The role of step edge diffusion in epitaxial crystal growth

S. Schinzer ?, M. Kinne, M. Biehl, and W. Kinzel

Institut für Theoretische Physik, Julius-Maximilians-Universität Würzburg, Am Hubland, D-97074 Würzburg, Germany

The role of step edge diffusion (SED) in epitaxial growth is investigated. To this end we revisit and extend a recently introduced simple cubic solidon-solid model, which exhibits the formation and coarsening of pyramid or mound like structures. By comparing the limiting cases of absent, very fast (significant), and slow SED we demonstrate how the details of this process control both the shape of the emerging structures as well as the scaling behavior. We find a sharp transition from significant SED to intermediate values of SED, and a continuous one for vanishing SED. We argue that one should be able to control these features of the surface in experiments by variation of the flux and substrate temperature.

Key words: Computer simulations; Models of surface kinetics; Growth; Surface Diffusion; Surface structure, morphology, roughness, and topography; PACS: 81.10.Aj, 05.70.Ln, 68.55.-a

1 Introduction

The investigation of non-equilibrium growth processes has attracted considerable attention in the past decades. Despite the lack of a general theory as in thermal equilibrium systems, significant progress has been achieved using the concept of self-affine growing surfaces (see [1] for an introduction and overview).

Molecular beam epitaxy (MBE) is a standard technique to obtain high quality crystals needed for e.g. semiconductor devices. In MBE particles are evaporated from an oven, cross a vacuum chamber and are deposited on a substrate. The particles diffuse on the growing surface and a relatively low incoming flux allows for the formation of nearly perfect crystals. Much effort has been

⋆ Corresponding author. FAX:+49-931-888-4604; e-mail: schinzer@physik.uniwuerzburg.de

Preprint submitted to Elsevier Preprint 21 July 1999 devoted to a theoretical understanding of MBE growth and the various morphologies and scaling behaviors observed in experiments, see e.g. [2] for an overview of experimental investigations and [3] for a recent review of theoretical approaches. Several simple models have been proposed to describe specific aspects of MBE [4,5], but no unified scaling picture has yet emerged. Many of these models fail to explain the frequently observed slope selection, i.e. the formation of pyramids or mounds on the growing surface which show a constant inclination (independent of time) [6–12]. In terms of a continuum description slope selection has been suggested to be due to the balance of upward and downward currents on the surface [13,14]. Only recently, processes similar to step edge diffusion have been considered in the study of continuum equations [15,16]. So-called full diffusion models of MBE frequently take into account step edge diffusion [17–21]. There, microscopic energies are used to parameterize activated jump rates of the particles. However, simulations of these models are very time consuming which prevents a precise determination of the scaling laws. In the (commonly used) simplest models SED is not included explicitly^1 [17]. Whereas the effect of SED on submonolayer growth has been adressed by several authors [18–20], its influence on mound formation and coarsening has not been investigated [17,21].

Recently, we have introduced a simple cubic solid-on-solid model of epitaxial growth [22] in which slope selection emerges from the competition of two mechanisms:

(A) When a particle arrives at the surface its residual momentum perpendicular to the substrate enables it to move to a site of lower height, if such a site is available within a neighborhood of radius R_i.

(B) Otherwise, the particle diffuses on a terrace of the surface until it binds to an upward step or meets another diffusing particle. This latter nucleation is taken into account in a simple manner by means of a maximum diffusion length ℓ_D. Furthermore, a large Ehrlich-Schwoebel barrier rules out downward moves to lower terraces. Hence, such downward moves are only possible upon arrival through process (A).

The incorporation (A) of particles constitutes a downward current (downward funneling or transient diffusion [23,24]) whereas the Schwoebel effect (B) yields an effective upward current [25,26]. Both currents are slope dependent and their cancellation gives rise to the formation of mounds with a constant inclination as shown in [22]. At later stages, mounds grow and merge until a single one remains which occupies the entire substrate.

In this article we demonstrate that the features of the growing surface depend crucially on another mechanism, the diffusion of particles along step edges

1 The diffusion along a step edge or the detachment away from a step have the same energy barrier.

(SED):

(C) A particle which is incorporated (A) or reaches an edge by diffusion (B) can hereupon move randomly along the edge until it finds an additional in-plane neighbor at a kink site. In analogy to process (B), SED is also limited by a maximum diffusion length ℓ_{SED}.

We want to mention, that a similar model has been studied by Bartelt and Evans [27]. However, they achieved smooth step edges not by means of SED. Rather, they artificially enforced square based shaped islands by explicitly rearranging them after the attachment of particles without treating the intersection of islands in a realistic way.

In this paper we investigate the following limiting cases for ℓ_{SED} (note that all length scales will be given in lattice constants):

- significant SED (i.e. ℓ_{SED} of the order of the system size L) in Sec. 3.1, - vanishing SED (ℓ_{SED} = 1, Sec. 3.2) which is shown to be comparable to growth with an additional Ehrlich–Schwoebel barrier for SED (Sec. 3.3) which we will refer to as restricted SED, - and no SED (ℓ_{SED} =0) in Sec. 3.4.

In addition, the crossover for intermediate values of ℓ_{SED} is investigated in Sec. 4. Concluding remarks are given in Sec. 5.

2 Model description

We consider the deposition of particles on a simple square lattice and assume that a solid-on-solid restriction is fulfilled, i.e. the surface can be described by an integer data array of heights h(x, y). The discussion is restricted to models with an incorporation radius R_i = 1 in process (A). Greater values should only change the average terrace width of the resulting mounds. A simple argument for this was already given in [22]: the frequency of downward moves (A) on a given terrace of width ℓ_T is proportional to R_i. If ℓ_D > ℓ_T the upward current is proportional to ℓ_T − R_i. Only for ℓ_T = 2R_i these currents cancel and slope selection is achieved. The diffusion on terraces (B) is simulated explicitly as a random walk which is restricted to sites of equal height. The assumption of an infinite Ehrlich–Schwoebel barrier is not unrealistic. Values of 0.2 eV have been reported for metal homoepitaxy [28,29]. At room temperature this implies that diffusion is by a factor 2000 faster than jumps over step edges. Clearly, smaller Ehrlich–Schwoebel barriers increase the downward current and lead to larger terrace widths [30].

Starting from a flat substrate in MBE, the initial number of mounds can be controlled by the flux of the deposited particles. In our model, this effect (deriving from the interplay between many particles) is described in a simplistic manner: If a particle has not found an upward step edge after n_D moves it is treated as if it had met another particle and formed an immobile nucleus. The diffusion length ℓ_D is thus related to the distance of islands in the sub-monolayer regime and corresponds to the mean free path in a density of diffusing particles. On compact non-fractal terraces a maximum number of diffusion steps n_D corresponds to ℓ_D = √ n_D. Theories [31] and simulations [32] predict in this case that ℓ_D ∝ (D/F )^{1/6} with the diffusion constant D and the flux F of arriving particles. In our model neither the temperature nor the flux can be varied explicitly but enters indirectly through ℓ_D. In all simulations presented here we have set ℓ_D = 15, which merely fixes the initial number of mounds on the substrate [22]. Since SED is an effectively one-dimensional process we can replace it by a deterministic search for the nearest kink site within a distance ±ℓ_{SED} along the step edge. To begin with, we assume that no further restriction applies to the SED; the presence of a barrier at step edge corners will be discussed later. Again, the characteristic length ℓ_{SED} can be related to the reduced flux f (per unit length) and the corresponding diffusion constant δ: ℓ_{SED} ∝ (δ/f)^{1/4}.

Only after the particle has reached its final position a new particle is placed randomly on the surface. This very efficient algorithm allows for the simulation of large systems over several decades in time which is well beyond the capabilities of conventional full diffusion models. As our model does not include the possibility of desorption, time can be expressed in terms of monolayers, i.e. the total number of deposited particles divided by the system size L^2.

3 Limiting cases

In all models considered here, an initial fast formation of mounds is observed. In the presence of SED (3.1,3.2,3.3) the slope remains unchanged in the subsequent coarsening process. Hence the ratio of the lateral mound size and their height remains constant. Only in the absence of SED (3.4) we observe time dependent slopes.

3.1 Significant SED

In our earlier investigation of the limit of significant SED (ℓ_{SED} = O(L)) we observed two distinct regimes: First, pyramids (their number is of the order of L^2/ℓ^2_D) with a well defined slope form and their square shaped bases reflect a) b)

c) d) Fig. 1. Snapshots of the surfaces after growth of 64 (panel a) or 128 monolayers (all others). Windows of size 70 × 70 sites are shown; simulations were performed on a square lattice with L = 140, ℓ_D = 15. Pictures correspond to: ℓ_{SED} = 2L (panel a), ℓ_{SED} = 1 (b), no SED (ℓ_{SED} = 0) (c), and SED in the presence of an infinite barrier at corners (d) with ℓ_{SED} = 2.

the lattice structure, cf. Fig. 1(a). Then, a coarsening process starts which is characterized by two scaling exponents. The surface width w = q_{⟨(h(x, y) − ⟨h⟩)2⟩} increases according to a power law w ∝ t^β with a growth exponent β ≈ 0.45. We observe that w saturates after a time t� ∝ L^z at a value w_{sat} ∝ L^α where the dynamic exponent z satisfies z = α/β. This corresponds to the scaling picture of Family and Vicsek for self-affine surfaces [33]. In the saturation state only one pyramid of the size of the system remains in our model. As a direct consequence of slope selection the saturation width increases linearly with L. Hence the roughness exponent is α = 1 (and z = 1/β ≈ 2.20).

It is intuitively clear that fast SED should result in a very rapid coarsening of the structures. Whenever two pyramids merge, as for instance shown in Fig. 1 (a), material is moved efficiently along the straight edges towards the region where the base terraces touch and a large density of kink sites is provided. Hence fast SED fills the inner corners at the regions of contact.

Fig. 2. The evolution of the reduced surface width for the model with restricted SED with ℓ_{SED} = 2 (upper curve, w_{red} multiplied by 5) and without a barrier at step edge corners with ℓ_{SED} = 1 (lower curve). Here, the values w_i = 0.62 (upper) and w_i = 0.67 (lower curve) have been used for all system sizes, L = 80(△), 100(3), 128(2), 140(ffi), 256(×), 512(+). Averages are over 10 independent simulations, standard error bars would be smaller than the size of the symbols.

3.2 Vanishing SED

Systems in which the particles are nearly immobile at step edges still exhibit slope selection with α = 1, but otherwise a significantly different scaling behavior is found. In this section we will investigate the limiting case ℓ_{SED} = 1. The extension to larger ℓ_{SED} of order one will be postponed until Sec. 4. Fig. 2 (lower curve) shows the evolution of the surface width with time for ℓ_{SED} = 1. Here, an intrinsic width w_i has been taken into account. Following [1] we have plotted w_{red} =

q_{(w2 − w2i )2 where wi is an L-independent contribution to}

the total width. In our model, one source of the intrinsic width is clearly the initial slope selection process. The value of w_i = 0.67 is close to the estimate ℓ_D/(2R_i √ 72) ≈ 0.88 for perfect square pyramids of size ℓ_D and slope 1/2R_i which are formed within the first t_0 monolayers of growth. As w_i is less than one monolayer, it can be neglected in the long time limit. Curves for different system sizes collapse under the scaling assumption for the reduced width w_{red} with α = 1 and z = 4.0 respectively β = 0.25.

The lack of a rapid transportation of material along edges has two consequences for the surface morphology. First, as expected, the shape of the growing mounds is rounded, as can be seen in Fig. 1(b). No long range smoothening mechanism favors the orientation of edges along the lattice vectors. Furthermore, the coarsening is driven mainly by fluctuations of the particle deposition and hence is much slower than the SED assisted process.

The observed exponent z = 4.0 coincides with the results of [13,14] obtained in continuum models without explicit SED mechanism. It is also interesting to note the agreement with a recent hypothesis of Tang, Šmilauer, and Vvedensky [34] that purely noise assisted coarsening should be characterized by z = 2 + d for growth on d-dimensional substrates in the presence of slope selection.

A particular difficulty should be noted with respect to the observation of the saturation behavior. In the late stages of growth only a few mounds are present. The merging of these last structures seems to depend crucially on the actual configuration, i.e. their relative position. This was already observed for the case of fast SED and can lead to a cascade like increase of w close to saturation with metastable configurations persisting over relatively large times.

3.3 Ehrlich–Schwoebel effect for SED

Next we discuss the influence of an energy barrier for SED around corner sites. In analogy to the Schwoebel-effect one can argue that moves around the corners of terrace edges should be suppressed. Indeed, there is experimental and theoretical evidence for such an effect, see for instance [18,35] and references therein.

As a clear limiting case we consider the presence of an infinite barrier at terrace corners, referred to as restricted SED in the following. Hence, the movement of particles through SED (process C) is always limited to a straight portion of the edge. If no additional binding partner can be reached within a distance ±ℓ_{SED}, the particle remains immobile, hereby increasing the density of kinks. We find that the favored shape of terraces corresponds to squares which are tilted with respect to the lattice vectors by 45^o (diamonds) and offer the maximum possible number of kink sites. In Fig. 1(d) a snapshot of an accordingly growing surface is shown. Pyramids with diamond shaped bases and a stable slope have emerged in contrast to the rounded cones of Fig. 1(b). This observation becomes obvious if one considers an initially square shaped pyramid base. A particle diffusing at a straight step edge will be reflected by the corners which leads to an effective flux towards the center of the step edge. Therefore, extended terraces aligned with the lattice axis are unstable.

Despite the obvious differences in surface morphology, the scaling behavior of the systems with and without restriction of SED is approximately the same for small ℓ_{SED}. In Fig. 2 we compare the evolution of the corresponding (reduced) width w_{red}; the data rescale under the assumption z = 4.0 and β = 0.25 in both cases. Again, the coarsening is driven mainly by deposition noise and hence it is relatively slow compared to the model with fast, unrestricted SED.

Note that the actual value of ℓ_{SED} should be largely irrelevant in restricted

Fig. 3. Temporal evolution of the surface width w divided by the typical distance ξ on the surface. The symbol (△) represents the model with restricted SED, here ℓ_{SED} = 2, system size L = 512, 11 independent simulation runs (the last 6 points are only from 3 runs). Unrestricted SED: (×) ℓ_{SED} = 1, L = 256, 70 runs; (ffi) ℓ_{SED} = 2, L = 256, 70 runs. In the absence of SED (3, L = 512, 44 runs, the last two points are from 21 runs, standard error bars are shown) w/ξ follows a power law, the solid line corresponds to (α − 1)/z = −0.08.

SED. After a (ℓ_{SED}-dependent) transient, diamond shaped terraces should always emerge, along which particles can diffuse only a few steps in any case. We will study the validity of this simplifying argument in a forthcoming project.

3.4 Growth without SED

Fig. 1(c) shows a snapshot of a surface grown in the absence of SED. As for unrestricted SED with small but non-zero ℓ_{SED}, the emerging structures are rounded. However, the total lack of smoothening SED leads to very rugged terrace edges. As we will see below, the system does not select a stable constant slope of the mounds. Apparently, the absence of well defined extended terraces makes the effective cancellation of downhill and uphill currents impossible. Clearly, our simple argument yielding a mean terrace width 2R_i is not applicable here.

The above mentioned difficulty in observing saturation is particularly pronounced for ℓ_{SED} = 0. Metastable surface configurations with very few remaining mounds persist already in fairly small systems and reduce the usefulness of scaling plots analogous to Fig. 2. Hence, we have determined first β from the simulation of large systems without attempting to achieve saturation. We find a value of β ≈ 0.20, which clearly demonstrates the importance of step edge diffusion: the mere presence of SED with ℓ_{SED} = 1 already changes the growth exponent to β = 0.25 as shown above.

Fig. 4. Continuous rise of β from 0.25 to 0.33 for small values of ℓ_{SED}. 2^{15} = 32768 ML were deposited on a system of size 256 × 256. The diffusion length was set to ℓ_D = 15. The w(t) curve was averaged over at least 7 independent simulation runs. Error bars are standard deviations of a nonlinear fit to the power law in the range 4 ML – 32768 ML.

In order to determine a second scaling exponent we have analysed the Fourier transform of the growing surfaces. For all simulations at all times a pronounced maximum in the Fourier spectrum is observed, which can be used to extract a typical distance ξ on the surface. The scaling behavior of ξ, which corresponds to the typical mound size, is given by the dynamic exponent: ξ ∝ t^{1/z}. Numerically we obtain a value of z < 4 which together with β ≈ 0.20 implies α < 1 in the absence of SED. In Fig. 3 the quantity w/ξ is plotted which scales like w/ξ ∝ t^{(α}�^{1)/z} with time. The upper three curves correspond to the system with slow SED (ℓ_{SED} = 1, 2) and the model with restricted SED (here ℓ_{SED} = 2). In all these cases w/ξ is roughly constant for large times as expected from the observed slope selection with α = 1. However, in the absence of SED the quantity follows a power with an exponent (α − 1)/z in the vicinity of −0.08, i.e. α ≈ 0.7, which clearly indicates the absence of slope selection. Note that these findings do support the hypothesis of [34] that for general noise assisted coarsening 2β + d/z = 1, which is fullfilled in this case with β = 0.2, α = 0.7, and z = α/β = 3.5.

The consequences of α < 1 for the persistence of mounds in the limit t → ∞ remains unclear at this stage, even though we have realized t ≈ 10^5. Our main point here, however, is to demonstrate the absence of slope selection.

4 Crossover behavior

We now turn to the investigation of intermediate values of ℓ_{SED}. One could speculate that for any finite ℓ_{SED} ≪ L the limiting case of vanishing SED (i.e. ℓ_{SED} = 1) should be reached as t → ∞. However, fig. 4 supports a value of

Fig. 5. Crossover from fast SED to vanishing SED for large, intermediate values of ℓ_{SED}. The straight lines correspond to w ∝ t^{0.33} and w ∝ t^{0.45}. The simulations were carried out on a 1024 × 1024 lattice with ℓ_D = 15. The different symbols correspond to ℓ_{SED} = 50 (×), 80 (2), and 100 (◯).

β = 0.33 for all ℓ_{SED} ≥ 4. In these simulations we deposited 2^{15} = 32768 ML but no indication for a crossover to β = 0.25 was found. We believe that the mean terrace width (here: 2R_i = 2) determines the value of ℓ_{SED} at which β = 0.33 is reached. Clearly, the lateral fluctuations of the step edges are related to SED. Higher values of ℓ_{SED} reduce the lateral fluctuations. On the other hand, if the fluctuations become so large that they sense the terrace border, the growth behavior should change. We will investigate the validity of this speculative argument in a forthcoming project. We should be able to confirm our hypothesis by increasing R_i or reducing the Ehrlich–Schwoebel barrier, both yielding an increased mean terrace width.

Both exponents, β = 0.33 and β = 0.45, are relevant values of the growth exponent as can be most easily identified in fig. 5. There, we investigate the crossover for models with relatively high values of ℓ_{SED} compared to the terrace width. Therefore, the simulation of large systems was necessary and we chose L = 1024. The time needed for the simulations was several weeks on a HP9000/715. As a consequence, the data are calculated from a single simulation run. Nevertheless, our results support the following picture: Initially, the structures are small compared to ℓ_{SED}. Hence, we obtain the scaling behavior of significant SED with β = 0.45. When the typical size ξ of the structures becomes of the order of ℓ_{SED} the SED is no longer significant and the growth exponent drops down to β = 0.33. The time t� when the crossover occurs therefore depends on ℓ_{SED} like t� ∝ ℓ^z_{SED} (since ℓ_{SED} ≈ ξ ∝ t^{1/z}� ) which is in accordance with the data presented in fig. 5. It should be possible to observe the scaling with β = 0.45 in experiments if SED is sufficiently fast in the investigated material. One might speculate that this is the case in [8] where a value β ≈ 0.5 was observed in the growth of Cu(001) at T = 200K.

5 Conclusions

In summary, our findings show qualitatively and quantitatively that the features of epitaxial growth processes depend crucially on the presence of step edge diffusion and its detailed properties. This offers a possible explanation for the large variety of surface morphologies and scaling properties observed in experiment and simulation. In particular, since the SED–constant δ is controlled by temperature, low (high) values of ℓ_{SED} should be realized at low (high) T . Hence, the observation of β ≈ 0.25 at low T and β ≈ 0.5 at high T in [8] could be due to the influence of SED. In this case, the change of the scaling exponent should be reflected by a change of the morphology.

We find slope selection (hence α = 1) for all simulations with non–zero step edge diffusion. With ℓ_{SED} = 1 we find β = 0.25 resp. z = 4.0. With increasing step edge diffusion the growth exponent rises continuously to β = 0.33. For intermediate values of 2R_i ≪ ℓ_{SED} ≪ L we observe initially the growth exponent of SED–assisted coarsening β = 0.45. When the size of the structures becomes comparable to the step edge diffusion length, β changes to β = 0.33. Preliminary results for finite values of the Ehrlich–Schwoebel barrier with our model (not discussed here) as well as kinetic Monte–Carlo simulations [36] indicate that the coarsening behavior is not affected by the actual value of the Ehrlich–Schwoebel barrier. Clearly, small Ehrlich–Schwoebel barriers increase the time for mound formation and the asymptotic scaling exponents will be more difficult to obtain via computer simulations.

Assuming mass currents driven by surface energetics, the authors of [34] obtain also z = 4 in d = 2 dimensions. Even though SED might be interpreted as such a mass current, we obtain a significantly different result for ℓ_{SED} ≥ 4. The reason for this discrepancy remains unclear at present.

Forthcoming investigations will address more realistic models, for instance with finite energy barriers at downward steps for which we expect more insight into the increase of the growth exponent from β = 0.25 to β = 0.33. For additional barriers in step edge diffusion at corners we expect a non-trivial crossover behavior, as well.

Acknowledgement

This work is supported by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft through SFB 410.

References

[1] A.-L. Barabási and H.E. Stanley. Cambridge University Press, 1995. [2] J. Krim and G. Palasantzas. International Journal of Modern Physics B, 9(6):599–632, 1995.

[3] J. Krug. Advances in Physics, 46(2):139, 1997.

[4] D.E. Wolf and J. Villain. Europhysics Letters, 13:389–394, 1990. [5] S. Das Sarma and S.V. Ghaisas. Physical Review Letters, 69(26):3762–3765, 1992.

[6] K. Thürmer, R. Koch, M. Weber, and K.H. Rieder. Physical Review Letters, 75(9):1767, 1995.

[7] J.A. Stroscio, D.T. Pierce, M.D. Stiles, A. Zangwill, and L.M. Sander. Physical Review Letters, 75(23):4246–4249, 1995.

[8] H.-J. Ernst, F. Fabre, R. Folkerts, and J. Lapujoulade. Physical Review Letters, 72(1):112–115, 1994.

[9] J.-K. Zuo and J.F. Wendelken. Physical Review Letters, 78(14):2791–2794, 1997.

[10] M.D. Johnson, C. Orme, A.W. Hunt, D. Graff, J. Sudijono, L.M. Sander, and B.G. Orr. Physical Review Letters, 72(1):116–119, 1994.

[11] C. Orme, M.D. Johnson, K.-T. Leung, B.G. Orr, P. Šmilauer, and D.D. Vvedensky. Journal of Crystal Growth, 150:128–135, 1995.

[12] S. Oehling, M. Ehinger, T. Gerhard, C.R. Becker, G. Landwehr, M. Schneider, D. Eich, H. Neureiter, R. Fink, M. Sokolowski, and E. Umbach. Applied Physics Letters, 1998. in press.

[13] M. Siegert and M. Plischke. Physical Review Letters, 73(11):1517–1520, 1994. [14] M. Rost and J. Krug. Physical Review E, 55(4):3952–3957, 1997. [15] M. Siegert. Preprint, 1999.

[16] A.A. Golovin, S.H. Davis, and A.A. Nepomnyashchy. Physical Review E, 59(1):803–825, 1999.

[17] P. Šmilauer and D.D. Vvedensky. Physical Review B, 52(19):14263–14272, 1995. [18] I. Furman and O. Biham. Physical Review B, 55:7917, 1997. [19] O. Biham, I. Furman, M. Karimi, G. Vidali, R. Kennet, and H. Zeng. Surface Science, 400:29, 1998.

[20] A.K. Swan, Zhu-Pei Shi, J.F. Wendelken, and Zhenyu Zhang. Surface Science Letters, 391:L1205–L1211, 1997.

[21] J.G. Amar and F. Family. Physical Review B, 54(20):14742–14753 [22] M. Biehl, W. Kinzel, and S. Schinzer. Europhysics Letters, 41(4):443–448, 1998. [23] J.W. Evans, D.E. Sanders, P.A. Thiel, and A.E. DePristo. Physical Review B, 41(8):5410–5413, 1990.

[24] Y. Yue, Y.K. Ho, and Z.Y. Pan. Physical Review B, 57(11):6685–6688, 1998. [25] G. Ehrlich and F.G. Hudda. Journal of Chemical Physics, 44:1039, 1966. [26] R.L. Schwoebel and E.J. Shipsey. Journal of Applied Physics, 37(10):3682–3686, 1966.

[27] M.C. Bartelt and J.W. Evans. Physical Review Letters, 75(23):4250–4253, 1995. [28] P. Stoltze. J. Phys.: Condens. Matter, 6:9495–9517, 1994. [29] P. Šmilauer and S. Harris. Physical Review B, 51(20):14798–14801, 1995. [30] S. Schinzer, S. Köhler, G. Reents, and W. Kinzel. Preprint, 1999. [31] J. Villain, A. Pimpinelli, L. Tang, and D. Wolf. Journal de Physique I, 2(11):2107–2121, 1992.

[32] H. Jeong, B. Kahng, and D.E. Wolf. Physica A, 245:355–360, 1997. [33] F. Family and T. Vicsek. Journal of Physics A, 18:L75–L81, 1985. [34] Lei-Han Tang, P. Šmilauer, and D.D. Vvedensky. The European Physical Journal B, 2:409–412, 1998.

[35] M. Schroeder, P. Šmilauer, and D.E. Wolf. Physical Review B, 55(16):10814– 10818, 1997.

[36] S. Schinzer, M. Sokolowski, M. Biehl, and W. Kinzel. Physical Review B, in press