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Josephson junctions manufactured to tight tolerances are necessary components for supercon-
ducting quantum computing. Developing precise manufacturing techniques for Josephson junctions
requires an understanding of their make-up and robust feedback metrics against which to optimise.
Here we consider complementary techniques assessing what conclusions they allow us to draw about
the barriers in junctions. Monte-Carlo simulations of barriers show that standard deviations of 15-
20% of the total barrier thickness are compatible with our experimental data. Electrical breakdown
allows us to probe the weakest points in barriers. Narrowing the distribution of this breakdown pro-
vides a promising feedback mechanism for barrier optimisation. Grouping junctions by breakdown
voltage allows us to identify sub-ensembles of junctions with different median resistance, highlight-
ing the importance of weak spots in junction parameters such as resistance. Transmission electron
microscopy can be used to find average barrier thickness, although we highlight challenges forming
robust conclusions on the distribution of thicknesses in a barrier from these experiments.

I. INTRODUCTION

Josephson junctions (JJs) are ubiquitous to supercon-
ducting quantum computers [1] and other superconduct-
ing circuits such as parametric amplifiers [2] and there-
fore have significant technological importance. The most
widely used type of JJ in superconducting technologies is
based on an insulating layer of AlOx which separates two
superconducting electrodes. The AlOx layer is formed
by oxidising the surface of a layer of metallic aluminium
before covering the AlOx layer with a second supercon-
ducting electrode, also aluminium. This creates a barrier
which is (i) amorphous (ii) non-stoichiometric, and (iii)
with thickness that varies across the junction [3–6]. De-
veloping manufacturing techniques for JJs to be made
with fine tolerances requires a detailed understanding of
the junction, as well as robust feedback metrics against
which manufacturing techniques can be optimised.

The figure of merit of an ideal JJ is its critical current,
IC, a property that can be hard to measure at numbers
that are statistically significant. A proxy for this value
is the room temperature resistance [7, 8] and resistance
tolerances are typically used to characterise manufactur-
ing processes. These processes are in turn optimised
considering feedback from resistance measurements and
techniques such as scanning electron microscopy [9, 10].
Consequently many problems with repeatable JJ manu-
facture have been solved and control of the area of JJs
is now much improved [7, 11]. As a result the current
state of the art in as-fabricated JJ resistance spread is
∼2-3% [12–14]. Once lateral dimensions of junctions
are perfectly controlled the remaining variation between
junctions must be attributed to differences between their
barriers although it is not clear what level of resistance
variation this causes in typical manufacturing processes.
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Variability in junction barriers has more complex con-
sequences on the junction physics than being a poorly
controlled variable which rescales the critical current af-
fecting manufacturing tolerance. Non-ideal JJs can be
characterised by their expanded current phase relation-
ship (CϕR). In these realistic junctions, the first Joseph-
son equation, I = IC sin(ϕ) where ϕ is the supercon-
ducting phase drop across the JJ [15], becomes more
complicated with current given by the Fourier series
I =

∑
n IC,n sin(nϕ) [16]. Imperfections in the barrier

cause variations in IC,n, changing the critical current
and adding higher order terms to the CϕR [17]. These
higher order terms can then affect the properties of de-
vices based on these JJs [18].

Variation in dielectric thin films, like the barrier,
is a well studied problem with relevance to devices
including field effect transistors (FETs) [19], metal-
insulator-semiconductor (MIS) or metal-insulator-metal
(MIM) structures [20, 21] and magnetic tunnel junc-
tions (MTJs) [22]. The barriers in JJs are typically
∼ 1 − 2 nm [23] so even a single O2− ion represents
a substantial fraction of the average barrier thickness
with ionic radius of ∼0.14 nm [24]. Generating a full
3D map of barriers at this resolution isn’t yet possi-
ble although various techniques have been used to im-
prove the understanding of barriers. (Scanning) Trans-
mission Electron Microscopy ((S)TEM) and associated
techniques give chemical and structural information at
sub-nanometre resolution [4, 25]. Atom Probe Tomog-
raphy (APT) results in 3D reconstructions of the bar-
rier although to date, results on AlOx barriers do not
show the requisite resolution [25, 26]. Scanning Tunnel-
ing Microscopy (STM) maps the as-grown oxide prior to
being capped by a final metal layer [22] and oxygen mi-
gration occurs after this final capping [27]. Simulations
of the growth process by molecular dynamics give insight
into atomic structures in typical barriers [27]. Studies of
breakdown voltages of barriers are used in device commu-
nities, such as FETs, to probe device-to-device variation
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in barrier weak points [28] although have not seen sub-
stantial use in JJs.

In this work we consider electrical measurements and
STEM imaging of barriers, discussing what conclusions
can be robustly drawn from these types of characterisa-
tion. We extend the typical range of electrical measure-
ments to sample non-linear parts of the current-voltage
(IV) curves and junction breakdown. We complement
this by Monte-Carlo simulations of IVs and breakdown
resulting from non-uniform barrier thickness. We are
able to recreate the extended measurements with these
Monte-Carlo simulations considering only statistically
distributed thicknesses within single junctions and find
that skewed thickness distributions fit our experiments
best. We then consider how thickness information is de-
rived from STEM imaging, a technique that has previ-
ously been used to measure thickness distributions in bar-
riers. We consider how choices in image processing and
non-idealities in the barrier electrodes may affect conclu-
sions drawn from this type of analysis.

II. ELECTRICAL MEASUREMENTS

Fig. 1 shows results from fitting a set of 598 IV curves.
These are collected from junctions manufactured with
the same target dimensions. An atomic force microscope
(AFM) measurement of one of these junctions is shown
in Fig. 1 (a). For each junction the voltage is swept from
0 V to a value up to 1.6 V as shown in Fig. 1 (b). At low
voltages the IVs of the JJs are linear and we fit this de-
pendence at voltages below 0.02 V to extract the junction
resistance. At voltages below 1.6 V, each junction fails
at its breakdown voltage and becomes an ohmic channel
with much lower resistance (typically hundreds of Ohms).

We also fit the IVs for all voltages below the break-
down voltage using the Simmons model, which gives the
current-voltage properties for a thin rectangular tunnel
junction as a function of the potential barrier height and
its thickness [29];

I =
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where A is the junction area, t the junction thickness, ϕ
the barrier height and K = 4πt

√
2mee/h. Fitting this

model gives a single-valued thickness which, as discussed
in the introduction and shown in the literature, for ex-
ample by STM [22], is a simplification of the true barrier
in these junctions. The simple analytical form makes it
computationally inexpensive to compute, which is impor-
tant when used in Monte-Carlo simulations shown later.

In Fig. 1 (c) we show the results of fitting Eq. 1 to these
data with median ± standard deviation values of the fit
parameters given by t = 0.73 nm ±3%, ϕ =1.22 eV ±5%
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FIG. 1. (a) An AFM measurement of a JJ from the ensemble
of JJs (b) An IV of a typical junction showing the extraction
of the breakdown voltage, resistance from a linear fit to the
low voltage regime and a fit to the full Simmons model. (c,d)
Results from analysing an ensemble of 598 junctions fabri-
cated on a 3” wafer. (c) A histogram showing the outputs
from fitting Eq. 1 to measured IVs with thickness, barrier
height and nominal area shown on the same x axis. (d) A
histogram of the resistance deviation from the median resis-
tance of the junction ensemble with a median resistance value
of 7122 Ω.

and A = 1.39×104 nm2±10%. From AFMmeasurements
we find the junction dimensions to be ∼ 240× 240 nm =
5.76×104 nm2, approximately 4× larger than the fitted
areas from experimental IVs. The difference in areas be-
tween the measured and fitted values suggests that con-
duction is dominated by the thin-points of the barrier.
In Fig. 1 (d) we show a histogram of the JJ resistances
extracted from the linear fit, centred at 7122 Ω with a
normally distributed resistance and a standard deviation
of 3.7 %. We use these experimental results to define
targets for Monte-Carlo simulations of IV curves.

We perform Monte-Carlo simulations where we allow
thickness to vary across a junction trying to understand
if we can recreate experimental measurements consider-
ing only thickness variations within junctions. To build
these simulations we define a junction with an area cor-
responding to the overlap between the two electrodes in
a JJ (shown in Fig. 1 a and the supplemental materi-
als). This area is divided into equally sized pixels which
act as parallel conduction channels. The thickness of the
barrier at each pixel is drawn from a statistical distri-
bution and then Eq. 1 is computed as the IV for that
pixel. Combining the IVs of each pixel as parallel con-
duction paths, simulates the IV of the whole junction.
We consider both normally distributed and log-normally
distributed thicknesses, where a log-normal distribution
is an example of a skewed thickness distribution.

We characterise each simulated IV curve by refitting it
to Eq 1 which allows us to compare simulated IVs to ex-
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FIG. 2. Results from Monte-Carlo simulations of barriers with normally (a - e) and log-normally (f - j) distributed thicknesses.
Heatmaps of (a, f) resistance, (b, g) resistance spread (c, h) barrier height (ϕ), (d, i) fitted thickness and (e, j) fitted area.
Resistance and its spread are found by fitting a straight line to the low voltage region and other parameters are from found
from fitting Eq. 1 to the full voltage range. Any regions within the experimental variation (or 10% instead for resistance) are
coloured grey as shown in the colour bars. Overlaid are ‘bulls-eye’ concentric circle markers, which indicate a set of parameters
which satisfies all the constraints set by the experimental measurements.

perimental IVs. Fitting the linear regime of the IV gives
the resistance of the junction. Repeating this protocol for
multiple junctions (20 in this work) gives the junction-to-
junction variation for a given thickness distribution. The
pixel size is an important parameter in these simulations
with smaller pixels giving less junction-to-junction vari-
ation. Pixels less than ∼0.2 nm become unphysical as
they drop below ionic radii of the barrier giving a lower
bound on pixel size. We perform these simulations with
a pixel size of 1 nm and a barrier height set to the median
experimental value shown in Fig. 1 (b) ϕ = 1.22 eV. The
pixel size is chosen to correspond approximately to the
thickness of barriers assuming that the barrier thickness
doesn’t change on a length-scale much less than the thick-
ness and also as a compromise for computational speed.
The value of barrier height is important for inferring ac-
curate thicknesses from any subsequent modeling. Liter-
ature values vary with changes in barrier height being as-
cribed to the termination of the oxide barrier (Al/O) and
the crystal structure of the underlying metal [30, 31]. Ex-
perimental studies also using the Simmons model identify
barrier heights ranging from ∼0.9 eV to ∼1 eV [32]. Den-
sity functional theory (DFT) simulations of amorphous
Al/AlOx/Al barriers show dependence on roughness of
the underlying metal and find effective barrier heights
ranging from 0.2 eV to 1 eV [33].

We show the results of these Monte-Carlo simulations
in Fig. 2. The top and bottom rows show results for
normally distributed and log-normally distributed barrier

thicknesses respectively. In each heatmap we colour any
cells compatible with our experimental results in grey.
For both distributions there is a region where the exper-
imental results shown in Fig. 1 are matched well by sim-
ulations indicated by ‘bulls-eye’ symbols in Fig. 2. Using
a multi-valued thickness within a junction we are able to
match experimental IVs whilst maintaining the known
lateral dimensions of the junctions.

These simulations also show that inferring the bar-
rier height by extracting the value from fits to the Sim-
mons model is not straightforward. In Fig. 2 we use
a single value of barrier height ϕ = 1.22 eV. However,
the value of ϕ extracted from refitting these simulations
shown in Fig. 2 (c,h) deviates from this value, depending
on the underlying thickness distribution. For instance,
moving along the x axis for fixed value of ⟨t⟩ in both
Fig. 2 (c,h) the barriers with greater thickness variation
appear to have a larger barrier heights. This may ex-
plain observations such as those seen in Ref. 32 where
they conclude that oxidation time has changed the bar-
rier height. Instead of changing barrier height, it may be
that the oxidation time is changing thickness distribu-
tions (either average or variation), which appear as po-
tential barrier heights when interpreted via fitting to the
Simmons model. Given the variation in literature values
and imperfect inference from electrical measurements, di-
rect measurements of the barrier height would be advan-
tageous, for instance by x-ray photoelectron spectroscopy
techniques such as in Ref. [34].
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FIG. 3. Comparison of (a) experimentally measured break-
down voltages with simulated breakdown voltages for (b)
log-normally and (c) normally distributed barriers created
with distributions indicated by stars in Fig. 2. (a) Shows a
double-Gaussian fit indicating a bimodal breakdown distribu-
tion. Simulated distributions are found by taking the thinnest
points in randomly generated barriers with a mesh size of
0.2 nm and rescaling this by a dielectric strength (Eds) to
keep the mean breakdown voltage equal to the experimental
values. (d) The resistance of junctions distinguishing junc-
tions with breakdown above/below the midpoint of the bi-
modal distribution 1.3 V, shown by the black dashed line in
(a). (e) A histogram of the full thickness distribution of exam-
ple junctions generated with the parameters from (b, c). (f)
Cumulative conductance of junctions from 10 different junc-
tions generated with parameters from (e) as a fraction of the
total junction area.

To understand the effect of changing barrier height, we
perform these simulations for ϕ = 1 eV and 0.8 eV and
show these in the supplemental information and match
the results of fitting the Simmons model to data (as in-
dicated by the ‘bulls-eye’ in Fig. 2). With lower bar-
rier heights, we infer a thicker average barrier and also a
larger thickness standard deviation. When using the bar-
rier height of 0.8 eV we find average thicknesses which
matches our best inference from STEM imaging as dis-
cussed below. This places a lower bound on barrier

heights compatible with our results. The use of a rectan-
gular potential barrier will give a systematic offset imply-
ing a thinner barrier relative to what would be inferred
using more realistic rounded potential barriers. A de-
tailed understanding of potential barrier shapes or atom-
istic computations of tunneling currents would improve
this model and likely result in better quantitative agree-
ment between simulated potential barrier thicknesses and
the thicknesses of alumina barriers. We could also ex-
tend this model to also draw ϕ from a distribution of
values indicating compositional fluctuations at the ex-
pense of extra computational time. An understanding of
realistic levels of potential barrier fluctuations would be
necessary for this to give deeper insight to our results.
The use of a single-valued potential-barrier height here
is equivalent to an assumption that fluctuations in thick-
ness contribute more to IVs than fluctuations in barrier
height.

We can complement the information shown from the
fitted IV curves with measurements of the breakdown
voltage, the point indicated by a star in Fig. 1 (a). We
present a histogram showing the analysis of junction
breakdown voltages of the same group of junctions in
Fig. 3 (a). We phenomenologically fit a double-Gaussian
to the breakdown voltage showing a bimodal distribu-
tion with a midpoint of 1.3 V. Breakdown occurs at
the weakest point in the barrier at a voltage given by
VBD = tEds where t is the barrier thickness and Eds its di-
electric strength. Assuming a uniform dielectric strength
across the barrier, the weakest point is determined by the
thinnest point in the junction. Dielectric strength could
also fluctuate across the barrier, for instance decreasing
at defects in the barrier, where what constitutes a defect
in an amorphous oxide is a complicated issue in itself [35].
If all junctions have the same thickness at their thinnest
point, then the spread in Fig. 3 (a) would be a direct
measure of the spread in dielectric strength, allowing us
to place a bound on the standard deviation of this mate-
rial property in these barriers, σEDS < 4 %. We consider
the case where dielectric strength is constant across all
barriers and within each barrier, i.e. omitting any con-
tributions from local structural changes. In this limit the
breakdown voltage is determined by the thinnest point of
each barrier and the histogram in Fig. 3 (a) is a rescaled
measurement of these thinnest points from 598 junctions.

Extending the Monte-Carlo simulations shown in
Fig. 2 we consider whether the same model of varying
barrier thickness agrees with our experimental measure-
ments of breakdown voltage. Using thickness distribu-
tions identified in Fig. 2 as giving the best match be-
tween simulated and experimental IVs we compute a dis-
tribution of breakdown voltages. We generate thicknesses
from the distributions indicated by ‘bulls-eye’ symbols
in Fig. 2 for a 240 × 240 nm junction with a 0.2 nm
pixel size [36]. We record the minimum thickness of the
barrier in the junction and then repeat this to build a
distribution of the thinnest points in the barrier. In or-
der to translate the distribution of the thinnest points to
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breakdown voltages we rescale the distribution of thin-
points by a constant dielectric strength of 3.31 GV/m
and 5.26 GV/m for log-normal and normal barrier dis-
tributions respectively. Previous measurements of Eds in
amorphous alumina vary from 0.4 to 1.0 GV/m , simi-
lar in order of magnitude [37]. We compute the dielectric
strength by enforcing the mean of the rescaled thicknesses
to be equal to the mean of the measured breakdown
voltages. Simulated breakdown-distributions for barriers
with log-normally and normally distributed thickness are
shown in Fig. 3 (b) and (c) respectively. Neither statis-
tical distribution recreates the bimodal distribution seen
experimentally. However, the rescaled values from log-
normally distributed barriers (Fig. 3 b) show reasonably
good agreement with the measured breakdown voltages
with a similar standard deviation and min/max ratio.
In contrast the rescaled values taken from barriers gen-
erated with a normally distributed thickness (Fig. 3 c)
do not agree with the experimental measurements. We
show that multiple experimental measurements can be
largely recreated considering only a skewed thickness dis-
tribution in our barriers. The parameters used to simu-
late breakdown are drawn from simulations of IV curves
which have no awareness of breakdown physics and only
one value is used to rescale the distribution. We note we
do not recreate a bimodal distribution indicating that,
while better than a normal distribution, the log-normal
thickness distribution is not a perfect description of the
barrier.

In Fig. 3 (d) we present histograms of resistance for
junctions which have been grouped by the breakdown
voltage of the junction, distinguishing junctions as being
above or below the mid-point of the bimodal distribution,
1.3 V. We show a difference in average resistance of the
high vs. low breakdown junctions of ∼300 Ω, a ∼4%
change. This further supports the idea that breakdown
occurs at the thin-points in the barrier as anomalously
thin points would result in a reduction in resistance and
a reduction in breakdown voltage. [38]

Here we show how a fabrication process can be as-
sessed considering breakdown voltages, where the distri-
bution of breakdown voltages could be used as feedback
when optimizing junction growth protocols and correla-
tions between breakdown voltages and resistances can
be used to identify whether variation between barriers
are contributing significantly to resistance spread. As
mentioned in the introduction, it has recently been sug-
gested that these thinnest points in junctions can con-
tribute deviations of the CϕR from an ideal sinusoidal
relationship, causing effects such as Josephson harmon-
ics [17, 18]. This provides additional motivation to use
this type of optimisation protocol as it may allow manu-
facturing processes to realise more homogeneous CϕRs.

In Fig. 3 (e) we show the thickness distribution of two
example junctions. We find that the distributions over-
lap quite well for counts at thinner distributions. Given
that the junctions have similar resistances this is good ev-
idence that the majority of the resistance is determined
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FIG. 4. Experimental STEM-EDS imaging of an Al/AlOxAl
barrier of the oxygen peak. (a-c) show heatmaps indicating
the oxygen peak with the edges of the barrier as detected by
Kernel integration overlaid to the maps. Different values of δ
are used to define the kernel for the three maps (0, 0.2, 0.4
respectively). (d-f) show histograms of thicknesses as inferred
from the different kernel integrations.

by the thinner portions of the barrier. We see this again
in Fig. 3 (f) where we plot a cumulative conductance
distribution as a function of junction area and find a
large contribution to total conductance coming from a
small fraction of the total area, irrespective of whether
using a skewed lognormal distribution or a normally dis-
tributed thickness. Areas of locally elevated conductance
are more prominent in the normally distributed junction,
as is to be expected. As the thicker regions contribute
little to the total conductance, our model has bad res-
olution on the thicker-side of the thickness distribution.
The key feature of the log-normal probability distribu-
tion that our modeling does provide confidence for, is
that the tails on the thinner-side of the distribution are
suppressed more strongly than in the normal distribu-
tion. The observation of a small fraction of the junction
contributing a large fraction of conductance agrees qual-
itatively with the conclusions from Refs. [39, 40]. Both
studies arrive at this conclusion from considerations of
barrier thickness measurements by (S)TEM, which we
consider in the next section.

III. SCANNING TRANSMISSION ELECTRON
MICROSCOPY

STEM includes a family of techniques which allow for
sub-nanometre resolution imaging of materials with el-
emental contrast which are natural candidates to inves-
tigate questions about the thickness distribution of the
barrier. These techniques can be applied to JJs where the
barrier has been capped with a top electrode, i.e. after
the full fabrication process has taken place. We first con-
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sider a protocol to measure variations in thickness in the
projected 2D image. We do this considering images of the
oxygen content in a barrier collected by STEM energy-
dispersive X-ray spectroscopy (EDS) mapping. Imaging
is performed on a lamella which is fabricated by focused
ion beam cutting and lift out of a ∼30 nm thick cross
section of the JJ. In Fig. 4 we present an example image
of the oxygen composition. The edge of the barrier is
identified by kernel integration using OpenCV [41]. We
define two kernels to identify the two edges where each
kernel has an asymmetry factor δ. We describe the con-
struction of the integration kernels in the supplemental
information. Given that the oxygen content in the bar-
rier increases over a finite length, the edge of the barrier
could be defined at several points. By changing δ we
systematically alter where the kernel integration proto-
col identifies the edge. In Fig. 4 (a-c) we show the same
image with edges identified using 0, 0.2, 0.4 as values of
δ respectively. In analysis we explored larger values of δ
and found the edges were obviously within the junction,
so care must be taken in selecting this asymmetry value.

We measure the thickness of the barrier by finding the
distance between the two edges for each column of pixels.
The average of the thickness from these different kernels
matches previous measurements by TEM well giving an
average thickness of ∼ 1.9 nm - 2.4 nm depending on
the kernel [23]. We can also compute the distribution
of thicknesses shown in the histograms Fig. 4 (d-f) and
fit each of them both to normal and log-normal distribu-
tions. We routinely see that the log-normal distribution
fits the thickness distribution better than the normal dis-
tribution. In the literature the results of this type of anal-
ysis have been interpreted as the statistical distribution
of thicknesses inside a barrier, a claim we are explicitly
not making here.

Arbitrary choices, such as the asymmetry factor in the
kernels, can change what we infer about the barrier. We
attribute this both to (i) details of the barrier including
such as the oxygen content likely changing over a finite
distance and the non-uniform barrier thickness and (ii)
the STEM image being a projection which averages the
barrier. As the barrier is grown on a bottom electrode
which isn’t perfectly flat the imaging beam is at times
intersecting both electrode and barrier. We wish to un-
derstand (i) from techniques such as STEM imaging as
they will determine the behaviour of a JJ. However (ii)
represents difficulties posed in trying to identify thickness
variations in this material system by STEM. We suggest
that we should report 1.9 nm < ⟨t⟩ < 2.4 nm, i.e. the
variation in thickness implied by different kernels is what
defines the error bars on the measurement of average bar-
rier thickness.

In order to gain a deeper understanding of (ii) from
above, we simulate STEM EDS images of oxygen con-
tent. We simulate the STEM image by building a 3D
array of 0.1 nm3 voxels which represents the lamella used
for STEM imaging. We use AFM maps to determine the
topography of the barrier and then assign voxels in the
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FIG. 5. (a, b) two high resolution AFM scans of represen-
tative bottom leads (region indicated in Fig. 1 a) In (a, b)
five 30 × 100 nm areas are marked by dashed lines. These
regions are used to simulate STEM profiles shown in (c-g)
assuming a 2 nm oxide barrier coating the AFM topography
with the labels matching the AFM region to the STEM pro-
file inserted into the boxes. (c-g) Edges of simulated oxygen
content are detected using a symmetric kernels and shown
overlaid, as well as measurements of average thickness and
thickness standard deviations being noted in each figure. The
labels (c - g) are in the same side of the scan region in the
simulated STEM profile and the AFM regions.

barrier a value of 1, representing high oxygen content,
voxels on the edge of the barrier a value of 0.5 and other
voxels a value of 0, representing low oxygen content. Av-
eraging values of voxels along a column normal to the
lamella surface gives a value corresponding to the nom-
inal oxygen content in that column and represents the
projection formed by the electron beam experimentally.
After projection we add Gaussian noise to the image rep-
resentative of detector noise, we calibrate the centre and
standard deviation of the Gaussian noise from a line trace
of the experimental data in Fig. 4. We finally apply a
Gaussian blur with radius 0.1 nm representative of the
beam size in STEM experiments.

We generate a series of barriers assuming that the
thickness of the barrier is uniformly 2 nm across the junc-
tion. Using a uniform barrier thickness means that any
thickness variation inferred from the simulated STEM
image arises from (iii) and (iv) above, i.e. experimental
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nonidealities which could change what we infer from anal-
ysis of STEM images. We draw the bottom electrode to-
pography from AFMmeasurements shown in Fig. 5 (a,b).
[42]. We infer the thickness of the barriers from the simu-
lated STEM images (Fig. 5 c-g) using symmetric kernels
(δ = 0) as described for Fig. 4 adjusting kernel sizes
to account for the different pixel sizes. As expected, a
perfectly uniform barrier appears to have varying thick-
ness when viewed in projection due to roughness in the
underlying barrier. We also find that the thickness val-
ues and thickness standard deviation change depending
which AFM area is used to build the projection. All but
one average thickness measurements are within 10 % of
the barrier thickness input to the simulation, although
the standard deviation of barrier thickness varies by a
factor of ∼ 8×. This suggests that STEM is a good
technique to measure the average thickness of a barrier
(reporting errors as described above) but calls into ques-
tion the robustness of using STEM profiles to infer the
thickness distribution in a junction. It also shows that
multiple areas should be measured and inferring average
thickness values from single STEM images may introduce
errors. We therefore include additional STEM images
with analogous processing to that performed in Fig. 4 in
the supplemental material. These suggest similar thick-
nesses, but also include regions of topographic features
which slightly increase the inferred average thickness.

Sometimes it is straightforward to identify regions
where apparent thickness broadening occurs due to to-
pographic variation in the bottom electrode (e.g. RHS
of Fig. 5 c) where it’s possible to resolve two barriers
superimposed on one another. Here the kernel edge de-
tection gets confused shown by the discontinuities in the
edge it identifies. In the supplemental material we show
an example of experimental STEM imaging with these
types of features, compared to a similar STEM simula-
tion. In Fig. 5 (d) there is also a topographic gradient
along the projection axis, but, in this instance, the to-
pographic change is smaller in magnitude and so in the
simulated STEM image it appears only as a broaden-
ing of the barrier. It is therefore not straightforwardly
possible to systematically distinguish apparent broaden-
ing from topography variation and true barrier variation,
although it is possible to exclude areas where the topo-
graphic broadening effects are largest.

Comparing experimental (Fig. 4) and simulated
(Fig. 5) STEM images, barriers appear rougher in the ex-
perimental STEM data than the simulated STEM. The
topography of the electrode used to simulate STEM im-
ages may be artificially smoothed due to the AFM tip
radius of 2 nm. This would mean that features of the size
of apparent roughness seen in Fig. 4 would not be appar-
ent with this AFM tip. The barriers we measure here
are also oxidised which can change the topography of the
surface. While there may be features sufficiently small
that they are not resolved by AFM, both AFM maps
in Fig. 5 have topographic features are large relative to
the AFM resolution, and as we show, couple importantly

into the inferred STEM projections. Using STM may al-
low higher resolution topographic maps to perform more
robust inferences of STEM profiles, and can also be per-
formed in situ before barrier oxidation modifies the to-
pography. These more detailed maps might find uses,
for instance in reverse Monte-Carlo approaches [43] to
extract quantitative information about the barrier thick-
ness and thickness distributions from STEM.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In this article we have aimed to understand oxide barri-
ers in JJs due to their technological importance in super-
conducting qubits. A summary of different thicknesses
inferred within this paper is shown in Table I. We fit
the Simmons model to non-linear IVs to extract a single-
valued thickness value to each junction ∼0.75 nm. We
build Monte-Carlo protocols to simulate the IV proper-
ties of barriers with multi-valued thicknesses drawn from
example statistical distributions Here we find that the
distribution of thicknesses present in the junction, re-
sults in IVs that, when fitted, would imply a single-value
thickness smaller than the average thickness. This is be-
cause conductivity is exponentially dependent on the bar-
rier thickness, so any thinner-than-average regions con-
tribute more than similarly thicker-than-average regions.
These simulations indicate a barrier that is ∼1 nm thick
with a standard deviation of ∼0.2 nm thick, however us-
ing different barrier heights, we infer different thickness
distributions. The rectangular potential barrier used in
the Simmons model likely results in an under-estimate
of thickness relative to more realistic, smoothly increas-
ing barriers. By considering the Monte Carlo simulations
relative to STEM measurements we constrain the barrier
height to the range 0.8 eV ≲ ϕ ≲ 1.22 eV.
Using breakdown measurements we can probe the tails

of thickness distributions assuming that breakdown oc-
curs at the thinnest point or points of the barrier. Con-
sidering normal and skewed log-normal distributions of
barrier thickness, we show that the breakdown statistics
are better described by a skewed distribution. We show
that the tails of the thickness distribution contribute sub-
stantially to the resistance of the device with a ∼4 % dif-
ference in resistance between the 93 % lowest- and 7 %
highest-breakdown voltage junctions. We also show that
normally distributed barrier thicknesses give rise to larger
barrier-induced spread than skewed distributions.
We then consider STEM measurements probing the

oxygen content of barriers as a technique to directly mea-
sure the thickness of barriers. We show measurements of
the barrier thickness from 1.9 to 2.4 nm depending on
how the edge of the barrier is determined with a stan-
dard deviation not dissimilar to those inferred from the
Monte Carlo simulations of the barrier. We suggest an
approach to define errors on barrier thickness measure-
ments, performing kernel integration with different ker-
nels to extract different barrier edges and comparing the
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Technique
Simmons

Model Fit

Monte-Carlo

Simulations
STEM-EDS

Variable -

Potential Barrier Height (eV)

Only log-normal distribution
Kernel Asymmetry (δ)

0.8 1.0 1.22 0 0.2 0.4

Thickness

(nm)
0.73 ± 0.02 2.10 ± 0.55 1.45± 0.38 1.02 ± 0.21 2.39 ± 0.32 2.13 ± 0.22 1.94 ± 0.17

TABLE I. A summary of different barrier thicknesses extracted throughout this manuscript. Fitting the Simmons model returns
a single-valued thickness and the error represents the standard deviation from fitting 598 IVs. Monte-Carlo simulations give
thickness by fixing the area of a junction and allowing the barrier thickness to vary. The thickness value is the average thickness
whereas the errors represent a genuine thickness distribution in the barrier. STEM-EDS measurements are direct measurements
of thickness by atomic scale microscopy. As shown here, the thickness of the barrier is sensitive to image processing (i.e. choice
of δ). Errors here represent standard deviations of inferred average thickness for a specific choice of δ but do not represent
thickness distributions. Without an un-biased approach to image processing, the true error on thickness measurements is likely
the variation in thickness between different values of δ.

variation in the average thickness reported. These error
bars should not be misinterpreted as the standard devi-
ation of the barrier thickness.

Comparing experimental measurements to simulations
of STEM data, we show that inferring average thick-
nesses from STEM images is reasonable, subject to er-
rors associated with identifying the edge of the barrier.
However, inferring variations in the thickness of the bar-
rier from STEM images is not a robust process. The
roughness commonly seen on bottom electrodes, when
projected into 2D, also creates apparent thickness varia-
tions. We see wider variations in barrier thickness mea-
surements experimentally than when simulating a per-
fectly uniform barrier, lending support to the idea that
the barrier thickness does indeed vary across the junction
but inferring the statistics of this variation from STEM
data alone remains a challenge. Most evidence in the lit-
erature about thickness distributions of barriers and that
this is normally distributed arises from this type of pro-
cessing of STEM or TEM data for instance [23]. While
these works were substantial increments to the under-

standing of the oxide barriers in JJs, continuing to use
these techniques and inferences should be avoided, for
instance in computations of Josephson harmonics based
on normal thickness distributions [18]. We show here
that this type of inference over-states the certainty of
thickness distributions, and indeed our most sensitive
probe of the tails of our distribution imply some form
of skewed thickness distribution contradicting the con-
clusions drawn from STEM.
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I. ADDITIONAL STEM IMAGING

In Fig. 1 we compare (a) experimental and (b) simu-
lated STEM profiles where the simulated STEM is taken
from the edge of a protrusion in the bottom electrode.
We see qualitatively similar features where the barrier ap-
pears to broaden whilst dropping in oxygen counts. The
simulated barrier has been constructed to have a uniform
thickness across and we understand that the broadening
occurs due to the projection of the 3D barrier geometry
into two dimensions. The operator could avoid regions
that look like the type of feature shown here to try to
minimise the amount of broadening that arises due to
roughness in the bottom lead.

We also provide two additional STEM images in Fig. 3,
where the same kernel edge-detection protocol is used as
in the main text resizing the kernel according to pixel
size. These regions are larger the STEM image shown
in the main text. These STEM images both have re-
gions where there are features we identify with bottom-
electrode roughness. The median thickness measure-
ments for the higher resolution image are similar to those
as found from the STEM image in the main text, al-
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FIG. 1. Comparison of (a) experimental and (b) simulated
STEM EDS cross sections monitoring the oxygen peak across
a barrier. The simulated STEM has been taken from the edge
of a protrusion in the underlying bottom electrode.
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though the standard deviation of the thicknesses is sub-
stantially increased because of the bottom electrodes.
The lower resolution image shows a slightly increased
average thickness, likely due to a combination of the
reduced resolution and the substantial number of topo-
graphic features included in the imaged region.

II. AFM MEASUREMENTS

In Fig. 4 we show an AFM map of a representative JJ.
We show the 240 × 240 nm measurements used in the
Monte Carlo simulations.

III. KERNEL INTEGRATION

In Fig. 4 of the main text we use kernel integration to
identify the edges of an oxygen barrier. This technique
involves splitting the original images into smaller sub-
images and multiplying them by a ‘kernel’ of the same
dimensions to get a single value. With a suitable kernel,
the single value can be dependent on a gradient in the
values and so is suitable for our use case, where we want
to identify the edges of an oxygen-rich region (i.e. regions
of large gradients in oxygen content).
To construct the kernels we first build a 1D array which

is aligned along the thin axis of the barrier. At the centre
of the 1D array we define a value of 0. We then build this
out by appending k instances of (δ+1) before the 0 and k
instances of (δ− 1) after the 0, where δ is an asymmetry
factor. The second kernel is defined by reflecting the
first kernel about its centre (i.e. the pixel with value
0). We then add the second dimension of the kernel by
adding weighted versions of the array described above to
either side of the first array. We weight the array using
a Gaussian function which decays with a length-scale of
0.5 nm. In Fig. 5 we show a break-down of how the kernel
integration used in the main text is performed.
We demonstrate how the raw image containing infor-

mation about the oxygen content, is divided into sub-
images, which are in turn multiplied by a kernel to yield
a single pixel value. We do this at each pixel in the raw
image, generating a 2D image of kernel integration. The
maximal values for each row in the kernel integration are
identified as the edges of the barrier. The different edges
shown in the main text are identified by changing the
kernels used. We can introduce more or less asymme-
try in the kernel by changing the value δ where this is
described in the main text.
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FIG. 2. The first set of additional STEM images and kernel integration analysis complementing the figures in the main text.
These areas include some regions where topographic features increase the inferred thickness distributions. (a-c) show heatmaps
indicating the oxygen peak with the edges of the barrier as detected by Kernel integration overlaid to the maps. Different
values of δ are used to define the kernel for the three maps (0, 0.2, 0.4 respectively). (d-f) show histograms of thicknesses as
inferred from the different kernel integrations.
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FIG. 3. The second set of additional STEM images and kernel integration analysis complementing the figures in the main text.
These areas include some regions where topographic features increase the inferred thickness distributions. (a-c) show heatmaps
indicating the oxygen peak with the edges of the barrier as detected by Kernel integration overlaid to the maps. Different
values of δ are used to define the kernel for the three maps (0, 0.2, 0.4 respectively). (d-f) show histograms of thicknesses as
inferred from the different kernel integrations.
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FIG. 4. AFM image showing the 240 × 240 nm dimensions
of the junction.

IV. ADDITIONAL MONTE-CARLO
SIMULATIONS

In Fig. 6 we show further Monte-Carlo simulations for
barriers with lower barrier heights than shown in the
main text (1.22 eV). In the top two rows we show re-
sults for normal and log-normal thickness distributions
for a barrier height of 1 eV. In the normally distributed
barrier we find a regime in the bottom right hand side of
each panel with a thin barrier and a large standard devi-
ation in the barrier thickness, where each junction sim-
ulated includes a short circuit (i.e. a thickness ≤ 0 nm)
and is shown by a lack of colouring. The boundary to
this region is characterised by a low resistance spread.
This low resistance spread is caused by most junctions
failing by short circuit and being excluded from calcula-
tions of spread. The boundary between resistances above
the target resistance, and below the target resistance is
not smooth. This is because a small number of pixels in
the tail of the thickness distribution can contribute suffi-
ciently to drops in resistance that this is not stable. It’s
possible that this would be avoided by using a finer pixel
size.

The log-normally distributed thickness distribution
has a more stable map, where there is a clear bound-
ary between resistance regimes. These are shown in the
second and third rows in Fig. 6 where we compute the
results for 1 eV and 0.8 eV barrier heights respectively.
As is obvious from Eq.1 main text, to maintain the same
resistance, with a lower barrier height requires a thicker
barrier. This is seen in the Monte-Carlo simulation. Us-
ing a barrier height of 0.8 eV, we get good matches be-
tween average fits of experimental IVs to the Simmons
model and Monte-Carlo simulations with an average bar-
rier height of ∼ 2.1 nm and standard deviation in bar-
rier thickness of ∼ 0.55 nm. These average thicknesses
match that of STEM-EDS measurements of the barrier

thickness shown in the main text. As discussed in the
main text, more realistic models of barriers are needed
before accurate thickness values can be read out from
these Monte-Carlo simulations.
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(a) Raw Image (b) Sub-image

 = 0.2

K1 × Sub-Image = 14276

(c) Kernel 1

 = 0.2

K2 × Sub-Image = 17270

(d) Kernel 2

(e) Kernel 1 Integration (f) Kernel 2 Integration (g) Edge Detected Image

FIG. 5. The kernel integration procedure is illustrated in this figure. We start with (a) a raw image showing, in this instance
showing the STEM-EDS counts for a peak associated with oxygen. In the kernel integration a sub-image (b) is multiplied by
a kernel (c, d) to give a value which represents a single value with the values of these pixels found by multiplying kernel 1 (c)
and kernel 2 (d) by the sub-image in (b) are given in (c) and (d) respectively. (e, f) Show images resulting from rastering the
kernels across the raw image, where the value of each pixel is the value from the multiplication of the kernel by a sub-image
centred on the respective pixel from the raw image. On each row of pixels we can find the maximum value from the kernel
integration and identify this as the edge. These are shown by the row of black markers in (e, f). (g) Shows the raw image with
the two edges found by kernel integration overlaid.
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FIG. 6. Results of Monte-Carlo simulations of JJs as in the main text. Results with a (a-e) normally distributed barrier
thickness and (f-n) log-normally distributed thickness distribution. (a-j) Use a barrier height of 1.0 eV (k-n) use a barrier
height of 0.8 eV.


