wells involved.

To illustrate how the transition takes place between a
crossing and an anticrossing behavior, we have looked in
the crossing regime at the well-width dependence of the

£
a
e 2
& =
o (¢
=
Q
=
]
.20
83
£
- &
_ 7 E+ =
2 | 1 B
B | g i
& B
g beszll o L A ‘C+
1) :_“ b T — E
0 B
=
Electric field
FIG. 8. Energy shifts E¥, E~ and lifetimes 7%, 7~ as cal-

culated from the real and imaginary parts of Eq. (3.2) when
assuming that the matrix elements depend linearly on the
electric field. The only difference between (a) and (b) is a
variation of the overlap integral W (which is taken as a pa-
rameter). In (a) this integral is greater than the difference in
the imaginary energies, Wo, leading to an anticrossing behav-
ior of the quasieigenenergies. For (b) W < W, was assumed,
resulting in a crossing.



48 COMPLEX-ENERGY ANALYSIS OF INTRINSIC LIFETIMES . ..

lifetimes 75 and 73 at resonance in a double-well structure
having otherwise the same parameters as in Fig. 6. The
wider a quantum well the lower are the quasieigenenergies
of the levels, and hence the stronger are the levels bound.
As aresult, when increasing the well widths the difference
in the lifetimes 75 and 75 gets smaller. According to the
discussion given above, one can therefore expect that at
some well width the crossing behavior of Fig. 6 will turn
into an anticrossing. Figure 9 shows such a well-width
sweep for three different configurations of the barriers.
For Fig. 9(a) all barrier heights were set to V;, = 0.5
eV as in Fig. 6. The solid curve shows the lifetime of
the F3 level at the point where this level is at resonance
with the E35 level — whose lifetime is given by the dotted
curve. The crossover point between the crossing and an-
ticrossing regime is where these two curves intersect, and
is found to be at a well width of ~ 61.35 A. To reduce
the overlap integral W (F') we then increased the height
of the middle barrier to V,, = 0.53 eV, while leaving
the other barriers at 0.5 eV. The result, shown as curve
(b) in Fig. 9, indeed indicates a stronger tendency of
the two levels to undergo a crossing, with the effect that
the crossover point between the two regimes is shifted to
larger well widths (= 63.0 A). It has to be said though,
that this effect is not only due to the overlap integral
W (F') being reduced but also due to the quasieigenener-
gies going up for increased confinement, effectively reduc-
ing (in particular) the right-hand barrier height. On the
other hand, raising only the right-hand barrier has the
opposite effect. Figure 9(c) was generated using a right-
hand barrier of 0.515 eV, and the crossover point is now
shifted down to &~ 59.9 A. This can be explained in terms
of a taller right-hand barrier leading to both levels, E;

4 T T T LI
iy _ T, at crossing
& 3 [ of energies
o [
e bV =053 eV
< "
c /
o]
3 © Cross-
= over
E; |+ point
e
0 n 1 e P IR
58 5.9 6 6.1 6.2 63 64
Well width [nm]
FIG. 9. Lifetimes 72 and 73 at resonance in the crossing

regime as a function of the well width in a double-barrier
structure otherwise identical to Fig. 6. As the levels become
more bound for wider wells, the tendency to anticross in-
creases, resulting in the two lifetimes approaching each other.
The crossover point between the crossing and anticrossing
regimes is where the 72 and 73 curves intersect (indicated as
o). For set (a), all barriers have a nominal height of 0.5 eV.
In case (b) the middle barrier was raised to 0.53 eV, while
in case (c) the right-hand barrier was increased to 0.515 eV.
The resulting shift of the crossover point can be explained in
terms of changes in the overlap integral and the difference in
lifetimes (see text for details).
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and Ej3, having reduced fluxes towards the right contact,
which tends to equalize their inverse lifetimes. According
to the analysis given above, this makes an anticrossing of
the quasieigenenergies more likely.

The results of this section resolve the problem as to
whether quantum levels belonging to two different, ex-
tremely weakly coupled wells would always “see” each
other at resonance if there are no phase-breaking mecha-
nisms — regardless of the separation of the wells. They
will not, as their overlap integral will be too small at large
separations, and so they will simply undergo a crossing.
Moreover, as the overlap integral becomes smaller and
smaller, the intrinsic lifetimes will eventually display no
resonance at all at the point of crossing. This is impor-
tant for the analysis of MQW structures with many wells
as it allows us to restrict our considerations to fairly small
systems of only a few coupled quantum wells.

IV. CROSSOVER BETWEEN DIFFERENT
BOUNDARY CONDITIONS

When changing parameters of the system, such as, for
instance, the electric field or the width of some layers, it
may happen that the boundary conditions to be satisfied
by a particular quantum level may change. The question
of whether or not such a transition between one boundary
condition and another yields continuous quasieigenener-
gies and intrinsic lifetimes as a function of the transition
parameter turns out to be very much a question of how
exactly such a transition is performed. Let us first study
a case where this transition is continuous.

Consider a right-hand contact which includes a thick
barrier of height E. and width L as illustrated in Fig.
10. A decaying quantum level of energy E (with E. <
E < E./) has to satisfy the boundary condition that to
the right-hand side only an outgoing plane-wave compo-
nent can exist. However, letting the barrier width L go to
infinity is tantamount to changing the conduction-band
edge from FE. to E., i.e., to changing the boundary con-
dition. The analysis of this transition is simple. For any
finite barrier width L, the wave function in the barrier
layer consists as usual of two contributions, a decaying
and a divergent evanescent mode. It is easily seen that
with increasing width L the divergent contribution in the
barrier will die out, and hence that in the limit L — oo
the wave function will satisfy the proper boundary condi-
tion appropriate for £ < E., meaning that the transition
between these two boundary conditions is smooth.2°

system E right
............ d---uenoa-}-- contact
E,
<+ L
FIG. 10. Schematic right-hand contact of a “black-box”

structure. The width L of the barrier layer is variable. For
any finite L, the quantum level at energy E > E. has to
meet the outgoing-plane-wave boundary condition, while for
L — oo the boundary condition is that the wave function
decays exponentially. The transition between these two types
of boundary conditions is continuous (see text).
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On the other hand, when sweeping the electric field,
the transition between boundary conditions is usually not
smooth. The transition happens when the quasieigenen-
ergy of a resonance (i.e., the real part of the position
of the complex-energy pole) crosses the conduction-band
edge in either the emitter or the collector contact, in
which case the wave function in that contact changes
from a plane wave to an evanescent wave or vice versa.
This transition is certainly not smooth, but one has to
be careful about the scale to expect for the discontinuity.
For instance, such a transition may be associated with
large changes in the intrinsic lifetime when that particu-
lar side on which the crossing occurred served as the main
exit for decay, as we have seen, for instance, in Figs. 4-7.
Nevertheless, it can be shown that this dramatic change
in the lifetime is not discontinuous but that there is an
onset of a change just before the quantum level is about
to dip below the conduction-band edge. Basically, the ar-
gument relies on the outgoing flux being proportional to
the k vector in that contact. When for decreasing energy
this flux goes to zero, so does the probability for an elec-
tron escaping towards this contact and hence, eventually
the lifetime will rapidly but smoothly change.

The “true” discontinuity when sweeping the electric
field is on a much smaller scale. Our preliminary nu-
merical results show that for a small transition regime
of electric fields it may happen that the resonance at the
conduction-band edge either cannot exist at all or, on the
contrary, that two resonances can coexist, one with the
old boundary condition and the other with the new one.
Though this effect is certainly of interest in applications
utilizing the stability of pinned virtually bound quantum
levels in multistable coherent-electron devices,3° it seems
that the transition regime of electric fields is rather small,
making an experimental observation difficult. A further
analysis of this effect is under way.

V. CONCLUSIONS

A complex-energy analysis of the transition ampli-
tude of scattering states has been utilized to calcu-
late quasieigenenergies and intrinsic lifetimes of decaying
quantum levels in semiconductor heterostructures under
arbitrary bias. All possible boundary conditions for the
decaying levels were studied (corresponding to their en-
ergies being below or above the conduction-band edges in
the emitter and collector contacts), and the electric field
was exactly taken into account by employing Airy func-
tions in the transfer-matrix description of the scattering
states. The main body of the paper had been devoted
to an analysis of electric-field sweeps in double quantum-
well structures, which represent the simplest case where a
resonant alignment of quantum levels belonging to differ-
ent wells can be achieved, but the theory presented here is
also applicable to more complicated structures. Basically,
two different characteristic behaviors were found. As the
electric field is swept, strongly bound quantum levels al-
ways experience an anticrossing of their quasieigenener-
gies and a corresponding crossing of their lifetimes. This
behavior is very well known from the treatment of truly
bound levels in standard textbooks on quantum mechan-
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ics. On the other hand, weakly bound levels having a very
short intrinsic lifetime generally do the opposite — they
cross in quasieigenenergies and anticross with respect to
their lifetimes. These two different behaviors can be ex-
plained in terms of a simple two-level model, and the rel-
evant parameter distinguishing the two regimes is found
to be the ratio of an effective overlap matrix element to
the difference in the inverse intrinsic lifetimes of the two
(unperturbed) levels involved. At resonant alignment,
the intrinsic lifetime of the longer-lived quantum level
typically changes by orders of magnitude. This is partic-
ularly the case for strongly bound quantum levels, and
has been seen in a number of experiments. Finally, a
better understanding of the electric-field dependence of
the intrinsic lifetime is also of great value to the design
of high-speed devices based on RTD’s or MQW'’s.
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APPENDIX: DEFINITION
OF TRANSFER MATRICES

In this appendix the basic formulas are summarized
for describing electronic resonances (i.e., truly bound,
semi-bound, quasibound, and virtually bound levels) in
RTD’s, MQW'’s, and related vertical heterostructures by
utilizing a transfer-matrix description of the scattering
states in these structures.

1. Arbitrary electric fields

To calculate a scattering state across the whole struc-
ture, the standard approach in effective-mass approxima-
tion is to split the heterostructure into a number of layers,
each layer having a constant electric field and a constant
effective mass. Then the time-independent Schrodinger
equation in layer I reads

d2
{nd_ 2y (Vi B — Flz)} Gi(x) =0, (A1)

where my, Vi and Fi are the effective mass, the potential,
and the electric field, respectively, of layer I (for conve-
nience, the elementary charge e has been absorbed in the
electric field F'). For vanishing field F1 = 0 the general
solution is a linear combination of plane waves,

Y1(z) = Arexp(kiz) + Brexp(—ki2) , (A2)

with the wave vector hk; = 4/2m;(V; — E), whereas for
finite electric field the solution is a linear combination of
Airy functions,

¢](Z) = AIAI[ZI(Z)] + BIBi[ZI(z)] s (AS)
with Z1(z) = (2miF1)~%/3(h%k? — 2m1Fiz). At interfaces
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between different layers I and II, the wave function has
to satisfy the standard boundary conditions of continuity
of the wave function and continuity of the flux,

Y1(zi) = Yu(z) ,
Liw(z)

my 0z (A4)

z=z; z=2z;

To get a transfer-matrix description of a scattering state,
this is usually rewritten in terms of a matrix equation for
the expansion coefficients Ay, B; of layer I and A, B
of layer II,

Ax i ( An
T! =T7!

The transfer matrix relating the coefficients of layer I
across an interface located at z; with those of layer II is
then given by

(A5)

T — (T T L (A6)

This is the standard way of defining a transfer matrix.26
It relates the plane-wave, respectively, Airy-function ex-
pansion coefficients of the wave function in the various
layers with each other (see also Fig. 11). At each inter-
face z; there are four different flavors of transfer matrices
corresponding to the four possibilities of having zero or
finite electric fields in the neighboring layers I and II: (1)
the flat-flat case,

I _ 1 (anP(kI_,nzi) ,Bexp(—klfnzi))

= = o A7
2 ﬁexp(kftuzi) aexp(—kI,Hzi) (A7)

with ki = k1 ki, hkr = /2m(Vi — E), a = 1+ pou

and 8 = 1 — Mmu. (9) the field-field case (where the

kump?
J

o _ 1 ( (Air — o Aip) exp(—knz)
Z3

2 (AiI + aAi{) exp(kmiz;)

(Bi; — a Bij) exp(—k12;)
(Bi] + a Bii) exp(knz;)

14 403
T 11 :
" T,, IV conventional
z A .« e
' v ivev definition
. /_w < vz

T
1
T"
T A4
our
T2 42 - Z5¥) J

definition T prsoze TS

Ay TI- VI A,

B, > B
FIG.11. The “conventional” definition of the transfer ma-

trix is to let it relate the expansion coefficients A and B in
the various layers of the structure (upper part). An easier and
numerically less complicated way is to define transfer matri-
ces between the values of ) and v’ at the interfaces instead
(lower part). In order to relate the coefficients A;, B; with
A, and B,, all we need to do is to add two “half” transfer
matrices called T; and T, one on each side.

properties of the Wronskian of the Airy functions have
been used to calculate the determinant of the inverse),

TI-T_ BijjAi; — aBigAi; BipBi — a BiBij
% aAiuAii — AiiIAiI aAiHBi§ — AiiIBiI ’
(A8)
with Aij = Ai(ZI), 71 = (ZmIFI)—Z/:i(thIz — ZmIFIzi)
(similar definitions hold for the other Airy functions, and
for Zy1), and a = (mIFI/muFu)l/:’ﬂ%; (3) the field-flat

m
case,

(A9)

with o = [(2m1F1)1/3/k11]':‘—n111; and finally, (4) the flat-field case,

I (Biy; + a Bin) exp(ki2;)
= — (Aigy + o Airp) exp(kiz;)

with a = [k]/(ZmHFH)l/s]%.

The transfer matrix across the whole heterostructure,
relating the coefficients of the left- to those of the right-
hand side, is then simply the product of all interface
transfer matrices,

Tl—)r — Tr—l—}r . TII——>IIITI—>IITI—>I . (All)

From a numerical point of view, if rounding and trun-
cation errors become a problem — which is particularly
the case for small electric fields — it is more convenient
to use another set of transfer matrices which we have il-
lustrated in Fig. 11. Instead of Eq. (A6) we define as
transfer matrix

T=7% =T (1), (A12)

(Bih -« Bin) exp(—kiz;) )
— (Aih — Ai[]) exp(—klzi) ’

(A10)

[
where I is now the layer between the interfaces z; and z;.
In this way the expansion coefficients of the wave function
are not related with each other but rather the values of
the wave function and its derivative at the interfaces are
related. This approach has a couple of advantages. First
of all, the transfer matrices become much simpler, as they
now depend on the parameters of one layer instead of
two as before, thus leading to only two different types of
transfer matrices. In the case of zero electric field, we

find

COSh(kI(SZji) O sinh(klézj,-)

T2 — ke
( 7’:—‘1 sinh(k1dz;;)

cosh(ki6z;;) ) » (A1)

with 6z;; = z; — 2z;. For finite fields the result is
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Tw,:w( Ai(Z;)Bi'(Z;) — Bi(Z;)AV(Z:)  [Ai(Z,)Bi(Z;) - Bl(ZnAi(Zi)]/ﬂl), (A1)

b [Bi'(Zj)Ai'(Z,-)~Ai'(Zj)Bi'(Z,~)] BY (Z JAi(Z;) — Ai'(Z;)Bi(Z;)

where O = (ZmIFI)l/a/mI and Z;; = (2m1FI)_2/3(h2k12 — 2myFiz; ;). Eventually, we want to relate the expansion
coeflicients Ay, and By, of the wave function across a series of interfaces z;,...,2; to a second set of coefficients, Ay,
and By,, as we did before in Egs. (A6) and (A11). To do this we simply have to add an initial matrix in layer I; and
a final matrix in layer I, as illustrated in Fig. 11 for I; =I and I, =VII,

f

Th—l sz,-sz—n,- c TEFRTATEHTDETE (A15) ential equations as the Airy functions,
d d
These matrices are defined as d—yAl(-Tay) = Bi(z,y) , @Bl(z,y) = (z+y)Ai(z,y) ,
exp(krz;) exp(—kiz;) ) d d
k ) R exn(—kiz) ) F1=0 —A =B —B = A ;
T ( ;’I eXp(kIZz) 771!1 exp( kIZz) (Alﬁ) dy 2('Ta y) 2(1"’ y) ) dy 2(1"7 y) (CE + y) 2('7:’ Z/),
* Ai(Z;) Bi(Z;) Fi#0 (A19)
~BiAi'(Z;) —piBi'(Z;) ) 7!
in fact, they are simply linear combinations of Airy func-
where z; is at the left-hand side of layer I=I;, and tions as can be seen by inverting Eq. (A18). With the
m help of these functions the transfer matrix of Eq. (A14)
% (eXP(‘kIzj) ITII exp(—klzj)> =0 can be rewritten as
bz _m ki =
TH = g.{,p(zll)zj) _L];{(eZX'I)J( 1%3) (A17) iz _ ( A1(Zi,6Z;;) —,@%Az(zi,tszji))
( l's ] 1[31 ‘1 J > 7FI :}é 0 , '—ﬁIBl(Zi,(SZji) Bz(Zz,(SZ],L) ’
—Ai'(Z;) 5 AN(Z;) (A20)
with z; at the right-hand side of layer I= I,. with 6Z;; = Z; — Z;. Though the Airy functions diverge

for vanishing electric field, the functions Ay, A2/B1, B1B1,

and B; do not. It is thus very useful to have a low-field

2. A low-field expansion expansion for them, instead of using their definitions in

terms of the Airy functions. For example, with the aid of

For vanishing electric field, the arguments of the Airy a symbolic programming language, it is found that their

functions in Eq. (A14) diverge, and thus a straightfor- Taylor expansion consists of subseries of the general form
ward comparison with the zero-field case (A13) is not on
possible. Moreover, this situation is difficult to han- const x y**7 x ZH,J‘(" @_ , (A21)
dle numerically. In this subsection we will outline our (2n +5)!

method to make contact with the zero-field case. A Tay-
lor expansion of the Airy functions defines four functions
A]_(J), y)a AZ('T» y)y Bl ($, y)a and Bz(.’L‘, y) by

where [ and j are some integers and P ;(n) is a polynom
in n. These serieses can be summed up giving functions of
cosh(y/zy), sinh(y/zy), and their derivatives. An expan-

Ai(z +y) = Ai(z,9)Ai(z) + Az(z, y)Al'(z) , sion of the. coefficients A;(z,y), Az(m,y.), By (z,y), 'and

. Iy B;(z,y) with respect to the electric field is then obtained
Bi(z +y) = Ai(z,y)Bi(z) + Az(,y)Bi () , by utilizing the asymptotic relations z = Z; o« F~2/3,
Ai'(z + y) = Bi(z,y)Ai(z) + Ba(z, y)Ai'(z) , (A18) y =6Z; « FY3 and \/xy — kéz = const for F — 0.
Bi'(z + y) = Bi(z,y)Bi(z) + Ba(x,y)Bi'(z) . When classifying the expansion terms according to these

rules we get for up to the fourth order in the electric field
The functions A4,, A3, B1, and Bs obey the same differ- F
J

Ty? yt 35y 35y3 Ty® 1365y%  1085y*  119y° y8

Ay (z,y) = (1— Y Y _ - - ) h
1Y) 1z T 3207 T 302 12828 19227 3842 T 204845 T 614def T 921625 T 61ads2 ) COSH(VEY)
1 y? 7 5y3 35 35y2 Tyt 6
(o+b o+ 2 YV
3222 48z ' 128z% ' 1284° @ 9622 | 384z

1365y 122543 175y° y7 )
2048z5  3072z* 307223 51222/ \/z

sinh(v/zy) ,

2 3 2 4 6 3 5 7
Yy 5y 5y 35y 25y Y 1155y 385y 161y Yy ) h
== — . — — - — T
4x(2,y) (4x 3223 48m2 + Tosa?® ¥ 38425 T 38427 ~ 204828 102425 ~ 30724% ~ 51223 ) COSR(VEY)
59>  y* 35y 5% Ty
+( - 323:3 3222 ' 32z 128z% 32z3 384:1:2

1155 1155y%  1015y*  113y8 y® )
2048z% = 2048z5 = 6144z*  9216z3  6144z2/ \/z

sinh(v/zy) ,
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It can easily be verified that this expansion satisfies Eq.
(A18) up to the fourth order in the electric field, and that
for vanishing field Eq. (A20) reduces to the zero-field
result (A13). Its usefulness depends on the parameters
of the RTD/MQW structure, but from our experience
it seems to cover a range of a few hundred V/cm for
reasonable choices of parameters.

3. A brief description of the numerical method

Having provided an iterative definition of the analytic
result for the derivative of the inverse transmission am-

[

plitude, t~!(E), the roots of t"!(F) were found by us-
ing a standard Newton root finder in the complex-energy
plane. When changing the electric field, “tracks” of roots
were generated by extrapolating the new root first and
then using this value as a starting point for the root
finder. In this way it was possible to keep track of the var-
ious quantum levels in a heterostructure, even when their
quasieigenenergies came to resonance. To avoid running
over an (anti)crossing of two quantum levels by using a
too large step size in the electric field, the likely positions
of these (anti)crossing events (as well as possible crossings
with the conduction-band edges) were estimated before
each step, and the next step size correspondingly chosen.
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