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Introducing superconductivity into group IV elements by doping has long promised a pathway
to introduce quantum functionalities into well-established semiconductor technologies. The non-
equilibrium hyperdoping of group III atoms into Si or Ge has successfully shown superconductivity
can be achieved, however, the origin of superconductivity has been obscured by structural disorder
and dopant clustering. Here, we report the epitaxial growth of hyperdoped Ga:Ge films by molecular
beam epitaxy with extreme hole concentrations (nh = 4.15 × 1021 cm−3, 17.9% Ga substitution)
that yield superconductivity with a critical temperature of TC = 3.5 K, and an out-of-plane critical
field of 1 T at 270 mK. Synchrotron-based X-ray absorption and scattering methods reveal that Ga
dopants are substitutionally incorporated within the Ge lattice, introducing a tetragonal distortion
to the crystal unit cell. Our findings, corroborated by first-principles calculations, suggest that the
structural order of Ga dopants creates a flat band for the emergence of superconductivity in Ge,
establishing hyperdoped Ga:Ge as a low-disorder, epitaxial superconductor-semiconductor platform.

I. INTRODUCTION

Integrating superconductors with semiconductor
heterostructures is emerging as a central theme across
quantum technologies. By combining these distinct
material classes, devices can leverage macroscopic
superconducting coherence with semiconductor micro-
scopic degrees of freedom to enable technologies such as
magnetic field sensors, single-photon detectors, low noise
amplifiers, and new potential avenues for realization
of topological superconductivity [1–3] and the devel-
opment of gate-tunable transmon (gatemon) qubits [4–8].

Germanium has emerged as a critical semiconductor
for quantum devices due to its compatibility with silicon
foundry processes (including SiGe alloying), record high
hole mobilities [9], and strong spin-orbit coupling [10].
Given the maturity and versatility of Ge, recent work
has focused on quantum coherent phenomena in the
context of circuit quantum electrodynamics [10, 11], and
Ge remains at the forefront of searches for topological
electronic states [12]. For Ge-based quantum devices,
traditional superconductors (Al, Nb, NbTiN) and newer
candidates (PtSiGe, TaGe) [12, 13] are promising due to
their compatibility with Ge and SiGe material platforms
and processes. However, interfacial and bulk disorder
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remains a concern for superconductor-semiconductor
devices as it is known to limit device performance and
is believed to suppress topological superconductivity [14].

In recent years, there has been great progress in
developing single epitaxial interfaces between su-
perconductors and III/V semiconductors (S-Sm)
[1, 15]. Yet, a critical challenge remains in creating
superconductor-semiconductor-superconductor (S-Sm-S)
hybrid platforms due to surface energy mismatch during
thin film epitaxy leading to three-dimensional growth
[16], chemical intermixing at metal-semiconductor
interfaces [16, 17], and the need for coherent interfaces
rather than amorphous stacks [18]. Minimizing material
disorder is critical for avoiding quasiparticle poisoning
[19–21], decreasing two-level system centers for qubits
[22], ensuring reproducible transport characteristics
in (epitaxial vertical) Josephson junctions [18], and
exploring exotic quantum phases of matter [14, 23].
One promising way forward is to sidestep disordered
interfaces between dissimilar materials and induce
superconductivity within a semiconducting host that
can be grown via thin film epitaxy [24].

In covalent semiconductors such as diamond, heavy
doping (e.g. with boron) can lead to superconductivity
[25]. A similar approach has been extended to Ge using
extremely high p-type doping levels, far exceeding what
is typical for standard semiconductor devices [26–28].
These high doping levels, above the miscibility limit
of Ga in crystalline Ge (1.8 at.% at 300 K [29]), are
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typically introduced by high-energy techniques such
as ion implantation and flash annealing. While these
doping strategies lead to superconductivity [26–28],
key open questions include the presence and role of
Ga clusters, dopant site preference in the presence of
disorder, and the role of superconducting weak links.
Nevertheless, materials like hyperdoped Ga:Ge are an
attractive option because they could enable fully epi-
taxial superconductor-semiconductor heterostructures
from the same host material, in contrast to traditional
material platforms like Al-InAs.

Here, we report on the molecular beam epitaxy (MBE)
growth, superconducting properties, and structure of hy-
perdoped Ga:Ge. Film growth takes place near room
temperature (∼ 60-100◦C) and leverages the surfactant
behavior of Ga to enhance surface adatom mobility, en-
abling the preservation of smooth surfaces and single-
crystallinity. This behavior is observed during mon-
itoring with reflection high-energy electron diffraction
(RHEED) and more details are presented in the Supple-
mental dataset, Figure S5. For films with an expected Ga
doping concentration of 17.9%, we observe a supercon-
ducting transition at 3.5 K and a carrier concentration
of 4.15 × 1021 holes cm−3 (corresponding to 51% doping
efficiency). Employing a suite of short- and long-range
structural characterization techniques, we demonstrate
that Ga substitution is energetically favored within the
Ge host lattice, slightly expanding its unit cell such that
it becomes tetragonally distorted via epitaxial clamp-
ing, similar to the β-Sn phase (tetragonal diamond-type
structure). Density functional theory (DFT) calculations
of hyperdoped Ga:Ge show a substantial Fermi level shift
into the valence band and the flattening of electronic
bands at the R point in the Brillouin zone. Our findings
establish that superconductivity arises intrinsically from
substitutional Ga-doping and flat band physics rather
than Ga-cluster-mediated superconducting weak links.

Figure 1a presents a summary of ion implantation and
MBE work on superconducting Ge thin films presenting
the superconducting transition temperature, TC , as a
function of hole carriers as measured from Hall measure-
ments, nHall. MBE samples of this work are shown as
solid circles. We observe TC values varying from 0.6 K
to 3.5 K across the range of carrier concentrations of
1-9 × 1021 cm−3, with no superconductivity observed
below 1 × 1021 cm−3. Compared to previous reports
on MBE-grown samples [30], these samples exhibit
larger carrier concentrations that are more comparable
to ion implantation strategies [26–28], albeit with a
slight reduction in superconducting TC . We note a
rough trend in TC as a function of hole carriers where
superconductivity appears near 1 × 1021 cm−3, reaching
a maximum near 4-5 × 1021 cm−3 that is consistent
with the idea that increasing the density of states
at the Fermi level increases the superconducting TC.
Figure 1b presents the sheet resistance as a function
of temperature for the sample circled in red in Figure

FIG. 1. a, Compilation of literature reported superconduct-
ing TC as a function of Hall carriers. The colored star, square,
and triangular points were prepared via ion implantation [26–
28] while the black diamond [30] and black circles (this study)
are MBE-grown samples. The point circled in red is the sam-
ple for which sheet resistance during cooldown (b) and out of
plane HC (c) is presented. The waterfall in c is prepared as
function of temperature, with the initial trace at the system
base temperature of 300 mK up to 2 K.

1a with a TC of 3.5 K. The critical magnetic field of
this sample for an out-of-plane field configuration is
also presented in Figure 1c. We observe at 300 mK the
out-of-plane HC to be roughly 1 T, decreasing to 0.14
T at 2 K. In-plane HC is found to be 3 T, as shown in
Figure S6. This value of HC is significantly enhanced
compared to the previous MBE-grown samples [30], and
the in-plane critical field behavior is highly favorable for
field-dependent applications.

II. RESULTS

A. Dopant fine structure and band structure

To examine the role of Ga as a dopant, we first study
the thermodynamic preference and site-specific effects of
introducing Ga into the diamond-type Ge crystal using
first-principles calculations based on density functional
theory (DFT), as detailed in the Methods section.
Approximating from our Hall measurements and MBE
growth conditions, doping concentrations of 12.5% and
11.1% are simulated for the case of substitutional and
interstitial doping, respectively. Figure 2a shows the
DFT-optimized structures. Incorporating group-III
Ga as a heterovalent dopant within Ge implies some
degree of non-equilibrium growth (i.e., the MBE growth
process). Subsequently, this results in positive defect
formation energy values for cells containing Ga located
at both doping sites (Figure 2a and Table S1). However,
the formation energy of the substitutional Ga-doped
structure (0.314 eV) is markedly lower than a Ge crystal
housing Ga at interstitial positions (1.946 eV), indicating
that substitutional dopants are expected to be more
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FIG. 2. a, Optimized DFT structures of Ga-doped Ge at the
interstitial and substitutional sites, along with the defect for-
mation energies (EForm). b, Calculated bandstructure along
X−Γ and Γ−R paths in the Brillouin Zone for the diamond
cubic germanium crystal. The red lines represent the elec-
tronic structure for the substitutionally doped GaGe7 struc-
ture. We present as well the Brillouin Zone with high symme-
try points and paths labeled for completeness. The constant
energy surfaces for bands i, ii, and iii are presented as well.
The predicted flat-band condition is observed as small pockets
of high-mass carriers in the surface of Band iii at the corners
of the Brillouin Zone. c, Experimental Ga-K-edge spectrum
(normalized) recorded from the Ga:Ge in fluorescence mode,
with its corresponding k2-weighted χ(k) EXAFS data (gray
markers) and fit (red line) contained in the inset. d, The
Fourier-transform magnitude and real part (k2-weighted) of
the EXAFS data (distances have been phase-corrected). An
agreeable fit has been made to the experimental EXAFS us-
ing the substitutional doped crystallographic information file
(CIF) generated from the optimized DFT calculated struc-
ture shown in a.

energetically favorable in the material. This is inherently
connected to the requirement of the Ge host matrix
to undergo an expansion to accommodate the larger
Ga atom at the interstitial site, as reported in Table
S1. Due to substrate clamping, only the out-of-plane
lattice parameter is allowed to relax, resulting in a
tetragonal distortion of the cubic unit cell. From our
DFT calculations, substituting Ge with Ga at these
doping levels is also expected to impart a relatively
small out-of-plane expansion of the lattice parameter of
0.12%, resulting in a tetragonal structure (Table S1) to
accommodate the heterovalent group-III dopant.

To verify our thermodynamic calculations of the Ga
site preference in hyperdoped Ge, we conduct syn-
chrotron X-ray absorption spectroscopy measurements.
From our calculations (Figure S9), X-ray absorption of
the Ga K-edge is inherently sensitive to the Ga-related
local fine structure and can be used to resolve its loca-
tion within the crystal unambiguously. Experimentally,

we employ extended X-ray absorption fine structure
(EXAFS) analysis (using the Ga K-edge), as measured
from the Ga:Ge thin film in a fluorescent mode. Multiple
spectra were recorded from several locations across the
sample, with their average normalized spectra forming
the X-ray absorption spectrum shown in Figure 2c. The
k2-weighted EXAFS signal is shown in the inset, with
the corresponding analysis of the Fourier transform
presented in Figure 2d. Considering the different struc-
tural environments that Ga can occupy in the host Ge
crystal (Figure 2a), the EXAFS data are best described
by a substitutional doping model with a strong Ge-Ga
nearest-neighbor scattering pair at 2.447 Å, which is
close to the calculated length of 2.439 Å (Figure 2a). To
negate other possible coordination environments, such
as a-Ga segregation and the interstitial lattice position,
Figure S10 further contains the simulated profiles of
these potential fine-structure environments using the
known crystal structure [31] of α-Ga and our DFT
optimized interstitially doped cell. Together, with no
strong fine structure observed between 2.5 and 3.8 Å in
the experimental Fourier transform data, these findings
confirm that the Ga dopants preferentially occupy
substitutional lattice positions, in agreement with our
ab initio calculations described above. Furthermore,
the relatively large Debye–Waller factors (σ2(Å2)) de-
rived from the EXAFS fits (Table S5) highlight the role
of both lattice strain and Si diffusion in the Ga:Ge layers.

With confirmation of the substitutional dopant struc-
ture via EXAFS, we use the optimized structures shown
in Figure 2a to further study how the density of states
(DoS) is perturbed through relatively large incorpora-
tions of heterovalent Ga dopants at the different lattice
sites by calculating the k-resolved bandstructure and k-
integrated DoS. The bandstructure calculated for this
structure is presented in Figure 2b and the integrated
DoS in Figure S8a. From our formation energy calcula-
tions, Ga dopants are energetically unlikely to reside at
interstitial lattice positions. This is confirmed in the DoS
calculation for this system, shown in Figure S8a, which
shows that this system is undesirable for preserving the
“clean” electronic bands in the host Ge semiconductor.
This is evidenced by the disappearance of the parent Ge
band gap and the appearance of an electronic instability
from localized states due in part to the reduced symmetry
of the crystal. In contrast, substitutional Ga doping of
the Ge crystal is expected to form acceptor states below
the valence band edge of the semiconductor, while the
overall band structure near the band gap remains largely
unperturbed. This is confirmed by our calculations of the
DoS shown in Figure S8a and of the band structure in
Figure 2b. An evaluation of the DoS projected onto dif-
ferent atomic orbitals shows that the new, localized states
emerge through the hybridization of both the Ga and Ge
p-orbitals. As expected, substituting Ge for group III Ga
induces p-type doping in the system, with the Fermi level
shifting 1.01 eV into the valence band. Furthermore, due
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to the lifting of the bands at R, we predict this system to
be a candidate flat-band superconductor. By plotting the
constant-energy surfaces for the three low-energy bands
(band i, ii, and iii), we observe in the surface for band iii,
hole pockets of high-mass carriers that cross the Fermi
level at the corners of the Brillouin Zone.

B. Epitaxial interfaces and Phonons

Figure 3a presents a schematic structure of the grown
film structure with TC = 3.5 K as shown in Figure 1b, in
which two hyperdoped Ge layers are grown sandwiching
a thin Si buffer layer. Cross-sectional transmission
electron microscopy (TEM) and energy dispersive spec-
troscopy (EDS) measurements are presented in Figure
3b-c and show the spatially homogeneous elemental
profile of the Ga dopants throughout the hyperdoped
layer. Notably, no distinct signatures of Ga clustering
are observed compared to earlier reports where annealing
was utilized to activate Ga dopant carriers [28]. Like-
wise, these MBE-grown materials also exhibit abrupt
interfaces and a smooth top surface that is amenable to
future planar device fabrication as opposed to previous
MBE studies [30]. A view of the atomic structure using
low-magnification high-angle annular dark field scanning
transmission electron microscopy (HAADF-STEM) is
presented in Figure 3d, with a corresponding expansion
of the key film/substrate and Ga:Ge/Si interfaces
contained in Figure 3e. Owing to the small amount of
mismatch strain and thin layer thicknesses, the growth
of Ga:Ge is pseudomorphic (commensurate) with the
underlying Ge matrix; the atomic planes on both sides
of each interface are in perfect registry with each other.
This demonstration of fine thickness control, commen-
surate interfaces, and homogeneous dopant distribution
exhibits all of the necessary structural requirements for
the fabrication of low-disorder superconducting devices
that have been proposed to mitigate loss channels in
quantum information applications [24].

Evaluating the phonon spectra of the pure Ge and
hyperdoped Ge films using Raman backscattering spec-
troscopy (Figure 3g), the high p-type concentration pro-
duces a new mode near 280 cm−1, which is assigned to
a LO phonon hole-plasmon coupled mode (LOPC) [32].
A consequence of the LOPC mode is the screening of the
Ge-Ge LO mode, which is now coupled to the large hole
concentration and explains its significant reduction in the
doped specimen. Comparing the Raman spectra in Fig-
ure 3g, both doped and undoped samples yield compa-
rable Raman signals related to the Si-Si and Si-Ge-type
sublattices. For the Si-Si LO vibration originating from
the thin Si layers, the low dimensionality and diffusion
of Ge and Ga atoms into this region lead to a significant
mode softening and a strong Si-Ge band near 400 cm−1

(Figure 3c) [33]. As both doped and control films exhibit
similar Si-Si, Si-Ge, and Ge-Ge bands, and only differ by

the LOPC, we infer high Ga doping does not appreciably
affect the growth process.

C. Observation of crystalline distortion

We next resolve the microstructure of the hyperdoped
heterostructure using a combination of synchrotron-
based grazing incidence X-ray scattering experiments.
The 2D grazing-incidence small-angle x-ray scattering
(GISAXS) pattern presented in Figure 4a was recorded
at the critical angle of the Ga:Ge layers (0.26◦), which is
well above the critical angle of the relatively less dense Si
layers (Figure S11). Pronounced Keising fringes directed
in the out-of-plane direction emerge due to the interfer-
ence of scattered photons within the Ga:Ge epitaxial film
and are evidence of relatively sharp interfaces between
the different layers. We employed X-ray reflectometry
(XRR) to derive the electron density profile and compo-
sitional grading parameters (rms roughness) of the film
in the normal direction. Based on the XRR fit shown in
Figure 4b, compositional grading is confirmed between
the layers and diffusion is revealed to be asymmetrical
with respect to the stack, with larger roughness values
determined for Si grown on top of Ga:Ge, compared to
Ga:Ge grown on the Si layer.
The quasi-homoepitaxial growth of the hyperdoped

film forces in-plane lattice matching to the substrate, but
the larger radius of Ga atoms leads to a predicted out-of-
plane tetragonal distortion with the lattice parameter ex-
panding by ∼ 0.12% relative to pure Ge. To experimen-
tally probe this distortion in our system, we employed
grazing-incidence wide-angle x-ray scattering (GIWAXS)
recorded at the critical angle of Ga:Ge (Figure S12)
to maximize scattering intensity within the hyperdoped
layer and take advantage of waveguide-like effects[35];
Figure 4d. Due to the similar densities of the Ge sub-
strate (5.32 g ·cm−3) and the Ga:Ge layer (5.17 g ·cm−3),
a background signal emerges from the (001)-oriented Ge
substrate and is outlined by the dotted lines in the 2D GI-
WAXS image. Notably, these are only resolved on a log
scale and constitute the smoothly changing background
of the integrated 1D scattering profile shown in Figure 4e.
However, near the critical grazing angle, we observe in-
tense Bragg peaks emerging from the hyperdoped layer,
with their indexed peaks highlighted in Figure 4d. As
predicted, the symmetry of the hyperdoped layer is re-
duced due to epitaxial clamping and biaxial stress, as
evidenced by the splitting of the {220} family of Bragg
peaks in Figure 4e, and an asymmetry in the {311} peak.
Due to the substrate clamping effect, the hyperdoped Ge
film adopts a body-centered tetragonal unit cell, similar
to the archetypal β-Sn (tetragonal space group I41/amd).
Assuming the elastic constants of the hyperdoped layer
(∼ 11.22% Ga substitution) are comparable to pure Ge
[36], the in-plane lattice mismatch is accommodated by
elastic strain and a biaxial stress of σ = 106 MPa (see
Methods section for details of the calculations).
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FIG. 3. a, Schematic of the film structure as grown by MBE. b-c, Cross-sectional TEM/EDS imaging of the TC = 3.5 K
hyperdoped sample presenting the compositional profile across the entire film thickness. d, Low-magnification cross-sectional
HAADF-STEM image of the film. e, Zoom-in on the film/substrate and Ga:Ge/Si interfaces, displaying coherent crystalline
interfaces. f, Raman back-scattering spectra of undoped (black) and doped (red) structures using 532 nm laser excitation at
room temperature. The inset highlights the common emergence of highly anharmonic second-order optical bands.

III. CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, our results establish that MBE growth
of hyperdoped Ga:Ge exhibits superconductivity arising
from substitutional Ga incorporation, allowing for the
creation of coherent semiconductor-superconductor
interfaces. TEM and EDS imaging confirm pristine
structural and compositional homogeneity. Synchrotron-
based methods confirm Ga occupies substitutional
sites within the Ge lattice and the interplay between
Ga incorporation and epitaxial constraints (substrate
clamping) leads to a subtle tetragonal (β-Sn) distortion
which aligns with our DFT structural model. Electronic
structure calculations show that Ga incorporation at
substitutional sites shifts the Fermi level into the valence
band and flattens electronic bands at the R point, likely
promoting superconductivity. Our findings highlight
the intrinsic nature of superconductivity in hyperdoped
Ga:Ge and underscore its potential as a scalable platform
for epitaxial semiconductor-superconductor heterostruc-
tures using the mature group IV semiconductor toolkit.

IV. SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

A. Methods

Thin film growth: The materials used in this study
are all grown in a custom Varian Gen II molecular beam
epitaxy (MBE) system on 50.8 mm undoped Ge (001)
wafers. Prior to loading into vacuum, the wafers are
etched in deionized water at 90◦C for 15 minutes and
then immediately loaded into the vacuum chamber on
indium-free mounting blocks. The wafers are sequentially
outgassed inside the growth reactor at 250◦C, 450◦C, and
finally 650◦C, for 15 minutes, 15 minutes, and 5 min-
utes, respectively, then cooled to room temperature for
growth. Pure germanium (6N) and silicon (3N) source
material is deposited via Thermionics HM2 e-Guns op-
erating at a 6 kV acceleration voltage. Gallium dop-
ing is done with a standard Knudsen effusion cell source
(MBE Komponenten). Atomic fluxes are measured prior
to growth with a retractable quartz crystal microbalance
placed in the center of the growth path in front of the
substrate. The substrate is faced away from the atomic
beam path(s) during flux measurement. Reported tem-
peratures are from a thermocouple attached close to the
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FIG. 4. a, 2D GISAXS pattern of the Ga:Ge epitaxial film recorded at the critical angle (0.26◦) of the superconducting layer.
The intensity map is on a linear scale. b, The out-of-plane X-ray reflectivity measurement of the Ga:Ge film with a fit made
using the REFLEX software package [34]. c, Cross-section of the electron scattering length density (ESLD) of the epitaxial
stack derived for the fitting model of the fringes in b. d, 2D GIWAXS pattern of the Ga:Ge thin film record at the critical
angle (0.125◦). The color map is on a log scale. The family of crystallographic planes giving rise to the intense Bragg reflections
of the hyperdoped layer are identified with arrows. e, Corresponding integrated GIWAXS profile (qxyz) and its subsequent
structural refinement (Le Bail method). The refined unit cell parameters are displayed and an expansion of the split 220 family
of Bragg peaks is inset to highlight the reduced symmetry of the clamped Ga:Ge epitaxial layer in comparison to the undoped
Ge control.

backside of the substrate that has been calibrated to
the GaAs (001) oxide-removal temperature. Samples are
grown with a Ge flux of∼ 8−8.5×1013/cm2s, a Ga flux of
1.4−1.9×1013/cm2s, and a Si flux of 2.5−3×1013/cm2s.
The nominally 20 nm thick films are grown as follows,
as described in Ref. [30] : (1) 10 nm of Ga-doped Ge,
(2) 0.5 nm of Si, (3) 10 nm of Ga-doped Ge, (4) 1 nm
Si cap. Film growth is monitored using reflection high-
energy electron diffraction (RHEED) along a ⟨110⟩ cut
(beam path ∥ to ⟨010⟩). Representative RHEED images
throughout the growth steps are presented in Figure S5.

Four-point transport measurements: Electrical
characterization is done in an Oxford TeslatronPT He4

cryostat using a HelioxVT He3 probe insert with a base
temperature of ∼ 270 mK and magnetic field capabili-
ties up to 12 T. Measurements are collected using a stan-
dard Van der Pauw wiring configuration on square pieces
cleaved from near the center of each wafer. On-chip con-
tacts are made via annealed In-Sn eutectic alloy at each
of the four corners which are then wired to a daughter-
board using gold wire.

First-principles calculations: First-principles
calculations were performed using DFT as implemented
in VASP [37, 38]. Projector augmented wave (PAW)
pseudopotentials including semicore 3d electrons were
adopted, with a plane-wave cutoff of 550 eV. A 7× 7× 7
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Γ-centered k-point mesh was used to sample the Bril-
louin zone of the conventional 8-atom unit cell of Ge
(cubic diamond structure, space group Fd3m). Struc-
tural optimizations were performed using the PBEsol
exchange-correlation functional [39], which yields lattice
parameters in excellent agreement with the experiment
(see Table S1), and a convergence threshold of 0.005
eV/Å on all forces.

For the Ga-doped Ge structure with substitutional
fine-structure, one host atom in the 8-atom unit cell
is replaced by a Ga atom, corresponding to a doping
concentration of 12.5%. Conversely, interstitial doping
is modeled by placing one Ga atom at interstitial doping
sites, representing a doping concentration of 11.1%. To
model the effect of substrate clamping in Ga-doped Ge,
the in-plane lattice parameters were fixed to the pristine
Ge values, and only the out-of-plane lattice parameter
was allowed to relax. K-edge spectra were simulated
using the supercell core-hole method [40] within a
2 × 2 × 2 supercell containing 64 atoms (72 atoms in
the case of interstitial doping). The formation energy
of a neutral Ga dopant in the Ge crystal is calculated
as EForm = Ed − Ep −

∑
i niµi, where Ed is the total

energy of the structure containing the defect, Ep is the
total energy of the pristine structure, ni is the number
of atoms of species i being added (n > 0) or removed
(n < 0), and µi is the chemical potential. For Ga, this
is the energy per atom of a Ga crystal (base-centered
orthorhombic structure).

To calculate the electronic band structure and den-
sity of states, we adopted the MBJLDA meta-GGA
functional [41] based on the modified Becke-Johnson
exchange functional. This functional has been shown
to yield excellent results for the band structure and
band gap of many semiconductors, including Ge [42, 43],
which standard semilocal DFT predicts erroneously to
be metallic. Spin-orbit coupling was included in all elec-
tronic structure calculations. A denser 20 × 20 × 20 k-
mesh was employed to compute the density of states. To
accurately determine the Fermi-level shifts in Ga-doped
Ge, a 31× 31× 31 k-mesh was used.

Scanning transmission electron microscopy:
Cross-sectional specimens for scanning transmission elec-
tron microscopy (S/TEM) analysis were prepared using a
focused ion beam (FIB) system (FEI Helios NanoLab 600
DualBeam). To minimize surface damage, the samples
were thinned and polished with Ga ions at 5 kV. S/TEM
imaging and energy-dispersive X-ray spectroscopy (EDS)
were conducted using a Thermo Fisher Scientific Themis-
Z microscope. The instrument operated at an accelerat-
ing voltage of 300 kV with a semi-convergence angle of
20 mrad. HAADF-STEM images were collected using
a 64–200 mrad high-angle annular dark field (HAADF)
detector. High-resolution images were acquired through
multiple rapid scans (2048 × 2048 pixels, 200 ns per
pixel), which were combined to improve the signal-to-

noise ratio. EDS analysis was performed with the Super-
X EDS detector, and the elemental mappings are pre-
sented as net count images.

Raman Spectroscopy: Raman spectra were
recorded from the thin film surface in a backscattering
configuration, using an integrated Edinburgh confocal
microRaman instrument (RM5). Excitation was pro-
vided by one of three solid-state laser lines (532 nm,
638 nm and 785 nm) and focused on the surface us-
ing a long working lens (Olympus, 10×, 0.4 NA). Dis-
persion was achieved through a 1200 g/mm diffraction
grating (spectral resolution 0.2 cm−1), instrument cali-
bration was verified through checking the position of the
Si band at ±520.7 cm−1, and spectra were recorded us-
ing a thermoelectric CCD detector. Changes to the lo-
cal vibrational structure of the hyperdoped film are first
confirmed through the evaluation of the excitation en-
ergy dependence of the Raman back-scattering signals
(Figure S7). At longer excitation wavelengths (785 nm),
both the control and target films exhibit comparable Ra-
man response, while more surface-sensitive information
is recovered at shorter wavelengths (532 nm) to resolve
differences in the thin films (Figure 3f).

Synchrotron-based GISAXS/GIWAXS: To iden-
tify the crystalline phases and microstructure of films,
synchrotron-based grazing incidence wide-angle X-ray
scattering (GIWAXS) data were collected at the small
angle X-ray scattering/wide angle X-ray scattering
(SAXS/WAXS) beamline at the Australian Synchrotron
[44]: 2D scattering patterns were recorded using a wave-
length of either 1.340375 Å (9.25 keV) or 0.619924 Å (20
keV), using an energy-selective Pilatus 2M detector. The
measurements made using a 20 keV beam energy were to
increase the observed Q-range for the structural refine-
ments, using an energy threshold of 15 keV to suppress
the X-ray fluorescence signals arising from the excited K-
edges of Ge (11.1 keV) and Ga (10.37 keV). Experiments
at 9.25 keV had no such issues. Two different sample-to-
detector distances were employed to record both SAXS
(5.5 m) and WAXS (0.45 m) profiles, each calibrated us-
ing a silver behenate reference standard. The sample
and detector were enclosed in a vacuum chamber to sup-
press air scatter. Scattering patterns were measured as
a function of the angle of incidence, with data shown
acquired with an angle of incidence near the critical an-
gle (for a given X-ray energy) to maximize scattering
intensity from the sample. All collected 2D images were
azimuthally integrated using PyFAI [45] and processed
using a custom Python routine. The resulting unit cell
models were refined using the La Bail method imple-
mented in Fullprof[46], a comprehensive analysis soft-
ware. In line with our other characterization techniques,
our GIWAXS experiments failed to detect Ga droplet
formation or segregation within the film. Due to the
relatively small scattering volume of the Si layers, no ad-
ditional peaks are indexed to this phase either.

Stress analysis: The lattice mismatch is accommo-
dated by an elastic strain in the hyperdoped epilayer, giv-
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ing a biaxial stress of σ = 2µf ·(1+ν)/(1−ν), where µ is
the shear modulus, ν Poisson’s ratio and f the misfit pa-
rameter. Assuming the hyperdoped Ga:Ge epilayer forms
a cubic unit cell when unconstrained, elastic isotropy is
assumed in the relevant deformation directions and the
misfit parameter is given by f = (aGa:Ge − aGe)/aGe,
where aGa:Ge and aGe are the lattice parameters of the
relaxed epilayer and substrate, respectively. We do not
have such experimental data for the relaxed hyperdoped
unit cell, however, since the epilayers studied here are
pseudomorphically grown (Figure 3e), the values ob-
tained from the structural refinement can be related to
the relaxed lattice parameter of the Ga:Ge layer through
aGa:Ge = aGe[1 + P (∆d/d) ⊥], where P is the elastic
parameter of the films [47]. Regardless of the growth
direction, the in-plane and out-of-plane biaxial strain
components are given by ϵ∥ = (aGa:Ge − aGe)/aGe and
ϵ⊥ = ϵ∥(1− 1/P ), respectively. For our thin films grown
on Ge (100); P100 = C11/(C11 + 2C12) = 0.5709. To
implement our calculation, we approximate the elastic
constants Cij of the hyperdoped film to be comparable
to the pure Ge crystal [47] (as there is no relevant data for
GaGe alloys). Based on our hole carrier concentrations,
the Ga concentration for the sample studied in Figure 3e
is ∼11.22% and has a calculated relaxed (cubic) lattice
parameter of aGa:Ge = 5.6614 Å, which is 0.11% larger
than the Ge crystal.

Synchrotron-based EXAFS experiments: Ga K-
edge X-ray absorption spectra (XAS) were captured
at the Australian Synchrotron (ANSTO in Clayton,
Victoria) MEX1 beamline. A double-crystal Si (111)
monochromator equipped with focusing optics was used
to reduce harmonic content while producing excitation
energy. An inline Ga2O3 reference (the initial peak of
the first derivative occurs at 10.3687 keV) was used to
calibrate the monochromator at Ga-K absorption edge
with E0 set to its known value of 10.3671 eV. All acqui-
sitions were performed on thin film materials in a fluo-
rescent mode. Brief XAS scans of specific samples were
conducted to verify the stability of the materials under at
least several minutes of X-ray exposure before the full ac-
quisitions. Samples were measured with varying energy
intervals over the pre-edge (5 eV) and the XANES region
(0.25), with 0.035 intervals in k-space over the EXAFS.
At low-k an integration time of 1 s was employed per
interval, with longer integration times weighted toward
high-k portions of the spectrum, up to a maximum value
of 9 in k-space (max of 2 s). Multiple scans were collected
at different positions of the sample. Data processing in-
cluding background subtraction, scan averaging, edge-
height normalization, and rebinning was performed based
on the Athena program[48]. For normalization of energy
spectra and removal of background, the pre-edge range
was set between -150 eV and -30 eV, while the normal-
ization range spanned from 80 to 300 eV post-edge. The
order of normalization was designated as 3. For the pre-
sented EXAFS data, the k-weight was configured as 2,
and the k-range for the forward Fourier transform was

defined from 0.8 to 8.5.
EXAFS fine-structure modeling: Fits was con-

ducted in the ARTEMIS, part of the IFEFFIT software
package[48]. The scattering paths used to evaluate and
model the data were derived from the optimized crystal
structures with different defects. Using these input struc-
tures to derive the scattering paths, the only agreeable
fine structure accounting for the dominant EXAFS signal
arising from an R fitting window of 1.8 to 5.1 Å emerged
using the calculated Ga substituted structure. To sim-
ulate the Ga substituted Ge crystal fine structure, the
input paths out to 5 Å are determined using the DFT-
derived Ga substitutionally doped Ge structure and the
FEFF package[48], with a distance fuzz = 0.030 Å. This
generated 6 unique scattering pairs centered on the Ga
substitutional site, with some other lower ranked paths
omitted from the actual model to avoid over-fitting (see
Table S2). A common scaling factor has been used on
all path distance corrections to account for the differ-
ence between the DFT simulated unit cell volume and
the experiment crystal volume at room temperature. A
phase correction has been made to Figure 2d in the main
text using the most intense Ga-Ge single scattering path,
near 2.45 Å. The data were ultimately fit using 18 vari-
ables and 26 independent points, resulting in a reason-
able R-factor of 0.015. The fitting was conducted in R-
space using multiple k-weightings, with k = 1, 2 and 3.
Errors of individual fit parameters were determined us-
ing ARTEMIS to take into account the correlations be-
tween parameters and known parameters without error
estimates were fixed during the fit.
X-ray Reflectometry: The X-ray reflectometry pat-

terns of the thin film samples were collected using a
Rigaku SmartLab X-ray diffractometer with a goniome-
ter radius of 300 mm, under CuKα radiation (λ= 1.54059
Å, 40kV 40mA). The X-ray was converged into a parallel
beam using a parabolic multi-layer mirror in a CBO-PB
module, followed by a channel-cut Ge 2x(220) monochro-
mator. A fixed incident slit of 0.1 mm was used for fine
angular resolution. The thin films were precisely aligned
according to its specular reflection on top of a RxRy dou-
ble tilt attachment on a ϕ rotation stage. A 0.2 mm
anti-scattering slit and a 0.3 mm detector slit were used
to enhanced the signal intensity. Both the primary and
secondary sides use a 5◦ soller slit to control axial di-
vergence. Each pattern was collected by a Hypix3000
detector in 0D mode from 0 to 10 ◦2θ with a 0.01◦ step
size and at a speed of 0.1 ◦2θ ·min−1. Fits to patterns
were made using the REFLECT standalone reflectivity
fitting software[34].

B. Supporting Data
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Structure Lattice Parameter (Å3) Volume (Å3) Crystal Structure EForm (eV)
a=b, c

Pure Ge 5.674, 5.674 182.64 Cubic
Sub. Ga:Ge 5.674, 5.681 182.87 Tetragonal 0.314
Int. Ga:Ge 5.674, 6.220 200.128 Tetragonal 1.946

TABLE S1. Structural parameters of DFT optimized structures for pure and Ga-doped Ge (substitutional and interstitial
doping) and calculated defect formation energies EForm.

Path type Degen. Rank R(Å σ3 (Å2) ∆E0 (eV) S02 R-factor
Ga-Ge (SS) 4 100 2.451(1) 0.0051(4)
Ga-Ge (SS) 12 90.82 4.002(5) 0.0063(2)

Ga-Ge-Ge (DS) 12 5.71 4.450
Ga-Ge-Ge (DS) 24 21.4 4.452(2) 0.010(6) -0.195 0.68(11) 0.015
Ga-Ge (SS) 12 59.45 4.693(2) 0.0087(5)

Ga-Ge-Ge (R) 4 4.09 4.900

TABLE S2. EXAFS fitting parameters extracted from fits made to spectra recorded at 295 K using a Ga substitutional model.
The lower ranked paths (in italics) are omitted from the actual fit model to avoid overfitting. The errors provided in the
parentheses align with the last significant figures of the variable fit values. Further fitting details can be found in the Methods
section. The path type can be tracked as: SS – single scattering pair; DS – double scattering; R – rattle.
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FIG. S5. RHEED line cuts for superconducting hyperdoped
Ge thin film. a, Ge substrate ⟨110⟩-type direction, taken
at room temperature just before deposition of Ga:Ge film.
b, Initial surface of Ga:Ge film. c, RHEED pattern after
the first 10nm of Ga:Ge deposited. d, After the Si spacer
layer and initial growth of the second Ga:Ge layer. e, End
of Ga:Ge growth, before Si cap is deposited. We note a su-
perimposed amorphous ring over a faint ⟨110⟩-type direction
diffraction pattern. This is consistent with previous observa-
tions that Ga-adsorption at low temperatures creates a float-
ing layer at the surface from which the incorporated dopants
are taken[49].

FIG. S6. In-plane critical magnetic field behavior for the sam-
ple presented in Figure 1b-c.

FIG. S7. a, Raman Scattering penetration depth (dRS) as
a function of the laser excitation energy, determined by con-
sidering the absorption coefficients[50] for both the incoming
(αout) and the outgoing (αin) light: dRS = 1/(αin + αout) ≈
1/αin. b, Comparison of Raman spectra recorded from Ga:Ge
and Ge control MBE films at different excitation energies. At
longer excitation wavelengths (785 nm), both the control and
target films exhibit a comparable Raman response. Probing
the surface-sensitive information with shorter wavelengths,
the differences between the vibrational structure of the films
become clearer. The appearance of disorder-activated LA
modes below 200 cm-1 (from both Ge-type and Si-type sub-
lattices) in the scattering volume yields comparable scattering
intensities under these conditions for the control and doped
sample. We suggest the origins of these bands are a com-
bination of (local) lattice strain, phonon confinement and
(partial) satisfaction of the resonance conditions of the Ge
crystal E1 + ∆1 gap[51]. Together, these features break the
normal Raman scattering selection rules of a normal (001)-
oriented bulk Ge film, i.e., resembling more the Raman spec-
tra recorded using 785 nm laser light.

FIG. S8. Total and projected density of states of the hyper-
doped Ga:Ge crystal shown in Figure 2a of the main text with
substitutional fine-structure.
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FIG. S9. Simulated X-ray absorption spectra of Ga K-edge
for Ga:Ge crystals with substitutional and interstitial doping
sites.

FIG. S10. Comparison of the simulated fine structure derived
from the CIF files of Ga:Ge interstitial system (DFT calcu-
lated system in Figure 2a of main text) and amorphous Ga
metal[31] Note that these Fourier transforms have been phase
corrected, for simplicity. The arrows highlight the relatively
large difference in experimental bond length of the nearest-
neighbor scattering pair and those derived in the simulations.

FIG. S11. The calculated penetration depth of the different
material layers at the synchrotron energies used for grazing in-
cidence experiments. For the range of angles below and at the
critical angle, the X-ray electromagnetic field only interacts
a short distance below the film surface due to the evanescent
damping (5 - 10 nm), and constitutes the defined evanescent
regime.

FIG. S12. Evolution of the integrated GIWAXS signal
recorded from the Ga:Ge film as a function of the grazing
incidence angle (αi: values inset). Here * identifies the cal-
culated critical angle for the doped Ga:Ge layer at an X-ray
beam energy of 20 keV. As the angle of incidence nears the
critical angle of the doped layer, the Bragg reflections emerg-
ing begin to intensify. A combination of lateral steps (200 µm)
made between each incident angle frame, mechanical jolting,
and imperfect beam divergence means the critical angle condi-
tions (waveguide type effect) is relatively really sensitive and
results in the discontinuity of some profile features between
frames.

FIG. S13. Integrated GIWAXS profile (qxyz) and structural
refinement (Le Bail method) of the pure Ge epitaxial layer.
Unstrained Ge crystal belongs to the high-symmetry cubic
space group Fd3m (space group No. 227), characterized by
equivalent lattice parameters (a=b=c) and a structural refine-
ment of our undoped Si-Ge film aligns well with the reported
bulk, cubic value (a = 5.657906(9) Å, Vol. = 181.1203 Å3)[52]

.
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