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Its piezo- and potentially ferroelectric properties make the metastable kappa polymorph of Ga2O3 an interesting mate-
rial for multiple applications, while In-incorporation into any polymorphs of Ga2O3 allows to lower their bandgap. In
this work, we provide a guideline to achieve single phase κ-, β -Ga2O3 as well as their (InxGa1−x)2O3 alloys up to x =
0.14 and x = 0.17 respectively, using In-mediated metal exchange catalysis in plasma assisted molecular beam epitaxy
(MEXCAT-MBE). The polymorph transition from κ to β is also addressed, highlighting the fundamental role played
by the thermal stability of the κ-Ga2O3. Additionally, we also demonstrate the possibility to grow (2̄01) β -Ga2O3 on
top of α-Al2O3 (0001) at temperatures at least 100 °C above those achievable with conventional non-catalyzed MBE,
opening the road for increased crystal quality in heteroepitaxy. The role of the substrate, as well as strain and struc-
tural defects in the growth of κ-Ga2O3 is also investigated by growing simultaneously on three different materials: (i)
α-Al2O3 (0001), (ii) 20 nm of (2̄01) β -Ga2O3 on α-Al2O3 (0001) and (iii) (2̄01) β -Ga2O3 single crystal.

I. INTRODUCTION

Lately, metal oxides have gained a lot of attention due to
their potential in electronic applications. One of the most re-
searched materials is monoclinic gallium oxide (β -Ga2O3), an
ultra-wide bandgap semiconductor (Eg ≈ 4.8 eV) which may
have potential as the future of high voltage power devices.1 β -
Ga2O3 can be grown from the melt,2–5 its electrical properties
can be modulated through n-type doping6–10 and its bandgap
can be engineered through Al11 and In12 alloying. Gallium
oxide can also be grown in other crystal structures. Besides
the thermodynamically stable β -Ga2O3, metastable phases,
such as: orthorhombic (κ), corundum (α), defect spinel (γ),
and cubic (δ ) can be synthesized.

Sharing some material properties with the β -phase (e.g.,
similar Eg), the κ-phase also represents another interest-
ing candidate for new generation electronic devices. One
of the main points of interest for κ-Ga2O3 is its suggested
ferroelectricity13 and high spontaneous polarization along
the [001] direction,14 potentially leading to the creation of
a controllable high density two-dimensional electron gas in
properly designed heterostructure interfaces.15–18 The biggest
challenges of the κ-Ga2O3 polymorph are (i) its stabiliza-
tion and (ii) the fine control of its electronic transport. As
for (ii), several efforts are currently directed in the suppres-
sion/control of structural defects (e.g., rotational domains
and extended defects19–21) which are the main limit for the
electrical transport. For (i), stabilizing the κ-phase is chal-
lenging considering the lack of bulk substrates, making het-
eroepitaxy via both physical- or chemical-vapor deposition
techniques (PVD, CVD) the only viable option.22 Different
substrates have been employed to stabilize (001)-oriented κ-

Ga2O3, mostly GaN (0001),20 AlN (0001),20 MgO (111),23,24

YSZ (111)23,24 and Al2O3 (0001)13,23,25–27.

Differently from CVD, the synthesis of κ-Ga2O3 through
PVD techniques (e.g., molecular beam epitaxy MBE and
pulsed laser deposition PLD) requires the introduction
of a metal catalyst (i.e., In25 or Sn23,26) resulting in a
peculiar growth mechanism defined as metal exchange
catalysis (MEXCAT)28,29 or metal-oxide catalyzed epi-
taxy (MOCATAXY).9,30–33 It has also been recently
demonstrated30 that even the use of an ultrathin layer of SnO2
leads to the stabilization of the κ-phase, without the need of
a constant catalyst supply during growth. The importance
of the deposition conditions in the stabilization of the phase
has already been highlighted both with Sn-assisted MEXCAT
growth23,26 of κ-Ga2O3 as well as κ-(AlxGa1−x)2O3.34

In addition, MEXCAT has been shown to also allow for
increased growth rates of α-Ga2O3 on m-plane Al2O3
substrates31 and for β -Ga2O3 homoepitaxy. For the latter,
MEXCAT significantly widens the substrate-temperature
(Tsub) window, spanning from 700 °C to 900 °C depending on
the growth orientation28,29,32,35 [for (100), (2̄01), (001), (010)
from lowest to highest possible Tsub]. In the homoepitaxial
growths, despite providing a continuous flow of the catalyst
no stabilization of the κ-phase was reported.28,32 Apart
from the possible role of the underlying substrate (β -Ga2O3
single crystal in the discussed case of homoepitaxy), the
stabilization of β -Ga2O3 with MEXCAT could be related
to the thermal meta-stability of the κ-phase. In fact, all the
MEXCAT-MBE Ga2O3 depositions on different substrate
orientations have been performed at Tsub ≥ 700 °C,28,29,32

while κ-Ga2O3 layers being their transformation to the
thermodynamically stable β phase upon ex-situ annealing at
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around 700 °C.36

In this work, we use In-mediated MEXCAT in an O-
plasma-assisted MBE system and identify the synthesis pa-
rameters that rule the stabilization of amorphous, β - and κ-
Ga2O3 heteroepitaxial layers. The incorporation of In, lead-
ing to the formation of (InxGa1−x)2O3 as well as impact of
substrate on nucleation are investigated. Apart from provid-
ing practical guidelines for the MBE growth of phase pure
κ/β -Ga2O3 and κ/β -(InxGa1−x)2O3 layers, the collected ex-
perimental data demonstrate how MEXCAT can be used to
significantly widen the Tsub window in β -Ga2O3 heteroepi-
taxy.

II. EXPERIMENT

Using In-mediated MEXCAT-MBE, we have grown epitax-
ial layers of Ga2O3 on α-Al2O3 (0001) (i) with and (ii) with-
out a β -Ga2O3 (2̄01) nucleation layer "nl" containing rota-
tional domains and (iii) single crystalline bulk β -Ga2O3 (2̄01)
substrates (unintentionally doped - Novel Crystal Technology,
Inc.). Prior to the growth, the α-Al2O3 (0001) substrates were
solvent cleaned using acetone and isopropanol for 5 minutes
in an ultrasonic bath, while the β -Ga2O3 (2̄01) were chemi-
cally etched and annealed as described in a previous work.28

The substrates were all O2 plasma treated inside the MBE
chamber at a Tsub of 650 °C before deposition (ΦO2 = 1 sccm,
PRF = 300 W, t = 30 min). For all the growths on sapphire
with "nl", a 20/30 nm thick β -Ga2O3 (2̄01) layer was de-
posited at Tsub = 550 °C without supplying the additional In
flux (i.e., conventional MBE). In-situ laser reflectometry (LR)
and reflection high-energy electron diffraction (RHEED) were
used to monitor the growth process. Elemental Ga and In
were supplied by double filament effusion cells with a cor-
responding beam equivalent pressure (BEP, measured at the
substrate position), of BEPGa = 3.4 x 10−7 mbar and BEPIn
= 1.2 x 10−7 mbar for all the deposited samples. The fluxes
were calibrated by measuring the growth rate of amorphous
Ga2O3 (10.6 nm/min) and In2O3 (3.5 nm/min) layers at 100
°C, assuming full cation incorporation. A fixed oxygen flux
ΦO2 = 1 sccm was provided through an rf-plasma source
(SPECS PCS). The impact of substrate temperature and ox-
idizing power on layer deposition was investigated by vary-
ing Tsub (measured through a thermocouple positioned on the
backside of the substrate) between 540-760 °C and plasma
power (PRF) between 145-225 W, respectively.

To assess the crystal structure, x-ray diffraction measure-
ments (XRD-PANalytical X’Pert Pro MRD) using the CuKα1
were performed on the grown layers in both symmetric out-
of-plane (2θ -ω) and asymmetric reflections (Φ-scan). The
surface morphology was studied both with an atomic force
microscope (AFM-Bruker Dimension Edge) in the PeakForce
tapping mode and a scanning electron microscope (SEM).
In order to locally investigate the crystal structure of mor-
phological features highlighted by AFM, electron backscat-
ter diffraction (EBSD-EDAX Hikari Super) has been per-
formed on selected samples in the SEM. The incorporation

FIG. 1: Phase diagram obtained from the MEXCAT-MBE
growths as a function of plasma power and substrate

temperature; filled symbols correspond to samples with In >
10%, half-filled to In = 3%, and open to In < 1%. Sample L
it’s represented with a star because of possible nucleation

issues (Supplementary). The sketches of the β - and κ-Ga2O3
unit cell were created using VESTA.37

of In during the MEXCAT growth was determined by time-
of-flight secondary ion mass spectrometry (ToF-SIMS IV,
iontof GmbH, Germany) using (InxGa1−x)2O3 reference sam-
ples with known In-content as explained elsewhere.28

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Phase and composition control on α-Al2O3 (0001) with
(2̄01) β -Ga2O3 nl

In Table I, we summarize the growth parameters for all the
layers grown on α-Al2O3 (0001) with (2̄01) β -Ga2O3 "nl";
the same data are also summarized in Fig. 1 highlighting the
different phases and related In incorporation as a function of
the Tsub and PRF (constant metal and oxygen fluxes).

At low temperature (Tsub= 540 °C) the growth resulted
in amorphous material (sample A). While oscillations were
recorded from LR (supplementary Fig. S1) highlighting the
deposition of a layer, the RHEED pattern of the "nl" immedi-
ately disappeared with the beginning of the MEXCAT growth
(supplementary Fig. S1). XRD data [2θ -ω scan Fig. 2(a)]
presents only the diffraction peak of the β -Ga2O3 polymorph,
related to the "nl" previously deposited without catalysis. No-
tably, at this Tsub, regardless of the PRF, epitaxial β -Ga2O3
can be deposited in conventional MBE, while the presence of
the additional In-flux results in amorphous layers. The layer
amorphization is probably related to the high amount of In in-
corporated under such synthesis conditions [around 15 cation
percent - 15 cat.% - see Fig. 2(b)] that increases the overall
structural disorder.38 The transition to the amorphous phase
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FIG. 2: (a) Exemplary XRD 2θ -ω scans highlight the difference between the different phases. (b) SIMS data for the In
incorporation into the films/layers shown in (a).

TABLE I: Growth parameters of the heteroepitaxial samples
presented in this work. All samples reported in this table
were grown on a 20/30 nm β -Ga2O3 nucleation layer on

α-Al2O3 (0001).

Samplea Pr f Tsub In Phase G.R. RMSb

(W) (°C) (cat.%) (nm/min) (nm)
A 180 540 15 Amorphous 9.8 26.8
B 180 590 14 κ 9.5 2.2
C 180 640 0.7 κ 9 4.2
D 180 705 0.04 κ+β 5.6 31.2
E 150 660 0.02 κ 6.3 13.1
F 200 640 22 Amorphous 9.5 3.8
G 145 730 0.02 β 0.9 7.7
H 200 755 0.02 β 4.5 19.5
I 225 760 0.02 β 4.9 39.8
J 200 710 8 β 7.7 3.5
K 200 680 17 β 8.8 3.5
L 225 700 3 κ+β 9.6 35.0

a BEPGa= 3.4 x 10−7mbar, BEPIn= 1.2 x 10−7mbar, O f lux = 1 sccm for all
samples

b Calculated by 5x5 µm AFM images

during MEXCAT is in agreement with findings on Sn-assisted
growth for either low Tsub

23 in PLD or too high catalyst flux
in MBE.26 Due to the enhanced disorder with increasing In
content, the presence of micro-inclusions of γ-Ga2O3 in our
layers is possible, which may not be visible with XRD. Fur-
thermore, due to overlap of the γ-Ga2O3 111 reflex and the
β -Ga2O3 2̄01 in 2θ -ω scans,39 simple out-of plane XRD mea-
surements might not be sufficient to exclude the presence of
γ-inclusions.

The systematic effect of the Tsub on phase and In incorpo-
ration can be highlighted following the series of samples A,
B, C, and D that were all deposited at the same PRF=180 W.
In particular, an increase of 50 °C with respect to the growth
temperature of sample A (sample B, Tsub = 590 °C) results

in a phase-pure κ layer which shows a decrease in the incor-
porated In content that is though still in the alloy regime [14
cat. %, XRD characterization reported in supplementary Fig.
S2]. In particular, the out-of-plane lattice constant of the κ-
(In0.14Ga0.86)2O3 alloy increases to c = 9.4 Å (with respect to
c = 9.283 Å expected for pure κ-Ga2O3).40 Both the increase
of the c lattice constant and the phase purity of the κ-layer,
despite the high In concentration, are in good agreement with
the work of Nishinaka et al. (phase separation observed just
for In concentration ≥ 20%).41 On the other hand, an In con-
tent of 28% can be incorporated using PLD while maintaining
phase pure κ-Ga2O3.42 A drastic reduction of In incorporation
while keeping the pure orthorhombic phase can be obtained
for a further increase of temperature (sample C, Tsub = 640
°C, In 0.7 %) ending up with better crystal quality [full width
at half maximum FWHM of 0.47° for the ω-rocking curve of
the 004 reflex, see supplementary Fig. S3]. The edge of the
stability window of pure κ-Ga2O3 seems to be related to the
phase transition temperature of this polymorph into the ther-
modynamically stable β -Ga2O3, in fact, sample D (Tsub = 705
°C) could be identified by both XRD [Fig. 2(a)] and EBSD
[Fig. 3(c)] as a mixed κ+β layer.

The other parameter investigated in this work, the plasma
power, is also affecting both the phase stabilization as well as
the In incorporation. A decrease of plasma power with respect
to sample C, for instance, allows to reduce the In concen-
tration down to 0.02 cat% while keeping the ortorhombic κ

phase (sample E, PRF = 150 W, Tsub = 660 °C). The reduction
of active oxygen thus favors the desorption of indium while
maintaining a high Ga incorporation (∼60 %) while maintain-
ing a similar crystal quality (FWHM = 0,52° - supplementary
Fig. S3).

On the other hand, sample F (PRF = 200 W, Tsub = 640°C)
demonstrates how an increase of 20 W with respect to the
conditions of the orthorhombic sample C drastically increases
the In incorporation up to 22 cat.%, resulting in an amor-
phous layer. This result suggests the presence of a PRF up-
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FIG. 3: (a)-(c) EBSD phase maps (3 x 3.5 µm2) superimposed on corresponding grayscale SEM images with their
corresponding AFM image (d)-(f) (5 x 5 µm2) for (a/d) sample C, (b/e) sample E, (c/f) sample D. As EBSD averages over the

three microscopic in-plane domains of κ-Ga2O3, this phase is indexed as ε-Ga2O3.

per threshold for the stability window of the κ polymorph.
As in the case of sample A, this could be related to the dis-
order induced by the large amount of incorporated In, sug-
gesting that with MEXCAT-MBE the In incorporation in κ-
(InxGa1−x)2O3 layers could be limited to In concentration be-
low 22 cat.%, in good agreement with recent findings.33 The
trend of increased In-incorporation under higher oxidizing
power (a higher plasma power used here or a higher oxygen
flow rate used in Ref.34) or lower Tsub in MEXCAT-MBE ob-
served here is in line with previously reported literature data.34

Additionally, the growth parameters in the κ stability win-
dow have an influence on the obtained thin film morphol-
ogy, which could have a strong influence on surface scatter-
ing in properly designed heterostructure (e.g., κ-AlGaO3/κ-
Ga2O3).15 We focus on the low In-content κ layers C and E.
Figure 3 shows EBSD phase maps for these in correlation to
their surface morphology measured by AFM. The different
plasma power [PRF = 180 W for Fig. 3(a) and PRF = 150 W
for Fig. 3(b)] seems to have a significant impact on the overall
morphology of the film. In the case of sample C, the layer is
smoother (rms = 4.2 nm for a thickness of 504 nm) and ho-
mogeneous with respect to sample E that presents columnar
islands with a well-defined hexagonal shape typical for the κ-
Ga2O3 layers with 120°-rotated domains (in the past giving
rise to the erroneous identification of a hexagonal ε phase).40

It is reasonable to assume that the different PRF could affect
the diffusion length of adsorbed species eventually resulting
in different layer morphologies. The rotational domains in
κ layers (expected average domains size in the range of 5-20

nm19,40) are also related to the erroneously indexed ε phase by
EBSD: since its lateral sensitivity is limited to about 20 nm,
the technique is most likely considering the contribution from
all of the three rotated domains of the orthorhombic symmetry
ending up in a misleading labelling of the κ phase.

After having identified the stability window of the or-
thorhombic Ga2O3 and (In,Ga)2O3 polymorph, the focus is
shifted to the monoclinic system. Sample G is the layer de-
posited at the lowest plasma power at substrate temperature
exceeding the stability window of the κ phase (PRF = 145 W,
Tsub = 730 °C). As expected from previously discussed ex-
perimental findings, the sample is pure β -Ga2O3 with very
limited In incorporation (0.02 cat.%). Nonetheless, in such
synthesis conditions the incorporation of the provided Ga flux
is limited to less than 10%. To enhance the growth rate (i.e.,
Ga incorporation), the PRF can be increased. Samples H and
I illustrate that at PRF values of 200 and 225 W, the single
β phase can be maintained while simultaneously retaining the
low In content of sample G (0.02 cat.%) due to the sufficiently
high Tsub (760 and 755°C respectively for H and I) with Ga
incorporation approaching 50% of the provided Ga-flux. The
β -(InxGa1−x)2O3 alloyed layers can be obtained for a suffi-
ciently high plasma power (PRF = 200 W) while the Tsub is
decreased towards the stability window of the κ polymorph
(i.e., 710 and 680°C for sample J and K respectively): partic-
ularly, phase pure monoclinic alloyed layers up to 17 cat.%
(sample K) were here demonstrated. Therefore, in the syn-
thesis parameters space investigated in this work both the κ

and β -(InxGa1−x)2O3 alloy material systems obtained via In-
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FIG. 4: (a) XRD 2θ -ω scans for the 3 different co-loaded
substrates, for all of them we can see the presence of the

k-Ga2O3 004 reflex. (b) Φ-scan for the 202 and 131 reflexes
of the κ-Ga2O3 and the 4̄01 for the β -Ga2O3 for the sample

grown on β -Ga2O3 (2̄01).

mediated MEXCAT-MBE seems to be limited to a similar
composition range approaching the 15-20 cat.%.

In this rather consistent framework, sample L seems to be
out of trend being probably mixed β /κ phase and resulting
in lower In incorporation with respect to samples K and J,
even if being deposited at higher plasma power; we consider
the presence of non-homogeneous nucleation as a possible ex-
planation. A more detailed discussion concerning a possible
non-homogeneous nucleation layer for sample L, as well as
more insight on the mixed κ/β phase are provided in the sup-
plementary material.

B. Nucleation of κ-Ga2O3 on different substrates

The growth on top of single crystalline bulk (2̄01)-oriented
β -Ga2O3 substrate could be a different system for the κ-
Ga2O3 stabilization with respect to the deposition on α-
Al2O3 (0001) + β (2̄01) nucleation layer. This is related
to the strain and structural defects (including rotational do-
mains) which are intrinsically present in the β heteroepi-
taxial nl on sapphire43–45 and that could affect the nucle-

ation of the orthorhombic polymorph and its structural quality.
Other growth techniques, such as halide vapor phase epitaxy
(HVPE) already demonstrated the possibility to stabilize the κ

phase with rotational domains on β -Ga2O3 (2̄01) substrates;20

nonetheless, to the best of our knowledge, there is no report
of MBE grown layers of κ-Ga2O3 on (2̄01) β -Ga2O3 bulk
substrates. For this growth, three different substrates where
co-loaded, a β -Ga2O3 (2̄01) single crystal, a α-Al2O3 (0001)
with a 70/80 nm β -Ga2O3 (2̄01) nucleation layer on top (con-
ventional MBE growth performed in a previous deposition
run) and a bare α-Al2O3 (0001). The growth was performed
directly with MEXCAT with the very same growth conditions
adopted for sample E, that resulted in pure κ-Ga2O3. After
the deposition, all the substrates showed the presence of the κ-
phase [Fig. 4(a)] even if a clear difference can be highlighted.
As expected the sample with a nucleation layer of 70/80 nm β -
Ga2O3 reproduced the result already seen for sample E. Direct
deposition on α-Al2O3 (0001) still resulted in the orthorhom-
bic phase as highlighted by the 004 reflex from the symmetric
on-axis 2θ -ω scan in Fig. 4(a) but with a significantly lower
intensity compared to the samples grown on the β nucleation
layer. This is probably related to the impeded nucleation of κ

directly on the bare α-Al2O3 (0001) substrate.
Instead, for the growth on the bulk (2̄01) β -Ga2O3 substrate

two different peaks at 2θ = 38.63° and 2θ = 38.96° are visi-
ble Fig. 4(a). The peak at lower 2θ angle is arising from the
β -Ga2O3 bulk substrate (supplementary Fig. S4). The reflex
at higher 2θ angle (38.96°) instead seems to be similar to the
results of Nishinaka et. al.21 for the growth of single crystal
κ-Ga2O3 on ε-GaFeO3. From rocking curve values around
the 004 reflex (FWHM = 0.68° - supplementary Fig. S5) the
crystal quality of the κ-Ga2O3 (001) layer grown on β -Ga2O3
(2̄01) single crystal seems to slightly increase in comparison
to the growth on c-Al2O3 with nucleation (FWHM = 0.78° -
supplementary Fig. S5), but is still not compatible with a κ-
Ga2O3 single crystal21 nor with a sensible enlargement of the
overall domain size.19 Nevertheless, as also shown from Φ-
scans for the κ 131 and 122 reflections [Fig. 4(b)], κ-Ga2O3
can be stabilized also on (2̄01) Ga2O3 bulk substrates with
MEXCAT-MBE. Figure 4(b) shows that rotational domains
are still present in the κ-Ga2O3 grown layer, as already seen
for halide vapor phase epitaxy.20

Our study suggests that the competing stabilization of the
κ and β polymorphs in MEXCAT is strongly affected by the
thermal stability of the metastable κ polymorph. Neverthe-
less, additional experiments may be performed in order to ex-
clude the role of strain and defects on the polymorph stabi-
lization (e.g, different β -Ga2O3 substrate orientations).

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In summary, we have used In-mediated MEXCAT in a
PAMBE system in order to identify the synthesis parameters
(substrate temperature Tsub and oxidizing power controlled by
RF plasma power PRF) that result in the formation of amor-
phous, β and κ-Ga2O3 as well as (InxGa1−x)2O3 heteroepi-
taxial layers on α-Al2O3 (0001) with a (2̄01) β -Ga2O3 nucle-
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ation layer. The deposition of κ layers can be obtained at Tsub
below its polymorph stability limit (700 °C) at sufficiently low
PRF. Increasing oxidizing power or decreasing Tsub increases
the In-incorporation, eventually inducing sufficient structural
disorder to form amorphous layers. As a result, In can be
incorporated in the κ-(InxGa1−x)2O3 alloy system at least up
to 14 cat.% without formation of amorphous layer for Tsub ≥
580 °C. The heteroepitaxial deposition of the thermodynam-
ically stable β -Ga2O3 layers can be obtained with MEXCAT
for Tsub ≥ 730 °C for various plasma powers, significantly
widening its growth window by at least 100 °C with respect
to conventional non-catalyzed MBE. β -(InxGa1−x)2O3 layers
with In concentrations as high as x = 0.17 can be obtained
when lowering the Tsub at sufficiently high plasma powers. We
have thoroughly discussed how the growth parameters can af-
fect the morphology and the crystal quality of the deposited
κ-phase layers. The comparison between the growth on de-
fective β -Ga2O3 nucleation layers, single crystalline bulk β

substrates with the same (2̄01) orientation, and pure sapphire
substrates, suggests a negligible role of strain/structural de-
fects on the κ phase stabilization by MEXCAT-MBE, but the
importance of underlying Ga2O3 for layer nucleation.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

A more detailed investigation concerning a possible non-
homogeneous nucleation layer for sample H and I, as well
as more insight on the mixed κ/β phase can be found in the
supplementary material. AFM 5x5 µm2 images and 2θ -ω
wide scan for all the layer grown on α-Al2O3 (0001) with β -
Ga2O3 (2̄01) nl can also be found.
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Supplementary Material
Phase-selective growth of κ- vs β -Ga2O3 and (InxGa1−x)2O3 by In-mediated metal exchange

catalysis in plasma-assisted molecular beam epitaxy
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FIG. 1: (a) Laser reflectometry showing the growth rate of an epilayer object of this study (sample A). RHEED pattern of the
(b) α-Al2O3 substrate, (c) after the growth of the β -Ga2O3 (2̄01) nucleation layer and (d) after the MEXCAT growth of an

amorphous layer (sample A).
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FIG. 2: (a) XRD 2θ -ω and (b) φ scan referred to a (InxGa1−x)2O3 (sample B).
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FIG. 3: XRD rocking-curves and respective FWHM of the κ-Ga2O3 004 reflex for sample C (a) and sample E (b).
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FIG. 4: XRD 2θ -ω scan of a bulk β -Ga2O3 (2̄01) substrate (red) and of the κ-Ga2O3 (001) grown on top of a β -Ga2O3 (2̄01)
substrate (black). Both the scan were performed for the same in-plane orientation aligning using the -401 reflex of β -Ga2O3

(2̄01)
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FIG. 5: XRD rocking-curves and respective FWHM of the κ-Ga2O3 004 reflex for (a) the sample grown on α-Al2O3 with a
70/80 nm of β -nucleation layer, (b) sample grown on β -Ga2O3 (2̄01)

Sample A Sample B Sample C Sample D

Sample FSample E

RMS = 4.2 nm

Sample G

RMS = 13.1 nm

Sample H

RMS = 31.2 nm

Sample JSample I

RMS = 7.7 nm

Sample LSample K

RMS = 19.5 nm

RMS = 39.8 nm

RMS = 26.8 nm

RMS = 3.5 nm RMS = 3.5 nm

RMS = 2.2 nm

RMS = 2.2 nm

RMS = 0.7 nm

RMS = 35.0 nm

FIG. 6: 5x5 µm2 AFM images of all the samples grown on the 20/30 nm β -Ga2O3 (2̄01) on α-Al2O3 (0001) presented in the
work with their relative RMS value.
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FIG. 7: XRD 2θ -ω wide scans for all the samples grown on the 20/30 nm β -Ga2O3 (2̄01) on α-Al2O3 (0001) presented in the
work.
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MIXED β/κ-PHASE AND POSSIBLE NUCLEATION ISSUES

Sample L present a morphology [Fig. S8(a)] which is inhomogeneous on a µm scale with the presence of large islands with
rather flat surfaces and rounded edges rising from a rougher bottom background.

In atomic %

Area 1 0.08

Area 2 1.71

(a)

(b)

Phase

b-Ga2O3

e-Ga2O3

FIG. 8: (a) SEM/EDX image showing the peculiar island formation and the respective In content for the two different
morphologies for sample L. (b) EBSD phase map with underlying SEM image image for the β (blue) and κ (gold) polymorphs.

EDX on the two different areas [Fig. 8(a)] highlight a different In content, showing a higher amount for the flat surface area.
Combining SEM and EBSD data [Fig. 8(b)] shows that the islands are mainly κ-Ga2O3 (misindexed as ε phase as discussed in
the main manuscript), while the rougher background corresponds to β -Ga2O3. We cannot exclude that in both the depositions in
which we achieved a mixed β /κ-phase (sample L and D), the deposition conditions should result in pure κ stabilization but, due
to nucleation issues in the MEXCAT growth, the layer is just growing on a certain area, i.e., the detected β fraction is resulting
from the β -Ga2O3 nucleation layer previously deposited without MEXCAT. Alternatively, we can consider the possibility of a
competition between the β - and κ-phases under such synthesis conditions. In particular, a hypothesis is that growth conditions
that allow for the deposition of β -Ga2O3 without the catalytic element could induce a competition between the “standard” and
the In-mediated MEXCAT process, eventually resulting in the mixed β /κ layer. To rule this out, a standard PAMBE growth
with the same condition of sample D (but without providing an additional In-flow) was performed on a α-Al2O3 (0001) with a
16 nm [Fig. S9(a)] thick β -Ga2O3 nucleation layer on top. From both in-situ (LR and RHEED) and ex-situ (XRR and XRD)
[Fig. 9(a) and (b)] characterization we did not observe any growth without MEXCAT, therefore excluding the possibility of the
two competing growth processes. Another possibility is that initially the κ-phase is stabilized by the MEXCAT, but the substrate
temperature is very close to the one of the phase transition, therefore resulting in a different competition mechanism between
the two polymorphs; the κ polymorph in fact is thermally stable up to 700 ◦C but could show already some minor phase change
at 650 ◦C; to clarify this point would require additional characterizations which are currently out of the scope of this work.
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FIG. 9: (a) XRR and (b) 2θ -ω scan before and after standard PAMBE growth showing that no epilayer has been grown on top
of the nucleation layer.


