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ABSTRACT
A Boersch phase plate can shift the phase of electrons proportionally to the applied electrical potential, thereby allowing for in situ control
of the electron phase shift. A device comprising multiple Boersch phase shifter elements will be able to modulate the wavefront of a coherent
electron beam and control electron interference. Recently, fabrication of single and 2 × 2 element Boersch phase shifter devices by focused
ion beam milling has been reported. Realization of a large-scale Boersch phase shifter array would demand further developments in the
device design and the fabrication strategy, e.g., using lithographic processes. In the present work, we develop a fabrication method utilizing
the state-of-the-art electron beam lithography and reactive ion etching processes, a combination that is widely used for high-throughput and
large-scale micro- and nanofabrication of electronic and photonic devices. Using the developed method, we fabricated a three-element
phase shifter device with a metal–insulator–metal structure with 100-nm-thick ring electrodes and tested its electron transmission characteristics in a transmission electron microscope with a beam energy of 200 keV. We observed voltage-controlled evolution of electron interference, demonstrating the voltage-controlled electron phase shift using the fabricated device with a phase shift of π rad per 1 V. We analyze
the experimental results in comparison with a three-dimensional electrostatic simulation. Furthermore, we discuss the possible improvements in terms of beam deflection and crosstalk between phase shifter elements in a five-layer device structure.
Published under license by AIP Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0020383
I. INTRODUCTION
Holographic synthesis of electron waves via phase front modulation has been actively studied recently.1–5 Applications of the
holographic electron wavefront control include phase contrast
enhancement of high-resolution microscopy,6–8 synthesis of vortex
beams and higher-order Laguerre–Gaussian beams with orbital
angular momentum,1–3,9–15 Bessel beams,16 Airy beams,17 and the
generation of arbitrary electron wave patterns in 2D18 and 3D.4
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Such reported experiments demand specialized static electron
phase plates that are designed via inverse modeling, fabrication,
and insertion before or after the sample under investigation at a
given microscope setting. The static phase plates are typically produced by nanofabrication methods such as the focused ion beam
(FIB) milling1,2 or electron beam lithography.4 In contrast, a device
with an active control of local phase shift, e.g., by applying voltage,
will enable flexible use of such phase plates with in situ tunability
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without adapting the phase plate parameters for specific microscope settings in advance. In the case of the Boersch phase
plate,6–8,19–23 it is possible to operate the device with such a flexibility. When an electron traverses through an aperture surrounded by
a ring electrode, the phase of the electron is delayed or advanced by
an amount proportional to the voltage applied to the electrode.
Voltage-controlled phase modulating devices based on other
approaches such as the nano-needle pair9 and the nano-beam
pair11,15 have also been studied for the purpose of producing electron caustics or electron vortex beams.
An interesting and promising approach is to use an array of
Boersch phase plates21 with a sufficiently large number of phase
shifter elements that enables the modulation of an electron wavefront. These controllable phase plates provide greater in situ flexibility for high-resolution microscopy and spectroscopy applications
without the need to exchange the static phase plates that require
readjustment of observation conditions.21 Such a device may also
be useful for the phasing of microcrystal electron diffractions.24,25
Analogous to the liquid crystal phase shifter array for visible light
optics,26–29 an array of Boersch phase shifters will extend the possibilities of electron wavefront engineering, diffraction analysis, and
spectroscopic experiments. Matsumoto and Tonomura showed that
the phase shift of the Boersch phase shifter is uniform in the interior of the aperture.30 Therefore, the calculation and programming
for the electron wavefront synthesis will be straightforward with
such a device. In the literature, up to 106 individually controlled
electron beam arrays have been demonstrated for massively parallel
electron beam lithography by incoherently splitting an electron
beam,31–35 yet no such device exists for the manipulation of a
coherent electron wavefront.
With a scalable and high-throughput fabrication of a largescale phase shifter array as a goal, we investigate a fabrication
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methodology based on electron beam lithography,4,13 which offers
advantages of defining large-scale nanostructures with various
materials in combination with subtractive and additive lithographic
processes.36,37 In this work, we fabricate a three-element phase
shifter device in a three-layer, i.e., a metal–insulator–metal (MIM)
structure without a shielding electrode. The electron transmission
characteristics of the phase shifter for a high-energy coherent electron beam are tested in a transmission electron microscope
equipped with a field emission electron gun. The successful observation of voltage-controlled electron interference demonstrates the
phase shift controllability of our device. In Sec. II, we discuss the
fabrication methodology developed in this work. Section III
describes the experimental procedure for testing the phase shift
performance of the fabricated device. In Sec. IV, the experimental
results of the voltage-controlled three-beam interference are presented along with a comparative study based on electrostatic simulations. We finally summarize and conclude the work in Sec. V.
II. DEVICE FABRICATION PROCESSES
Figure 1(a) shows the schematic drawings of the fabrication
process steps of our device. The schematic cross section, the
top-view optical image, and the top-view SEM image of the device
are shown in Figs. 1(b)–1(d), respectively. The device consists of
three apertures made through the insulator (∼200-nm-thick silicon
nitride), which are individually surrounded by metal ring electrodes
(∼100-nm-thick Au) with a 50-nm-thick chromium (Cr) layer as
the bottom electrode. The apertures and, in turn, the ring electrodes are arranged in a triangular geometry as shown in Fig. 1(d).
The diameter of the apertures and the center-to-center distance
between adjacent apertures measured from the SEM image are
0.90 ± 0.05 μm and 1.8 ± 0.05 μm, respectively. The width of the

FIG. 1. (a) Schematic of fabrication process steps for Boersch phase shifter array: (1) The device is fabricated on a free-standing, low-stress SiN membrane; (2) a Cr
metal layer is deposited on bottom side of the chip; (3) aperture patterning and transfer from SiN membrane to Cr layer; and (4) patterning of ring electrodes around
etched apertures using e-beam lithography and lift-off. (b) Schematic cross section of a three-layer Boersch phase shifter device. (c) Top-view optical microscope image
(false colored) of the fabricated device. Three contact strips are connected to the three phase shifter elements PE1, PE2, and PE3 fabricated within the small square
depicting SiN membrane. (d) Top-view SEM image of the fabricated device, showing the three apertures with individual ring electrodes and contact strips.
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ring electrodes is 280 ± 20 nm, and its inner circumference is offset
by 80 ± 10 nm from the aperture edges. The adjacent ring electrodes are separated by 120 ± 10 nm. When an electron beam irradiates the device, electrons pass through the apertures. An electrical
voltage Vn is applied to the ring electrode of the nth phase element
(PEn, where n = 1, 2, 3) with respect to the bottom electrode that
covers the entire bottom surface of the device chip to manipulate
the phase of the electron beam.
The phase shifters are fabricated on a free-standing low-stress
silicon nitride (SiN) membrane with an area of 150 × 150 μm2 that
is suspended on a silicon substrate. The SiN membranes are fabricated by removing the silicon substrate underneath the SiN layer
[see Fig. 1(a.1), depicted as blue box in Fig. 1(c)]. To prepare the
SiN membrane, a 200-nm-thick SiN layer is first deposited on a
4 inch silicon wafer (250-μm-thick) by low pressure chemical vapor
deposition on both sides of the wafer. Next, windows with an area
of ∼500 × 500 μm2 are defined by photolithography and reactive
ion etching (RIE) of the SiN layer on the bottom side of the wafer.
Subsequently, using the un-etched SiN layer as a mask, the silicon
layer is wet-etched by a KOH solution at 70 °C resulting in
∼150 × 150 μm2 free-standing SiN membranes on the silicon wafer.
In the next step [see Fig. 1(a.2)], a 50-nm-thick chromium (Cr)
layer is deposited on the bottom side of the chip by electron beam
evaporation that serves as the bottom electrode.
The Boersch phase shifters are fabricated on the SiN membrane using a multi-step lithographic process. In order to achieve
an overlay precision of ∼5 nm between the consecutive lithographic
steps, six sets of rectangular alignment markers (70-nm-thick Au)
in two different sizes for coarse and fine alignments are fabricated
using a combination of electron beam lithography and lift-off processes. All the subsequent lithographic steps were carried out by
performing an alignment routine with respect to the corresponding
set of markers to ensure an accurate translational and rotational
alignment of the chip.
In the subsequent step [Fig. 1(a.3)], the apertures through
both SiN and Cr layers are fabricated. We pattern the resist mask
(600-nm-thick PMMA 950 kDa) using an electron beam lithography tool (Vistec EBPG5000 PlusES operated at 100 kV). The SiN
membrane is then etched by RIE (Oxford PlasmaPro 100) using
the patterned PMMA as an etching mask. The gas mixture of
CHF3 (40 sccm) and Ar (25 sccm) is used to create plasma at
115 W RF power and 25 W inductively coupled plasma (ICP)
power at a chamber pressure of 30 mTorr resulting in a SiN etch
rate of ∼10 nm/min. Contrary to the conventionally used CHF3/O2
gas mixture, O2 was replaced by Ar,38 which allowed us to reduce
the etch rate of PMMA to the same amount as that of SiN. This
way, we could etch the SiN membrane without the need of a hard
mask such as a Cr layer. To etch the underlying Cr layer, we transfer the chip to another RIE tool (Bell Plasmatechnologie GmbH)
and use a gas mixture of Cl2 (50 sccm) and O2 (20 sccm) that
etches Cr at a rate of ∼25 nm/min.
In the final step [Fig. 1(a.4)], we fabricate the ring electrodes
and their contact strips [Fig. 1(c)] by a lift-off process. The PMMA
(400-nm-thick) mask is patterned by electron beam lithography.
After the electron beam exposure and development of the resist, a
∼7-nm-thick Cr layer is deposited as the adhesion promoting layer
followed by a 100-nm-thick Au layer, both by the electron beam
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FIG. 2. High-resolution SEM image of the phase shifter element PE3 recorded
at ∼15° tilt.

evaporation method, on top of the patterned resist mask. The chip
is subsequently dipped into acetone to complete the lift-off of the
evaporated metal layer. An offset of ∼80 nm is created between the
edge of the apertures and the inner circumference of the ring electrodes for the purpose of supporting the resist layer over the apertures. This way, the metal deposition on the aperture sidewalls was
prevented and the yield of the lift-off of the deposited metal layers
was improved. The dose for the resist exposure was optimized to
improve the efficiency of the lift-off process by exposing the ring
electrode and connecting strips inside the membrane area at 1.5
times higher dose levels than peripheral larger patterns such as
contact strips and contact pads.
In Fig. 2, we show a high magnification SEM image of the
phase shifter element 3 (PE3) observed at a tilt angle of 15°. The
sharp edge of the Au ring electrode and the smooth SiN sidewall
inside the aperture are visible. It can be noticed that the Cr electrode and the Au ring electrode are electrically isolated, owing to
the self-aligned etching process of the SiN aperture and the Cr
layer underneath. The electrical isolation between electrodes was
confirmed in vacuum (<10–7 mbar) up to 20 V, which is an order
of magnitude higher than the amount required to shift the phase
by 2π as discussed below.
III. MEASUREMENT OF THE PHASE SHIFTER
CHARACTERISTICS
The phase shift characteristics of the fabricated device were
tested in an FEI Tecnai G2 F20 field emission transmission electron microscope equipped with a CCD camera (Gatan UltraScan
1000P) with an electron beam energy of 200 keV. The device was
mounted on a holder with four electrical feedthroughs
(DENSsolutions SH30), which was subsequently inserted to the
sample position of the microscope with the top side facing toward
the electron source. A parallel electron beam was irradiated onto
the sample and the transmitted electron was imaged by the detector. The holder that was in electrical and mechanical contact with
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unimportant to the interference of the electron beams traversing
through the apertures.
A low-magnification transmission image of the device when
all Vn were set to 0 V is shown in Fig. 3. The three bright disks
indicate the electrons transmitted through the apertures unobstructed (transmission of 100%). The dark rings and strips around
the apertures show close to zero transmission through the Cr/Au
layers of the ring electrodes. The transmittance of the electron
beam outside the electrode area through 200-nm-thick SiN and
50-nm-thick Cr layers is ∼17%.
To observe the far-field interference pattern of electron beams
passing through the device, we set the microscope in the diffraction
mode with a weak excitation of the objective lens (∼5% in comparison to that of ∼80% in imaging mode) corresponding to an equivalent optical distance of ∼1400 m between the chip and the detector.
FIG. 3. A low-magnification TEM image of the three-element Boersch phase
shifter device. Each phase shifter element is connected to a separate DC
voltage source to apply the potential Vn (n = 1, 2, 3).

the bottom side of the chip was biased at ∼2 V as a protection to
avoid contacting the sample holder with pole pieces. A non-zero
biasing of bottom electrode does not contribute to the voltage
differences between different phase elements and, hence, is

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
A. Voltage-controlled three electron beam
interference
In Fig. 4, we show electron transmission images of the device
that were acquired when the microscope was set in the far-field diffraction mode. When Vn (n = 1, 2, 3) = 0 V potential was applied to
the PEs, we observed a hexagonal pattern of interference of three

FIG. 4. Voltage-controlled three-beam interference of electrons. The transmission of a coherent 200 keV electron beam through the fabricated three-element Boersch
phase shifter device is imaged in the far-field diffraction setting. (a)–(c) show the case when the voltage V1 applied to the phase shifter element 1 (PE1) was equal to 0 V,
+1.2 V, and +2.0 V, respectively, while voltages applied to PE2 and PE3 were equal to 0 V. (d)–(f ) show the simulated three electron beam interference with the phase of
PE1 (left top aperture in the inset) was equal to 0.10π, 1.20π, and 2.20π, respectively, with −1.50π phase offset of PE3.
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electron beams transmitted through three PEs [see Fig. 4(a)
observed at V1 = V2 = V3 = 0 V]. The central interference spot is the
brightest as expected from the interference of three beams with
equal propagation distances. This is surrounded by hexagonally
aligned spots with slightly less intensity ascribed to the first order
interference spots. The observation was reproduced by Fourier
transform of three-aperture image with an analogous size and
geometry as our device [Fig. 4(d)]. Here, we include the phase
offsets at 0 V indicated in the insets [Figs. 4(d)–4(f )] which were
evaluated from the cross-sectional intensities. To compare the simulation with the experiment, the rotation of the three apertures is
adjusted as shown in the inset in Fig. 4 [on the left top inset and in
Figs. 4(d)–4(f )]. The surrounding second and higher-order diffraction spots are darker, since the finite aperture size of the PEs limits
the angular spread of the transmitting electron beam within its
Airy disk. The approximate cutoff of the interference pattern for
the second and higher-order diffraction spots is ascribed to the fact
that the ratio of the center-to-center separation of the phase elements (∼1.8 μm) to the diameter of the aperture (∼1 μm), approximately equal to 2.
We next varied V1 applied to PE1 in the range of –2 to 2 V
while keeping V2 = V3 = 0 V. This changed the interference pattern
(see Video 1 in the supplementary material). The application of
positive V1 shifted the interference spots in the l1-direction (see the
left bottom inset in Fig. 4) toward PE1 as expected from the phase
advancement of the beam through PE1 for positive V1. When V1
was increased from 0 V to ∼1.2 V, the interference spots shifted
until the central spot became dark. This was surrounded by two
bright spots along l1-direction which were slightly darker than the
central spot at V1 = 0 V. Comparing with the simulation, this is
ascribed to ∼1.2π phase shift of the electron beam passed through
PE1 with respect to PE2 and PE3. Further increase of V1 to 2 V
continued to shift the interference spots until the image was visibly
same as the case with V1 = 0 V, indicating that the phase shift was
approximately equal to 2π at this voltage [see Figs. 4(c) and 4(f)].
The same voltage-controlled variations of the interference
patterns were observed while applying voltages to PE2 [see
Figs. 5(a)–5(c) and Video 1 in the supplementary material]. We also
observed a similar phase shift characteristic for PE3 but with a phase
offset approximately equal to −1.5π. V3 = 1.2 V, 2.0 V, and 2.8 V with
the corresponding phase shifts approximately equal to 0, π, and 2π,
respectively, are shown in Figs. 5(d)–5(f). We note that the application
of a small voltage as shown here could completely compensate the
observed phase offset of PE3. The origin of the offset is tentatively
ascribed to charging around the aperture but yet to be elucidated.
To analyze the observed voltage-controlled electron beam
interference and the phase shift in detail, we extracted the intensity
cross sections of the interference images along the center of the
images along the ln-direction (n = 1, 2, 3), shown as solid arrow in
the left most insets in Figs. 4 and 5.
In Fig. 6(a), we show (in solid curves) the result of the
analysis at selected voltages when V1 was varied between 0 and 2 V.
The dashed curves show analytical simulations calculated with
phase shifts that produced similar sidelobe intensity ratios (the horizontal and vertical scales of the simulated intensities were adjusted
to fit with experiments). Figures 6(b) and 6(c) show the analysis of
the datasets when V2 and V3 were varied between 0 and 2 V and 0
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and 3 V, respectively. The zero bias intensity profile of the V1
dataset showed an asymmetry, suggesting a voltage offset for
PE1 but with the amount much smaller than PE3 as indicated in
Figs. 4 and 5.
In Fig. 7, we summarize the relationship between the bias
voltage and the phase shift for multiple Vn values evaluated from
the fitting for all three PE datasets. We found that the phase shift
characteristics of PE1 and PE2 are the same as indicated by the
black dashed line with a slope and a phase offset of
1.03π ± 0.02π rad/V and 0.10π rad, respectively. The red dashed
curve shows the linear fit for the case of PE3 with the phase offset
of –1.30π rad. Nevertheless, the slope of 1.13π ± 0.05π rad/V agrees
well with the phase shift characteristics of PE1 and PE2 with an
error margin of ∼9%.
B. Vortex beam generation using three phase shifter
elements
We applied voltages to three phase shifter elements equivalent
to phase shifts of –2π/3 for PE1 and 2π/3 for PE3 with respect to
PE2. Because of the phase offset of PE3, we set V3 equal to 1.67 V
that approximately corresponds to the 2π/3 phase shift of PE3 compensating the 1 V zero phase shift offset. This condition leads to
three-beam approximation of the vortex beam with the orbital
angular momentum of 1ℏ [see Fig. 8(a)]. The central dark spot surrounded by three spots with the same brightness indicates the
vortex singularity. The observation of Fig. 8(a) compares well with
the simulation shown in Fig. 8(b). Although the three-beam
approximation is rather rudimentary, the inline formation of the
vortex beam instead of the finite order diffraction is potentially
advantageous for applications that require controlled beam brightness and the alignment of beam on the sample.
C. Comparison with 3D electrostatic simulation
We compare our experimental results with an electrostatic
simulation for an in-depth analysis. When an electron propagates
through a Boersch phase shifter device, the phase of the electron is
proportional to the DC voltage VE applied to the ring electrode of
thickness tE. The ring electrode is sandwiched by a pair of electrodes that are kept at ground potential keeping the same electron
energy of the incident and transmitted beams.7,19,20 Assuming that
the potential inside the phase shifter element varies stepwise
between 0 and VE within the thickness tE of the ring electrode as in
the case when an electron propagates through a material with the
potential of VE, the phase shift Δf is given by σVEtE. The coefficient σ is given by the following equation for an electron with the
kinetic energy E (in the order of the electron rest mass energy E0),
where E ≫ VE:39
σ¼

2π E þ E0
:
λ E(E þ 2E0 )

(1)

In Eq. (1), λ is the electron wavelength. For a 200 keV electron
beam (E = 200 keV), λ = 2.5 pm and σ ≈ 7.29 × 106 rad V–1 m–1.
The variation of the potential along the beam trajectory in the
actual device is gradual. Therefore, the maximum voltage and the
effective width of the potential distribution depend on the electron
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FIG. 5. Electron interference patterns for voltage variation of PE2 and PE3: for V2 = 0 V, 1.1 V, and 2.0 V and V1 = V3 = 0 V [(a)–(c)] and for V3 = 1.2 V, 2.0 V, and 2.8 V
while V1 = V2 = 0 V [(d)–(f )].

trajectory subjected to the different distance from the ring electrode. However, the influence of this on phase shift Δf is negligible
as demonstrated by Matsumoto and Tonomura.30 The phase shift
is constant in the x–y plane within the aperture and is given by the
following integral:
Δf ¼ σ

ð1

U(x, y, z)dz,

(2)

#1

where U(x,y,z) is the potential distribution produced by the phase
shifter element (the x–y plane is parallel and the z-direction is perpendicular to the sample plane and parallel to the electron trajectory). The z-dependence of U(x,y,z) and Δf deviates from the
stepwise approximation of the potential variation, especially in our
geometry wherein one of the electrodes sandwiching the ring electrode is omitted.
For a quantitative comparison with experiment, we calculated
the three-dimensional electrostatic potential distribution of our
device by a finite element solver (COMSOL Multiphysics) and evaluated Δf using Eq. (2). We assumed the same size and geometry
for the three phase elements as the fabricated device. Here, we
discuss the results of the simulation without contact strips, and its
influence is discussed in Sec. IV D.
In Fig. 9, we show the calculated potential distribution when
V1 = 1 V and V2 = V3 = 0 V. Figure 9(a) shows the potential distribution along the plane parallel to the x–y plane at z = 0.30 μm (at
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the surface of the top electrode). The bottom electrode surface lies
along the x–y plane at z = 0 μm and Fig. 9(b) shows the potential
along the plane through the center of PE1 and PE2 [dashed line in
Fig. 9(a)] parallel to the z axis. Figures 9(a) and 9(b) show that the
potential beneath the bottom electrode goes to zero sharply but
elongated in the positive z-direction by ∼1 μm above the ring electrode. Figure 9(c) depicts the potential variation along the selected
trajectories, Lc (center of PE1), Li (at the edge of PE1 near PE2),
and Le (at the edge of PE1 away from PE2 and PE3) in PE1 parallel
to the z axis, marked in Fig. 9(a). For the trajectory Lc, the width of
the potential along the trajectory as determined by the integral in
Eq. (2) is equal to ∼0.88 μm. This is factor ∼9 larger than the
thickness of the ring electrode (∼100 nm).
The potential along Lc decreased from 0.5 V at z = 0.3 μm to
0.2 V at z = 1.3 μm. At the same time, the potential along the center
trajectories of PE2 and PE3 increased due to the transverse spread
of V1. This induces a finite phase shift in PE2 and PE3 despite
V2 = V3 = 0 V. See Fig. 10(a) for the increased transverse spread at
z = 1.3 μm and Fig. 10(b) for the induced potential distribution
along different trajectories of neighboring PEs. To evaluate this
crosstalk effect, we calculated δUnk given by the z-integration of the
potential through the center trajectory of PEk when 1 V is applied
to PEn along Lc by neglecting the non-uniformity of the induced
potential. In this uniform approximation for a phase shift with
linear relationship between phase shift in PEs and the biased
voltage, the effect of crosstalk can be completely compensated by
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FIG. 6. Intensity cross sections of the three-beam electron interference patterns evaluated from the data when V1 (a), V2 (b), and V3 (c) were varied. The cross sections
are taken along (a) l1, (b) l2, and (c) l3, respectively. The dotted curves show the result of fitting with theory in terms of the phase shifts of the three PEs. The fitting is conducted to the closest match for the ratio of sidelobe intensities of the experiment with the simulation.

the corresponding increase of voltage bias. The voltage ΔV1
required for the π phase shift of electrons that transmit through
PE1 with respect to PE2 and PE3 when V1 = 1 V and V2 = V3 = 0 V
is given by π/{σ (δU11 − δU12)}, which is equal to π/{σ
(δU11 − δU13)}. We found that δU12 = δU32 ≈ 0.16 μm. As a result,
we found ΔV1 equal to 0.59 V. This is ∼35% smaller than the
experimental value. Since the larger ΔV1 suggests the smaller
amount of (δU11 − δU12), the disagreement between theory and
experiment suggests that the potential spread in the z-direction
above the ring electrode in the experiment was shorter than the calculated value in the above simulation. Such a reduction of the
potential spread might be induced by the presence of surface
charge over the device surface as a result of high-energy electron
beam transmission, which could result in a partial screening of the
potential. We note that in our simulation, although we did not consider the difference of the surface potential (or work function) of the
ring electrode and the bottom electrode explicitly. The variation of
surface potential over the electrode surface due to oxidation, impurity, and residual resist are not considered. The precise effects of
these parameters are unknown and require further theoretical and
experimental research, which is beyond the scope of present work.
Since the transverse spread of the potential induced by PE1 is
non-uniform over PE2 and PE3, the parasitic phase shifts in PE2
and PE3 are not uniform either. For our device geometry, we found
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from the simulation that the parasitic phase shift difference in PE2
and PE3 across aperture diameter D = 1 μm (from the point nearest
to PE1 to the furthest) is equal to ∼0.2π at V1 = 1 V and
V2 = V3 = 0 V. The value is evaluated from the calculated potential
distribution curve in the z-direction shown in Fig. 10(b). The first
order effect of such non-uniformity is deflection of the electrons
transmitting through PE2 and PE3 toward PE1. The orders of magnitude estimate of the deflection angle is given by 0.2πλ/D and on
the order of μrad as observed in the experiment (see Sec. IV D).
This is one of the drawbacks of the MIM structure, which will be
eliminated in the metal–insulator–metal–insulator–metal (MIMIM)
structure as discussed in Sec. IV E.
D. Parasitic deflection of electron beam
In addition to the voltage-induced phase shift, we observed
the deflection of the whole interference pattern during our
experiment (see Figs. 3 and 4, and Video 1 and Fig. S1 in the
supplementary material). The interference pattern was deflected in
the ln-direction toward PEn for positive Vn and was reversed for
negative Vn. The amount of the deflection was approximately proportional to Vn within a factor of ∼2 variation for all PEs including
both polarities. Therefore, we consider that the deflection was
induced by the potential gradient in the transverse direction.

128, 134502-7

Journal of
Applied Physics

ARTICLE

scitation.org/journal/jap

approximately by S01/2 on the screen, where we define S01 equal to
the distance between the central diffraction spot and the first order
diffraction spot at V1 = 0 V on the screen. Considering the wavelength λ = 2.5 pm for 200 keV electron beam energy and the
center-to-center distance d = 1.8 μm between PEs, the angular distance corresponding to S01 is equal to λ/d ≈ 1.4 μrad. From this, we
evaluate the deflection angle, η at V1 = 2 V to be equal to ∼0.7 μrad
(with a factor of ∼2 for all cases of PE biasing).
We compare this value with the ratio ηsim = uy/uz, of the transverse velocity uy to the longitudinal velocity uz evaluated from simulation. The electrostatic potential of single PE attached with a
contact strip (cross section shown in Fig. 11) is simulated for a
single PE. The designed aperture has approximately the same
diameter of the aperture and width of the ring electrode as the
experiment, attached with a 0.3 μm wide and 0.1 μm-thick contact
strip (analogous to the fabricated device) elongated in the negative
y-direction. From the simulated result, we evaluated the electric
field Fy(z) in the y-direction along the electron trajectory parallel to
the z-direction through the center of PE. Transverse velocity uy of
electrons away from the PE is calculated in paraxial approximation
(uz ≫ uy) by the following integral:
FIG. 7. The relationship between the phase shift and the bias voltage for individual
PEs. The phase shift was evaluated from the intensity cross sections as shown in
Fig. 6. The black dashed curve is the result of linear fit for the characteristics of
PE1 and PE2 with a slope of 1.03π ± 0.02π rad/V and a phase offset of 0.10π rad.
The red dashed curve is the result of linear fit for the characteristics of PE3 with a
slope of 1.13π ± 0.05π rad/V and a phase offset of –1.30π rad.

The uncovered contact strips connected to the ring electrode create
asymmetry of the potential profile in the vicinity of the PE.
To quantify the deflection angle, we note that, when V1 was
increased from 0 V to 2 V, the center of the beam shifted

uy $

e
γm0 uz

ð1

dzFy (z),

(3)

#1

where uz = 2.085 × 108 m/s for electron beam energy of 200 keV,
γm0 is the relativistic electron mass (γ = 1.4), and m0 is the electron
rest mass. The length l of the contact strip and the width Wd of the
computing domain (centered at x = y = 0 μm) was increased until
the integral in Eq. (3) reached a constant value at l = 5.3 μm and
Wd = 16 μm. We found that, when the applied voltage is equal to
2 V, uy = 1.16 × 102 m/s, therefore predicting ηsim to be equal to

FIG. 8. (a) Electron interference pattern produced by applying the potentials V1 = –0.67 V, V2 = 0 V, and V3 = 1.67 V. The interference pattern approximates the vortex
beam with the singularity at the center. (b) The corresponding simulated pattern with the phase shift equal to –2π/3, 0, and 2π/3 for the three PEs.
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FIG. 9. The three-dimensional electrostatic potential of three-aperture phase shifter device with the metal–insulator–metal (MIM) structure, calculated at V1 = 1 V and
V2 = V3 = 0 V by the finite element method. (a) Potential along a plane parallel to the x–y plane at z = 0.30 μm. (b) Cross section through the center of PE1 and PE2
[along the dashed line in (a)]. (c) Variation of the electrostatic potential along the lines Lc (center of PE1), Li (close to PE2), Le (away from PE2 and PE3) parallel to the z
axis, inside PE1 when V2 = 1 V and V1 = V3 = 0 V.

FIG. 10. (a) The calculated electrostatic potential of MIM device along the plane z = 0.3 μm ( just above the ring electrode) and z = 1.3 μm (1 μm above the ring electrode)
for V1 = 1 V and V2 = V3 = 0 V. (b) Variation of the electrostatic potential along the lines Lc, Li, and Le, within PE1 when V2 = 1 V and V1 = V3 = 0 V.
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device is a factor of ∼2.2 smaller than the MIM device discussed in
Sec. IV C.
In Fig. 13, we show the transverse spread of the potential that
affected the crosstalk and its non-uniformity on the phase shift in
the case of the MIM structure. In comparison to Fig. 10, the transverse spread of the potential in the MIMIM device and its influence
on neighboring PEs was reduced by more than a factor of 10.
Furthermore, by shielding the contact strips of the ring electrodes
by the top added electrode, its effect on the parasitic beam deflection discussed in Sec. IV D should be eliminated. These are important advantages for a device that integrates a large number of phase
shifters.
F. Discussion

FIG. 11. 3D electrostatic potential distribution of single PE (centered at
x = y = 0 μm) attached with a 0.3 μm wide contact strip elongated in the
y-direction with the same thickness as the ring electrode. The voltage of the
ring electrode and the contact strip is at 2 V and the voltage of the bottom electrode at 0 V. The figure shows the cross section of the potential along the plane
x = 0 μm passing through the center of the PE and the contact strip.

0.56 μrad. This agrees well with the experiment, confirming our
conclusion.
E. Electrostatic simulation of the MIMIM device
To compare the phase shift characteristics of the MIM device
structure studied here with the MIMIM device structure as originally proposed by Boersch, we next calculated a three-dimensional
electrostatic field of the MIMIM device. In the MIMIM structure, a
second planar electrode at the same potential as the bottom electrode is added on top of the ring electrode. The device structure
used in simulation is based on the structure of our MIM device, to
which a 0.2 μm-thick second insulator and a 0.1 μm-thick planar
electrode are added on top to the model built for the MIM device.
The result calculated at V1 = 1 V and V2 = V3 = 0 V is shown in
Fig. 12. As expected, the potential spread in the positive z-direction
above the device is significantly reduced owing to the added planar
electrode on the top at ground potential. The potential spread
along the electron trajectories at the middle and near the edges of
the aperture is reduced by nearly a factor of 2. This, in turn, also
increases the bias voltage by approximately a factor of 2 compared
to the MIM device to achieve the same phase shift. From Eq. (2),
we found that at the same applied bias, the phase shift of MIMIM
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We evaluated visibility v defined by (Imax − Imin)/(Imax + Imin)
of the interference40 from the zero bias intensity profile for the V1
dataset in Fig. 6(a), where Imax is the average intensity of the first
order maxima and Imin is the average intensity of the first order
minima. We found the visibility values for the experiment and simulation vexp = 0.49 and vsim = 0.54, respectively. There are several
possibilities for 10% smaller visibility in experimental value such as
the longitudinal and transverse coherence length of electrodes,
inelastic scattering, as well as external reasons such as the microscope setting.
We consider that this is not due to an insufficient coherence
length of the electron beam. The longitudinal coherence length as
determined by the expected energy spread ΔE ≈ 0.5 eV of the
electron beam emitted from the Schottky emitter is estimated by
λE0/(2ΔE) ≈2 × 105λ equal to ∼0.5 μm (λ ≈ 2.5 pm for electrons
with the energy of 200 keV).41 This is sufficiently larger than the
phase difference of first or second order interference peaks with
the path difference of λ or 2λ. The transverse coherence length of
the incident electron beam is more likely to be a limiting factor
of the visibility. However, for a quantitative comparison, it is desirable to conduct a separate but simultaneous measurement of the
electron beam coherence in future experiments including the condenser aperture size dependence or measurement in a microscope
with higher beam energy.
The inelastic scattering of the electron beam propagating
through the apertures of the phase elements is also accountable for
loss in visibility, since inelastically scattered electrons would still
reach the detector within the Airy disk radius (within the first
order interference) but as a background, thereby increasing the
intensity at the troughs. We also note that the relative intensity of
the second order interference spots with respect to the zeroth and
first order interference spots is several times larger in the experiment than in the simulation. In the latter, the sharp cutoff of the
intensity beyond the angles determined by the aperture diameter
makes the second spots extremely dark as the intensity profile of
the simulated interference pattern in Fig. 6 shows. We found that
this is difficult to ascribe to the smaller aperture diameter or larger
center-to-center distance than those estimated from SEM. This can
partly be attributed to the non-zero angular divergence of the incident beam, even though the incident electron beam was nominally
aligned as parallel and vertical on the device chip. Further optimization of the interference visibility and elucidation of the visibility
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FIG. 12. A 3D electrostatic potential of the three-aperture phase shifter device with metal–insulator–metal–insulator–metal (MIMIM) structure, calculated at V1 = 1 V and
V2 = V3 = 0 V by the finite element method. (a) The potential along the plane z = 0.3 μm (at top surface of the ring electrode) and (b) cross-sectional view of the potential
spread through the center of PE1 and PE2 [dashed line in (a)] parallel to the z axis. (c) Variation of the electrostatic potential along the lines parallel to the z axis, at Lc
(center of PE1), Li (close to PE2), and Le (away from PE2 and PE3) inside PE1.

FIG. 13. (a) The calculated 3D electrostatic potential of the MIMIM device along the plane z = 0.3 μm ( just above the ring electrode) and z = 1.3 μm (1 μm above the ring
electrode) at V1 = 1 V and V2 = V3 = 0 V. (b) Variation of the electrostatic potential along the lines parallel to the z axis at Lc, Li, and Le inside PE1.
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limiting mechanism will be mandatory for establishing the feasibility of the large PE array devices. In experiments with microscope
alignment conditions such as different source aperture sizes and
condenser lens adjustments, the in situ evaluation of the transverse
electron beam coherence length or with the combination of the
energy filtering42 would be required.
The visibility can also be reduced when the energy of the electron beams that transmitted through different apertures are slightly
different: the energy difference should be within ∼10–15 eV when
the integration time of the image observation41,43,44 is in the order
of 1 s. This is particularly the case when the phase shifter voltage is
non-zero. In our MIM structure without the top shielding electrode, the potential decays slowly above the biased PEs as shown in
the simulation in Figs. 9 and 10. Therefore, the experimental observation of the three-beam interference, especially for Vn equal to
∼2 V, and the fact that it is approximately identical to the case
when Vn is equal to ∼0 V, shows that the electron energies of three
beams converged to a same value within ∼10–15 eV when they
propagated from the phase shifter device along the microscope
column and reached to the detector. In contrast, as the simulation
result shown in Fig. 11 indicates, for the case of MIMIM device
structure, the convergence of the electron beam energies within the
small amount will be achieved within a few micrometers propagation distance from the chip surface. This will be advantageous for
applications as it will allow for placing a sample closer to the
device without being affected by the beam energy difference upon
incidence on the sample. This will be another potential advantage
of MIMIM device structures.
Further reduction of lateral sizes with similar thickness for the
same phase shift per volt efficiency30 is feasible with the developed
fabrication method, which is advantageous for increased number of
phase shifter elements. We would like to note that, inelastic scattering between the electron beam and electrons in the metal electrodes
would comparatively increase in such reduced-lateral-size phase
shifters due to shorter distances, which may subsequently diminish
the visibility of interference. Therefore, from the application point
of view, it will be important to find the trade-off between the
number of phase shifter elements and possible loss of the beam
coherence. Further quantitative study on the impact of phase
shifter element size on the feasibility of fabrication including individual electrical contacts to the phase shifter elements, the phase
shifter performance, and the decoherence are subjects of future
study and beyond the scope of the present article.
V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
Motivated by the exciting prospects for novel research in the
field of molecular biology and materials science for developing a
next generation holographic device for electron wavefront control
with increased flexibility and reproducibility, we have fabricated a
three-element phase shifter device using electron beam lithography
and reactive ion etching, a combination that is compatible with
scalable and high-throughput device fabrication. The phase shift
performance of the fabricated phase shifter device was tested in a
200 keV TEM, demonstrating an in situ voltage-controlled threebeam interference, including a rudimentary realization of a vortex
beam. The analysis of the phase shift performance by way of
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comparing the intensity profiles with simulation showed that the
phase shifter elements were capable of inducing π phase shift with
application of ∼0.9 V. The phase shift per unit voltage was found
to be the same for all three PEs within a margin of 9%. We also
observed phase offsets that could be compensated by adjusting the
bias voltages with, at most, ∼1 V. In comparison to the MIMIM
device structure with two planar equipotential electrodes sandwiching the ring electrode surrounding the aperture, our MIM device
without the top planar electrode was relatively modest to fabricate.
It resulted in an effective electrode thickness of ∼0.6 μm despite the
fact that the ring electrode thickness was 0.1 μm with low aspect
ratio and the total thickness-to-aperture diameter ratio of ∼0.3. As a
potential disadvantage of the MIM device, a deflection of the beams
was observed by the transverse potential gradient created by the
unshielded contact strips. Also, simulation predicted a non-uniform
induced phase shift of up to ∼20% in the neighboring apertures.
The simulation of the MIMIM device structure and its comparison with the MIM structure indicated important advantages of
the former, especially for a phase shifter array device with a large
number of PE elements. Therefore, together with the development
of the strategy for contacting individual ring electrodes with external voltage supply, experimental validation of these advantages of
MIMIM structure is an important next step of the research.
Although this will increase the required voltage by nearly twice the
value to achieve the same amount of phase shift, it is much lower
than the dielectric breakdown limit experimentally tested for our
device with the insulator thickness of ∼0.2 μm. Alternatively, the
ring electrode thickness can be increased with potentially reduced
device stability due to the increased stress for a device fabricated on
the free-standing membrane.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL
See the supplementary material (Video 1 and Fig. S1) for a
complete voltage-controlled phase shift performance of three phase
shifters and the evaluation of the parasitic electron beam deflection.
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