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Abstract—High-resolution electron microscopy (HREM) imag-
ing technique is a powerful tool for directly visualizing a broad
range of materials in real-space. However, it faces challenges in
denoising due to ultra-low signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) and scarce
data availability. In this work, we propose Noise2SR, a zero-
shot self-supervised learning (ZS-SSL) denoising framework for
HREM. Within our framework, we propose a super-resolution
(SR) based self-supervised training strategy, incorporating the
Random Sub-sampler module. The Random Sub-sampler is
designed to generate approximate infinite noisy pairs from a
single noisy image, serving as an effective data augmentation in
zero-shot denoising. Noise2SR trains the network with paired
noisy images of different resolutions, which is conducted via SR
strategy. The SR-based training facilitates the network adopting
more pixels for supervision, and the random sub-sampling helps
compel the network to learn continuous signals enhancing the
robustness. Meanwhile, we mitigate the uncertainty caused by
random-sampling by adopting minimum mean squared error
(MMSE) estimation for the denoised results. With the distinctive
integration of training strategy and proposed designs, Noise2SR
can achieve superior denoising performance using a single noisy
HREM image. We evaluate the performance of Noise2SR in both
simulated and real HREM denoising tasks. It outperforms state-
of-the-art ZS-SSL methods and achieves comparable denoising
performance with supervised methods. The success of Noise2SR
suggests its potential for improving the SNR of images in material
imaging domains.

Index Terms—Zero-shot, Electron Microscopy, Denoising, Self-
supervised

I. INTRODUCTION

H IGH-resolution electron microscopy (HREM) imag-
ing [1]–[3] is an indispensable tool in the fields of

materials science and nanotechnology. HREM enables direct
visualization of structures at the atomic level through interac-
tions between the sample and high-energy electrons.
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However, HREM is inevitably susceptible to noise due to
inherent properties of electron beams and detection process
etc. For example, the low-dose conditions are often applied
to imaging electron-beam sensitive materials to minimize the
damage from the electrons. [4], [5]. Capuring the dynamic
events at kilohertz frame rates with direct electronic detection
systems [6], [7], the image is affected by severe shot noise
due to the shortened exposure time. Improving signal-to-noise
(SNR) is critical for HREM to enhance image quality and
facilitate accurate information extraction.

Recently, data-driven methods based on deep learning
(DL) [8]–[10] have obtained favorable performance compared
to conventional methods in image denoising. However, apply-
ing supervised DL denoising methods to electron microscopy
(EM) images is challenging due to the lack of paired noisy-
clean image datasets. In the absence of ground-truth images,
several self-supervised image denoising methods [11]–[19]
have been proposed. Some works [11]–[13], [17] utilize blind-
spot networks (BSNs) to prevent identical mappings in self-
supervised learning. BSN aims to eliminate the influence of
each pixel on the corresponding output pixel to satisfy the J -
invariance [11] theory. Noise2Void [12] and Noise2Self [11]
employ a masked-based strategy while subsequent works [13],
[14], [17], [20] design tailored networks to build BSN. The
scarcity of HREM data poses challenges for BSN-based meth-
ods, and their performance tends to degrade when trained with
limited data [15]. Huang et al. proposes Neighbor2Neighbor
(NB2NB) [19] to generate paired noisy images from subsam-
pling paired neighbor pixels for self-supervised training. While
NB2NB and its variants [21], [22] fail to address the intensity
gap issue between neighbor pixels, resulting in relatively poor
performance in low-SNR scenarios. Some works [18], [23]
introduce explicit noise modeling to generate training paired
noisy images by adding synthetic noise. However, the noise
distribution of real HREM is unknown and challenging to
estimate due to the extremely low signal-to-noise ratio in
HREM images.

In this paper, we propose an efficient zero-shot self-
supervised denoising framework for HREM images named
Noise2SR. We propose to train a denoising network with
paired noisy images with different resolutions, which is
conducted via super-resolution (SR) strategy. Inspired by
NB2NB [19], we introduce the Random Sub-sampler module
to generate sub-sampled noisy images that form a noisy pair
with the original noisy image. Unlike NB2NB, we utilize
paired noisy images with different resolutions for training.
We indicated that the sub-sampled noisy image and the orig-
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inal noisy image have a consistent underlying clean image.
Meanwhile, we provide theoretical proof that the Noise2SR
training scheme is statically equivalent to using a clean image
for supervision. Combined with the SR-based training strategy,
we address the coordinate mismatch and intensity gap issues
present in paired neighbor pixels in NB2NB. The proposed
Random Sub-sampler helps to break the noise correlation
of real-world and serves as an effective data augmentation
for enhancing the zero-shot image denoising performance.
We adopt minimum mean squared error (MMSE) estimation
to mitigate the uncertainty caused by random sub-sampling
and further enhance the denoising performance. With the
distinctive integration of SR training strategy, Random sub-
sampling and MMSE estimation, Noise2SR exhibits signifi-
cant performance for single image denoising, particularly in
scenarios with extremely low signal-to-noise ratios (SNR) such
as HREM.

We conduct a series of experiments on both simulated
and real HREM images to demonstrate the effectiveness and
superiority of the proposed Noise2SR framework for HREM
image denoising. The main contributions of this work can be
summarized as follows:

1) We proposed Noise2SR, which efficiently improves the
signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) of single HREM images
without involving any external dataset. To the best of our
knowledge, Noise2SR could be one of the first zero-shot
self-supervised denoising methods for HREM images.

2) We propose a novel self-supervised training scheme
incorporating SR strategies without noise model as-
sumptions and can be combined with any network or
framework.

3) We propose the Random Sub-sampler serves as an
effective data augmentation in network training and
incorporates MMSE estimation to effectively produce
reliable denoised results in ultra-low SNR scenarios.

4) Incorporating the training scheme and designs, our
method performs very favorably against state-of-the-
art self-supervised denoising methods in HREM image
denoising.

The quantitative and qualitative results demonstrate the ef-
fectiveness of our methods in enhancing the SNR of simulated
HREM images and low-dose HREM images of two electron
beam sensitive zeolites.

This work is built upon our previous work [24] and in-
troduces several notable improvements. Firstly, we extend
the previous work to address the denoising of single low-
dose HREM data. Secondly, we propose an approximate
MMSE estimation in the inference stage, which enhances the
denoising performance and provides stability in the context
of single HREM image denoising. Furthermore, we conduct
a comprehensive discussion on the proposed Random Sub-
sampler module and evaluate its effectiveness within the
overall framework.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Image Denoising Without Clean Signal Prior
In recent years, supervised image denoising methods based

on deep neural networks e.g., DnCNN [8] have achieved great

success and outperform conventional image denoiser. How-
ever, the acquisition of aligned noisy-clean images is infeasible
and impractical in many scientific imaging applications, such
as electron microscopy, which limits the use of supervised
deep learning approaches.

Noise2Noise (N2N) [25] is the first work that proposes
training a deep denoiser using paired noisy images of the same
scene and demonstrates that it is statistically equivalent to
supervised learning. Subsequently, self-supervised denoising
methods have been proposed, enabling the denoiser to be
trained from individual noisy images without paired noisy
images. Noise2Void (N2V) [12] and Noise2Self (N2S) [11]
design the masked-based blind-spot network (BSN) for self-
supervised learning. Specifically, the masked-based BSN re-
places certain pixels of input noisy images and predicts
their value based on neighboring pixels. However, masked-
based BSN suffers from the limited pixels of supervision
and imperfect replacement strategies, leading to inefficient
training and artifacts in the denoised results [13], [16]. To
address these issues, the following works [13], [14], [17],
[20], [26] have proposed to design novel BSN architectures
by incorporating centrally masked convolution and dilated
convolutions. However, these methods are limited by the large
amount of calculation and the inflexible network structure. Dif-
ferent from BSN methods, another category of self-supervised
learning approaches proposed generating approximate paired
noisy images from individual noisy images. For example,
Noisier2Noise [18] generates paired noisy images by adding
additional noise to noisy images, and similar ideas are ex-
plored in [23], [27]. However, these methods require a known
noise model of original noisy images to guarantee denoising
performance. Additionally, Neighbor2Neighbor (NB2NB) [19]
proposed to sub-sample the neighbor pixels of the noisy
image to generate paired noisy images. Since a gap exists
between the underlying ground truth of paired neighbor sub-
sampled images, NB2NB has limited performance in low-SNR
scenarios.

B. Advances in Unsupervised and Zero-shot Image Restora-
tion

Deep image prior (DIP) [28] first demonstrated that convo-
lutional neural networks (CNNs) inherently learn image priors
with their inductive bias. DIP proposed using early-stopping
strategies for recovering corrupted images with CNNs. Sub-
sequently, several works leverage various approaches such as
denoising [29], GANs [30] or diffusion models [31] to learn
the prior image distribution for zero-shot image restoration.
However, these approaches require a substantial amount of
data for pre-training to learn the data distribution, which is
impractical in the context of HREM. Therefore, we focus
on zero-shot learning restoration methods, training with only
a single corrupted image without additional external data.
Compared with dataset-based training, zero-shot learning is
significantly more challenging to avoid overfitting. In image
dehazing, several works [32], [33] have achieved remarkable
performance by training on a single hazy image. For zero-
shot image denoising, Self2Self [15] incorporates a dropout
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Fig. 1. Pipeline of proposed Noise2SR framework. A. Training Phase: First, Random Sub-sampler takes a noisy image y as input and generates a sub-sampled
noisy image y

J∁ along with corresponding unsampled mask mJ . Then, the network fθ takes the sub-sampled image y
J∁ as input and generates a denoised

image of full resolution fθ(yJ∁ ). The network is optimized by computing the loss on the difference between unsampled noisy pixels yJ and the output
of the network. B. Inference Phase: A sub-sampled noisy set Y can be obtained by repeatedly sub-sampling a noisy image y M times using the Random
Sub-sampler. Given a sub-sampled noisy set Y , well-trained network fθ̂ can generated a plausible denoised image set X̂ . Finally, the clean image can be
estimated by averaging the images in X̂ using the MMSE estimation.

regularization with a blind-spot networks framework to miti-
gate overfitting. FBI-Denoiser [17] showed superior perfor-
mance by carefully designing the BSN. ZS-Noise2Noise [22]
introduced a lightweight network to achieve comparable per-
formance in zero-shot denoising. Chen et al. [34] proposed a
zero-shot method for medical image artifact reduction.

C. Electron Microscopy (EM) Denoising

Conventional spatial filter based methods have been applied
to EM, such as Bilateral filter, Non-local Means, BM3D, etc.
Recent, deep learning based methods have been applied in EM
imaging [35], [36]. Refs. [37], [38] proposed using Cycle-
GAN for STEM images denoising without paired training
images. Chong et al. [39] utilized paired noisy images achiev-
ing real-world optical and electron microscopy data denois-
ing. Refs. [40] [41] proposed the simulation-based denoising
(SBD) framework creating large simulated datasets to train
CNNs for denoising in a supervised learning manner. Mohan
et al. [41] introduced simulated paired clean/noisy HREM
images of the same substance for various imaging parameters.
However, creating large simulated datasets can be a time-
consuming process, and its performance will degrade sharply
due to the domain gap between simulated and real noisy
images. Thus, it is imperative to propose a zero-shot image
denoising method that is robust to ultra-low SNR to enhance
HREM data quality effectively.

III. METHODOLOGY

We introduce a novel self-supervised training framework
called Noise2SR, which enables the training of a denoiser
using paired noisy images with different resolutions obtained
from an individual noisy observation. The effectiveness of
our framework is supported by the theoretical proof of the
J -invariant property [11]. Specifically, we introduce a novel

3) Generate unsampled 

pixels mask

2) Random

 select 1 pixels

1) Pixel 

Unshuffling

Image
Unsampled pixels mask

Sub-Sampled Image

Channel elements

Pixel unshuffled Image

Fig. 2. The figure illustrates the random sub-sampling operations in the
Random Sub-sampler with sampling stride s. The input image is pixel first
unshuffled with a stride of s. At each location in the pixel unshuffled image,
the Random Sub-sampler randomly selects 1 element along the channel
dimension to compose the sub-sampled image y

J∁ . Meanwhile, the sampler
sets the unsampled pixel mask mJ to 0 at the corresponding location if
the element has been selected. Otherwise, it assigns a value of 1 (where
black represents 0, and white represents 1). The specific example in the
figure demonstrates the sub-sampling process of the Random Sub-sampler
with sampling stride (s = 2) applied to an input image of size 4× 4.

random sub-sampling strategy to generate training image pairs
of different resolutions. Subsequently, these pairs are utilized
in conjunction with a super-resolution (SR) neural network.
Such an approach effectively leverages the inherent relation-
ship in signal content while minimizing noise correlation, thus
significantly enhancing the efficiency of the denoiser training
process. We provide a comprehensive overview of the training
and inference stages within the Noise2SR framework. The
overall architecture of our proposed Noise2SR framework is
illustrated in Fig. 1.

A. Related Theory Revisit

1) Noise2Noise: With the absence of lack of clean images
for supervised learning, Noise2Noise (N2N) [25] proposed to
train denoising network with paired noisy measurements of
the same scene. Given paired noisy measurements {y1,y2}
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where {y1 = x + n1 and y1 = x + n2}, N2N demonstrates
that learning the mapping between paired noisy measurements
yields the same solutions as supervised learning with clean
images statistically:

Ex,y1,y2
∥fθ(y1)− y2∥22 = Ex,y1,y2

∥fθ(y1)− x∥22 + σ2,
(1)

where σ2 is a constant the variance of noise n.
2) J -invariant Denoiser: With the assumption that noise is

zero-mean and pixel-wise independent, Noise2Self [11] proved
that denoising network with individual noisy measurements is
possible if the network is J -invariant.
Definition 1 [11] Let J be a partition of the dimensions
{1, . . . , n} and let J ∈ J . A function f : Rn → Rn is J-
invariant if f(x)J does not depend on the value of xJ . It is
J -invariant if is J-invariant for each J ∈ J .

B. Super-resolved Based Denoising Methods

We propose training a denoiser using pairs of noisy images
with different resolutions, generated from an individual image.
These paired images consist of a sub-sampled noisy image
S(y) and its corresponding full-resolution noisy image y.
Following the N2N strategy, the self-supervised loss can be
generally stated as

min
θ

E∥fθ(S(y))− y∥2. (2)

However, directly minimizing the loss function above may
result in the network learning an identity mapping for the
noisy input pixels. Thus, we proposed to use unsampled noisy
pixels for network supervision. Under this supervision, we
can theoretically prove that using noisy images for network
training is equivalent to using clean signals for supervision.

Based on the J -invariant theory, the sub-sampling operation
partitions the image with n pixels into two disjoint sets
denoted as J and J∁, where |J | + |J∁| = n. Consequently,
the sub-sampled noisy image S(y) can be represented as yJ∁ ,
while the unsampled noisy pixels y \ S(y) are denoted as
yJ . When training a network using paired noisy images with
different resolutions, the resulting network naturally becomes
a J -invariant function. This is because the output fθ(yJ∁)J
does not rely on the specific values of yJ .
Theorem 1. Let y = x + n be an image corrupted by zero-
mean noise n with variance σ2. yJ∁ is the sub-sampled noisy
image y and yJ is the unsampled noisy pixels of original
image y. Suppose the noise n is independent of the clean
image x and the noise n is pixel-wise independent. Then it
holds that:

Ex,y ∥fθ(yJ∁)J − yJ∥22 = Ex,y ∥fθ(yJ∁)J − xJ∥22+σ2. (3)

The proof is given below:
Proof :

Ex,y ∥fθ(yJ∁)J − yJ∥22 = Ex,y ∥fθ(yJ∁)J − xJ − nJ∥22
= Ex,y ∥fθ(yJ∁)J − xJ∥22 + σ2

− 2Ex,y⟨fθ(yJ∁)J − xJ ,nJ⟩.
(4)

Due to the independence between yJ∁ and xJ to nJ , there
holds:

Ex,y⟨fθ(yJ∁)J − xJ ,nJ⟩ = Ex,y [fθ(yJ∁)J − xJ ]Ex,y[nJ ].
(5)

Since the noise is zero-mean Ex,y(nJ) = 0, we have:

Ex,y ∥fθ(yJ∁)J − yJ∥22 = Ex,y ∥fθ(yJ∁)J − xJ∥22+σ2. (6)

Since σ2 is constant, Theorem 1 states that optimizing the self-
supervised loss function over the proposed training scheme
yields the same solutions as the supervised loss function.

C. Generating Sub-sampled Image Randomly

Self-supervised image denoising methods typically assume
that noise is signal-independent and spatially uncorrelated.
Therefore, it is crucial to sub-sample a noisy image to main-
tain the denoising performance when training with paired
noisy images of different resolutions. Recently, pixel-shuffling
downsampling (PD) [26], [42] has emerged as an effective
technique for breaking the spatial correlation of real-world
noise. Motivated by the success of PD, we introduce a Random
Sub-sampler for generating sub-sampled noisy images. The
Random Sub-sampler follows a similar sub-sampling strategy
as PD but introduces additional randomness into the sub-
sampling operation. The randomness serves as a data aug-
mentation strategy, which helps to prevent training overfitting.

The process of using Random Sub-sampler with sampling
stride s to generate a sub-sampled noisy image yJ∁ ∈
RH/s×W/s from an image y ∈ RH×W is summarized as
follows:

1) Perform an inverse pixel shuffling (PS) [43] operation
on image y ∈ RH×W with a stride of s, resulting in:
PS−1

s (y) ∈ RH/s×W/s×s2 ;
2) For (i, j)-th location of sub-sampled image yJ∁ , ran-

domly select one elements from PS−1
s (y)ij ;

3) Generate a binary matrix mask mJ ∈ RH×W to select
unsampled pixels in the original image y. The mask
mJ is set to 0 at locations where an element from y is
selected, and 1 otherwise.

Following this process, the sub-sampled noisy image yJ∁ with
dimensions of H/s×W/s is obtained. The binary matrix mask
mJ is also generated to identify the unsampled pixels in y.
Fig. 2 illustrates the workflow of the Random Sub-sampler,
demonstrating the generation of a sub-sampled image from an
input image of size 4× 4 with a stride of s = 2.

The stride s determines the relatively sub-sampling interval
and sampling ratio of noisy pixels, which have an impact
on the training of Noise2SR. In Section IV-F, we conduct a
comprehensive study to evaluate the influence of the sampling
stride s of the Random Sub-sampler. We also compare the
performance between fix-location and random-location sub-
sampling strategies.

D. Optimizing Network

Given a noisy image y ∈ RH×W , We can parameterize
the Noise2SR as CNN-based denoising and SR function fθ :

R|J∁| → RH×W , where the parameters θ are weights of the
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Algorithm 1 Zero-shot learning for Noise2SR
Input: An individual noisy image y; denoising network fθ;

Random Sub-sampler.
Output: Well-trained denoising network fθ̂.

1: while not converged do
2: Generate a random sub-sampled noisy image yJ∁ , and

a binary mask mJ from a Random Sub-sampler;
3: For a sub-sampled noisy image yJ∁ , derive the denoised

image fθ(yJ∁);
4: Select the unsampled pixels in noisy image y and

corresponding pixels in fθ(yJ∁):
yJ = y ⊙mJ , fθ(yJ∁)J = fθ(yJ∁)⊙mJ ;

5: Calculate L = ∥fθ(yJ∁)J − yJ∥2;
6: Update the denoising network fθ by minimizing the

objective L.
7: end while

network, |J∁| is number of sub-sampled noisy image pixels.
Noise2SR takes the sub-sampled noisy image yJ∁ as input
and outputs a prediction of denoised image x̂ = fθ(yJ∁) ∈
RH×W .

Based on the proof provided in Section III-B, we optimize
the network by minimizing the loss function that compares
the unsampled pixels of the original noisy image denotes as
yJ , with corresponding pixels in the network output, denotes
as fθ(yJ∁)J . To facilitate the selection of these pixels, we
can utilize a binary mask mJ . Specifically, the unsampled
pixels of the original image can be obtained by element-wise
multiplication with the mask, i.e., yJ = y⊙mJ . Similarly, the
corresponding pixels in the network output can be obtained as
fθ(yJ∁)J = fθ(yJ∁)⊙mJ . Here, the symbol ⊙ represents the
Hadamard product. Thus, the Noise2SR network can learn a
denoising and SR function by minimizing the self-supervised
loss

argmin
θ

N∑
n=1

∑
J∈J

L(fθ(yJ∁)J ,yJ), (7)

where J represents the set of partitions used during the
training stage, and N denotes the number of images in the
dataset.

E. Clean Image Restoration with MMSE Estimation

The pipeline of clean image reconstruction using the well-
trained N2SR model is shown in Fig. 1.B. For a random
sub-sampled noisy image yJ∁ , well-trained Noise2SR can
generated a plausible denoised result x̂ = fθ̂(yJ∁). Since the
sub-sampled image is generated from the original noisy image
randomly, the clean image can be expressed as:

x = E[fθ̂(yJ∁)] =
∑
J∈J

fθ̂(yJ∁)p(x|yJ∁), (8)

where J is the possible Random Sub-sampler partition set.
Since the randomness of sub-sampling operation , |J | is nu-
merous and p(x|yJ∁) is undetermined, making it challenging
to precisely compute E(x̂).

Thus, we propose to use MMSE estimation to approximate
E(x̂) of the clean signal. Given a set of sub-sampled noisy

1 1
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1

U-Net Based 
Encoder

Super-resolved 
Decoder

Sub-sampled 
Noisy Image

Feature vector Denoised Image

Fig. 3. The architecture of Noise2SR used for parameterizing the super-
resolved denoising function fθ , which consists of the U-Net Based Encoder
and the Super-resolved Decoder.

images yJ∁ , we can approximate the MMSE estimate of the
clean image by averaging all the plausible denoised results
fθ̂(yJ∁). Specifically, we first randomly sub-sampled the noisy
image M times to obtain a sub-sampled noisy image set
Y =

{
yJ∁

1
, . . . ,yJ∁

M

}
. For each subsampled noisy image

yJ∁
m

, the well-trained Noise2SR takes it as input and generates

the corresponding denoising and SR result fθ̂
(
yJ∁

m

)
. Finally,

the approximate MMSE estimation of the clean image can be
computed below:

x ≈ 1

M

M∑
m=1

fθ̂

(
yJ∁

m

)
, (9)

where Jc
m denotes the sub-sampling partition at m time.

F. Network Architecture

As shown in Fig. 3, the network of Noise2SR fθ consists
of a U-Net based Encoder and a Super-resolved Decoder.

1) U-Net based Encoder: We adopt the same U-Net archi-
tecture as encoder [25] with modifying the last convolution
block to generate a feature map with 128 channels for Super-
resolved Decoder.

2) Super-resolved Decoder: The Super-resolved Decoder
takes the feature map from the encoder as input and generates
the denoised image prediction. It is comprised of an Upsam-
pling layer followed by three 1× 1 convolution layers. In this
work, we employ pixel-shuffling [43] as the super-resolution
strategy for the Upsampling layer. In Section IV-F, we conduct
an ablation study to evaluate the impact of different super-
resolution strategies on denoising performance.

IV. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

In this section, we aim to demonstrate the feasibility and
effectiveness of the proposed Noise2SR framework. First,
we conduct an experiment to evaluate the influence of sub-
sampling on clean/noisy natural and HREM images. Then, We
conduct two noise removal experiments comparing Noise2SR
with eight other denoising methods. 1) Synthetic Poisson-
Gaussian noise removal on simulated TEM datasets, and
2) Real noise removal on Scanning Transmission Electron
Microscopy (STEM) imaging data. Moreover, we perform a
comprehensive ablation study to analyze the impact of various
factors, such as sub-sampling patterns, the number of samples
used for MMSE estimation of the clean signal and the up-
sampling strategy adopted in Super-resolved decoder.
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VST+BM3D S2S FBI-D N2N SBD N2SR (Ours) GT

0.1

-0.1

34.13/0.987732.35/0.976632.23/0.979132.95/0.951530.22/0.902426.75/0.7826 PSNR/SSIM

0.1

-0.1

/SSIM
30.83/0.973830.81/0.971129.16/0.898924.86/0.755923.65/0.6707 PSNR/SSIM

N2S*

31.01/0.9194

26.86/0.8468 31.56/0.9743

Fig. 4. Comparison of Noise2SR and other image denoising methods on simulated Pe/CeO2 catalyst corrupted with Poisson-Gaussian noise (a = 0.05, b =
0.02). The second and fourth rows display the corresponding error maps of the denoised results. * indicates that the dataset-based self-supervised denoising
method was performed in a zero-shot learning manner.

FBI-D N2SR GT
Line 1

Line 2

Fig. 5. Comparison of intensity profiles on the surface atomic columns is
conducted for the denoised results obtained using FBI-Denoiser (FBI-D) and
Noise2SR (N2SR) on simulated Pe/CeO2 catalyst corrupted with Poisson-
Gaussian noise (a = 0.05, b = 0.02), alongside the corresponding ground
truth data.

A. Compared Methods and Metrics

1) Compared Methods: For comprehensive comparisons,
we compared the proposed Noise2SR with 8 methods which
are divided into four groups. 1) non-learning methods: Adap-
tive Wiener filtering [44] and BM3D [45]; 2) Zero-shot
Self-supervised Learning (ZS-SSL) methods: Self2Self (S2S)
[15], FBI-Denoiser (FBI-D) [17] and ZS-Noise2Noise [22];

3) Dataset-based Self-supervised Learning (DS-SSL) methods:
Noise2Self (N2S) [11], Neighbor2Neighbor (NB2NB) [19]
and Noise2Noise (N2N) [25]; 4) Supervised Deep learning
methods: Simulated-based denoising (SBD) [41]. It should be
noted that N2S and NB2NB can also be trained in zero-shot
learning manner, and we denote the corresponding extensions
of these methods as N2S* and NB2NB*, respectively.

2) Implementation Details: For the training of the
Noise2SR model, each iteration begins by randomly cropping
a patch image of size 256×256 from the original image. Sub-
sequently, we utilize the Random Sub-sampler with sampling
stride (s = 2) to generate a sub-sampled noisy image, which
serves as the input for the network. To optimize the model,
we employ the Adam optimizer [46] with the following hyper-
parameters: β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.999, and ϵ = 10−8. The initial
learning rate is set to 10−4. We set the batch size of 12 and the
training process consists of 1500 epochs. During the inference
stage, we sub-sampled 50 times to generate an approximate
MMSE denoised result.

For the compared DL-based methods, we adhere to the same
network architecture as described in their respective original
papers. Specifically, for the SBD method, we employ the U-
Net architecture [25], also referred to as small-Unet in the
original paper. All experiments were conducted on a server
equipped with Python 3.7.3, PyTorch 1.3, and NVIDIA TITAN
GPUs.

3) Evaluation Metrics: We calculate Peak-Signal-to-Noise
Ratio (PSNR) and Structured Similarity Index Measure
(SSIM) [47] to measure the performance of compared meth-
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TABLE I
QUANTITATIVE RESULTS (PSNR/SSIM) OF COMPARED DENOISING METHODS AND NOISE2SR ON SIMULATED PT/CEO2 TEM DATA CORRUPTED WITH

POISSON-GAUSSIAN NOISE. * INDICATES THAT THE DATASET-BASED SELF-SUPERVISED DENOISING METHODS ARE PERFORMED IN A ZERO-SHOT
LEARNING MANNER. THE BEST PERFORMANCE AMONG NON-LEARNING AND ZERO-SHOT LEARNING METHODS IS HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD, WHILE THE

SECOND-BEST PERFORMANCE IS UNDERLINED.

NOISE PARAMETERS a = 0.1, b = 0.02 a = 0.05, b = 0.02 a = 0.02, b = 0.02

CATEGORY METHOD PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM

Noisy 4.57±2.67 0.0120±0.01 7.54±2.67 0.0232±0.01 11.40±2.67 0.0526±0.02

Non-
Learning

Adaptive Wiener [44] 20.70±1.90 0.6093±0.08 22.96±1.97 0.7398±0.07 25.66±1.95 0.8656±0.03
VST+BM3D [45] 22.30±2.34 0.5429±0.10 25.33±2.33 0.7266±0.08 29.97±2.33 0.8659±0.05

ZS-SSL

Neighbour2Neighbour* [19] 24.56±2.48 0.6983±0.10 26.32±2.61 0.7451±0.12 28.44±2.87 0.7915±0.09
Noise2Self* [11] 28.51±2.99 0.8817±0.06 29.76±2.36 0.9056±0.04 31.68±2.69 0.9207±0.06
Self2Self [15] 25.36±2.79 0.7423 ±0.13 27.77±2.93 0.8353±0.07 31.05±2.50 0.9076±0.04
FBI-D [17] 28.17±2.73 0.7916±0.09 31.23±2.74 0.9231±0.04 34.23±2.74 0.9541±0.04
ZS-N2N [22] 21.95±2.00 0.5776±0.07 24.34±2.31 0.6736±0.08 27.84±2.62 0.7910±0.07
Noise2SR (w/o MMSE) (Ours) 28.84±2.95 0.9296±0.05 30.16±3.08 0.9532±0.04 34.57±2.46 0.9788±0.01
Noise2SR (w/ MMSE) (Ours) 31.68±2.68 0.9656±0.02 33.66±2.68 0.9772±0.01 36.35±2.46 0.9873±0.01

DS-SSL
Noise2Self [11] 31.62±2.77 0.9642±0.02 33.50±2.58 0.9734±0.01 35.68±2.91 0.9848±0.01
Neighbour2Neighbour [19] 28.80±3.10 0.9305±0.03 30.75±2.37 0.9530±0.02 33.21±2.72 0.9674±0.01
Noise2Noise [25] 32.73±2.97 0.9790±0.01 34.11±2.88 0.9837±0.01 36.30±2.78 0.9888±0.01

Supervised SBD [41] 33.12±2.79 0.9799±0.01 34.25±3.09 0.9838±0.01 36.52±2.90 0.9891±0.01

ods quantitatively. PSNR is defined based on pixel-by-pixel
distance and SSIM measures structural similarity using the
mean and variance of images.

B. Datasets

Simulated TEM Datasets
1) Simulated TEM Datasets: Based on the simulated TEM

dataset 1 released by Mohan et al. [41] which consists of
approximate 18000 simulated images of Pt/CeO2 catalyst with
various combinations of imaging parameters, we select 1000
images as training set and 5 images for the test set. The
training set is used to prepare dataset-based training methods
and evaluate their performance on the test set. On the other
hand, zero-shot learning models train a model for each image
in the test set.

2) Noise simulation: HREM images are affected by mixed
Poisson-Gaussian noise [48]–[50], which combines the effects
of dark noise and photon noise (Poisson noise) and readout
noise (Gaussian noise). The Poisson noise np is dependent on
the signal intensity, while the Gaussian noise ng originates
from imperfections in the output amplifier during charge-to-
voltage conversion. We adopt the Poisson-Gaussian Model
formulation described in [51].

y = x+ np(x) + ng,

(x+ np(x)) ∼ aP(
1

a
x),

ng ∼ N (0, b2).

(10)

The expected value and the variance of the noisy measurement
x is:

E[y] = x, Var[x] = ax+ b2. (11)

1https://github.com/sreyas-mohan/electron-microscopy-denoising

Thus, the noisy image corrupted with Poisson-Gaussian noise
can be modeled using characterized parameters (a, b) as

y = x+ n, n ∼ N (0, ax+ b2). (12)

Here, a represents the noise level that is dependent on the
signal, while b represents the noise level that is independent
of the signal.

To comprehensively evaluate the denoising performance of
the compared methods on different levels of noise, we apply
three different levels of Poisson-Gaussian noise to the TEM
dataset. The noise parameters used are summarized below:
(a = 0.1, b = 0.02), (a = 0.05, b = 0.02), and (a = 0.01, b =
0.02).

Real STEM Data Sample preparation of Te crystals, ZSM-
5 (MFI framework) and MOR zeolite (http://asia.iza-structure.
org/IZA-SC/ftc table.php) were all followed in the same way.
The crystals were first crushed with mortar and pestle, and then
the powders were dispersed in ethanol under ultrasonication.
Few drops of the suspension were placed onto holey carbon
copper grids to be further checked by TEM. The real annular
dark field scanning transmission electron microscopy (ADF-
STEM) images were all collected with a GrandARM 300F
(JEOL Ltd.) transmission electron microscopy operated at 300
kV. The crystals were first tilted to specific zone axis under
TEM mode with the selected area electron diffraction (SAED)
patterns and then switched to STEM mode to record the
experimental ADF-STEM images.

C. Comparisons on Simulated TEM Datasets

Table I shows the quantitative results. Compared with
other zero-shot self-supervised learning denoising methods,
Noise2SR achieves the best denoising performance. Compared
with dataset-based self-supervised denoising methods and su-
pervised denoising, Noise2SR achieves comparable perfor-
mance.

https://github.com/sreyas-mohan/electron-microscopy-denoising
http://asia.iza-structure.org/IZA-SC/ftc_table.php
http://asia.iza-structure.org/IZA-SC/ftc_table.php
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High DoseN2S* FBI-D N2SR (Ours)Low Dose BM3D Wiener Filter S2S

Fig. 6. Comparison of Noise2SR with other image denoising methods on real low-dose Te STEM images. The last column displays the corresponding Te
imaging under high-dose conditions for reference. * indicates that the dataset-based self-supervised denoising method was performed in a zero-shot learning
manner.

Raw BM3D Wiener Filter S2S NB2NB* FBI-D N2SR (Ours)
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Fig. 7. Comparison of other image denoising methods with Noise2SR on real STEM data. The top two rows display the denoising results of ZSM-5 zeolite,
while the last two rows showcase the denoising results of MOR zeolite. The red and yellow arrows point to Silicon and Oxygen atoms, respectively. * indicates
that the dataset-based self-supervised denoising method was performed in a zero-shot learning manner.

Fig. 4 shows the qualitative results on two test samples
of the simulated noisy Pt/CeO2 catalyst TEM images. Com-
pared with zero-shot denoising methods, Noise2SR precisely
restores the nanoparticle structures and achieves a cleaner
background. Moreover, Noise2SR exhibits fewer additional

structural patterns in the error maps compared to dataset-based
self-supervised denoising methods and supervised denoising
methods. In Fig. 5, we compare the intensity profiles on
the surface atomic columns for the denoised data obtained
from FBI-D and Noise2SR, along with the ground truth. The
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Fix Random

Fig. 8. Comparison of fix-location and random location sub-sampling in Sub-
sampler with sampling stride (s = 2).

intensity profiles of both denoised data show a similar overall
trend to the ground truth. Compared to FBI-D, Noise2SR
exhibits a closer resemblance to the ground truth in terms of
both peaks and troughs, with fewer fluctuations.

D. Comparisons on Real STEM Data

1) Low-Dose Te Crystal STEM Data: In Fig. 6, we present
the qualitative results obtained from denoising real low-dose
Te crystal STEM data using different methods. The corre-
sponding high-dose Te crystals STEM data is also included
for reference. Two different areas of the low-dose and high-
dose STEM images of one same Te crystal were shown in
Fig. 6, where bright contrast that corresponds to each Te atom
can be observed while the contrast is less clear in low-dose
image than high-dose image because of the low signal-to-
noise ratio (SNR). After denoising of low-dose STEM images
using different methods, it can be observed that conventional
learning methods (e.g., BM3D, Wiener Filter) tend to produce
over-smoothed results, making it difficult to distinguish the
contours of the atoms. On the other hand, DL-based denoising
methods exhibit good atom contrast so that each Te atom
can be clearly resolved. Notably, compared to other zero-shot
denoising methods, the denoised results of Noise2SR exhibit
reduced noise and clearer atom contours.

2) ZSM-5 & MOR Zeolites STEM Data: To further apply
this method, two kinds of zeolites, ZSM-5 zeolite and MOR
zeolite were imaged under very low-dose conditions and then
denoised. It is worth mentioning that zeolites, as one kind
of import nano-porous materials that were widely used in
catalysis, separation, etc, are extremely sensitive to electron
beams. Thus, low electron dose conditions were applied,
resulting in low SNR of STEM images which hinder the
visualization of atomic structure.

In Fig. 7, we present the qualitative results obtained from
denoising ZSM-5 and MOR zeolite STEM data using different
methods. Conventional non-learning methods yield blurred de-
noising results that fail to capture the atomic structure clearly.
Among the zero-shot denoising methods, S2S introduces ar-
tifacts resembling pepper salt noise, while NB2NB results in
a blurred output due to artifacts. In contrast, both FBI-D and
Noise2SR clearly represent the atomic structure. However, in
the zoomed-in region, FBI-D exhibits some structural artifacts,
whereas Noise2SR demonstrates higher contrast with fewer
artifacts. In the Noise2SR result of ZSM-5 zeolite, not only
the bright and shape contrast of Silicon (Si) atoms in 5-, 6-
and 10- member ring (MR) can be well resolved, but also the
weak contrast of light Oxygen (O) atom between two Si atoms

TABLE II
COMPARISONS OF FIX AND RANDOM LOCATION SUB-SAMPLING

STRATEGY IN SUB-SAMPLER. QUANTITATIVE RESULTS (PSNR/SSIM)
ARE EVALUATED ON SIMULATED TEM DATASETS WITH THREE DIFFERENT

NOISE LEVELS.

NOISE PARAMETERS a = 0.1 a = 0.05 a = 0.02

Fix (M = 1) 25.33/0.8732 27.45/0.9131 29.68/0.9401
Random (M = 1) 28.44/0.9235 30.16/0.9532 32.70/0.9729
Fix MMSE 29.36/0.9443 31.92/0.9655 34.57/0.9788
Random MMSE 31.92/0.9645 33.44/0.9793 36.41/0.9880

Fix MMSE Random MMSE

-0
.1

0
.1

Fix Random

Fig. 9. Qualitative results of fix and random location sub-sampling compar-
isons of denoising simulated TEM dataset.

can be clearly visualized. Similarly, in the Noise2SR result of
MOR zeolite, the contrast of Si atoms can be clearly resolved
while in the raw image, it is hard to identify because of the
noise and low SNR. These results show the great potential of
our Noise2SR method in denoising the HREM images, which
helps to visualize and study the atomic structures in materials
science.

E. Effectiveness of Randomness in Sub-sampler

In this paper, we propose the Random Sub-sampler, a
method for generating sub-sampled noisy images from full-
size noisy images. To evaluate the effectiveness of randomness
in sub-sampler on the denoising performance of Noise2SR,
we compare the fix-location and random location sampling
strategies within sub-sampler. Fig. 8 illustrates the difference
of fix and random location sub-sampling strategies of sampling
stride s = 2. Table II and Fig. 9 show the quantitative and
qualitative results, respectively. The results demonstrate that
random sub-sampling improves the denoising performance
compared to fixed location sub-sampling. Both the denoised
results from an individual sub-sampled image (M = 1)
and MMSE denoised results, random sub-sampling shows the
superiority of fixed sub-sampling. In the qualitative result, it
is evident that the denoised images obtained from random
sub-sampling exhibit clearer backgrounds and sharper atom
contours compared to those obtained from fixed location sub-
sampling. This observation is further supported by the error
maps of the denoising results.

F. Ablation Study

1) Influence of Sampling stride in Random Sub-sampler:
To evaluate the influence of sampling stride s on the denoising
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Fig. 10. Performance curves of Noise2SR with different Random Sub-sampler
parameters over training epochs on simulated TEM dataset with corrupted with
Poisson-Gaussian noise (a = 0.05, b = 0.02).

-0
.1

0
.1

Fig. 11. Qualitative results of three version of Noise2SR models with different
Random Sub-sampler parameter of stride (s = 2, 3, 4) on a test sample.

performance, we conducted experiments using the Noise2SR
model with three different values of s. The experiments were
performed on noisy simulated TEM datasets with corrupted
Poisson-Gaussian noise (a = 0.05, b = 0.02).

Fig. 10 presents the performing curves Noise2SR with
different sampling stride s. The results show that Noise2SR
with sampling stride (s = 2) achieved the best denoising
performance in PSNR/SSIM metrics. Increasing the stride s
led to a decrease in denoising performance. Fig. 11, shows
qualitative comparisons of denoised results. All the denoised
results closely resembled the ground truth, but the error maps
revealed a decrease in denoising performance as the stride s
increased.

2) Influence of the Sampling Times in Inference: To assess
the influence of the number of sub-sampling on the MMSE
estimation of the clean signal during the inference stage, we
compared the quality of the clean image estimation using dif-
ferent numbers of sub-sampling, ranging from 1 to 50. Fig. 12
showcases the variation in PSNR of the restored images as the
number of sub-sampling increases. Furthermore, it presents a
comparison of the quantitative and qualitative results of the
MMSE estimation of clean images for different numbers of
sub-sampling when M = 1, 5, 20, and 50. From the figure, it
is observed that as the number of samples increases, the PSNR
of the estimated clean images also increases while the variance
decreases. Notably, there is a significant improvement in the
PSNR when the number of samples increases from 1 to 5, with
an approximate gain of 2 dB (31.34 vs. 33.61). However, as the
number of samples increases from 20 to 50, the improvement
in the quality of the clean images becomes less significant.

TABLE III
QUANTITATIVE COMPARISONS OF NOISE2SELF AND NOISE2SR WITH
THREE DISTINCT ENCODER NETWORKS AND FBI-NET ON TWO NOISY

SAMPLES. THE COMPUTATIONAL COMPLEXITY OF DIFFERENT NETWORKS
IS ALSO COMPARED. MACS ARE COMPUTED ON PATCH SIZE OF 128× 128.

SSL Strategy Encoder 3 dB 10 dB MACs (G)

Noise2Self
Unet 25.20/0.7455 33.44/0.9306 4.61
Uformer 25.56/0.6754 31.78/0.8899 10.24
Restormer 26.17/0.6374 33.16/0.8665 35.21

Noise2SR
Unet 29.75/0.9595 35.89/0.9881 6.82
Uformer 29.53/0.9563 34.98/0.9838 4.15
Restormer 31.25/0.9630 37.84/0.9851 11.59

FBI-Net FBI-Net 25.75/0.7434 34.33/0.9379 6.56

Additionally, the error maps of the qualitative results show
that the difference between the estimated clean images for
M = 20 and M = 50 is relatively small. This observation
is consistent with the qualitative results of the estimation of
clean image for M = 20 and M = 50, where the difference
between the two is relatively small.

3) Influence of Encoder Networks: To further explore the
influence of the encoder network on the performance of
Noise2SR, we compare the U-net based encoder with two
well-known transformer-based backbones Uformer [52] and
Restormer [53]. Additionally, to better demonstrate the su-
periority of Noise2SR, we also compare the performance of
Noise2Self with the three encoders and a SOTA BSN, FBI-
Net [17].

In the experiments, we implement Uformer and Restormer
following the same parameters as in the original papers. We
evaluate their performance on two noisy samples with different
PSNRs (3 dB and 10 dB) and compared their computa-
tional complexity. The quantitative results are shown in Ta-
ble III. In Noise2SR, the Uformer shows a slight performance
degradation compared to the U-net-based encoder, while the
Restormer shows a significant improvement of approximately
1.5 dB and 2 dB on two samples, respectively. In contrast,
the transformer-based encoders in Noise2Self do not exhibit
a performance gain over the U-net encoder but rather a
decrease in the SSIM evaluations. For HREM images with
high-structured features, CNN-based networks can achieve
superior performance due to the inductive bias. One possible
explanation is that the masked-based strategy in Noise2Self
is not suitable for J -invariant denoisers training with trans-
former encoders. Since the self-attention is not J -invariant,
the transformer may overfit to mapping replacements to noisy
pixels, resulting in performance degradation. Noise2SR enjoys
more flexibility in terms of network structures for enhancing
performance. It is worth noting that the sub-sampling operation
allows us to significantly reduce the computational complexity
in the case of using a transformer-based encoder.

4) Influence of Different Upsampling Strategies: To eval-
uate the impact of different upsampling strategies on the
denoising performance of Noise2SR, three versions of the
Noise2SR model with different upsampling techniques are
compared: 1) Transposed convolution (TransConv.); 2) Pixel
shuffling (PixelShuff.); 3) Bilinear interpolation (BiInter.). The
performance of these models was evaluated by denoising two
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31.34/0.9715 34.03/0.9871 34.15/0.987633.61/0.9854

Fig. 12. PSNR versus the number of sub-sampling times for MMSE
estimation of the clean signal.

TABLE IV
ABLATION ON DIFFERENT UPSAMPLING STRATEGIES IN SR DECODER.

QUANTITATIVE RESULTS (PSNR/SSIM) ARE EVALUATED ON TWO NOISY
SAMPLES WITH DIFFERENT SNRS IN SIMULATED TEM DATASET. THE

BEST PERFORMANCE IS HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD.

UPSAMPLING 3 dB 10 dB TIME

TransConv. 27.36/0.9292 36.22/0.9894 5.84s
PixelShuff. 27.51/0.9349 35.89/0.9881 5.48s
BiInter. 27.31/0.9325 35.59/0.9876 4.43s

noisy samples with PSNR of 3 dB and 10 dB, respectively.
Table IV shows the quantitative results. The results show

that for the test sample with a PSNR of 3 dB, the denoising
performance of the three upsampling methods is compara-
ble, with Noise2SR using pixel shuffling showing a slight
advantage. For the test sample with a higher SNR of 10
dB, Noise2SR using transposed convolution achieves a slight
improvement of 0.3 dB compared to the other two meth-
ods. It is worth noting that the bilinear interpolation upsam-
pling method, which does not have any trainable parameters,
achieves comparable performance with the added benefit of
faster inference time. This implies that Noise2SR is effective
in denoising even when simpler upsampling techniques, such
as bilinear interpolation, are employed.

V. CONCLUSION

In this work, we propose Noise2SR, zero-shot self-
supervised learning (ZS-SSL) method for denoising HREM
images. We introduce the Random Sub-sampler to generate
paired noisy images with different resolutions, preserving
structural information while altering high-frequency signal-
dependent noise. This enables effective noise removal through
supervised training using paired noisy images. By employing
a super-resolved strategy, the network generates denoised
results of the original image size from sub-sampled noisy
inputs. The generation of paired noisy images serves as data
augmentation to mitigate overfitting in single image denoising.
Furthermore, we present an approximate MMSE estimation
of the clean signal by ensembling multiple denoised results
from randomly sub-sampled noisy images of a single input.
This further enhances the denoising performance. The training
strategy and MMSE estimation enable Noise2SR to achieve

superior denoising performance using only a single ultra-
low SNR HREM image. Experimental results on synthetic
and real HREM data demonstrate that Noise2SR outperforms
state-of-the-art ZS-SSL methods and achieves comparable
performance to supervised methods. Despite achieving state-
of-the-art performance in zero-shot self-supervised denoising
for HREM images, Noise2SR still has certain limitations. One
such limitation is the random sub-sampling would introduce
high-frequency information loss in the input noisy image. Con-
sequently, when denoising images rich in details, Noise2SR
with MMSE estimation tends to produce relatively smooth
results. Another limitation is that the zero-shot DL denoiser
demands minutes of training time, preventing it from achieving
real-time denoising performance. Besides the limitations, We
believe that this work has the potential to improve the signal-
to-noise ratio of images in materials imaging domains.
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