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BAYESIAN INVERSION FOR THE IDENTIFICATION OF THE
DOPING PROFILE IN UNIPOLAR SEMICONDUCTOR DEVICES

LEILA TAGHIZADEH AND ANSGAR JÜNGEL

Abstract. A rigorous Bayesian formulation of the inverse doping profile problem in
infinite dimensions for a stationary linearized unipolar drift-diffusion model for semicon-
ductor devices is given. The goal is to estimate the posterior probability distribution of
the doping profile and to compute its posterior mean. This allows for the reconstruc-
tion of the doping profile from voltage–current measurements. The well-posedness of
the Bayesian inverse problem is shown by proving boundedness and continuity properties
of the semiconductor model with respect to the unknown parameter. A preconditioned
Crank–Nicolson Markov chain Monte–Carlo method for the Bayesian estimation of the
doping profile, using a physics-informed prior model, is proposed. The numerical results
for a two-dimensional diode illustrate the efficiency of the proposed approach.

1. Introduction

In semiconductor manufactoring, semiconductor crystals are typically doped by impu-
rities to modulate the electrical and structural properties of the crystal. Doping can be
achieved during the crystal growth via vapor-phase epitaxy or later by diffusion and ion
implantation techniques [20, Chap. 10]. Since the doping concentration is not always uni-
form across the thickness, which may lead to device failures, it is important to determine
the doping profile inside the semiconductor. A noninvasive method to estimate doping
inhomogeneities is the identification by voltage–current measurements [15]. The inverse
problem to reconstruct the doping profile from measurements of the current density at an
Ohmic contact is highly ill-posed because of the limited number of data points. In the
literature, the semiconductor inverse problem has been solved by deterministic approaches
only, using drift-diffusion equations [3, 4, 17], Boltzmann–Poisson models [5], or more re-
cently, data-driven methods [21]. In this paper, we investigate the doping profile inverse
problem from a Bayesian perspective for the first time (up to our knowledge).

Bayesian inversion is a statistical inversion approach, which allows one to incorporate the
uncertainties in the measurement data to estimate the probability density of the unknown
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2 L. TAGHIZADEH AND A. JÜNGEL

parameter, given prior knowledge and observation data. Bayesian estimation has been used,
for instance, for nanowire field-effect sensors [16], biofilm growth modeling [26], electrical
impedance tomography in medical imaging [14], dynamic spectroscopic current imaging
[24], and time-resolved photoluminescence [7].

Because of the high complexity of the full bipolar drift-diffusion system, we consider
a simplified model, the stationary linearized unipolar drift-diffusion equations for semi-
conductors (close to equilibrium) as in [3, 4]. The linearization is motivated by the fact
that stationary solutions may be nonunique for large applied voltages (far from equilib-
rium). The model consists of two decoupled elliptic problems, a continuity equation for the
Slotboom variable for electrons and the Poisson equation for the electric potential. The
corresponding inverse problem is split into two PDE-governed inverse problems. The diffi-
culties are the high dimensionality of the parameter space, the ill-posednes of the inverse
problem, and the limited measured data from the surface electrode.

To overcome these issues, we perform a preconditioned Crank–Nicolson Markov chain
Monte–Carlo (MCMC) estimation of the posterior distribution of the unknown parameter
in an infinite-dimensional setting. This method produces random samples from a tar-
get probability distribution for which direct sampling is difficult, and it is well-suited for
high-dimensional sampling problems. We use a physics-informed prior (from the Poisson
equation) to enhance the prior knowledge of the unknown parameter, to compensate for
the data limit, and hence to enhance the posterior estimation and the resulting Bayesian
reconstruction of the doping profile.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the mathematical semi-
conductor model, specify our simplifying assumptions that lead to the forward model, and
introduce the semiconductor inverse problem. The Bayesian inverse problem is formu-
lated in Section 3, where we also show the well-posedness of the Bayesian posterior. The
proposed preconditioned Crank–Nicolson MCMC algorithm is detailed in Section 4, and
numerical results are reported in Section 5. Finally, conclusions are drawn in Section 6.

2. Forward model

In this section, we introduce the drift-diffusion equations for semiconductors, detail our
simplifying assumptions, and formulate the semiconductor inverse problem.

2.1. Drift-diffusion equations. The semiconductor drift-diffusion equations for are wide-
ly used to describe the charge transport of electrons and holes (defect electrons) in semicon-
ductor devices [19, 23]. The equations can be derived from the semiconductor Boltzmann
equation in the diffusion limit [12]. The stationary equations for the electron density n,
the hole density p, and the electric potential V are given by

(1)

div Jn = qR(n, p), Jn = q(Dn∇n− µnn∇V ),

div Jp = −qR(n, p), Jp = −q(Dp∇p+ µpp∇V ),

div(εsV ) = q(n− p− C(x)) in Ω,
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where Ω ⊂ Rd (d ≥ 1) is the physical domain and the physical parameters are the
elementary charge q, the electron and hole diffusion coefficients Dn and Dp, the elec-
tron and holes mobilities µn and µp, respectively, and the semiconductor permittivity
εs. The recombination–generation term reads as R(n, p) = R0(n, p)(np − n2

i ), where
R0(n, p) = (τn(n+ ni) + τn(p+ ni))

−1 is the Shockley–Read–Hall model with the intrinsic
density ni and the constants τn, τp > 0. The current densities Jn and Jp consist of the
diffusion current densities qDn∇n, −qDp∇p and the drift densities −qµnn∇V , −qµpp∇V ,
respectively. We suppose that the diffusivities and mobilities are related by the Einstein
relations Dn/p = UTµn/p, where UT = kBθL/q is the thermal voltage, kB the Boltzmann
constant, and θL the lattice temperature. The doping profile C(x) denotes the given con-
centration of dopant atoms in the device.

We assume that the boundary ∂Ω = ∂ΩD ∪∂ΩN is partitioned into two parts, the union
of Ohmic contacts ∂ΩD and the insulated parts ∂ΩN . The boundary conditions read as

(2)
n = nD, p = pD, V = VD on ∂ΩD,

∇n · ν = ∇p · ν = ∇V · ν = 0 on ∂ΩN ,

where the Dirichlet data are determined from the assumptions that the total space charge
vanishes on ∂ΩD and the densities are in thermal equilibrium on ΓD [12, Sec. 5.3],

nD =
1

2

(
C +

√
C2 + 4n2

i

)
, pD =

1

2

(
− C +

√
C2 + 4n2

i

)
, VD = Vbi + U on ∂ΩD.

Here, U is the applied potential and Vbi = UT ln(nD/ni) = UT arsinh(C/(2ni)) the built-in
potential.

In this paper, we restrict ourselves to a simple pn-diode. The Dirichlet boundary consists
of two Ohmic contacts ΓN and ΓP , i.e. ∂ΩD = ΓP ∪ ΓN ; see Figure 1. Here, the doping
profile is supposed to be piecewise constant according to

C(x) =

{
CN for x ∈ ΩN ,

−CP for x ∈ ΩP ,

where CN , CP > 0 are two constants, ΩN is called the n-region, and ΩP the p-region.
Scaling the equations as in [19, Sec. 2.4] and introducing (after the scaling) the Slotboom

variables u = δ−2 exp(−V )n, v = δ−2 exp(V )p, system (1) becomes

(3)

div Jn = δ4Q(V, u, v)(uv − 1), Jn = µnδ
2eV∇u,

div Jp = −δ4Q(V, u, v)(uv − 1), Jp = −µpδ
2e−V∇v,

λ2∆V = δ2(eV u− e−V v)− C(x) in Ω,

where δ2 = ni/maxΩ |C| is the scaled intrinsic number and Q(V, u, v) = R0(n, p). The
scaled boundary data is given by

(4) nD =
1

2

(
C +

√
C2 + 4δ4

)
, pD =

1

2

(
− C +

√
C2 + 4δ4

)
, VD = Vbi + U,

where Vbi = arsinh(C/(2δ2)) is the scaled built-in potential. Under suitable assumptions
on the data, there exists a weak solution to system (2), (3), and (4) [19, Theorem 3.2.1].
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Figure 1. Cross-section of a pn-diode with two Ohmic contacts ΓN and ΓP .
The junction Γ separates the n- and p-regions.

The uniqueness of weak solutions is more delicate, since certain semiconductor devices
admit multiple stationary states for sufficiently large applied voltages. However, it is
known that the weak solution is unique if the applied voltage is sufficiently small in the
L∞(∂ΩD) ∩H1(∂ΩD) norm [4, Theorem 2.4].

A special steady state is given by the thermal equilibrium, which is is defined by uv = 1
and U = 0. Then u = v = 1 [12, Sec. 5.3] and consequently Jn = Jp = 0 as well as

λ2∆Ve = δ2(eVe − e−Ve)− C(x) in Ω,

Ve = Vbi on ∂ΩD, ∇Ve · ν = 0 on ∂ΩN .

Since the forward model is uniquely solvable only for sufficiently small U , we consider the
linearized model around the equilibrium state. To simplify further, we also assume that
there are no recombination–generation effects (Q = 0) and that the main charge carrier
are electrons (p = 0). This leads to the unipolar model

div(eV∇u) = 0 in Ω, u = uD on ∂ΩD, ∇u · ν = 0 on ∂ΩN ,

λ2∆V = δ2eV u− C(x) in Ω, V = Vbi + U on ∂ΩD, ∇V · ν = 0 on ∂ΩN ,

where uD = δ−2 exp(−VD)nD = exp(−U). The linearized unipolar drift-diffusion model
(close to equilibrium) is obtained by computing the variational derivative with respect to
U at U = 0 in the direction of h,

div Ĵn = 0, Ĵn = µnδ
2eVe∇û in Ω,(5)

û = −h on ∂ΩD, ∇û · ν = 0 on ∂ΩN ,(6)

where Ve is the unique solution to the Poisson equation at equilibrium,

λ2∆Ve = δ2eVe − C(x) in Ω, Ve = Vbi on ∂ΩD, ∇Ve · ν = 0 on ∂ΩN .(7)
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We call system (5)–(7) the semiconductor forward problem. Problem (7) possesses a unique
bounded weak solution (if Vbi is bounded). Then problem (5)–(6) is also uniquely solvable
and û ∈ H1(Ω).

For the inverse problem, we need to compute the normal trace Ĵn · ν at the contact ΓN .
Generally, the normal trace is defined as an element of the dual of the Lions–Magenes

space H
1/2
00 (ΓN), where u ∈ H

1/2
00 (ΓN) if and only if the trivial extension of u to ∂Ω belongs

to H1/2(∂Ω) [1, Chap. 18]. As in [3, 4, 17], we prefer to work with normal traces that are
defined a.e., since these are the measured real-valued data. Indeed, if the Dirichlet bound-
ary data lies in the space H3/2(∂ΩD) and the geometry of the domain is as in Figure 1, the
solution to a linear elliptic problem with mixed Dirichlet–Neumann boundary conditions
has the maximal regularity H2(Ω). In particular, Ve ∈ H2(Ω) ↪→ L∞(Ω), û ∈ H2(Ω), and

consequently, Ĵn ∈ H1(Ω). In this situation, the normal trace Ĵn · ν on ΓN ⊂ ∂ΩD is an
element of H1/2(ΓN) and exists a.e.

2.2. Inverse problem. We introduce the stationary voltage–current map

ΣVC : H3/2(∂ΩD) → H1/2(ΓN), U 7→ Ĵn · ν|ΓN
,

where Ĵn is given by (5) and ΓN ⊂ ∂ΩD is a Dirichlet contact (see Figure 1). We deduce
from the discussion of the previous subsection that the mapping ΣVC is well defined. Note
that we require pointwise measurements at the contact ΓN . An alternative approach is

given by current-flow measurements from
∫
ΓN

Ĵn ·νds. They are easier to realize in practice
but they yield much less information about the doping profile than pointwise measurements
[3, Sec. 3].

The Gâteaux derivative of ΣVC at U = 0 in the direction h ∈ H3/2(∂ΩD) exists and
reads as

Σ′
VC(0)h = µnδ

2eVbi∇û · ν
∣∣
ΓN

,

where û solves (5)–(6); see [4, Prop. 3.1] for a proof. The inverse problem of identifying
the doping profile, given the current measurements, corresponds to the identification of the
doping profile from the parameter-to-observable map

G : dom(G) → L(H3/2(∂ΩD);H
1/2(ΓN)), C 7→ Σ′

VC(0),

where the domain of G is given by

dom(G) =
{
C ∈ L2(Ω) : C ≤ C ≤ C a.e. in Ω

}
and C, C are positive constants. We summarize the inverse problem in Algorithm 1; also
see [3, Sec. 4].

The inverse problem of identifying the doping profile in problem (5)–(7) from the mea-

surements of Ĵn · ν at the contact ΓN reduces to the problem of identifying the parameter
γ(x) in (8) from measurements of the voltage-to-current map ΣVC. This problem is well
known as the conductivity inverse problem, which is highly ill-posed. In Figure 2, the for-
ward and inverse problems are illustrated schematically. For the measurements, we have a
finite number of measurements to identify γ, (Uj,Λγ(Uj))

m
j=1, where the applied voltages
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Algorithm 1 Inverse doping profile problem with stationary linearized unipolar model

(i) Define γ(x) := exp(Ve(x)) for x ∈ Ω.
(ii) Solve the parameter identification problem

div(γ(x)∇û) = 0 in Ω, û = U on ∂ΩD, ∇û · ν = 0 on ∂ΩN ,(8)

given the measurements of Λγ(U) := Σ′
VC(0)U = µnδ

2eVbi∇û · ν|Γ.
(iii) Determine the doping profile from

(9) C(x) = γ(x)− λ2∆(ln γ)(x) for x ∈ Ω.

Uj are assumed to be piecewise constant on the contacts, vanish on ∂ΩN , and are small in
some norm.

Poisson forward problem Continuity forward problem

PDE solve PDE solve

Source inversion
in Poisson equation

Conductivity inversion
in continuity equation

Figure 2. Schematic diagrams of the forward (top) and inverse (bottom)

problems for semiconductors with I = Ĵn · ν|ΓN
.

3. Semiconductor Bayesian inverse problem

We review briefly inverse problems in the framework of statistical inversion theory and
formulate the semiconductor inverse problem as a Bayesian inverse problem with the goal
to recover the infinite-dimensional doping profile from the current density measurements,
i.e., we first recover γ from the inverse problem (8) and then compute the doping profile
explicitly from (9).

To set up the Bayesian formulation, let y = (y1, . . . , ym) with yj = Λγ(Uj) for j =
1, . . . ,m be an observation vector of noisy pointwise data in the finite-dimensional obser-
vation space Y := Rm, let η = (η1, . . . , ηm) be the vector of additive noise, and let Ve be
a parameter field in the parameter space X := L2(Ω) associated with the forward model
(5)–(7). The observation model is defined by

y = G(Ve) + η, η ∼ N (0,Σ),(10)
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where η is a Gaussian noise with zero mean and (positive definite) covariance matrix
Σ ∈ Rm×m. Furthermore, G : X → Y , G(Ve) = y, is the so-called parameter-to-observable
(forward) map, which is the composition of the parameter-to-state map Ve 7→ û and the
state-to-observation map û 7→ y.
We recall that, in the semiconductor problem, the parameter-to-observable map G cal-

culates the normal trace Ĵn ·ν at certain points of the contact ΓN , given the doping profile,
and the noisy data y is the same normal trace of the current density plus some Gaussian
noise with zero mean and covariance Σ.

In the Bayesian approach, we assume that the unknown Ve is a random function (which
becomes a parameter vector after discretization), and the observation vector y and the
observational noise vector η are random variables. We assign a prior probability measure to
the unknown parameter, expressing the a priori information. Then the overall uncertainty
is reduced by conditioning the prior on the observational data, leading to the posterior
measure. Therefore, the goal is to find a conditional posterior probability measure on the
unknown parameter, given the data (likelihood), and a prior probability measure on the
unknown parameter. We detail these measures in the next subsection.

3.1. Likelihood, prior, and posterior distribution. Since the observational noise is
Gaussian, the negative log-likelihood function is defined by

Φ : X × Y → R, Φ(Ve; y) =
1

2
∥y −G(Ve)∥2Σ :=

1

2
∥Σ−1/2(y −G(Ve))∥22,(11)

where we used the density of the noise with respect to the Lebesgue measure in Y and
∥ · ∥2 is the Euclidean norm. Hence, the likelihood function is given by

π(y|Ve) = exp

(
− 1

2
∥y −G(Ve)∥2Σ

)
.(12)

It is well known [27, Chap. 10, p. 140] that, given a high-dimensional measurement space
Y = Rm (i.e., m is large enough) and a small measurement noise and assuming that the
prior density is smooth and positive in a neighborhood of the true parameter values, the
choice of the prior measure does not have a significant impact on the posterior measure,
since the likelihood is informative enough. Unfortunately, this is not the case for the
semiconductor inverse problem in the sense that the measurement data is not sufficiently
large as they are collected from the surface electrode only. In fact, the number of data
points is limited and our inverse problem is highly ill-posed. Thus, the choice of the prior
is important, as it is expected to have a significant impact on the posterior distribution.

We use a Gaussian random field as the prior model. More precisely, we choose

µ0 = N (m0,Σ0),(13)

where m0 is the mean and Σ0 : X → X is the prior covariance, which is a symmetric,
nonnegative, and trace-class operator. For details about m0 and Σ0, we refer to [10]. Here,
we take the Matérn–Whittle covariance operator

Σ0(x, y) = σ2 2
1−ν

Γ(ν)

(
d0
ℓ

)ν

Kν

(
d0
ℓ

)
, x, y ∈ Ω,(14)



8 L. TAGHIZADEH AND A. JÜNGEL

where d0 = ∥x − y∥2, Γ is the Gamma function, Kν is the modified Bessel function,
and the parameters σ2, ν, and ℓ denote the variance, smoothness, and spatial correlation
length, respectively. The Matérn–Whittle operator allows us to control the amplitude,
smoothness, and correlation length of the generated samples. We refer to Section 4.2 for
the discretization of the prior random field.

We denote by π0(Ve) the prior density associated to the prior measure µ0, given by (13),
and recall the data likelihood π(y|Ve), defined in (12). If Ve is from a finite-dimensional
space, the posterior density π(Ve|y), associated to the posterior measure µy, is obtained
from the Bayes rule

π(Ve|y) ∝ π(y|Ve)π0(Ve).

However, for infinite-dimensional spaces X (as in our case), there is no density with respect
to the Lebesgue measure. Therefore, the Bayes rule should be interpreted by means of the
Radon–Nikodým derivative [25, Sec. 2]

dµy

dµ0

(Ve) =
exp(−Φ(Ve; y))

Z(y)
, Z(y) =

∫
X

exp(−Φ(Ve; y))dµ0(Ve).(15)

The well-posedness of this problem is discussed next.

3.2. Well-posedness of the Bayesian inverse problem. We prove the well-posedness
of the Bayesian inverse problem (8)–(9). For this, we introduce the Hellinger distance,
investigate the well-posedness of the posterior measure in the Hellinger distance, and define
the well-posedness of the Bayesian inverse problem in the general setting before verifying
the hypotheses for the semiconductor problem at hand.

Let (X,A, µ) be a measure space, consisting of a set X, a σ-algebra A on X, and a
measure µ defined on A. We introduce the space

meas(X, ν) = {µ measure on X : µ ≪ ν},

where µ ≪ ν means that µ is absolutely continuous with respect to ν. The Hellinger
distance between two probability measures µ1, µ2 ∈ meas(X, ν) is given by

H(µ1, µ2) =

{
1

2

∫
X

(√
dµ1

dν
−
√

dµ2

dν

)2

dν

}1/2

.

Definition 1 (Well-posedness in the Hellinger distance). Let X be a Banach space. The
Bayesian inverse problem (15), for any prior measure µ0 and any log-likelihood function
Φ, is well-posed if the following two properties hold:

(i) (Well-posedness) There exists a unique posterior probability measure µy ∈ meas(X,
µ0) given by (15).

(ii) (Stability) The posterior measure µy is locally Lipschitz continuous with respect to
y, i.e., for any r > 0, there exists C(r) > 0 such that for all y1, y2 ∈ Y with
max{∥y1∥Y , ∥y2∥Y } < r, it holds that

H(µy1 , µy2) ≤ C(r)∥y1 − y2∥Y .
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We recall the assumptions on the log-likelihood function Φ so that the corresponding
Bayesian inverse problem is well-posed [25, Assumption 2.6].

Assumption 2. Let X and Y be Banach spaces. We suppose that Φ : X × Y → R has
the following properties:

(i) (Lower bound) For any α > 0 and r > 0, there exists M = M(α, r) ∈ R such that
for all Ve ∈ X and y ∈ Y with ∥y∥Y < r,

Φ(Ve; y) ≥ M − α∥Ve∥X .
(ii) (Upper bound) For any r > 0, there exists K(r) > 0 such that for all Ve ∈ X and

y ∈ Y with max{∥Ve∥X , ∥y∥Y } < r,

Φ(Ve; y) ≤ K(r).

(iii) (Continuity in y) For any r > 0, there exists L(r) > 0 such that for all V 1
e , V

2
e ∈ X

and y1, y2 ∈ Y with max{∥V 1
e ∥X , ∥V 2

e ∥X , ∥y∥Y } < r,

|Φ(V 1
e ; y)− Φ(V 2

e ; y)| ≤ L(r)∥V 1
e − V 2

e ∥X .
(iv) (Continuity in y) For any β, r > 0, there exists C = C(β, r) > 0 such that for all

Ve ∈ X and y1, y2 ∈ Y with max{∥y1∥Y , ∥y2∥Y } < r,

|Φ(Ve; y1)− Φ(Ve; y2)| ≤ exp
(
β∥Ve∥X + C

)
∥y1 − y2∥Y .

The following theorem, taken from [25, Theorems 4.1–4.2], shows that if Assumption 2
are satisfied, the Bayesian inverse problem is well-posed in the sense of Definition 1.

Theorem 3 (Well-posedness and stability). Let X and Y be Banach spaces and let µ0

be a Gaussian measure with µ0(X) = 1. If Φ satisfies Assumption 2, then there exists a
unique posterior measure µy for (15) and µy is Lipschitz continuous with respect to y in
the Hellinger distance.

If the observation space Y is finite-dimensional and we assume a Gaussian noise in
the observational model (10), the log-likelihood function is of the form (11). In this case,
which is our case as well (since Y = Rm), the lower bound in Assumption 2 is satisfied with
M = α = 0. Therefore, Assumption 2 can be reduced to the following two assumptions [9,
Theorem 4.1].

Theorem 4 (Reduced assumptions for well-posedness). Let X be a Banach space with
µ0(X) = 1 and let G : X → Rm, defined in (10), satisfy:

(i) For any ε > 0, there exists M = M(ε) > 0 such that for all Ve ∈ X,

∥G(Ve)∥Σ ≤ exp(M + ε∥Ve∥X).
(ii) For any r > 0, there exists L(r) > 0 such that for all V 1

e , V
2
e ∈ X with max{∥V 1

e ∥X ,
∥V 2

e ∥X} < r,

∥G(V 1
e )−G(V 2

e )∥Σ ≤ L(r)∥V 1
e − V 2

e ∥X .
Then Φ, defined in (11), satisfies Assumptions 2. In particular, the Bayesian inverse
problem (15) is well-posed in the sense of Definition 1 with Y = Rm and ∥ · ∥Y = ∥ · ∥Σ.
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As only the continuity equation (5) is directly involved in the Bayesian inverse problem
for semiconductors, the following well-posedness theorem is established on this equation.

Theorem 5. Consider the decoupled semiconductor problem (5)–(7) with Dirichlet condi-
tion ûD = U ∈ H3/2(∂ΩD) on ∂ΩD. Then there exist a constant CD > 0 only depending
on the Dirichlet boundary data such that

∥û∥H1(Ω) ≤ CD exp
(
2∥Ve∥L∞(Ω)

)
.

Furthermore, let V 1
e , V

2
e be two bounded weak solutions to (7) and û1, û2 the corresponding

weak solutions to (5)–(6). Then

∥û1 − û2∥H1(Ω) ≤ CD exp
(
4max{∥V 1

e ∥L∞(Ω), ∥V 2
e ∥L∞(Ω)}

)
∥V 1

e − V 2
e ∥L∞(Ω).

Proof. According to [18, Theorem 4.10 (i)], there exists a Dirichlet lift Ū ∈ H1(Ω) of U
satisfying ∆Ū = 0 in Ω, Ū = U on ∂ΩD, and ∇Ū ·ν = 0 on ∂ΩN . Since U ∈ H3/2(∂ΩD) ↪→
L∞(∂ΩD), we can apply the maximum principle to infer that Ū ∈ L∞(Ω). Consequently,
we can extend ûD = U ∈ L∞(Ω) ∩H1(Ω). We use û − ûD ∈ H1(Ω) as an admissible test
function in the weak formulation of (5)–(6):

0 =

∫
Ω

eVe∇û · ∇(û− ûD)dx =

∫
Ω

eVe|∇(û− ûD)|2dx+

∫
Ω

eVe∇ûD · ∇(û− ûD)dx.

This shows that

exp(−∥Ve∥L∞(Ω))∥∇(û− ûD)∥2L2(Ω) ≤
∫
Ω

eVe|∇(û− ûD)|2dx

= −
∫
Ω

eVe∇ûD · ∇(û− ûD)dx ≤ exp(∥Ve∥L∞(Ω))∥ûD∥L2(Ω)∥∇(û− ûD)∥L2(Ω),

and, after division by ∥∇(û− ûD)∥L2(Ω),

∥∇(û− ûD)∥L2(Ω) ≤ exp(2∥Ve∥L∞(Ω))∥ûD∥L2(Ω).

Poincaré’s inequality then shows the first estimate.
For the second estimate, we use the test function û1 − û2 in the weak formulation of

div(eV
1
e ∇û1 − eV

2
e ∇û2) = 0 and apply Hölder’s inequality:∫

Ω

eV
1
e |∇(û1 − û2)|2dx =

∫
Ω

(eV
1
e − eV

2
e )∇û2 · ∇(û1 − û2)dx

≤ ∥eV 1
e − eV

2
e ∥L∞(Ω)∥∇û2∥L2(Ω)∥∇(û1 − û2)∥L2(Ω).

Consequently, by the mean-value theorem,

exp(−∥V 1
e ∥L∞(Ω))∥∇(û1 − û2)∥L2(Ω) ≤ ∥eV 1

e − eV
2
e ∥L∞(Ω)∥∇û2∥L2(Ω)

≤ exp
(
max{∥V 1

e ∥L∞(Ω), ∥V 2
e ∥L∞(Ω)}

)
∥V 1

e − V 2
e ∥L∞(Ω)∥∇û2∥L2(Ω).

We know from the first part of the proof that ∥∇û2∥L2(Ω) ≤ C exp(2∥V 2
e ∥L∞(Ω)). Hence,

∥∇(û1 − û2)∥L2(Ω) ≤ C exp
(
4max{∥V 1

e ∥L∞(Ω), ∥V 2
e ∥L∞(Ω)}

)
∥V 1

e − V 2
e ∥L∞(Ω),

and we conclude the proof after an application of Poincaré’s inequality. □
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4. Preconditioned Crank–Nicolson Markov chain Monte–Carlo method

We reconstruct the doping profile from pointwise noisy measurements of the current
density using Bayesian inversion. For this, we use a high-dimensional Markov chain Monte–
Carlo (MCMC) method to estimate the mean posterior of the unknown function γ =
exp(Ve) and then the doping profile from γ by equation (9).

4.1. Markov chain Monte–Carlo methods. In Bayesian inversion, the quantity of
interest is uncertain. Thus, the goal is to reduce the uncertainty by updating the prior
probability distribution of the unknowns with the help of available observations. According
to the Bayes theorem, this is done by conditioning the prior distribution on the data, which
leads to the posterior distribution of the unknown parameters. Usually, sampling directly
from the posterior distribution is not possible especially in high dimensions, and therefore,
numerical methods like the Metropolis–Hastings MCMC algorithm are used. The idea is
to define a Markov chain over possible values in such a way that the stationary distribution
of the Markov chain yields the desired distribution. The construction is iterative, and in
each iteration of the Markov chain, a new sample, according to a proposal distribution
(e.g. a random walk), is proposed. Then, by comparing the likelihood of the new sample
to that one of the old sample, the algorithm decides to reject or accept the new sample to
leverage the parameter inference. The acceptance probability of the proposed states in the
standard Metropolis–Hastings algorithm is defined by

α(Ṽ (i+1)
e , V (i)

e ) = min

{
1,

π(y|Ṽ (i+1)
e )π0(Ṽ

(i+1)
e )q(V

(i)
e |Ṽ (i+1)

e )

π(y|V (i)
e )π0(V

(i)
e )q(Ṽ

(i+1)
e |V (i)

e )

}
,(16)

where the proposed parameter in the basic random-walk Metropolis–Hastings algorithm is
given by

Ṽ (i+1)
e = V (i)

e + βξ(i), ξ(i) ∼ N (0, I),

where I is the unit matrix, and the proposal distribution satisfies q(Ṽ
(i+1)
e |V (i)

e ) ∼ N (V
(i)
e ,

β2I). This distribution is symmetric in the sense

q(Ṽ (i+1)
e |V (i)

e ) = q(V (i)
e |Ṽ (i+1)

e ),

which simplifies expression (16) of the acceptance probability.
The parameter β > 0 is the step size for the parameter space and needs to be tuned.

If β is too small, the parameter space is not explored efficiently, while if it is too large,
the proposed states are mostly rejected. Both cases lead to large asymptotic variances
and therefore to a smaller accuracy of the sampling. According to [8, Theorem 3.1], there
is a heuristic strategy to find the approximately optimal Metropolis algorithm, in the
sense that the scale of the jumping (proposal) density is chosen in such a way that the
average acceptance rate of the algorithm is roughly 0.234. This leads to a small asymptotic
variance, and to this end, the parameter β should be proportional to the inverse of the
dimension of the parameter space (see [22, Sec. 1] or [6, Sec. 6.3]). The challenge here is
to find a suitable tuning parameter in the infinite-dimensional setting, as the acceptance
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probability tends to zero and thus, the asymptotic variance of the samples goes to infinity
[6, Sec. 1.1].

To tackle this issue, one way is to design the MCMC algorithm with well-defined proposal
distributions such that the asymptotic variance of the generated samples is independent
of the dimension of the parameter space. This is realized by the preconditioned Crank–
Nicolson MCMC method for functions, which, in contrast to the random-walk Metropolis–
Hastings algorithm, does not depend on the dimension of the parameter space.

The idea of the preconditioned Crank–Nicolson MCMC method is to make it applicable
for functions. This is realized by using proposal distributions based on time-discretizations
of stochastic dynamical systems, which preserve the Gaussian reference measure [6]. The
choice of the proposal density is important for two reasons: First, it should be easy to
sample from it and second, it should balance the sampling accuracy and cost. Accuracy
in sampling requires a small asymptotic variance and a reduction of correlation among the
samples, since this leads to a larger effective sample size. On the other hand, sampling
costs depend on the choice of the proposal density, and one could involve the gradient
information of probability densities as well, like it is done in the Metropolis-Adjusted
Langevin Algorithm [2].

The preconditioned Crank–Nicolson algorithm is an approach to construct the proposal
function in the MCMC method. This proposal is independent of the dimension of the
parameter space and therefore suitable in an infinite-dimensional setting. Furthermore, the

preconditioned Crank–Nicolson algorithm is π0-reversible, i.e. π0(Ṽ
(i+1)
e )q(V

(i)
e |Ṽ (i+1)

e ) =

π0(V
(i)
e )q(Ṽ

(i+1)
e |V (i)

e ). This implies, because of (16), that

α(Ṽ (i+1)
e , V (i)

e ) = min
{
1, exp

(
Φ(V (i)

e , y)− Φ(Ṽ (i+1)
e )

)}
= min

{
1,

π(y|Ṽ (i+1)
e )

π(y|V (i)
e )

}
,

which means that the acceptance probability only depends on the likelihood function [6].
Note that the acceptance probability is different from that one of the random-walk proposal
and that the acceptance probability of the preconditioned Crank–Nicolson proposal is
simpler and likelihood-informed. Moreover, the proposed state is accepted with probability
(almost) one if the log-likelihood function Φ (almost) vanishes. Algorithm 2 displays a
pseudocode of the preconditioned Crank–Nicolson MCMC algorithm.

4.2. Infinite-dimensional setting: prior sampling. In the semiconductor inverse prob-
lem, the parameter space X = L2(Ω) with Ω ⊂ R2 is infinite dimensional. We discretize it
by n = nx × ny parameters, where nx and ny are the numbers of parameters in the x and
y direction, respectively.

As mentioned in Section 3.1, we assume a Gaussian prior random field. The spectral
theorem for self-adjoint operators on Hilbert spaces provides a decomposition of Gaussian
measures in Hilbert spaces, the so-called Karhunen–Loève expansion. The Karhunen–
Loève theorem states that that a stochastic process can be represented as an infinite linear
combination of orthogonal functions. The coefficients are stochastically independent stan-
dard random variables, and the orthogonal basis functions are determined by the spectral
decomposition of the covariance function of the stochastic process. The Karhunen–Loève
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Algorithm 2 Preconditioned Crank–Nicolson MCMC algorithm

• Input: prior measure µ0(Ve) with Ve ∼ N (m0,Σ0); likelihood function π(y|Ve).

• Output: samples V
(i)
e from the posterior measure µy.

(i) Set i = 0 and draw V
(0)
e from prior, V

(0)
e ∼ N (m0,Σ0).

(ii) For i = 1, . . . , N :
(a) Propose

Ṽ (i+1)
e =

√
1− β2(V (i)

e −m0) + βξ(i) +m0 with ξ(i) ∼ N (0,Σ0)

according to the proposal distribution

q(Ṽ (i+1)
e |V (i)

e ) = N
(√

1− β2(V (i)
e −m0) +m0, β

2Σ0

)
.

(b) Compute the acceptance probability

α := α(Ṽ (i+1)
e , V (i)

e ) = min

{
1,

π(y|Ṽ (i+1)
e )

π(y|V (i)
e )

}
with the log-likelihood function (12).

(c) Draw r ∼ U(0, 1); if r ≤ α then V
(i+1)
e := Ṽ

(i+1)
e , else V

(i+1)
e := V

(i)
e .

expansion of the Gaussian random field Ve ∼ N (m0,Σ0) is defined by

Ve(x) = m0(x) +
∞∑
i=1

√
λiξiϕi(x), ξi ∼ N (0, I),(17)

where (λi, ϕi)
∞
i=1 are the eigenpairs of the covariance operator with kernel function Σ0,

given by (14).
By discretizing the prior random field, the corresponding covariance function is reduced

to a covariance matrix of order n× n. For the sampling from the Gaussian prior random
field in the semiconductor inverse problem, we use a truncated Karhunen–Loève expansion
of Ve with n terms. This truncation yields an approximation of Ve in terms of n standard
normal random variables, thus reducing the infinite-dimensional to a finite-dimensional
stochastic parameter space.

As mentioned in Section 3.1, we choose the Matérn–Whittle covariance operator for
Σ0. It represents the covariance between two measurements as a function of the distance
between the points at which they are taken. Furthermore, a Matérn-type operator is
stationary as it only depends on distances between points, and it is isotropic as the distance
is Euclidean.

5. Numerical results

The semiconductor domain is chosen as the square Ω = (−1, 1)2 ⊂ R2 with two Ohmic
contacts; see Figure 1. The forward model is defined by the stationary linearized unipolar
drift-diffusion equations (5)–(7). The true (scaled) doping profile is the piecewise constant
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function

C(x) =

{
−2 for x ∈ ΩP ,

1 for x ∈ ΩN ,

the (scaled) built-in potential is chosen as Vbi = 0.6, and we take δ = λ = 1. For a given
doping profile, we first solve the Poisson equation (7) and then the continuity equation
(5)–(6), using the applied voltage U = 2 on the contact ΓP . We have chosen continuous
piecewise linear finite elements on a mesh of 20×20 squares for the numerical discretization
of the PDEs. Figure 3 illustrates the true doping profile and the solutions to (7) and (5)–
(6). For the likelihood function, which is needed to compute the acceptance probability in
Algorithm 2, we have chosen 1% noise, i.e. Σ = 0.01 · I (see (10)).

Figure 3. True doping profile (left), solution Ve to the Poisson equation
(middle), and solution û to the continuity equation (right).

We reconstruct the doping profile from the current density measurements as follows.
First, we estimate the posterior distribution of Ve using Algorithm 2. To this end, we
compute the synthetic truth from the Poisson equation using the true doping profile and
Vbi = 0.6. Figure 4 (left) shows the true parameter field Ve with the location of 21 current
density measurement points on the top contact ΓN (black dots). Here, we assume a Gauss-
ian prior field with the Matérn–Whittle covariance operator (14), where the parameters
are σ2 = 0.01, ν = 1, λ = 0.7. The prior mean m0 is taken as a perturbation of the true
Ve, and the prior covariance operator Σ0 (see Algorithm 2) becomes after discretization a
matrix of dimension 441× 441. Then we discretize the Gaussian random field by using the
truncated Karhunen–Loéve expansion (with NKL = 441 terms) from (17) in the discretized
parameter domain with n = 20 × 20 parameters. Figure 4 (middle and right) illustrate,
respectively, a realization of the Gaussian prior random field and the reconstructed pa-
rameter field by the estimation of the posterior using the preconditioned Crank–Nicolson
MCMC algorithm. Here, we assume a preconditioned Crank–Nicolson proposal with jump-
ing step size β = 0.2 and 105 samples. The posterior path plots and the corresponding
histogram of posterior probability distribution functions of three parameters are displayed
in Figure 5.
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Figure 4. True parameter field Ve (synthetic truth) with the locations of
the measurement points as black dots (left), a sample from the prior field
(middle), and the reconstructed Ve (right).

Figure 5. The trace plots (left) and histograms (right) show the posterior
Markov chains for Ve for the first, 200th, and 400th parameters of the dis-
cretized parameter domain (from top to bottom).

When the parameter field Ve is reconstructed, we can estimate the doping profile from
equation (9), where we use a finite-difference approximation of the Laplace differential
operator. The doping profile reconstruction is reliable, since we use a physics-informed
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prior by solving the Poisson equation for some given doping profile. The PDE-constrained
prior random field allows the preconditioned Crank–Nicolson MCMC method to beat the
curse of dimensionality as much as possible [6].

In Figure 6, we illustrate the true doping profile together with three reconstructed profiles
with various applied voltages, while the other parameters are the same as for the true
field. For larger applied voltages, the reconstructed doping function “oscillates”, while the
estimation of the function is more accurate for a small applied voltages U = 2, which agrees
with the theory of semiconductor equations.

Furthermore, we test the Bayesian approach for different hyperparameters including
different numbers of truncated Karhunen–Loéve expansion terms for prior sampling as well
as for different finite-element mesh sizes. The results are shown in Figures 7 and 8. The use
of more terms in the truncated Karhunen–Loéve expansion as well as a finer mesh for the
finite-element solution of the forward model (i.e. more accurate PDE solution) leads to a
more accurate Bayesian extraction of the doping profile. However, the elapsed time for the
Bayesian method on the finer mesh (with maximum diameter hmax = 0.1 for the triangle
elements of the mesh) is 1.7 times longer than that on the coarser mesh (hmax = 0.2). We
calculated the mean-square error (MSE) of the reconstructed and the true doping profiles
for different applied voltages and NKL = 441, which are shown in Table 1. As shown in

Table 1. Mean-square errors calculated for the doping profile, recon-
structed using the Bayesian approach and finite-element method with mesh
size hmax = 0.1 for different parameter values.

MSE U = 2 U = 5 U = 10

NKL = 441 0.0751 0.1046 0.2014

this table, for larger applied voltages, the MSE is larger. We note that if the number of
truncated Karhunen–Loéve expansion terms is small (e.g NKL = 100), the MSE increases
(MSE = 0.1108, where U = 2). As mentioned, applying a coarser finite-element mesh
leads to a worse MSE but the computational cost is smaller (MSE = 0.0845 for hmax = 0.2,
where U = 2).

The computation time (elapsed time) for the Bayesian algorithm with 105 samples and
using the finite-element method with mesh size hmax = 0.1 as the forward solver is about
80 minutes (using MATLAB R2023a on an AMD Ryzen 5 5600G 6-core processor with
13.5 GB main memory), where more than 90% of the total time is spent on the likelihood
evaluation. The largest part of the used memory is allocated to store the posterior chain,
which is an array of dimension 441 × 105 and takes about 336 MB memory. The data
storage for the PDE evaluation takes about 16 MB memory, and the memory allocated
to the data storage for the prior and proposal covariance calculations, which are arrays of
dimension 441× 441, takes about 1.5 MB memory each.

According to the numerical results, we obtain an optimal reconstruction of the doping
profile with the applied voltage U = 2, NKL = 441 Karhunen–Loéve expansion terms, and
with a finite-element solver on a finer mesh. Therefore, tuning these design parameters are
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of importance for an accurate Bayesian estimation in semiconductor devices. This can be
done by a Bayesian approach or optimal Bayesian experimental design (see [28]), which is
future work.

Figure 6. The true (top-left) and reconstructed doping profiles using the
preconditioned Crank–Nicolson MCMC method with applied voltage U = 10
(top-right), U = 5 (bottom-left), and U = 2 (bottom-right).

6. Conclusions

We have formulated a doping profile inverse problem for semiconductors as a Bayesian
inverse problem. Under simplifying assumptions on the physical model, the forward model
consists of the stationary linearized unipolar drift-diffusion equations. This leads to a
reduced Bayesian inverse problem, consisting of an inverse problem for the exponential
of the electric potential in the continuity equation and an explicit source inversion of the
Poisson equation. The advantage is that the solution of the Poisson equation, given a
doping profile, provides a physics-informed prior knowledge about the inversion parameter
field for the main Bayesian inverse problem in the continuity equation. This allows for an
accurate posterior estimation and Bayesian reconstruction of the doping profile.
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Figure 7. The true (left) and reconstructed doping profiles using the pre-
conditioned Crank–Nicolson MCMC method with prior sampling with 100
(middle), and 441 (right) truncated Karhunen–Loéve expansion terms.

Figure 8. The true (left) and reconstructed doping profiles using the pre-
conditioned Crank–Nicolson MCMC method with a finite-element solver on
a mesh with a maximum edge length of 0.2 (middle), and 0.1 (right).

The extension of the doping inverse problem to a bipolar model-based forward problem is
straightforward. To this end, the current density measurements are calculated by summing

the electron and hole current densities, i.e. (Ĵn+Ĵp)·ν|ΓN
, and the doping profile is obtained

from C(x) = δ2(γ(x)−γ(x)−1)−λ2∆(ln γ)(x). The parameter γ is reconstructed from two
continuity equations for electrons and holes, given their concentrations.

The Bayesian inversion problem can also be extended to the drift-diffusion equations
for memristors, which consist of three continuity equations for the electron, hole, and
oxide vacancy densities. While the analysis of the instationary equations is rather well
established [11, 13], many questions for the stationary equations are still open, for instance
the uniqueness of weak solutions, their stability, and the Lipschitz continuity with respect
to the data. The reason is the lack of sufficient regularity of the solutions. This issue may
be overcome by considering the two-dimensional case only or by considering the degenerate
equations [13], valid in high-injection regimes. In both cases, the regularity is improved,
which may allow us to prove the well-posedness of the Bayesian inverse problem. This is
work in preparation.
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