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Fundamental properties of light unavoidably impose features on images collected using fluores-
cence microscopes. Modeling these features is ever more important in quantitatively interpreting
microscopy images collected at scales on par or smaller than light’s wavelength. Here we review
the optics responsible for generating fluorescent images, fluorophore properties, microscopy modali-
ties leveraging properties of both light and fluorophores, in addition to the necessarily probabilistic
modeling tools imposed by the stochastic nature of light and measurement.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. A brief history of optics and statistics

The ancient Greeks were divided over whether vision
arose from rays entering or leaving the eyes [1, 2]. For
instance, atomists believed that perception arose from an
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atom flux traveling through space to the eyes. Aristotle
(384–322 BCE) later proposed the notion of ether serv-
ing as a medium for transmission of intrinsic qualities of
objects to the eye rather than fluxes of atoms. An alter-
native formulation, advocated by Pythagoras (570–495
BCE) and Euclid (325–270 BCE), proposed the notion
of ocular fire whose rays impassively scanned their sur-
roundings. Following this logic, Euclid established a geo-
metric optics explaining the perception of size and angles
from the geometry of these ocular rays. Along these same
lines, the Chinese philosopher Mo Di (470–391 BCE) es-
tablished a geometric optics similar to Euclid’s explaining
the formation of shadows and images in mirrors [3].

An amalgam of these ideas–with fire originating from
the eyes coalescing with another fire derived from objects
enabling vision–was perhaps now demanded on philo-
sophical grounds and promoted by Plato (427–347 BCE).
In Ptolemy’s optics (100-170 CE), sunlight activated ob-
jects whose emitted rays now interacted with visual rays
to give rise to perception. In Ptolemy’s theory, percep-
tion relied on the angular distribution, length, refraction
and reflection of rays from the eye [1, 4].

Although these early Greek theories appear manifestly
naive, emerging notions of geometric optics served as a
clear starting point to Medieval Arabs who took a de-
cidedly more phenomenological approach. For example,
inspired by Euclid’s geometric optics, Al-Kindi (801–
873 CE) demonstrated that visual rays travel in straight
lines by simple experiments on shadows [1]. This early
progress was followed by insights from Ibn al-Heytham–
latinized as Alhazen (965–1040 CE)–who showed that
eyesight is derived from light rays received by the eyes
from objects [1, 5]. Further, he consistently devised ex-
periments to test his optical theories including theories on
refractive and reflective properties of light rays on bound-
aries, lenses and spherical mirrors among others [1, 5–7].

The distribution of Latin translations of Alhazen’s
Book of Optics [8] amongst other ancient works, ulti-
mately sparked a Renaissance that presages the onset of
modern optics in Europe. From the democratization of
knowledge driven by the indefatigable Gutenberg presses
followed refractive telescopes attributed to the Dutch
spectacle-makers Zacharias Janssen (1585–1638 CE) and
Hans Lippershey (1570–1619 CE) and reflecting tele-
scopes attributed to Issac Newton (1643–1727 CE) [9].
In contrast to telescopes, there is uncertainty regarding
the original inventor of microscope, though often credited
to Zacharias Janssen [6, 10].

From the very start, the world of microscopy and
biology were intertwined: the Dutch businessman and
scientist Antonie van Leeuwenhoek (1632–1732 CE) ex-
ploited his microscope to single-handedly discover bac-
teria, sperm cells, and red blood cells amongst other
actors dominating the microscopic realm [10]. Little,
in this regard, has changed throughout history with
sizes, features, and other optical properties of the Natu-
ral world motivating the design of modern microscopes.
Subsequent compound microscopes [11], also credited to

Janssen and foreshadowing our multi-lens microscopes,
provided improved magnification and were widely used
by Robert Hooke (1635–1703 CE) [11], author of the first
book on microscopes Micrographia.

Now taken for granted, successive properties of light–
including diffraction, refraction, reflection as well as
light’s particulate nature–were each individually lever-
aged in microscope development with diffraction through
an aperture first reported by the Italian Jesuit Francesco
Maria Grimaldi (1618–1663 CE), followed by a number
of discoveries culminating in Maxwell’s (1831–1879 CE)
electromagnetic theory, and theories on light’s quantiza-
tion [12, 13] due to Planck (1858–1947 CE) and Einstein
(1879–1955 CE).

Setting aside remarkable later microscopy advances–
including phase imaging [14, 15]–we interrupt history to
pause at fluorescence microscopy which has dominated
the scene of the last half century as smaller scales de-
manded increased contrast between background and ob-
ject of interest [16]. At such scales, the stochastic prop-
erties of light, intrinsic to quantum mechanics, dictate
our ability to interpret fluorescence microscopy data and
bring us back to the primary focus of this review: fluo-
rescence microscopy from a statistics-optics perspective.

Modeling light’s stochastic properties isn’t an exercise
in mitigating the recurring nuisance of shot noise. It
is, instead, fundamental to how we draw insights at the
scales fluorescence microscopy has unraveled. In fact, a
fluorescent photon’s emission time, its absorption time,
emission wavelength, and detection location, i.e., where
a photon is detected on an image plane, are all random
variables. These random variables themselves are drawn
from probability distributions. In the classical limit, the
probability density for locating photons is proportional to
the time-averaged energy flux given by Poynting’s theo-
rem [17], introduced by John Henry Poynting (1852–1914
CE). For point-like sources of light, e.g., fluorophores, the
normalized spatial distribution, coinciding with a slice
orthogonal to the propagation direction, is termed the
Point Spread Function (PSF). This inherent randomness
in a photon’s location, imperfectly detected and report-
ing only probabilistically on a fluorescent object of in-
terest, now introduces multiple levels of stochasticity be-
tween the object whose properties we care to characterize
and measurement output. This, unavoidably, introduces
statistical concepts–including notions of latent variables
and hierarchical probabilistic models–in the quantitative
modeling of imaging systems.

The manipulation of hierarchical dependencies be-
tween random variables then requires what is known to-
day as Bayes’ theorem. The theorem, attributed to its
namesake Thomas Bayes (1702–1761 CE), was popular-
ized by Pierre-Simon de Laplace (1749–1827 CE) who
introduced and codified, through seminal texts on proba-
bility [18, 19], probabilistic modeling to the Sciences [20].

Before we return to microscopy, we now take a brief de-
tour to discuss statistical modeling relevant to our future
applications.
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B. Introduction to statistical modeling

The electromagnetic force carrying particle, the pho-
ton, is intrinsically both wave-like and particulate. While
the continuous spatial distributions over a photon’s loca-
tion are dictated by the photon’s wave properties, pho-
ton detections themselves are necessarily pointillistic and
probabilistic. As such, even before considering other
sources of stochasticity like detection, a quantitative pic-
ture of microscopy demands, at its most fundamental
level, an exposition of the theory of statistical sampling.

Here, we first lay out the main concepts for probabilis-
tic modeling. We then discuss the concept of likelihoods
and Bayesian inference key to the statistical frameworks
introduced throughout this review.

1. Basic concepts and notation

Stochasticity in a system arises either from the inher-
ent random nature of the physical system or measure-
ment noise or both. Both are relevant in quantitative
microscopy and thus we minimally require two layers of
stochasticity: at the level of photon shot noise and at the
level of detection; see Appendix A. Soon, we will also see
that additional levels of stochasticity may arise from the
behavior of fluorescent labels.

For this reason, we begin by defining the requisite no-
tions of a random variable. A random variable, R, rep-
resents a collection of possible options, either numeric
or non-numeric, following the statistics of a probability
distribution P.

As such, we often write R ∼ P, where the above reads
“the random variable R is sampled from the probability
distribution P”. We then denote r a particular realization
of R and p(r) the probability density associated with the
probability distribution P.
Generally, the probability distribution itself depends

on parameters, ϑ. To make such dependency explicit,
we may write p(r;ϑ) and P(ϑ) [21]. For example, the
location at which the photon is detected is itself a random
variable, R, sampled from a distribution centered at the
emitting molecule’s location, r0. As such, we write

R ∼ U(r0), (1)

p(r; r0) = U(r; r0), (2)

where ϑ ≡ r0, and p(r;ϑ) is the probability density, i.e.,
the PSF, from which r is drawn.
It is often of interest to compute the probability of

obtaining a value from a subset η of the possible values
(r ∈ η), given by

Pη =

∫
η

dr p(r;ϑ). (3)

By definition if η is the entire set of options then Pη = 1.
For instance, the probability of a photon reaching a pixel
is given by the integral of the PSF over the pixel area A

Ppix =

∫
A
U(r; r0)dr. (4)

In probabilistic modeling, we often work with many
random variables, R1, R2, ..., RN , at once. For this rea-
son, we define the joint density

p(r1:N ;ϑ) = p(r1, r2, ..., rN ;ϑ). (5)

The density of any individual rn is then obtained by in-
tegrating the joint density with respect to all values of
r1:n−1 and rn+1:N

p(rn;ϑ) =

∫
dr1:n−1 drn+1:N p(r1:N ;ϑ). (6)

This integration, termed a marginalization, results in a
marginal density, p(rn;ϑ). Marginalization is often use-
ful in computing, say, the probability over the diffusion
coefficient of an emitter (a fluorescently labeled molecule
or dye) irrespective (and thus integrating over) its exact
location in space. This is later explored in, e.g., Fig. 44.
If random variables R1:N are independent and iden-

tically distributed, iid, then Eq. 5 assumes the simpler
form

R1,R2, ...,RN
iid∼ P(ϑ) (7)

with the understanding that the joint density de-
composes into the product of independent densities
p(r1;ϑ), p(r2;ϑ), ..., p(rN ;ϑ). For example, iid random
variables include photon arrival times following pulsed
excitation for a static distribution of molecules; e.g., as
later explored in the Box IVC.
In general, random variables are not independent, e.g.,

the position of a molecule in time where the system’s
state depends on its state at a previous time point either
exactly or by approximation. This dependency, explored
in the context of fluorophore dynamics in Sec. II C is
termed the Markov assumption. In this case, we say that
values that can be ascribed to R2 depend on the realiza-
tion of a preceding random variable r1. This dependency
is often expressed as

R2|r1, ϑ ∼ P(r1, ϑ), (8)

which reads “the random variable R2 given the param-
eters ϑ and realization (or “conditioned on”) r1 of R1

is sampled from the probability distribution P(r1, ϑ)”.
The density we associate to this probability distribution
then reads p(r2|r1, ϑ) and is referred to as a conditional
density. In general, a random variable RN can depend
on many other random variables R1:N−1 with associated
conditional density p(rN |r1:N−1, ϑ). Such conditionals
will become useful as we build hierarchical models re-
lating random variables across our boxed environments.

Bayes’ theorem, of central importance in expressing
hierarchical random variable dependencies, then follows
from the observation that conditional densities, such as
p(r1:2) = p(r2|r1)p(r1), satisfy p(r1:2) = p(r2:1) and thus

p(r1|r2)p(r2) = p(r2|r1)p(r1). (9)

As is customary in physics, we will now denote both
random variables and their realizations with lower case
letters. The distinction between both notions will be
implied by the context.
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2. Likelihood

We can now introduce the object at the heart of quan-
titative analysis of microscopy data: the likelihood. The
likelihood is a probability distribution over those random
variables coinciding with K experimental observations,
w1:K , conditioned on ϑ. The likelihood’s density is thus
written as p(w1:K |ϑ) where w1:K = {w1, w2, ..., wK}. It
is also convenient to denote this set with an overbar, w.

The term likelihood follows from the notion that
p(w1:K |ϑ) is a likelihood of observing the sequence of ob-
servations w1:K under the assumptions of the model (i.e.,
calibrated values for parameters ϑ of a particular model).
Indeed, all box environments will contain likelihoods for
each statistical framework presented.

Often as the parameters are themselves unknown, we
ask what values for these parameters maximize the like-
lihood of the observed sequence w1:N . These parameter

values are called estimators and are denoted by ϑ̂. For
example, we can ask what values of the excited state life-
time (assuming one fluorophore species) make the photon
arrival times observed most probable; e.g., Box IVC.
For practical reasons, it is common to work with,

and maximize, the likelihood’s logarithm L(w1:K |ϑ) =
log (p(w1:K |ϑ)), sometimes termed log-likelihood, rather
than the likelihood itself, e.g., see Sec. VC. This is be-
cause the logarithm is both monotonic with the original
function and avoids numerical underflow typical of small
probability densities arising as K grows.

Within a Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE)
framework, ϑ are treated as fixed (deterministic) param-
eters and the data, w1:K , are understood as realized ran-
dom variables. While the MLE yields a single value (es-
timator) for the parameters, the uncertainty around the
parameter estimate is captured by computing the like-
lihood’s breadth around its maximum. The breadth is
often estimated as

σ2
ϑl

=
[
Q(ϑ)−1

]
ll
, (10)

where l counts the elements of the model parameter set,
ϑ. Here, Q(ϑ) is the Fisher information matrix defined
as [22, 23]

Qll′(ϑ) = −E

[
∂2L(w1:K |ϑ)

∂ϑlϑl′

∣∣∣∣∣
ϑ̂

]
, (11)

where E denotes the expected value of the expression
within the parenthesis. As Eq. 10 sets the variance,
an uncertainty bound, around the MLE, it is sometimes
termed the Cramér-Rao Lower Bound (CRLB).

As may be evident, MLE-based approaches present
challenges for likelihoods with multiple degenerate max-
ima or, more importantly, when the model is unknown.
What is more, even assuming a model form, the MLE
only provides a point estimate not a full distribution over
the putative parameter values.

It is for all these reasons that we often turn to a more
general Bayesian paradigm. In this setting, we use the

likelihood to construct the distribution over the parame-
ters of interest given the observed data, p(ϑ|w1:K). The
latter object is termed the posterior and is central to
Bayesian inference.

3. Posterior

In working with likelihoods, the data is understood as
random variables and parameters, ϑ, as fixed but to be
determined. In contrast, in a Bayesian setting both data
and parameters are treated as random variables. In par-
ticular, the data are random variables already realized
and whose values are used to construct the probability,
p(ϑ|w1:K), over the unknown random variables, ϑ. The
Bayesian paradigm allows us to properly propagate un-
certainty over ϑ from all sources including detector noise,
camera intensity pixelation, motion aliasing, photon shot
noise, and many more.
The posterior is constructed from the likelihood by in-

voking Bayes’ theorem, Eq. 9,

p(ϑ|w1:K) =
p(w1:K |ϑ)p(ϑ)

p(w1:K)
, (12)

where, by normalization,

p(w1:K) =

∫
dϑp(w1:K |ϑ)p(ϑ). (13)

Here p(ϑ), termed the prior, provides a mean to regulate
the parameters. For instance, determining a range over
which non-zero values of the density arise, e.g., positive
or integer values, prior to considering the data.
Thus, from Bayes’ theorem, we obtain a clear recipe

by which the prior distribution is updated based on data,
w1:K , encoded in the likelihood, to arrive at the posterior
p(ϑ|w1:K). It is thus clear that to avoid the prior bias-
ing the posterior, K must be sufficiently large [24–27].
To mitigate the size of K needed, roughly “flat” or fea-
tureless prior distributions between ϑ’s upper and lower
bounds are preferred.
As we will see in all applications, likelihoods can gen-

erally be constructed from knowledge of the microscopy
technique and the physics of the problem while priors are
normally motivated by computational convenience. The
broad question then arises: Can we determine whether
the posterior is peaked at some value of ϑ? More con-
cretely, what does our posterior look like?
Unfortunately, posteriors rarely attain a simple, ana-

lytic form, on account of the measurement and physics
informing the likelihood. As such, values of ϑ are typ-
ically numerically sampled from posteriors using Monte
Carlo methods. For example, as we later discuss in the
context of confocal microscopy, e.g., Sec. IVC, we will see
that ϑ includes quantities such as diffusion coefficients,
emission rates, and emitter locations. As posteriors are
thus often multi-variate, a commonMonte Carlo strategy,
loosely speaking, involves sampling one random variable
at a time in a scheme termed Gibbs sampling [28].
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Whether sampling a posterior exactly or numerically,
e.g., via Gibbs sampling, it is often computationally con-
venient to judiciously select the functional form of priors.
Indeed, some prior forms play a special role in Bayesian
modeling by having the unique mathematical property
that, when multiplied by the likelihood, result in a poste-
rior of the same form as the original prior (albeit with up-
dated, “re-normalized”, parameters). As such, we often
speak of conjugate prior-likelihood pairs or, for succinct-
ness, conjugate priors when such priors can be identified.
While we will not dwell on specialized notions of Bayesian
inference, we make the reader aware that computational
efficiency is what makes it possible to include measure-
ment noise details at marginal added computational cost
whilst improving the spatiotemporal resolution of any
fluorescence analysis method. Indeed, whenever possi-
ble, specialized Monte Carlo schemes (from Gibbs sam-
pling [28], to Metropolis-Hastings [29, 30], to slice sam-
pling [31], and beyond [21, 32, 33]) used across all appli-
cations discussed herein benefit from any computational
advantage thrown their way.

4. Bayesian non-parametrics

From Eq. 12, we see that constructing a posterior de-
mands a mathematical, i.e. “parametric”, form of the
likelihood. However, for most practical cases, we often
do not know what competing models describe a given
data set. We also know, and can demonstrate by way of
examples, that the more complicated we make a model,
the larger its likelihood, i.e., we over-fit the data.
Compromising between data under- and over-fitting is

at the heart of the fundamental model selection prob-
lem. From the onset, progress in model selection has
been critical, for instance, in clustering problems where
the number of clusters (i.e., the model) are unknown [34–
37]. Indeed, the model selection problem manifests itself
across microscopy applications. For example: determin-
ing the number of molecules within a diffraction-limited
spot (i.e., the model) explored in Box IIC; or determin-
ing the number of fluorophore species in lifetime imaging
explored in Box IVC.

While heuristically comparing a fixed set of models to
resolve model selection—for example by relying on infor-
mation criteria [38], and other tools introduced as post-
processing steps—is computationally advantageous, such
an approach presents theoretical problems. For exam-
ple, it is often limited to cases where we can exhaustively
enumerate models. For example, how many emitters in
each frame across a stack of frames can we consider in
any wide-field tracking application? Even if enumerable,
how do we assign probabilities to these competing models
given the data?

Answers to these questions, outside the realm of the
Natural Sciences, have led to the formal development
of Bayesian Non-Parametrics (BNPs) [21, 39] along-
side Monte Carlo tools to sample from the resulting
non-parametric posteriors, including Reversible Jump

Markov Chain Monte Carlo (RJMCMC) [40]. In short,
BNPs treat model and parameter estimation on the same
footing [37, 41–43] and construct non-parametric poste-
riors over both models and their associated parameters.

In particular, within a non-parametric treatment, we
consider a priori an infinite number of competing mod-
els. We place priors on these models alongside their asso-
ciated parameters just as we place priors on parameters
alone within the regular (parametric) Bayesian paradigm.

One catch is that BNPs are limited to a particular class
of models termed nested models. Fortuitously, many
models considered across microscopy applications belong
to this class. Briefly, nested models include all mod-
els that can be generated from a more general model
by setting parameters to different values (including zero)
with the most general model itself being infinite dimen-
sional. For example, a two state model used in analyzing
a Förster Resonance Energy Transfer (FRET) time trace,
later explored in greater depth in Sec. II A, follows from
a three state model where transitions to the third state
are all set to zero. Other examples of nested models
we will explore include: 1) the number of molecules in
a diffraction-limited spot (see Boxes II C and VB3); 2)
the number of fluorophore species in lifetime imaging (see
Box IVC); and perhaps less intuitively 3) all competing
two-dimensional lifetime maps obtained from scanning
confocal lifetime imaging; see Box IVC.

These examples were intentionally numbered. They al-
low us to introduce three commonly used non-parametric
priors used in constructing non-parametric posteriors. In
the order in which these examples are listed, we have:
the Beta-Bernoulli process prior [21, 44–48]; the Dirich-
let process prior [21, 35–37, 43, 49]; and the Gaussian
Process (GP) prior [21, 50, 51].

The Beta-Bernoulli process prior is used when we try
to estimate the number of discrete elements contribut-
ing to the data. These could be, for example, the num-
ber of clusters or, equivalently, the number of emitters
contributing photons generating an image frame or pro-
ducing a stream of photons within a confocal spot, e.g.,
Box IVC. Within a BNP paradigm, we assign a Bernoulli
variable (binary random variable), bm called a load, to
each discrete element (molecule). Considering as many
as M loads (and letting M eventually tend to infinity),
the unknowns appearing in ϑ are augmented to include
b1:M . Thus ϑ for the single spot confocal would now in-
clude the diffusion coefficient, emission rate, molecular
locations, as well as loads, b1:M .

When multiplying the likelihood by the appropriate
Beta-Bernoulli prior process, we may then construct a
posterior, whose parameters we wish to sample, include
the loads. The resulting posterior is, in turn, often sam-
pled using Monte Carlo techniques to determine which
loads are sampled mostly as 0’s (and thus coincide with
molecules not warranted by the data) or coincide with
1’s (and thus coincide with molecules warranted by the
data). The number of molecules in each draw from the
posterior are then determined by summing all loads.
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We now turn, much more briefly, to the subsequent two
non-parametric priors. For instance, the Dirichlet pro-
cess prior is used when we wish to assign probabilities to
an infinite number of components. For example, when we
wish to determine to what degree each unique chemical
species contributes photons in a lifetime experiment; see
Box IVC. Ideally, based on Monte Carlo sampling of the
non-parametric posterior (obtained from the product of
the likelihood and the Dirichlet process prior), we would
find which of the infinite species introduced in modeling
contribute non-negligibly to the data.

Finally, GP priors are used in estimating smooth func-
tions. Smooth functions of interest in microscopy in-
clude, for example, fluorophore density maps explored in
Sec. IVC or even smooth background for large numbers
of emitters. Each of these maps consists of an infinite set
of correlated random variables, i.e., values of the map at
every point in space. Draws from the (non-parametric)
posterior then assign values to each point on the map. In
practice, the number of map points whose value we wish
to deduce is kept finite and limited to a fixed number of
points typically over a uniform mesh grid termed induc-
ing points [51–53]. The value of the map on a finer spatial
grid can then be interpolated from the spatial correlation
function already informing the GP prior.

Having now introduced key notions from statistics, we
turn to microscopy.

C. Basic characteristics of fluorescence microscopy

FIG. 1: Schematic of an infinity-corrected wide-field mi-
croscope consisting of an ideal objective lens with focal
length f1 and an ideal tube lens with focal length f2. We
show light propagation from a point source in the focal
plane (sample space) to the image point in image space.
The plane between the lenses, a distance f1 away from the
objective lens and f2 from the tube lens, is called the con-
jugate plane (green vertical line). The conjugate plane is
also sometimes termed the back focal plane, Fourier plane
or pupil plane. Here the light from any point source on
the focal plane crosses through the same lateral position.
By considerations of geometric proportion, it can be seen
that the ratio of lateral displacement of the image point
to lateral displacement of the source point is equal to the
ratio of the focal lengths, f2/f1. This ratio is the micro-
scope’s magnification M.

All optical microscopes use light, one way or another,
to interact with the sample under observation. Indeed,
bright-field, dark-field, or even phase contrast imaging
differ from each other in details pertaining to which part

of the excitation or detection arms are altered or blocked
to create images at the detector.
However, these microscopes are limited in their abil-

ity to discern contrast at molecular and even supra-
molecular length scales at which life unravels. At
such scales, we exploit fluorescence microscopy, involv-
ing fluorophore-labeled samples, later detailed in Sec. II.
When excited, fluorophores emit light that can be selec-
tively filtered from the excitation beam to form an image.
In its simplest form, a fluorescence microscope is a two-
lens system: an objective lens with small focal length f1
and a tube lens with long focal length f2; see Fig. 1.
In modern infinity-corrected research microscopes, the

objective converts the diverging spherical wavefront emit-
ted by a point emitter in the focal plane in sample space
into a planar wavefront. The planar wavefront is then
reconverted by the tube lens into a spherical wavefront
converging into a point on the image plane.

FIG. 2: Visualization of the diffraction limit of resolution.
Here, we show interference patterns of two coherently
emitting point emitters, shown by red dots, for three
different distances between emitters across panels. The
closer the emitters are positioned with respect to each
other, the larger the angular positions of the destructive
interference lanes (directions of zero light intensity). At a
critical distance, shown in the right panel, the first lane of
destructive interference is positioned at the half angle Θ
of light collection of the objective, and the objective lens
receives a continuous wavefront absent intensity minima
appearing as a single emitter wavefront.

The two most important characteristics of a micro-
scope are its magnification and its resolution, i.e., how
well sample features are resolved. From Fig. 1, the sys-
tem’s magnification is given by the ratio f2/f1 (from the
proportionality of vertical to horizontal distances). How-
ever, the magnification of an optical microscope today
is of secondary importance as images are recorded with
array detectors, such as Complementary Metal-Oxide
Semiconductor (CMOS) or Electron Multiplying Charge-
Coupled Device (EMCCD) cameras with varying pixel
size; see Appendix A. This is in contrast to visual in-
spection of a sample where our rod and cone cell sizes
are fixed. For such wide-field microscopes equipped with
a camera, the detector’s physical pixel size divided by
the microscope’s magnification set an upper bound on
the image quality. This effective pixel size should be at
least two times smaller than the microscope’s optical res-
olution (Nyquist criterion).
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This leads us to the second important microscope char-
acteristic: its resolution. The microscope resolution is
limited by a number of factors including the diffraction
of light and light collection by objective lenses. These
two effects lead to a fundamental resolution limit of ap-
proximately half of the wavelength. As such, if the emit-
ted light’s wavelength were to be far smaller than typi-
cal dimensions of the molecular species of interest, then
our review article would stop here and textbooks would
be replenished with real life images reminiscent of David
Goodsell’s artistic renderings of life inside the cell [54].
However, this is not the case.

We will discuss more thoroughly resolution of differ-
ent microscope modalities shortly though we start with
a heuristic albeit useful visualization of a fundamental
microscope’s optical resolution limit; see Fig. 2. Here we
show the (far-field) electric-field distribution of light from
two coherent point sources, designated by red dots, be-
fore an objective lens. As both point sources are assumed
to emit light coherently, the resulting intensity distribu-
tion shows characteristic lanes of constructive and de-
structive interference. When the distance between the
two point emitters, y, is gradually reduced (from left to
right panels in Fig. 2), the two symmetric lanes of de-
structive interference (directions of zero light intensity)
closest to the optical axis migrate towards higher emis-
sion angles, until they reach the objective lens’ edge. At
that point, the objective detects only light of a continu-
ous spherical wavefront absent any zero-intensity minima
within its light detection cone (with half angle Θ), similar
to what the objective would see from a single emitter.

FIG. 3: Lateral resolution limit of a CLSM. The reso-
lution is determined by the highest lateral spatial fre-
quency contained in a focused bright spot. This is gen-
erated by the interference of two rays traveling from the
edges of the objective to the focal point with the high-
est possible incidence angle Θ with respect to the opti-
cal axis as shown. The associated wave vectors are of
equal magnitude, 2πn/λ, where λ is the vacuum wave-
length. The corresponding lateral components, kx,θ,
of these wave vectors are of equal magnitude given by
kx,θ = 2πn sinΘ/λ, and opposite directions resulting in
a difference of 4πn sinΘ/λ. As such, the interference of
the two beams leads to a periodic interference pattern in
the lateral direction with periodicity λ/2n sinΘ, equal to
the lateral resolution limit of a CLSM.

Simple trigonometry dictates that the path difference
between 1) the first emitter, and the edge of the lens, and
2) the second emitter, and the same edge of the lens is

y sinΘ. In doing so, we assumed that the separation of
the lens, and emitters is much larger than y in the far-
field limit. The first destructive interference lane there-
fore occurs at angle Θ if the path difference is half the
wavelength, i.e., ymin sinΘ = λ/2n, where λ is the vac-
uum emission wavelength, and n is the refractive index
of medium in which the emitters are embedded. As such,
the wavelength in this medium is λ/n. From this result
follows Abbe’s famous resolution limit, first formulated
by Ernst Abbe (1840-1905 CE) in 1873 [55], as

ymin =
λ

2n sinΘ
=

λ

2NA
, (14)

where NA is the objective’s numerical aperture.
A similar simplified consideration can also be applied

toward understanding the spatial resolution of a Confo-
cal Laser Scanning Microscope (CLSM). In a CLSM, the
sample is scanned with a tightly focused laser beam, and
the excited fluorescence light is collected by the micro-
scope optics, focused through a confocal pinhole to sup-
press out-of-focus light, and finally detected with a point
detector (usually silicon-based photo-diode, or photo-
electron multiplier tube); see Sec. IVB1. The recorded
fluorescence light intensity as a function of scan position
is then used to reconstruct an image. The fundamental
advantage of a CLSM as compared to a wide-field imag-
ing microscope is its optical sectioning capability, i.e., its
capability to record true three-dimensional sample im-
ages, later detailed when considering the Optical Trans-
fer Functions (OTF) of both microscope types. Neglect-
ing momentarily a CLSM’s confocal detection volume,
then its lateral resolution is determined by how tightly
a laser beam can be focused into an excitation spot. In
a mathematically more precise manner, one asks about
the tightest spatial intensity modulation still present in a
diffraction-limited focus. The answer is given by Fig. 3,
which shows that the tightest modulation is achieved by
the interference of the two light rays exiting the objec-
tive at the highest possible angle, which is exactly the
half angle of light detection Θ of the objective. As can
be seen, the spatial periodicity of this intensity modu-
lation is again given by Abbe’s formula, Eq. 14, only
with the emission wavelength now replaced by the ex-
citation wavelength (usually shorter than the emission
wavelength due to the spectral Stokes shift of fluores-
cence emission with respect to excitation; see Sec. II).
In a similar vein, we can also obtain the axial resolution

limit of a (confocal laser scanning) microscope, by asking
about the tightest spatial intensity modulation achiev-
able when focusing light through the objective. The an-
swer is presented in Fig. 4, where the tightest modulation
is now generated by the interference of an axial light ray
with a light ray traveling at the highest possible incidence
angle Θ. This directly yields the axial resolution limit of
an optical microscope, complementary to Abbe’s lateral
resolution limit, and is given by

zmin =
λ

n(1− cosΘ)
≈ 2nλ

(NA)2
, (15)
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where the approximation on the right hand side is valid
only for small numerical aperture values.

FIG. 4: Axial resolution of a CLSM: Similar to the lat-
eral resolution, the axial resolution is determined by the
tightest spatial modulation of light that can be generated
along the optical axis. This is achieved by interfering an
axially propagating beam with one traveling at the high-
est possible incidence angle. The axial component of the
wave vector of the former is equal to the full wave vec-
tor length k0 = 2πn/λ, and the axial component for the
latter is kz,Θ = 2πn cosΘ/λ. The resulting interference
therefore leads to a spatial intensity modulation along
the optical axis with periodicity λ/n(1− cosΘ) setting a
CLSM’s axial resolution limit.

We summarize physical scales associated with lateral
and axial resolution of diffraction-limited optical micro-
scopes in Fig. 5. Here we show lateral and axial reso-
lutions as functions of the numerical aperture, NA, for
optical wavelengths across the visual spectrum using for
concreteness a water immersion objective (i.e., designed
for imaging in water with refractive index 1.33).

While providing qualitative guidance on optical sys-
tem design, axial and lateral spatial resolution expres-
sions provided in Eq. 14-15 remain theoretical. In par-
ticular, such expressions provide an upper bound on the
resolution otherwise limited by factors including crucial
notions of stochastic nature of photons, and undesired
out-of-focus light among others.

A final important note is warranted on light (informa-
tion) collection efficiency and suppression of out-of-focus
light from regions outside the focal plane, i.e., limiting
light collection to a certain axial range termed optical
sectioning. For this purpose, specialized sample illumi-
nation and fluorescent light detection techniques have
been developed including Total Internal Reflection Flu-
orescence (TIRF) microscopy [56], Super-critical Angle
Fluorescence (SAF) microscopy [57, 58], Metal-Induced
Energy Transfer (MIET) microscopy [59], confocal mi-
croscopy [60], Image Scanning Microscopy (ISM) [61, 62],
two-photon microscopy [63], 4pi microscope [64], Struc-
tured Illumination Microscopy (SIM) [65], light-sheet
microscopy [66, 67], and multi-plane microscopy [68, 69].

All methods mentioned accomplish optical sectioning
and enhance photon collection efficiency in improving im-
age resolution and contrast. These techniques pushed the
optical resolution to its very limits as dictated by Abbe’s
diffraction barrier. However, it was not until the end of
20th century that this barrier was overcome to achieve
spatial resolutions in far-field light microscopy far be-

yond the diffraction limit [70]. Research in this front is
still ongoing leveraging advances in four main compo-
nents of fluorescence microscopes: fluorescent emitters;
optical setups; detectors; and analysis. In what follows,
we first discuss fluorescent light sources and then proceed
to review optics of different microscope modalities while
presenting statistical analysis frameworks throughout.

FIG. 5: Lateral and axial resolution of diffraction-limited
optical microscopy using a water immersion objective
(designed for imaging in water with refractive index 1.33)
as a function of numerical aperture NA and wavelength.

II. FLUOROPHORES

Point fluorescent emitters or light sources, often
molecules termed fluorophores, are key to fluorescence
imaging of labeled samples. Both conventional fluores-
cence imaging, as well as microscopy techniques achiev-
ing resolution beyond light’s diffraction limit, rely on
tunable properties of fluorophores including emission
rates, brightness, absorption and emission spectra, ex-
cited state lifetimes, and other photo-physical proper-
ties such as blinking and photo-bleaching [71]. Here, we
will discuss quantum fluorophore properties, alongside
their statistical modeling, and relegate classical models
to Sec. IIID, where we derive their emission fields.

A. Fluorophore properties

Most molecules do not naturally fluoresce in regimes
detectable by modern detectors and cannot easily be ex-
cited without inducing photo-damage. Thus, one must
often resort to specific fluorescence labeling [72] of biolog-
ical samples, e.g., to identify and investigate structures
against the vast cellular background of proteins, nucleic
acids, lipids, and small molecules.
While the addition of fluorescent labels introduces

challenges, their intrinsic properties as well as non-linear
response to light in themselves open windows of oppor-
tunity, e.g., to study molecular interactions [73, 74], de-
termine molecular copy numbers [75–77], and improve
optical resolution [78, 79] as later detailed in Sec. V.
The most common labels include: fluorescent pro-

teins [80–82]; organic dyes [83, 84], generally small or-
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ganic molecules containing conjugated π-electron sys-
tems; and semiconductor quantum dots, inorganic nano-
crystals with especially broad excitation and correspond-
ingly narrow emission spectra [85].

Fluorescent labels include a large variety of fluo-
rophores with excitation and emission wavelength max-
ima spanning the near-infrared, visible and UV spec-
trum [86, 87]. Less common, “exotic”, fluorescent la-
bels providing an even larger color palette and increas-
ingly tunable photo-physical properties include carbon
nanorods, carbon dots, polymer dots, fluorocubes, and
fluorescent defects in diamond or 2D materials [88–90].

Basic fluorophore photo-physics are captured by
Jablonski diagrams such as Fig. 6 for an organic dye il-
lustrating select transitions between different molecular
energy and spin states. A more rigorous treatment of
transition rules, molecular spectra, and interactions of
light and matter, can be found in the books of Lakow-
icz [91] and Valeur et al [92].
A molecule in the (typically singlet) ground state is ex-

cited to a singlet excited state by absorbing a photon with
a probability depending on the excitation light intensity
and the molecule’s absorption cross-section (linearly re-
lated to the molar extinction coefficient [91]). The mo-
lar extinction coefficient ϵλ is a measure of how strongly
a solution containing one mole of a fluorophore absorbs
(attenuates) light at wavelength λ expressed using the
Lambert-Beer law [91]

ϵλ =
Aλ

cM l
=

log10 (I0λ/Iλ)

cM l
, (16)

where Aλ is the absorbance measured, I0λ is the initial
light intensity of wavelength λ, and Iλ is the light in-
tensity after traveling the path length l through the so-
lution with molar concentration cM . From Eq. 16, it is
clear that the SI unit of molar extinction coefficient is
m2/mol, but the commonly used unit is lit/cm/mol.

From ϵλ, we immediately arrive at another important
fluorophore property, namely molecular brightness Bλ.
To achieve high Signal to Noise Ratio (SNR), fluorescent
labels with high molecular brightness, Bλ = Qf ϵλ, are
desired. Here Qf is a unitless quantity called fluores-
cence quantum yield describing how many fluorescence
photons are emitted relative to the number absorbed.
This is given by the ratio of the sum of radiative transi-
tions to the total transitions, i.e., the sum of transition
rates corresponding to all transition paths out of the ex-
cited state,

Qf =

∑
kf∑

kf +
∑

knon
, (17)

where kf and knon, are, respectively the rate of fluores-
cence or radiative decay, and rate of non-radiative decay.

Another important fluorophore property is the average
time, τ , a fluorophore remains excited prior to emitting
a photon

τ =
1∑

kf +
∑

knon
. (18)

Here τ , termed fluorescence lifetime, typically lasts on
the order of nanoseconds for organic dyes. The flu-
orescence lifetime is a characteristic property of fluo-
rophores in their unique environment tuned by pH, ion
or oxygen concentration, molecular binding, or proxim-
ity dependent inter-molecular energy transfers primar-
ily influencing the rate of non-radiative decay [91, 92].
As such, differences in fluorophore lifetimes can be em-
ployed to distinguish fluorophore species thereby broad-
ening the appeal of Fluorescence Lifetime Imaging Mi-
croscopy (FLIM) [93, 94] in functional and multiplexed
imaging of disparate fluorophores with otherwise over-
lapping spectra [95–97]; see Sec. IVB1.
As described above, the quantum yield is tied to the

number of possible transitions out of the excited state
either non-radiatively or radiatively. Upon fluorophore
excitation, one such radiative transition occurs via rapid
vibrational relaxation to the lowest energy level of the
S1 excited state followed by radiative decay to a vibra-
tional ground state level with spontaneous fluorescence
emission; see Fig. 6. The fluorescence emission is shifted
towards longer wavelengths (Stokes shift) as compared
to excitation, due to fast internal conversion and vibra-
tional relaxation to the lowest level of the S1 excited state
(Kasha’s rule [98]). Another radiative transition out of
the excited state, of later interest, is stimulated emis-
sion. Typically, stimulated emission does not play a role
at room temperature so long as the excitation intensity
is low. However, this non-linear process is exploited in
STimulated Emission Depletion (STED) super-resolution
imaging [70] later described in Sec. VA1.

FIG. 6: Simplified Jablonski diagram. The electronic
ground state S0, the singlet excited states Sn, the triplet
excited states Tn, and radical cation F·+ or anion states
F·−. Thick lines represent electronic energy levels, thin
lines vibrational energy levels, while rotational energy
states are left unmarked. Here we denote: Phosphores-
cence by P; Vibrational Relaxation by VR; Internal Con-
version by IC; Inter System Crossing by ISC; and rates
of oxidation and reduction are kox and kred, respectively.
Arrows represent a subsample from all possible transi-
tions between different states.

In addition to radiative transitions, several alternative
non-radiative pathways are available for transition from
the first singlet excited state, S1, to the ground state.
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For instance, the molecule can return to the ground
state dissipating the energy to the environment as heat.
For example, the non-radiative transition to the triplet
state, T1, via inter-system crossing is often employed in
Single Molecule Localization Microscopy (SMLM); see
Sec. VB2. Return from T1 to the ground singlet state
(phosphorescence) is typically delayed on account of a
forbidden spin flip transition; see Fig. 6. As such, tran-
sitions to and from triplet, or further reduced/oxidized
off-states (also referred to as bright and dark states, re-
spectively) occur on longer timescales (0.1ms to 100ms).

To control fluorophore switching between triplet dark
and bright states, i.e., to control blinking, oxygen concen-
tration may be adjusted. Upon reaction with dissolved
molecular oxygen, fluorophores may transition from the
triplet dark (off-state) to singlet ground (on-state) states
by interacting with molecular oxygen’s ground triplet
state. Molecular oxygen can also accept an electron from
a triplet fluorophore inducing typically undesirable pho-
totoxic effects, i.e., irreversible photo-bleaching [99] oc-
curring from many states as shown in Fig. 6.

Though in some applications photo-bleaching is desir-
able, in others, such as particle tracking [100–102] and
protein-protein interactions via FRET [103, 104], photo-
bleaching and blinking are problematic and suppressed
by removal of dissolved oxygen via oxygen scavenging sys-
tems, such as glucose oxidase coupled with catalase [105],
or by depopulating dark states leveraging both reducing
and oxidizing agents [106].

In many cases, such as in STochastic Optical Recon-
struction Microscopy [107], blinking of fluorophores is
desirable to achieve spatial resolution below the diffrac-
tion limit; see Sec. VB2. Here, many cyanine and rho-
damine dyes are used as they can be reversibly photo-
switched from a bright state to a dark state (blink) in
a buffer containing enzymatic oxygen scavengers and
a primary thiol such as β-mercaptoethylamine or β-
mercaptoethanol [87, 108]. Alexa Fluor 647 is the or-
ganic dye of choice for state-of-the-art direct STochastic
Optical Reconstruction Microscopy (dSTORM) imaging
due to its high brightness and efficient switching behav-
ior [109]. For several cyanines, e.g., Cy5, it has been
shown that thiolate anions covalently bind to the fluo-
rophore [110], thereby disrupting the conjugated system
resulting in dark state. The dyes can also be chemi-
cally reduced by NaBH4 to a non-fluorescent form or
synthesized in a caged form that can later be photo-
activated, which has been used in different SMLM tech-
niques [111, 112]. Rhodamine dyes can as well reversibly
switch from a fluorescent to a non-fluorescent form by
intra-molecular spirocyclization either spontaneously or
driven by UV light. This has been exploited to gener-
ate sensors and switches or can be used across SMLM
applications [87, 113].

Examples of SMLM include (fluorescence) Photo-
Activated Localization Microscopy ((f)PALM) [114, 115],
as well as derivatives such as single particle tracking
PALM (sptPALM) [116]. In these applications, advanced

fluorescent proteins are used. These switch between flu-
orescent states through at the chromophore either re-
versibly (e.g., on and off for Dronpa by cis-trans isomer-
ization) or through photo-activation (e.g., PA-GFP by
decarboxylation) or photo-conversion (e.g., green to red
wavelength for mEos by β-elimination) [82, 108].

More recently, studies of protein activity and SMLM
have benefited from the discovery of a new class of ligand-
activated fluorescent proteins [117]. The prototype UnaG
binds the small molecule bilirubin via multiple noncova-
lent interactions and forms a fluorescent complex. The
oxidized (and photo-bleached) ligand can detach from the
protein, allowing a fresh bilirubin molecule to bind and
act as a sensor for small molecules thereby reporting on
protein activity [118].

In general, fluorescent proteins have the advantage of
being genetically encodeable, allowing fluorescent label-
ing of nearly arbitrary target proteins in living cells and
organisms by creating fusion constructs. However, this
also means that proteins must undergo appropriate fold-
ing followed by chromophore maturation, i.e., formation
of a fluorescent molecule typically starting from three
amino acids [82]. This process can take minutes to hours,
may be incomplete, and can impair the temporal accu-
racy of measurements of rapid processes such as gene
expression dynamics [119]. While organic dyes circum-
vent some of these difficulties, both organic dyes and flu-
orescent proteins often exhibit complex photo-physical
and photo-chemical behaviors complicating quantitative
analysis. For instance, organic dyes can exhibit spectral
blue shifts upon high laser radiation [120, 121] or spectral
shifts from substrate (green) to product state (orange)
like in the epoxidation of a double bond in conjugation
to a BODIPY dye [122] useful in mechanistic studies
of chemical reactions at the single molecule level [123].
However, such spectral shifts may affect multi-color ap-
plications, e.g., in super-resolution imaging or Single
Particle Tracking (SPT), and are problematic to FRET
experiments. Moreover, many proteins have additional
dark states, e.g., mEos cis-trans isomerization [124, 125],
and organic dyes may have several conformations with
different intensity levels, e.g., Atto647N, with at least
three states differing in fluorescent lifetimes [126] com-
plicating quantitative single molecule read-outs.

B. Förster resonance energy transfer

In the previous section, we discussed fluorophore prop-
erties involving radiative transitions or non-radiative
transitions. Here, we continue by considering non-
radiative transitions through inter-molecular energy
transfer [92]. A few example of these transitions include:
Photo-induced Electron Transfer (PET) [127], collisional
quenching or FRET, Bioluminescence Resonance En-
ergy Transfer (BRET) [128, 129], Protein Induced Flu-
orescence Enhancement (PIFE) [130, 131], or the re-
cently discovered Proximity-Assisted Photo-Activation
(PAPA) [132]. Such transitions are distance dependent
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and thus have been leveraged to probe binding interac-
tions or conformational changes.

In what follows, we focus on FRET, an inter-molecular
energy transfer process widely used to measure molecu-
lar interactions serving as a distance ruler for structural
biology [91, 133, 134]. In FRET, non-radiative energy
transfer from a donor to an acceptor fluorophore occurs
through dipole-dipole coupling with rate constant kFRET

when the donor’s emission spectrum overlaps with the
acceptor’s absorption spectrum [135]. Under the dipo-
lar approximation, the probability for energy transfer to
occur, termed FRET efficiency (EFRET), scales with the
donor-acceptor distance to the inverse 6th power [136]
and is 50% at the Förster radius R0

EFRET =
1

1 + (r/R0)
6 =

kFRET∑
kf +

∑
knon

= 1− τDA

τD
, (19)

where τDA and τD are, respectively, the donor fluores-
cence lifetime in the acceptor’s presence and absence. For
typical donor-acceptor pairs, R0 is a few nanometers [91]
and depends on the donor emission-acceptor absorption
spectral overlap and the relative orientation of donor-
acceptor dipole moments. It is explicitly given by

R6
0 =

9000 ln 10

128π5NAn4
κ2Qf,D

∫
ID (λ) ϵA (λ)λ4dλ, (20)

where κ is the so-called orientation factor,

κ = 3 cos θD cos θA − cos θDA, (21)

Qf,D is the donor’s quantum yield in the absence of the
acceptor, n is the solution’s refractive index, NA is the
Avogadro constant, ID is the donor’s normalized fluores-
cence emission spectrum, ϵA is the acceptor’s molar ex-
tinction coefficient, θDA is the angle between donor and
acceptor transition moments, and θD and θA are the an-
gles between these moments and the vector connecting
donor to acceptor, respectively. For ϵA and λ, respec-
tively, given in lit/cm/mol and cm units, R0 is in cm.
Ignoring the angular dependence of the energy trans-

fer, as described in Eq. 20, for fixed dipoles can yield
significant biases in FRET distance assessments [137].
Fortunately, in practice, the dipoles are often freely
and rapidly rotating (rapid compared to the donor de-
excitation rate) leading to an average value of κ2 = 2/3.
FRET can also occur between spectrally identical

molecules (homo-FRET), and is observed by measuring
its effect on fluorescence polarization anisotropy [138]

r =
I∥ −GI⊥

I∥ + 2GI⊥
. (22)

Here, I∥/⊥ is the intensity measured when the polarizers
in the detection path are aligned parallel/perpendicular
to those in the excitation, and G is a correction factor for

the difference in the instrument’s sensitivity to the two
orthogonal polarization orientations.
Upon exposure to linearly polarized light, the excita-

tion probability is highest for molecules whose absorption
dipole moments are aligned parallel to the polarization
vector of the exciting light. In most cases, the absorption
and emission dipoles of a molecule are co-linear, such that
fluorescence emission remains polarized immediately af-
ter excitation. Fluorescence remains anisotropic unless
the molecule rotates over the fluorescence lifetime or the
excitation energy is transferred to a different molecule.
Thus anisotropy or polarization measurements inform us
on molecular parameters such as orientation, oligomer-
ization or size, and environmental conditions like vis-
cosity [138, 139]. Polarization can also be read out in
super-resolution imaging, e.g., using polarized light in il-
lumination or detection and capturing polarized emission
by implementing specifically engineered PSFs sensitive to
polarization [140]; see Sec. VC.
Polarization, lifetime, FRET efficiency, or other photo-

physical markers we have discussed herein are only inter-
esting in so far as their changes report back on the ki-
netics of the underlying labeled molecules. We now turn
to Markov models describing discrete molecular events to
extract molecular kinetics from photo-physical changes.

C. Markov models for fluorophores

To help motivate the use of Markov models, we con-
sider them in the analysis of FRET data and the enumer-
ation of fluorophores within a diffraction-limited Region
Of Interest (ROI).
For example, observations from FRET experiments

with photons individually recorded (at avalanche photo-
diodes abbreviated as APDs) include a set of photon ar-
rival times along with a set of corresponding colors (wave-
lengths), designated by c = 1, 2, attributing photons to
either donor or acceptor channels, respectively.
The set of photon arrival times (data) are either mea-

sured with respect to the start of the experiment, for con-
tinuous illumination [141], or with respect to the pulse
immediately preceding a photon detection, such as in
pulsed illumination [142]. Here, for sake of illustration,
we assume continuous illumination where data consists
of intervals between photon arrivals. We let K + 1 co-
incide with the total number of photons and denote the
data with ∆t1:K = {∆t1, ...,∆tK}. The sets of inter-
arrival times are then used to learn transition kinetics
between system states comprised of molecular and label
photo-physical states. For concreteness, we assume that
molecular states coincide with conformational states of a
typically large biomolecule.
To collect such typical FRET data sets, the donor

is excited using an illumination laser and we assume,
only for simplicity here though performed more gener-
ally in Ref. [143], that acceptors become excited ex-
clusively via FRET. The rate of donor and acceptor
emission then depends on their separation characteriz-
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ing a conformational state and its corresponding FRET
efficiency; see Sec. II B. As the number of conforma-
tional states associated with different FRET efficien-
cies (EFRET, Eq. 19) may be unknown, these may be
learned non-parametrically [141, 143]. However, for sim-
plicity here again, we presume two states termed high
and low FRET designated by ξm, m = 1, 2. Fur-
ther, given that both donors and acceptors are rarely
simultaneously excited, we only consider three possible
photo-physical states: f1 = (Ground,Ground), f2 =
(Excited,Ground), and f3 = (Ground,Excited) where
the first elements represent the donor’s state. The entire
problem’s state space is then spanned by a set of states
obtained from the tensor product of photo-physical and
conformational states termed composite states. To fa-
cilitate the notation, we designate composite states by
sm ∈ {(ξ1, f1), (ξ1, f2), (ξ1, f3), (ξ2, f1), (ξ2, f2), (ξ2, f3)}
with m = 1 : 6.

We can now write a generative model required in con-
structing the likelihood used in the analysis of FRET
experiments. To do so, we start from the rate matrix

K =


0 ks1→s2 ... ks1→s6

ks2→s1 0 ... ks2→s6
...

...
. . .

...
ks6→s1 ks6→s2 ... 0

 , (23)

where self-transitions are, by definition, disallowed and
ksm→sm′ is the transition rate from state sm to sm′ . Fur-
thermore, elements of the rate matrix coinciding with
simultaneous conformational and photo-physical transi-
tions are set to zero owing to their rarity. Non-zero ma-
trix elements of the rate matrix thus coincide with: 1)
transitions between the two FRET conformational states
(kξ1→ξ2 , kξ2→ξ1) while the photo-physical states remain
fixed; or 2) transitions between different photo-physical
states while conformational states remain fixed. To be
more precise, photo-physical transitions include donor
excitation (ks1→s2 = kex), donor radiative relaxation
(ks2→s1 = kd), acceptor relaxation (ks3→s1 = ka), FRET

transition when in ξ1 (ks2→s3 = k
(1)
FRET), and FRET tran-

sition when in ξ2 (ks5→s6 = k
(2)
FRET). As such, written

explicitly, the rate matrix for this simple case reads

K =



0 kex 0 kξ1→ξ2 0 0

kd 0 k
(1)
FRET 0 kξ1→ξ2 0

ka 0 0 0 0 kξ1→ξ2

kξ2→ξ1 0 0 0 kex 0

0 kξ2→ξ1 0 kd 0 k
(2)
FRET

0 0 kξ2→ξ1 ka 0 0

 .

(24)
Observations only occur when either the donor or ac-

ceptor emit radiatively. As such, the system may visit
intermediate states between photon emissions such as un-
dergo conformational transitions. For a perfect detector,
e.g., ignoring detector dead time [143] and assuming com-
plete detection efficiency (otherwise kex is understood as
an effective excitation rate), the photon inter-arrival time

coincides with the total time the system spends avoiding
radiative transitions.

Now to construct the likelihood for a FRET data set
(inter-photon arrival times and detection channels), we
begin by illustrating how such data set can be obtained
from a generative model. To do so, we first designate the
state of the composite system at time tn as s(tn). Next,
following the notation introduced in Sec. I B (see Eq. 8),
a state trajectory is constructed following the Gillespie
algorithm [144] by first selecting the state to which we
transition and then deciding when this transition occurs

s(tn+1)|s(tn) ∼Categorical

(
ks(t)→s1

ks(tn)
, ...,

ks(t)→s6

ks(tn)

)
,

(25)

δtn ∼Exponential(ks(tn)). (26)

Here, δtn = tn+1 − tn is the time the system spends in
state s(tn), and ks(tn) is the escape rate out of s(tn),
i.e., sum of rates pointing out of s(tn). The Categori-
cal distribution introduced herein is treated here as the
generalization of the Bernoulli albeit with more than two
outcomes.
Taken together, Eqs. 25- 26 constitute what is called

a generative model, i.e., a model both helpful in gen-
erating the data but also in constructing the likelihood.
This generative model can indeed be further generalized
to include imperfect detectors, dead time, and other ar-
tifacts such as direct acceptor excitation and cross-talk
[143, 145–147].
We are now presented with a modeling choice. That

is, we may learn the trajectory in composite state space
(states occupied across time points) and kinetic rates
populating the rate matrix [142, 148]. Alternatively, as
is more commonly done, we may marginalize (see Eq. 6)
over all trajectories and learn only kinetic rates [143, 149].
As it is most common, we select the latter path and

marginalize over all possible (non-radiative) paths be-
tween observations. To achieve this, we use the master
equation [21, 143, 149–151]

d

dt
P(t) = P(t)G (27)

describing the evolution of the probability vector P(t)
collecting the probabilities of occupying different states
at time t. Here, G, the generator matrix, is related to
the rate matrix as follows

G = K−


ks1 0 . . . 0
0 ks2 . . . 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 ... ks6

 , (28)

where the diagonal matrix has the same size as K and its
non-zero elements coincide with the escape rates. From
the generator matrix, we obtain a propagator matrix Q
collecting transition probabilities over an infinitesimal
period ε

Q = exp [Gε] . (29)
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Therefore, given the probability vector at time t−ε, P(t−
ε), the probability vector at time t reads P(t) = P(t −
ε)Q. As such, given the initial probability vector Pin,
we find the probability at any time by dividing the time
interval into N small periods of ε

P = PinQ1...QN , (30)

where Q1 = ... = QN = Q in the absence of observations.
However, in the presence of observations, the propagators
in Eq. 30 are modified according to the monitored tran-
sitions [143]. For example, observation of no photon over
the nth period ε signifies no radiative transitions allowing
us to set ka = kd = 0 for this period, which in turn results
in a modified propagator, designated by Qnon

n . Further-
more, a photon arrival, indicating a radiative transition,
forces non-radiative transition rates to be zero leading to
a modified propagator Qrad

k for the kth photon over an
infinitesimal period ε.
The likelihood over a set of observations is now ex-

pressed in terms of these modified propagators [143, 152]

P (∆t1:K |K,Pin) ∝ PinQnon
1 ...Qrad

k ...Qnon
N PT

norm, (31)

where Pnorm is a row vector of ones.

Statistical Framework IIC: FRET

Data: Photon inter-arrival times

∆t1:K = {∆t1, ...,∆tK} .

Parameters: loads, transition rates, initial proba-
bility vector

ϑ =
{
b,K,Pin

}
.

Likelihood:

P (∆t|ϑ) ∝ PinQnon
1 ...Qrad

k ...Qnon
N PT

norm.

Priors:

qm ∼Beta(Aq, Bq),m = 1 : ∞,

bm ∼Bernoulli(qm),

K ∼Gamma(αK, βK),

Pin ∼Dirichlet(αΠ).

Posterior:

P (ϑ|∆t) ∝ P (∆t|ϑ)P (ϑ).

Until now, we have assumed a parametric framework
with a fixed number of conformational states, often set
to two, low and high FRET [153], in the literature. Now
we lift this constraint and treat the number of confor-
mational states as unknown and extend the formulation
above to the non-parametric regime. To do so, we as-
sume an infinite number of conformational states with a

load bm (see Sec. I B) associated to each mth state re-
sulting in an infinite dimensional generator matrix; see
Refs. [141, 143]. From the non-parametric generator ma-
trix, we compute the corresponding propagator matrices
and use them to build a likelihood similar to Eqs. 29-31.
The non-parametric posterior over the set of unknowns
ϑ = {b,K,Pin} is then constructed by including a Beta-
Bernoulli process prior (see Sec. I B) over the loads and
appropriate priors over the remaining unknowns (ideally
conditionally conjugate priors if available [21]); see Box
IIC. Strictly speaking, in computational applications, we
often use large albeit finite load numbers, M , and verify
that for large enough M the conclusions drawn are inde-
pendent of M . Finally, the FRET posterior obtained is
sampled using Monte Carlo methods to deduce the set of
unknowns [141–143].

FIG. 7: Data simulated for discrete measurements of two
state systems with fast and slow transitions depicted in
panels a and b, respectively. The system trajectories in
the state space, measurements at different times intervals
(δT ), i.e., bins, and the state signal levels in the absence
of noise are, respectively, denoted by cyan, gray, and dot-
ted lines. The measurements between the state signals
level coincide with time intervals where the system has
switched to a different state at some point during those
intervals. In the simulations, data acquisitions take place
at every δT = 0.1 s where the average time spent in each
state is, respectively, 0.8 s and 0.066 s for slow and fast
kinetics. The figure is adapted from Ref. [148].

An alternative statistical FRET framework makes use
of photon counts over equal time windows, i.e., bins, dur-
ing the experiment rather than single photons [143, 149].
In this case, the likelihood is derived using the fact
that photon counts over fixed periods are Poisson dis-
tributed (ignoring detector noise convoluted with Pois-
son shot noise required of quantitative analyses) [143].
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The derivation of such likelihoods is more straight-
forward than the single photon case [147, 154] and
learning rates (or, more accurately, transition probabili-
ties) is achieved using Hidden Markov Models (HMMs)
[145]. While traditional HMM frameworks require the
number of FRET states as input, more recent itera-
tions have leveraged variational tools to determine states
e.g., vbFRET [155], with recent developments in non-
parametric infinite HMMs (iHMMs) now allowing poste-
rior probabilities over states warranted by the data to be
sampled simultaneously alongside kinetics [37, 147].

However, by virtue of binning photon arrivals, whether
by choice or due to the detector used, HMM frameworks
naturally compromise our ability to resolve fast kinet-
ics, occurring on timescales at or below the bin size.
For this reason, other than the potential for computa-
tional speed-up, there is no reason to bin single photon
data. On the other hand if using detectors that unavoid-
ably bin counts across pixels commonly used in wide-
field applications (see Appendix A), then fast transitions
may be deduced on timescales exceeding data acquisi-
tion. This is achieved by leveraging the fact that the
signal amounts to an average of the properties over the
state visited [148, 156, 157]; see Fig. 7.

Such strategies used to deduce dynamics on timescales
at or exceeding data acquisition rely on the Markov jump
process (MJP) [148, 158] which assumes that the system
evolves in continuous time. This is by contrast to the
HMM paradigm which approximates dynamics as occur-
ring discretely and only at the measurement time. Put
differently, the MJP accurately pre-supposes a continu-
ous time trajectory S(t) in the discrete state space of the
composite system generated using the same procedure as
described by Eqs. 25-26. The observation for the kth
data acquisition period (bin) is therefore [148, 157]

wk ∼ Poisson

(∫ tk+δT

tk

µS(t)
dt

)
, (32)

where µS(t)
represents the photon emission rate for the

instantaneous state occupied at time t, µS(t)
.

Having briefly highlighted Markov model applications
for FRET, here we describe how Markov models are used
when enumerating fluorophores [76, 159–162] typically
with the intent of determining the stoichiometry of a la-
beled protein complex within a diffraction-limited spot.

For a single fluorophore we assume, for simplicity of
demonstration alone, a state space spanned by 3 photo-
physical states, though this treatment is generalized else-
where [76, 154]. These include the: 1) bright state, fA;
2) dark state, fD; 3) photo-bleached state, fB . Transi-
tions between these states include: fA → fA, fA → fD,
fA → fB , fD → fD, fD → fA, fB → fB . Here, the
photo-bleached state is an absorbing state from which
escape is impossible; see Sec. II A.

Typically, in such applications, a wide-field detector
(see Appendix A) is used to record data from ROIs con-
taining one or multiple putative complexes. The ROIs
may contain one or more pixels. The input to the analy-

sis then consists of the sum of the intensity or bright-
ness in each ROI typically obtained by summing the
pixel values (Analogue-to-Digital Units or ADUs) in each
pixel involved. The sum of ADUs for each ROI is then
recorded over K successive frames and designated by
w1:K =

{
w1

1:K , ..., wR
1:K

}
, where the overbar represents

the set of R ROIs. Typically, the last frame is taken af-
ter all fluorophores within the ROI have photo-bleached;
see Fig. 8. Assuming only photo-bleaching and ignoring
transitions from bright to dark states, the number of dis-
crete intensity drops in the time trace, if all fluorophores
are initially bright, should coincide with the number of
photo-bleaching events and thus the complex stoichiome-
try. However, not all fluorophores may initially be active
such as in the case of PALM [160]. What is more, fluo-
rophores blink; see Sec. II A and Fig. 8.

FIG. 8: Fluorophore enumeration. (a) Cartoon repre-
sentation of the enumeration problem where the ROI in-
tensity varies as fluorophores switch between the dark,
bright, and photo-bleached states. (b-d) Histogram of
the sampled posterior over the number of fluorophores,
i.e., sum of sampled loads, for experimental data with,
respectively, 24, 49 and 98 fluorophores using the sta-
tistical framework appearing in Box IIC. The figure is
adapted from Ref. [76].

If our goal is to enumerate the fluorophores, assuming
identical complexes across ROIs, then for independent
ROIs (iid variables), the likelihood reads (see Sec. I B)

P (w1:K |Λ1:K ,Ξ) =
∏
r

∏
k

P (wr
k|Λr

k,Ξ), (33)

where Ξ denotes the camera parameters (see Ap-
pendix A) and the elements of Λ1:K , namely Λr

k, coincide
with the expected photon count, i.e., brightness obtained
from the emission rate multiplied by the camera exposure
time, of the rth ROI at frame k.
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Decomposed in terms of emission due to background
and fluorophores, Λr

k reads

Λr
k = Br + IA

Mr∑
m=1

δA,srmk
, (34)

where m counts Mr fluorophores within the rth ROI.
Here IA, Br, and srmk respectively, denote the fluo-
rophore’s brightness, background brightness of the rth
ROI per frame, and the state of the mth fluorophore
within the rth ROI at frame k. The Kronecker delta,
δA,srmk

, assumes fluorophores only emit in the bright
state. This decomposition assumes, perhaps erroneously
in some cases, that the fluorphores do not interact [90].

Next, approximating the fluorophore state as remain-
ing the same over each frame and the state at frame
k only depending on its (potentially different) state at
frame k−1, i.e., the Markov assumption, we may formu-
late the problem using transition probabilities between
different states and avoid transition rates altogether. The
transition probabilities associated to a single fluorophore
can be collected as elements of a matrix, designated by
Π, analogous to the propagator, Q in Eq. 29, for finite
time windows

Π = exp [GδT ] =

πA→A πA→D πA→B

πD→A πD→D 0
0 0 1

 . (35)

Here, δT is the fixed period of time between mea-
surements (frame exposure time) and each line of the
transition matrix contains transition probabilities out
of a certain state. For instance, we have πA =
[πA→A, πA→D, πA→B ] for the bright state. The struc-
ture of the last row in Π reflects the absorbing nature of
the bleached state.

The state of a single fluorophore at frame k given its
state at k − 1 is sampled as follows

smr
k |smr

k−1 ∼ Categorical(πsmr
k−1

), (36)

where πsmr
k−1

collects the set of possible transitions’ proba-

bilities out of smr
k−1. Finally, as fluorophore transitions are

assumed independent, transitions of the full system are
obtained from the product of the individual fluorophore
transition probabilities.

While the photo-physics of individual fluorophores
may be known, the number of fluorophores are them-
selves unknown. This presents a model selection chal-
lenge warranting a non-parametric formulation. Concep-
tually, this is achieved by assuming an infinite number
of fluorophores with associated loads; see Sec. I B. Con-
cretely, we modify Eq. 34 as follows

Λr
k = Br + IA

∞∑
m=1

brmδA,smr
k

, (37)

where brm is the load associated to the mth fluorophore
in the rth ROI. In this case, the number of fluorophores
is replaced by loads for each ROI. We collect the set of

unknowns in ϑ =
{
b, IA,B,Π,S

}
. Here, double overbars

represent the set of all possible values for the two indices
associated to each of parameters b and S.

Statistical Framework IIC: Counting

Data: Sum of ROIs’ pixel values in ADUs

w1:K =
{
w1

1:K , ..., wR
1:K

}
.

Parameters: loads, fluorophore intensity, back-
ground, transition probabilities, fluorophores’ tra-
jectories in the state space

ϑ =
{
b, IA,B,Π,S

}
.

Likelihood:

P (w1:K |ϑ) =
∏
k,r

P (wr
k|Λr

k,Ξ).

Priors:

qm ∼Beta(Aq, Bq), m = 1 : ∞,

bm ∼Bernoulli(qm),

IA ∼Gamma(αA, βA),

B ∼Gamma (αB, βB) ,

Π ∼Dirichlet(αΠ),

smr
k |smr

k−1,Π ∼Categorical(πsmr
k−1

).

Posterior:

P (ϑ|w1:K) ∝ P (w1:K |ϑ)P (ϑ).

Finally, to construct the posterior for the set of pa-
rameters in ϑ, we introduce priors. The most notable
priors are the Beta-Bernoulli process priors on loads and
the prior on the transition probabilities, the Dirichlet
prior, due to its conjugacy to the Categorical distribu-
tion Eq. 36. For the remaining priors in Box IIC, we opt
for computationally efficient priors when possible lever-
aging the mathematical structure for the likelihood (see
Sec. I B) [76]. In particular, we invoke multiple Monte
Carlo to draw samples of ϑ from the posterior with for-
ward filter backward sampling specifically used to sample
fluorophore trajectories [32, 76, 163].
Having discussed how to decode temporal data, we now

turn to spatiotemporal data and, for this, we discuss the
optics of different microscope modalities and derive their
corresponding PSFs.

III. FLUORESCENCE MICROSCOPY: POINT
SPREAD FUNCTION

In this section, we develop in a brief but otherwise self-
contained manner the physical theory of optical imaging
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within a wide-field fluorescence microscope. We start by
deriving the Abbe sine condition subsequently used to
describe fundamental properties of electromagnetic wave
propagation through optical systems. We then continue
by deriving the basic principles of how to compute the
OTF and PSF of a microscope, discuss the lack of optical
sectioning of wide-field microscopes, and illustrate the
effect of optical aberrations on PSFs.

A. Fundamental property of microscopic imaging:
Abbe’s sine condition

FIG. 9: The optical microscope, i.e., imaging system, is
a wavefront transforming system converting the outgoing
spherical wavefront of a point emitter in sample space
(left) into a concentric spherical wavefront in image space
(right) converging into an image point in the image space.

To gain a deeper understanding of how a microscope
forms an image alongside fundamental principles govern-
ing image formation, we start by considering the imaging
of a generic point source in sample space into an image
point in image space; see Fig. 9. To do so, we denote
parameters associated to the image and sample spaces
with and without prime, respectively, hereafter. A point
source in the focal plane on the optical axis (symmetry
axis designated by blue lines) emits concentric (electro-
magnetic) waves. The segment of the spherical wavefront
collected by the objective is then converted by the micro-
scope into a segment of a spherical wavefront converging
onto the corresponding image point. To facilitate subse-
quent derivations, we assume that the distance between
the sample point and the objective lens is large enough
such that the spherical wavefront incident on the objec-
tive can be considered as a super-position of planar wave-
front segments traveling at different propagation angles
θ with respect to the optical axis (Fraunhofer diffrac-
tion limit). Correspondingly, the transformed spherical
wavefront in image space is also considered to be a super-
position of planar wavefront segments traveling at angles
θ′ with respect to the optical axis.

We can now obtain a relation between the angle θ and
the corresponding angle θ′ of a planar wavefront segment
within the sample and image spaces, respectively; see
Fig. 1. We begin by assuming that the point source is
shifted laterally away from the optical axis by a distance
y; see Fig. 10. Considering a perfect imaging system, the
spherical wavefronts from the shifted point source, shown
in green, will be converted into spherical wavefronts con-
verging onto a point shifted a distance y′ away from the
optical axis in the image space where the relation be-
tween y′ and y is given by y′ = My. Here, M denotes
the microscope’s magnification.

FIG. 10: The phase relation between planar wavefront
segments propagating along the same angle θ but ema-
nating from two different point sources, where one point
source is on the optical axis (red) and the other is lat-
erally shifted by a distance y (green). The image point
(point of convergence of the spherical wavefront segment)
corresponding to the shifted point source is translated by
a distance y′ away from the optical axis. The ratio be-
tween y′ and y is the magnification M. Optical path
length differences between wavefront segments traveling
along angles θ or θ′, respectively, are shown as thin bluish
lines at the emitters’ positions and oriented perpendicu-
lar to the propagation directions θ and θ′.

Now, consider two planar wavefront segments traveling
at angle θ from a source located at y and on the optical
axis. There is a phase difference between these two pla-
nar wavefront segments proportional to ny sin θ. The mi-
croscope transforms these planar wavefront patches into
two planar wavefront patches traveling along angle θ′ in
the image space with a phase difference of y′ sin θ′ be-
tween the patches (assuming both here and later that
the refractive index of the image space is always that of
air, i.e., ≈ 1.0). Now, to attain perfect focus, all pla-
nar wavefront patches originating from a point source
and converging at a corresponding focal point in the im-
age space must have the same phase at the focal point
(maximum constructive interference). In other words,
the phases of all planar wave components constituting
the spherical wavefront must be the same at the image
point where the spherical wavefront converges. We thus
find ny sin θ = y′ sin θ′. When considering that the ratio
between y′ and y is the image magnification, this yields

n sin θ = M sin θ′, (38)

which is the so-called Abbe sine condition [164, 165] for
a perfect aplanatic imaging system (i.e., emission from
a point at lateral distance y in the focal plane in sample
space is converted into a perfect spherical wavefront seg-
ment converging into an image point at position y′ = My
in the image plane).

Invoking similar arguments, we can derive the relation
between θ and θ′ required for the perfect imaging of point
sources along the optical axis into corresponding image
points in image space. This situation is illustrated in
Fig. 11 where we again compare the phase differences
between: 1) wavefronts from the point source in the focal
plane with the shifted point source; and 2) corresponding
wavefronts converging in the image points. As such, we
now find the following relation between θ and θ′

n(cos θ − 1) = Mz(cos θ
′ − 1), (39)



17

where Mz denotes the axial magnification [166–168]. As
can be seen, it is impossible for both the Abbe sine con-
dition and Eq. 39 to be simultaneously satisfied. This
shows that an optical system which perfectly images
points from the focal plane onto the conjugate image
plane can do so only on these two specific planes and
exhibit aberrations, i.e., deviations of wavefronts from
spherical shape, away from the focal plane. Interestingly,
for small values of θ, we can expand Eq. 39 into a first
order Taylor series, i.e., nθ2/2 ≈ Mzθ

′2/2, which can
simultaneously be satisfied with Abbe’s sine condition if

n sin2 θ/2 ≈ Mz sin
2 θ′/2 (40)

and Mz ≈ M2/n. Eq. 40 is called Herschel’s condition
[167–171]. This shows that a system satisfying Abbe’s
sine condition (aplanatic imaging system) has an axial
magnification of roughly the square of the lateral magni-
fication divided by the sample medium’s refractive index.

FIG. 11: Phase relation between planar wavefront seg-
ments propagating along the same angle θ but emanat-
ing from two different point sources along the optical
axis. Similar to Fig. 10, optical path differences (phase
differences) between wavefront segments traveling along
angles θ or θ′, respectively, are shown as blue rectangles.

B. Electromagnetic field of image formation

In this section, we consider a point emitter with inco-
herent emission in sample space and proceed to derive a
relation between the corresponding electromagnetic fields
in the sample and image spaces. Specifically, we operate
in the Fourier domain to derive electric and magnetic
field components in image space in terms of the emissive
electric fields in sample space. To begin, we write the
emitter’s electric field plane wave (Fourier) representa-
tion in sample space

E(r) =

∫ Θ

0

dθ sin θ

∫ 2π

0

dϕE0(θ, ϕ) exp (ik · r) , (41)

where r is the position vector in sample space with
respect to the objective focal point in sample space;
see Fig. 1. Moreover, E0(θ, ϕ) is the electric field am-
plitude for the plane wave traveling along wave vec-

tor k with length |k| = 2πn/λ and direction k̂ =
(cosϕ sin θ, sinϕ sin θ, cos θ) (a hat above a vector always
designates a unit vector with components (x, y, z) in
Cartesian coordinates); see Fig. 12. Furthermore, the
angular integration extends over the whole cone of light
with angle Θ detected by the objective (recalling that
n sinΘ is the objective’s numerical aperture; see Fig. 2).

FIG. 12: Geometry of propagation of a narrow section of
the wavefront from the emitter to the image plane.

In Fig. 12, considering the plane on which both the
optical axis (z-axis in Fig. 12) and k lie, then it is con-
venient to split the electric field amplitude E0(θ, ϕ) into
two orthogonal polarization components, namely paral-
lel and perpendicular to this plane E0 = E0,∥(θ, ϕ)ê∥ +
E0,⊥(θ, ϕ)ê⊥, where E0,∥ and E0,⊥ are the corresponding
electric field amplitudes along the two polarization orien-
tations, and the corresponding unit vectors are denoted
by ê∥ and ê⊥. These two unit vectors with the unit vec-

tor k̂ form an orthonormal set of unit vectors, given as
follows in Cartesian coordinates

k̂ = (cosϕ sin θ, sinϕ sin θ, cos θ) ,

ê∥ = (− sinϕ, cosϕ, 0) ,

ê⊥ = ê∥ × k̂ = (cosϕ cos θ, sinϕ cos θ,− sin θ) .

(42)

This representation immediately allows us to write down
the magnetic field in sample space. We do so by recalling
that for a plane wave with wave vector k and electric field

amplitude E0, the magnetic field amplitude is B0 = nk̂×
E0 [172]. Thus, the magnetic field amplitude in sample
space reads B0 = n

[
−E0,∥(θ, ϕ)ê⊥ + E0,⊥(θ, ϕ)ê∥

]
.

The microscope’s optics now converts each plane wave
component of Eq. 41 into a corresponding plane wave
component E′

0(θ
′, ϕ) exp(ik′ · r′) in the image space; see

right panel of Fig. 12. Here, r′ is centered at the fo-
cus of the tube lens (see Fig. 1), the angle ϕ remains
the same, and the propagation angles θ and θ′ are con-
nected via Abbe’s sine condition given by Eq. 38. As be-
fore, we conveniently split the electric field amplitude into
two principal polarization directions E′

0 = E′
0,∥(θ, ϕ)ê∥+

E′
0,⊥(θ, ϕ)ê

′
⊥, where the set of unit vectors in the im-

age space is obtained by substituting θ by θ′ in Eq. 42.
Moreover, we note that ê′∥ = ê∥ due to its independence

of θ. Now, the corresponding magnetic field amplitude
can be obtained as B′

0 = −E′
0,∥(θ

′, ϕ)ê′⊥ +E′
0,⊥(θ

′, ϕ)ê∥,

assuming a refractive index in image space of unity.
We now relate the electric field amplitudes in sample

and image spaces by considering the conservation of en-
ergy flux density along the optical axis for every plane
wave component absent attenuation (attenuation can be
considered as a form of aberration discussed in Sec. III F).
This flux density is given by the z-component of the time-
averaged Poynting vector P [172] which reads

Pz =
c

8π
êz · (E0 ×B∗

0) =
c

8π
êz · (E′

0 ×B′∗
0 ), (43)



18

where a star denotes complex conjugation. For B0 =

nk̂ × E0 in sample space and B′
0 = k̂′ × E′

0 in image

space, we obtain n |E0|2 cos θ = |E′
0|

2
cos θ′ from which

the electric field amplitudes in image and sample spaces
are related

|E′
0| =

√
n
cos θ

cos θ′
|E0| . (44)

Furthermore, by combining Abbe’s sine condition
n sin θ = M sin θ′, Eq. 38, and its differential n cos θdθ =
M cos θ′dθ′, we have

sin θdθ =

(
M
n

)2
cos θ′

cos θ
sin θ′dθ′. (45)

Substituting the above into the electric field’s plane wave
representation, Eq. 41, and leveraging Eq. 44, we arrive
at the following expression for the image space electric
field plane wave representation

E′(r′) =
M2

n3/2

∫ Θ′

0

dθ′ sin θ′
√

cos θ′

cos θ

∫ 2π

0

dϕ[
E0,∥ê∥ + E0,⊥ê

′
⊥
]
exp (ik′ · r′) ,

(46)

where the maximum integration angle, derived from
Abbe’s sine condition for Θ and Θ′, is now Θ′ =
arcsin (n sinΘ/M) = arcsin (NA/M). Similarly, for the
magnetic field, we find

B′(r′) =
M2

√
n

∫ Θ′

0

dθ′ sin θ′
√

cos θ′

cos θ

∫ 2π

0

dϕ[
−E0,∥ê

′
⊥ + E0,⊥ê∥

]
exp (ik′ · r′) .

(47)

Recognizing that the above equations for both elec-
tric and magnetic field components are nothing other
than Fourier representations (expansion into plane waves
exp(ik′ · r′)), we comment briefly on the frequency sup-

port restricted to wave vectors with k′ = |k′| = (k
′2
x +

k
′2
y + k

′2
z )1/2 = 2π/λ, 0 ≤ θ′ ≤ Θ′, and 0 < ϕ ≤ 2π.

This restriction is illustrated as a spherical cap of radius
k′ = 2π/λ in the frequency domain; see left panels in
Figs. 13-14. In other words, the Fourier amplitudes of
the electric and magnetic fields are only non-zero on this
spherical cap in Fourier space. To better see this, we
rewrite Eq. 46 as

E′(r′) =

∫
d3k′

(2π)3
Ẽ′(k′) exp (ik′ · r′) , (48)

where a variable with tilde denotes Fourier representation
of the variable hereafter. Now, assuming that the three-
dimensional integration extends over the whole k-space
(Fourier space), the integration measure in spherical co-
ordinates is d3k′ = k′2 sin θ′dk′dθ′dϕ, and the electric
field Fourier amplitude (integrand in Eq. 48) for angles
0 ≤ θ′ ≤ Θ′ is given by (all constant pre-factors omitted)

Ẽ′(k′) ∝ δ

(
k′ − 2π

λ

)√
cos θ′

cos θ

(
E0,∥ê∥ + E0,⊥ê

′
⊥
)

(49)

while it is zero for angles θ′ > Θ′. Here, δ denotes Dirac’s
delta function and guarantees that k′ = 2π/λ. The ab-
solute value of the electric field in Eq. 49 is obtained as
(see left panels in Figs. 13-14)

|Ẽ′|∝

{√
cos θ′

cos θ (E
2
0,∥ + E2

0,⊥) , k′= 2π
λ & 0 ≤ θ′≤Θ′

0, otherwise.

(50)
A similar expression holds for the Fourier representation
of the magnetic field, when replacing E0,⊥ by −nE0,∥ and
E0,∥ by nE0,⊥.

C. Point spread function

Now, we are in a position to calculate the PSF, denoted
by U(r′). The PSF is, by its very nature, a probability
density over a photon reaching the point r′ on the im-
age plane, i.e., detector, where r′ is a random variable.
That is, the PSF plays the role of a normalized spatial
distribution of light intensity recorded by a detector at
the image plane for a point-like emitter located in the
sample space. From this fundamental probabilistic prop-
erty of light follows most statistical concepts inherent to
the modeling of fluorescence microscopy.

FIG. 13: From electric/magnetic field to intensity. The
two spherical caps in the left panel show the support of
the Fourier representations of electric and magnetic fields
given by Eq. 49. The right panel represents the extent
of frequency support of the imaging OTF obtained by
the convolution of the two caps on the left panel; see
Eq. 55. The shape in the right panel is termed butterfly-
shape and its missing cone in the middle highlights a
wide-field microscope’s inability to collect sufficient axial
frequencies and thus lack of optical sectioning.

The PSF itself, once more, follows from the Poynting
vector’s z-component (see Eq. 43)

U(r′) =
c

8π
êz · [E′(r′)×B′∗(r′)]

=
c

8π

[
E′

x(r
′)B′∗

y (r′)− E′
y(r

′)B′∗
x (r′)

]
.

(51)

Knowing the PSF, the image model Λ(r′), i.e., the spa-
tial distribution of expected photon intensity or photon
count, in image space, for an arbitrary sample follows
from the convolution

Λ(r′) = I

∫
d3r0U (r′ −Mr0)S(r0), (52)
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where S(r0) is the so-called sample function describing
the fluorophore distribution. We assume the PSF, U , to
be normalized to unity and I to reflect the total photon
emission per fluorophore.

For an aplanatic imaging system, which is shift-
invariant (see Sec. III F), Eq. 52 is exact for all emitters
on the focal plane, i.e., for z0 = 0. However, it is an ap-
proximate for emitters outside the focal plane, as follows
from the discussion of the Abbe and Herschel conditions
of Sec. III A.

Using the electric field of Eq. 49, the lateral compo-
nents of the electric and magnetic fields in the Fourier
domain are explicitly given by (for θ′ ≤ Θ′)(

Ẽ′
x

Ẽ′
y

)
∝ δ

(
k′ − 2π

λ

)√
cos θ′

cos θ(
−E0,∥ sinϕ+ E0,⊥ cos θ′ cosϕ
E0,∥ cosϕ+ E0,⊥ cos θ′ sinϕ

)
,

(53)

and (
B̃′

x

B̃′
y

)
∝ δ

(
k′ − 2π

λ

)√
cos θ′

cos θ(
−E0,∥ cos θ

′ cosϕ− E0,⊥ sinϕ
−E0,∥ cos θ

′ sinϕ+ E0,⊥ cosϕ

)
,

(54)

where we also used the Cartesian representation of ê∥ and
ê′⊥ similar to Eq. 42. Moreover, we remember that the
refractive index in image space is assumed to be 1 (air).
Thus, no additional prefactor appears in the coinciding
magnetic field expression.

Now, with the Fourier representations of the electric
and magnetic fields at hand, we derive the imaging OTF
then the PSF. To start, we note that the PSF is given
by the product of the electric and magnetic field compo-
nents in the spatial domain; see Eq. 51. However, within
the Fourier domain, we use the well-known convolution
theorem: the Fourier representation of the product of
two functions is proportional to the convolution of their
Fourier representations. As such, the imaging OTF is
given by

Ũ(k′) ∝ Ẽ′
x(k

′)⊗ B̃′∗
y (k′)− Ẽ′

y(k
′)⊗ B̃′∗

x (k′)

=

∫
d3k′′[Ẽ′

x(k
′ − k′′)B̃′∗

y (k′′)

− Ẽ′
y(k

′ − k′′)B̃′∗
x (k′′)

]
, (55)

where ⊗ denotes convolution. The resulting OTF is then
related to the PSF by Fourier transform

U(r′) =

∫
d3k′

(2π)3
Ũ(k′) exp (ik′ · r′) . (56)

The convolution of Eq. 55 is visualized in Fig. 13. The
two spherical caps (note that it is only the area on the
surface) shown in the left panel represent regions where
the Fourier amplitudes of the electric and magnetic fields
are non-zero (see Eq. 50). The convolution of these caps

results in the butterfly-shaped three-dimensional figure
shown in the right panel, where the surface shown rep-
resents the maximum extent of frequency support of the
OTF. That is, the OTF amplitude vanishes for all fre-
quencies outside this region and takes non-zero values
only for frequencies within the three-dimensional shape
also termed microscope’s band-pass.

FIG. 14: Visualization of the maximum axial and lateral
extents of the Fourier representation of the electric field
and the imaging OTF. (a) A cross-section of the Fourier
representation of the electric field (cap) at k′y = 0. The
cross-section is an arc with radius k′ = 2π/λ and 0 ≤
θ′ < Θ′ (see Eq. 50). The maximum extents of the cap
along the lateral and axial directions are, respectively,
given by ∆k′∥ = 2π

λ sinΘ′ and ∆k′z = 2π
λ (1− cosΘ′). (b)

Here we show the convolution of the caps associated to
the electric and magnetic fields along the largest axial
and lateral extents beyond which the convolution is zero.

From Fig. 14a, one finds that the lateral and ax-
ial extents of the Fourier representations of the elec-
tric/magnetic fields are ∆k′∥ = 2π sinΘ′/λ and ∆k′z =

2π(1− cosΘ′)/λ, respectively. As the OTF is computed
from the auto-convolution of the cap associated to the
electric/magnetic fields, the lateral and axial size of the
OTF, respectively, is then found to be 4π sinΘ′/λ and
2π(1− cosΘ′)/λ, see Fig. 14b.
Put differently, the microscope does not transmit lat-

eral spatial frequencies beyond k′∥ > 4π sinΘ′/λ or any

axial spatial frequencies beyond k′z > 2π(1 − cosΘ′)/λ,

where k′∥ =
√
k′2
x + k′2

y is the amplitude k′’s projec-

tion in the kxky-plane. Thus, the three-dimensional in-
tensity distribution in image space does not transmit
lateral spatial modulations smaller than 2π/max k′∥ =

λ/(2 sinΘ′). This leads to spatial modulations of
Mλ/(2n sinΘ) in image space using Abbe’s sine condi-
tion, and translates into the smallest discernible spatial
variation λ/(2n sinΘ) in the sample space when taking
into account that the lateral magnification is M. There-
fore, we recover Abbe’s resolution limit, Eq. 14, as 2π
over the largest lateral spatial frequency transmitted by
the microscope from sample to image space

rlmin =
2π

klmax

, (57)

where rlmin and klmax, respectively, denote the resolution
and maximum extent of the OTF along the lth direction.
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While Eq. 57 provides a measure of resolution for lens-
based imaging systems with OTF magnitudes consisting
of a single lobe monotonically decaying to zero, e.g., lat-
eral magnitude of wide-field microscope’s OTF, it should
be used with care for more complicated OTFs, e.g., ax-
ial resolution for wide-field microscope (see Figs. 13 and
Sec. III E), SIM (see Sec. IVD), some types of light-sheet
microscopes with multiple gaps in their OTF magnitudes
(see Sec. IVE), and others.

As such, regarding the wide-field microscope’s axial
resolution, the situation is more complicated due to the
OTF’s shape in the axial direction. To be more con-
crete, in the right panel of Fig. 13, one can see that the
butterfly-shape imaging OTF does not support axial fre-
quencies within a cone defined by k′z/k

′
∥ > tanΘ′. This

is often called the OTF’s missing cone. One effect of
this missing cone is that a wide-field microscope does
not provide optical sectioning (z-sectioning). That is, for
k′∥ ≈ 0 a wide-field microscope collects limited axial spa-

tial frequencies. Put differently, the PSF pattern formed
by light collected from a fluorophore using a wide-field
setup varies slowly with the fluorophore’s axial position.

Yet, as can also be seen from Fig. 13 axial frequencies
k′z have non-zero amplitudes for 0 < k′∥ < max k′∥ =

4π sinΘ′/λ. The maximal value k′z = 2π(1 − cosΘ′)/λ
contained in the OTF shows that the smallest possible
spatial modulation of the PSF along the optical axis is
approximately λ/(1−cosΘ′). For paraxial optics, i.e., for
small values of Θ and Θ′, where we have approximately
an axial magnification Mz = M2/n (see Sec. IIIA), and
with the approximation 1−cosΘ′ ≈ Θ′2/2 ≈ n2Θ2/2M2,
this translates into a small axial modulation of 2λ/nΘ2 ≈
2nλ/(NA)2 of the sample function transmitted through
the microscope. This is in accordance with our previous
estimate of the axial resolution limit in Eq. 15. Problems
associated with the OTF’s missing cone, i.e., missing z-
sectioning, is considered in Sec. IV where discuss confocal
microscopy alongside other modalities.

D. Electromagnetic field emission of an oscillating
electric dipole

In the previous section, we derived integral expressions
for the OTF and PSF of a wide-field microscope; e.g., see
Eqs. 51 and 55-56. Here, we evaluate these integrals and
obtain a wide-field microscope’s exact OTF and PSF us-
ing E0(θ, ϕ) = E0,∥ê∥ + E0,⊥ê⊥ for a fluorescent (point)
emitter; see Eq. 49. We do so by noting that the elec-
tromagnetic emission of fluorescence emitters (e.g., or-
ganic dyes, proteins, quantum dots), used in fluorescence
microscopy are often well approximated as an oscillat-
ing electric dipole. Important exceptions, to which we
can geenralize, include some emission bands of rare earth
emitters, e.g., europium complexes, exhibiting magnetic
dipole or electric quadrupole properties [173, 174].

To compute the electric dipole’s oscillating electromag-
netic field, we start from a dipole moment with amplitude
p and oscillation frequency ω located at rd = (xd, yd, zd)

in the sample medium with refractive index nd. More-
over, considering all fields oscillate as exp(−iωt) as the
dipole moment oscillations, we focus on the amplitudes
of the electric and magnetic fields. In this case, the
Maxwell’s equations read

∇×E =
iω

c
B,

∇×B = − iωϵd
c

E+
4π

c
j,

(58)

where ϵd = n2
d is the dielectric constant of the sam-

ple solution in which the dipole is embedded and j =
−iωpδ(r−rd) is the electric current generated by the os-
cillating dipole. Thus, we find ∇ × ∇ × Ed − k2dEd =
4πk20pδ (r− rd) for the electric field Ed of the dipole
emitter, where k0 = ω/c and kd = ndk0. Using
∇ × ∇ × Ed = ∇∇ · Ed − ∇2Ed [172] and passing to

Fourier space yields for the Fourier amplitude Ẽd

(k′2 − k2d)Ẽd − k′(k′ · Ẽd) = 4πk20p exp (−ik′ · rd) , (59)

where k′ is the Fourier space coordinate. Multiplying
Eq. 59 by k′ yields k′ · Ẽd = − 4π

ϵd
(k′ · p) exp (−ik′ · rd)

which we substitute into Eq. 59 to arrive at

Ẽd =
4π exp(−ik′ · rd)

ϵd(k′2 − k2d)

[
k2dp− k′(k′ · p)

]
. (60)

In real space, the above reads

Ed =

∫
d3k′

2π2ϵd

[
k2dp− k′(k′ · p)

] exp [ik′ · (r− rd)]

k′2 − k2d
,

(61)
where |r − rd| is the distance between electric dipole’s
location, rd, and the observation point, r.

FIG. 15: Contour for the integration over k′z of Eq. 61
in the complex k′z-plane. For positive values of z − zd,
the contour has to be closed, at infinity, over the positive
Im(k′z) half-space, while for negative values of z − zd it
is over the negative half-space. Along the real axis, the
integrand has two poles at ±wd = ±

√
k2d − q2.

To obtain an expression well suited in modeling the
emission of a dipole in a planar system (e.g., above a
flat coverslide), we perform the integration along the
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k′z-coordinate in the above expression, using Cauchy’s
residue theorem. To do so, we close the integration path
along the real axis and complete a semi-circle at infin-
ity over the complex k′z-plane, as shown in Fig. 15. To
make sure that the exponent vanishes when extending
the contour into the complex plane, one has to close
the contour over the positive imaginary half plane when
z − zd > 0 and over the negative imaginary half plane
when z − zd < 0. Along the real axis, the integrand
has two poles at positions ±wd = ±

√
k2d − q2, where

q2 = k
′2
x + k

′2
y . However, the integration’s result must

contain only outgoing plane waves (Sommerfeld radia-
tion condition [175]), achieved by deforming the integra-
tion contour around the two poles as shown in Fig. 15.
Subsequently applying Cauchy’s residue theorem yields

Ed =
i

2πϵd

∫
d2q

wd

[
k2dp− kd(kd · p)

]
exp [iq · (ρ− ρd) + iwd |z − zd|] ,

(62)

where we used the abbreviations kd = (q, wd), with

wd =
√
k2d − q2 as the pole location. Here, ρ and q, re-

spectively, collect lateral coordinates in real and Fourier
spaces. Further, (ρd, zd) denotes the dipole spatial coor-
dinates. The two-dimensional integration over q extends
over an infinite (Fourier) plane oriented perpendicular to
the optical axis. Eq. 62 is the plane wave representation
of the electric field of a free oscillating dipole, also called
the Weyl representation [176–178]. As we will see, the
Weyl representation is particularly suited to modeling
the imaging of an emitter through a microscope.

FIG. 16: Angular distribution of the electric field gener-
ated by a single dipole emitter. Here, the gray rectangle
represents the coverslide (commonly assumed to coincide
with z = 0 plane) which is the interface between the elec-
tric dipole’s embedding medium (above the coverslide)
and the immersion medium below the coverslide. The
red two-headed arrow depicts the dipole; α and β are,
respectively, polar and inclination (azimuthal) angles de-
scribing the orientation of the dipole; ϕ is the polar angle
of the wave vector; θd and θ are the azimuthal angles of
the wave vector above and below the interface.

Next, we consider the situation where the refractive
index nd of the medium in which the emitting dipole
is embedded and the refractive index n of the immersion
medium of the microscope’s objective differ (e.g., imaging
with an oil immersion objective with an emitter in water).

This situation is schematically shown in Fig. 16. We
use Eq. 62 to model the propagation of the electric field
through an interface dividing the sample (dipole) and
immersion medium, i.e., coverslide surface. To do so, it
is convenient to recast the integrand in Eq. 62 as

k2dp−kd(kd ·p) = k2d
[(
p · ê∥

)
ê∥ + (p · êd⊥) êd⊥

]
, (63)

where we used p =
(
p · ê∥

)
ê∥ +(p · êd⊥) êd⊥ +(p.k̂d)k̂d

since the unit vectors ê∥, êd⊥ and k̂d form an orthonor-
mal set similar to Eq. 42. As such, the problem reduces to
considering the propagation of s- and p-polarized plane
waves through a planar interface.
We now use Eqs. 62-63 to write the electric field after

it crosses the interface between both media and travels a
distance through the immersion medium (with refractive
index n) before arriving in front of the objective lens in
term of the p− and s-polarized components

Ed =
ik20
2π

∫
d2q

w

[
t∥
(
p · ê∥

)
ê∥ + t⊥ (p · ê⊥) ê⊥

]
exp [iq · (ρ− ρd)− iwdzd + iw (z − f)] ,

(64)

where the t∥,⊥ are the Fresnel transmission coefficients,
(ρ, z) represent the observation point coordinates within
the immersion medium, and the focal distance, f , is the
location of the focal plane with respect to the interface
z = 0 coinciding with the coverslide surface separating
the sample from the immersion medium; see Fig. 16.
Here, the axial component w of the wave vector k in

the immersion medium is given by w =
√
k2 − q2 =√

n2k20 − q2. Moreover, the unit vector ê⊥ is similar to

êd⊥ but formed from the wave vector
(
q,
√
n2k20 − q2

)
instead of

(
q,
√
n2
dk

2
0 − q2

)
.

FIG. 17: The PSF of a wide-field microscope, projected
into sample space. Shown are plots of the 1/e, 1/e2 and
1/e3 iso-surfaces of the maximum PSF value. The lateral
coordinates refer to back-projected sample space coordi-
nates (x, y) = (x′, y′)/M, whereas the axial coordinate
refers to an emitter’s axial position zd. We retain this
PSF representation throughout the review. The individ-
ual panels are described in the main body. Calculations
were performed for a NA = 1.2 water immersion objec-
tive with n = 1.33 and emission wavelength λ = 550 nm.

The formulation above can be readily generalized to
arbitrary number of interfaces. For instance, if an emitter
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is imaged through a stack of several layers characterized
by different refractive indices, then the single interface’s
Fresnel transmission coefficients in Eq. 64 must simply
be replaced by those for the stacked structure.

Finally, considering Fig. 16, we have w = nk0 cos θ
and q = nk0(sin θ cosϕ, sin θ sinϕ, 0) leading to d2q/w =
dqxdqy/w = nk0 sin θdθdϕ in spherical coordinates. Sub-
stituting this result into Eq. 64 and comparing with
Eq. 41 yields the following electric field amplitude
E0(θ, ϕ) for a dipole emitter (up to some constant factor)

E0 ∝
[
t∥
(
p · ê∥

)
ê∥ + t⊥ (p · ê⊥) ê⊥

]
exp [−iq · ρd − iwdzd − iwf ] ,

(65)

or more explicitly(
E0,∥
E0,⊥

)
=

(
E0 · e∥
E0 · e⊥

)
∝ |p| exp (−iq · ρd − iwdzd − iwf)(

−t∥ sinβ sin(ϕ− α)
t⊥ [sinβ cos θ cos(ϕ− α)− cosβ sin θ]

)
,

(66)

where α and β are the dipole orientation angles as de-
scribed in Fig. 16. By inserting these expressions into
Eqs. 46, 47 and 51, one can compute the wide-field im-
age PSF of the dipole emitter with arbitrary position and
orientation. When doing so, it is convenient to present
the results in terms of the lateral sample coordinates
ρ = ρ′/M instead of the image space coordinates ρ′,
and as a function of the axial position zd (with respect
to the coverslide) of the emitter. This notation will be
applied to all PSF visualizations throughout this review.
Thus, in what follows, when writing the PSF, U(r), as a
function of r, it is silently assumed that the lateral coor-
dinates x and y are the coordinates conjugate to x′ and
y′, i.e., x = x′/M and y = y′/M, and z refers to the
axial position zd of the emitter.

As a first example of a PSF visualization, Fig. 17 shows
three-dimensional representations of a dipole emitter’s
PSF along the optical axis for a dipole oriented along
the x-axis (left panel), z-axis (middle panel), and for a
rapidly rotating emitter (right panel), where the isotropic
PSF, Uiso(r), is given by an average of PSFs calculated
for dipole orientations along the x, y and z axes [179]

Uiso(r) =
1

3
[Ux(r) + Uy(r) + Uz(r)] . (67)

Accounting for effects of emitter orientation is of key in-
terest in SMLM (Sec. VB2) as fixed orientations can lead
to systematic mislocalization of emitters in space [180–
183]. That being said, fluorescent labels are often coupled
to structures with a sufficiently flexible linker allowing us
to approximate labels as nearly freely rotating.

As an example, Fig. 18 shows images of single emit-
ters with different axial positions and inclination angles
towards the optical axis. As can be seen, for out-of-focus
emitters intermediate values of the inclination angle β
(see Fig. 16) can lead to considerable shifts in an emitter’s
image apparent center of mass especially significant for

emitters away from the focal plane. The situation wors-
ens when working with oil-immersion objectives with a
larger Total Internal Reflection (TIR) critical angle than
water immersion objective, which allows collection of flu-
orescent light with larger incident angles. In this case,
even in-focus positions depend on emitter orientation.
While this effect hinders the localizations of rigid single
molecules under the assumption of a symmetric PSF, it
can be exploited to learn three-dimensional orientations
of molecules [140, 184–186].

FIG. 18: Effect of orientation on the emitter’s image.
Top row: images of electric dipole emitters of fixed
strength but different orientations in the xz-plane, where
β is the inclination angle; see Fig. 16. The emitter is situ-
ated 400 nm below the focal plane (NA = 1.2, n = 1.33).
Middle row: same as top row, but for the emitter situ-
ated in the focal plane. Bottom row: same again but for
an emitter situated 400 nm above the focal plane. The
scale bar is 0.5 µm.

FIG. 19: Effect of refractive index mismatch on the
PSF. PSF of a rapidly rotating electric dipole emitter
(isotropic emitter) positioned at various distances from a
coverslide surface (z = 0). Calculations were done for an
NA = 1.2 objective corrected for an immersion/medium
with n = 1.33, while the solution above the coverslide
has n = 1.38 (i.e., refractive index mismatch ∆n = 0.05).
The bottom of each box shows a density plot of the PSF’s
cross-section through its maximum value.

Finally, we briefly consider refractive index mismatch
resulting in PSF distortion; see Sec. III F. As an exam-
ple, Fig. 19 shows this effect for a slight refractive index
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mismatch of ∆n = 0.05, again for a water immersion
objective with NA = 1.2. We further assumed that the
objective lens is corrected for the light refraction intro-
duced by the coverslide. As can be seen, this mismatch
primarily results in PSF axial stretching and an axial
shift between its center position towards larger z-values
with respect to the actual position of the emitter. How-
ever, the lateral PSF cross-section at the axial location
of its maximum does not change significantly, meaning
that the refractive index mismatch does not affect the
lateral position of the focused image of an emitter, but
does result in its mislocalization along the optical axis.

E. Scalar approximation of the PSF

In the previous section, we derived the exact electric
field of an emitter, i.e., oscillating dipole, (see Eq. 66)
and used it to compute the PSF. However, these exact
expressions are difficult to computationally manipulate.
As such, here we provide a simple approximation to the
emitter’s electric field and the resulting PSF.

Along these lines, for many practical applications, we
assume an isotropic emitter, i.e., one with uniform emis-
sion amplitude in all directions. In such case, we can
ignore the vectorial nature of the electric (and magnetic)
fields resulting in an approximate scalar model. To de-
rive such scalar approximations, we start from Eq. 46 and
replace the amplitude vector E0,∥ê∥+E0,⊥ê

′
⊥ by a scalar

constant. Therefore the expression for the now “scalar”
electric (magnetic) field in the image plane generated by
an isotropic emitter on the optical axis at position z = zd
simplifies to (up to a constant factor)

E(r) ∝
∫ Θ′

0

dθ′ sin θ′
√

cos θ′

cos θ

∫ 2π

0

dϕeiq
′·ρ′−ik cos θz

∝
∫ Θ′

0

dθ′ sin θ′
√

cos θ′

cos θ

∫ 2π

0

dϕei|q|ρ cosϕ−ik cos θz

∝
∫ Θ

0

d(sin θ) sin θ
J0(k sin θρ)√
cos θ′ cos θ

e−ik cos θz, (68)

where we have used q′ · ρ′ = q · ρ = |q|ρ cosϕ due to
ρ′ = Mρ and Abbe’s sine condition sin θ′ = (n/M) sin θ,
while remembering |q′| = k0 sin θ

′ and |q| = k sin θ =
nk0 sin θ. In the second step, we performed the integral
with respect to ϕ and used the Abbe’s sine condition
and its differential form (see Eq. 45), and ignored all the
prefactors of n and M. Here, Jm is the Bessel function
of the first kind of order m [187].

Further simplification is possible by replacing the
square root factor for unity valid for small values of θ′

and θ (far-field limit). Eq. 68 therefore simplifies to

E(ρ, z) ≈
( n

M

)2 ∫ sinΘ

0

dη ηJ0 (kηρ) e
−ik

√
1−η2z, (69)

where η = sin θ. For the special case of z = 0 (emitter in
the focal plane), analytic integration then yields

E(ρ) ≈ NA

M2k0ρ
J1 (NA k0ρ) , (70)

where we have used k sinΘ = NA k0. Here, J1 is the
Bessel function of the first kind of order one [187]. The
PSF is then given by the absolute square of the “scalar”
electric field. Therefore, for the 2D PSF of an in-focus
isotropic emitter in the far-field limit, we find the well-
known Airy pattern

U(ρ) ∝
[
J1 (NA k0ρ)

k0ρ

]2
, (71)

where we have omitted a constant factor and, where we
recall that k0n sinΘ = NAk0 is the maximum lateral
wave vector component transmitted by the microscope
from the sample to the image plane; see Sec. I C.

FIG. 20: Comparison between scalar and vector PSF cal-
culations. Shown are cross-sections of the PSF across the
x-axis in the focal plane. The red curve shows results of
the full wave-vector PSF calculation for an electric dipole
emitter with fixed x-axis orientation, the blue curve the
same calculation for a rapidly rotating (isotropic or ran-
dom) emitter, the green curve presents the result of
Eq. 71, and the ochre curve shows the Gaussian approx-
imation of Eq. 74. Insets show two three-dimensional
iso-surface PSF plots, left using the exact vector field
calculation for an isotropic emitter, right for the scalar
approximation. All calculations were performed for a wa-
ter immersion objective with NA = 1.2.

In situations where the scalar approximation is suit-
able (e.g., 3D imaging with molecules more than a wave-
length away from the coverslide), this approximate PSF
facilitates a computationally lighter model, as calculating
Eq. 71 requires a single integration (Fourier transform)
while evaluating Eq. 67 requires three integrations. To
check the accuracy of this approximation, Fig. 20 shows
a comparison of the PSF’s line cross-section through
its center, calculated using the full vectorial model of
Sec. III C-IIID, and the scalar approximation of Eq. 71.
As can be seen, the scalar approximation shows negligible
deviations from the accurate model for the system consid-
ered (water immersion objective with NA = 1.2, emission
wavelength 500 nm). In most cases, this approximation
is sufficient for quantitative analysis of fluorescence mi-
croscopy data, e.g., fitting single molecule images (see
Sec. VB2) provided rapidly rotating molecules.
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However, the usefulness of the scalar approximation
is further evident in considering a microscope’s OTF.
When comparing Eqs. 46 (also see Eq. 50) and 68, the
frequency support of the Fourier transforms for the vector
and scalar representations of the electric field are iden-
tical, given by a spherical cap centered at k′ = 0 with
radius 2π/λ and half opening angle Θ′; see Figs. 13-14.
Similar to the PSF visualization, it is convenient to show
the OTF back-projected to sample space, easily done
using Abbe’s sine condition as (k′x, k

′
y) = n/M(kx, ky)

and the relation k′ = k/n. Cross-sections of the corre-
sponding electric (magnetic) field Fourier representation
amplitude is shown in the left two panels of Fig. 21 at
ky = 0. In the case of vectorial model, for each of the vec-
tor fields E and B, one will have two such cross-sections,
one for the E∥ (B∥) and one for the E⊥ (B⊥) compo-
nents. Here, Fig. 21 represents the scalar approximation
with a uniform field amplitude over the whole spherical
cap, cf. with Eq. 68. In both the exact vector field de-
scription as well as the scalar approximation, the PSF
is found by products of the electric and magnetic fields,
which translates in Fourier space to a convolution of the
corresponding Fourier representations of these fields.

FIG. 21: Scalar approximation of the OTF of a wide-
field microscope. Calculations were done for NA = 1.2
water immersion objective and an emission wavelength
of 550 nm. The left panel shows the kxkz cross-section
of the electric field amplitudes in sample space, having a
frequency support (frequencies with non-zero amplitude)
in the shape of a spherical cap with radius k = 2πn/λ
and an opening half angle equal to the objective’s max-
imum half angle Θ. The middle panel shows the same
distribution for the magnetic field. The right panel is
the three-dimensional convolution of the left two panels,
yielding the scalar approximation of the OTF amplitude.
All panels show density plots of the decadic logarithm of
the Fourier amplitude’s absolute value (see color bar on
the right hand side) normalized by the maximum abso-
lute value of the corresponding amplitudes. For all pan-
els, the coordinate origin (kx = 0, kz = 0) is at the center.
Throughout this review, we use the same representation
for all OTFs shown.

A cross-section of the OTF amplitude at ky = 0 is
visualized in the right panel of Fig. 21, showing the
(auto)convolution of the two Fourier amplitude distri-
butions on the left. We note that, in general, the OTF
is a complex quantity and all figures show the OTF am-
plitudes, sometimes termed modulation transfer function
(MTF), but for brevity are simply termed OTFs for all

subsequent figures. Although the exact amplitude distri-
bution over the butterfly-shaped frequency support of the
OTF will be slightly different for the full vector field (see
Fig. 13 and Eq. 50) and the scalar approximation (see
Eq. 70), the frequency support of the OTF remains iden-
tical. This is particularly important to emphasize, be-
cause the limits of this frequency support determines the
microscope’s optical resolution. Here, again, we empha-
size that the resolution, along a given direction, is deter-
mined by the maximum frequency kmax of this support
along the chosen direction by Eq. 57. For the wide-field
microscope in Fig. 21, the lateral and axial extents of the
OTF’s frequency support are kmax,y = 2nk0 sinΘ and
kmax,z = nk0(1 − cosΘ), respectively; also see Fig. 14.
This leads to the lateral and axial resolutions earlier de-
rived (see Sec. I C, III C and Eq. 57)

ymin =
2π

kmax,y
=

λ

2n sinΘ
=

λ

2NA
, (72)

and

zmin =
2π

kmax,z
=

λ

n (1− cosΘ)
≈ 2nλ

NA2 . (73)

The first equation is Abbe’s famous lateral resolution
limit for a wide-field microscope, while the approximate
axial resolution in the second equation obtained is only
valid for small numerical apertures.
We can further simplify the PSF by approximating

Eq. 71 with a 2D Gaussian function

Ugauss (ρ− ρ0) ∝ exp

(
−|ρ− ρ0|2

2σ2
PSF

)
, (74)

where σPSF =
√
2/(NAk0) = λ/

√
2πn sinΘ, as can be

found by requiring the same curvature values at the max-
imum for both Eq. 74 and Eq. 71; see also Fig. 20. This
approximation is useful in creating a simple model, al-
lowing straightforward fitting algorithms for many local-
ization applications [183, 188]. This model fits the PSF’s
main lobe and thus is a good approximation when imag-
ing within the depth of focus of an aberration-free micro-
scope. The width σPSF is usually experimentally fit from
a calibration sample or model [189].

F. Optical aberrations

Finally, we discuss the impact of optical aberrations
on the PSF. Optical aberrations refer to any deviation
from idealized imaging models earlier presented and can
be classified into various groups. The first distinction re-
volves around the wavelength, i.e., monochromatic aber-
rations occurring for a single wavelength, by contrast
to chromatic aberrations, originating from the chromatic
dispersion of the components in the optical system. The
second distinction is characterized by shift-invariance,
i.e., aberrations similar at every point in the Field Of
View (FOV) versus off-axis aberrations. In the pres-
ence of optical aberrations, modeling the PSF as a two-
dimensional Fourier transform, F2D, operation is com-
mon as then the aberrations can be treated as part of the
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system’s OTF. Here, we will focus on the scalar model,
i.e., Eq. 68. This approach can however be generalized
to the vectorial case [190–192].

As, generally, optical aberrations can be a function
of (ϕ, θ′), we return to Eq. 68 and extend it to include
an additional amplitude/phase function that takes into
account aberrations. Then, we can conveniently recast it
as a F2D operation prior to the integration over ϕ

E(ρ, z; r0) ∝ F2D

(
A (θ′, ϕ) ei[Ψ(θ

′;z,f)+Φ(θ′,ϕ)]
)
, (75)

where we ignored the term
√
cos θ′/ cos θ due to its negli-

gible contribution. Here, Aei(Ψ+Φ) is the so-called pupil
function, where A (θ′, ϕ) is the pupil function’s ampli-
tude, which, neglecting all constant factors, simplifies to
the Fourier plane support, limited by either the NA or
nd as follows

A (θ′, ϕ) =

{
1, if sin θ′ ≤ min

(
nd

n , NA
n

)
0, otherwise

, (76)

where n and nd are, respectively, the refractive index
of the objective immersion and the dipole (emitter)
medium. In full generality, A can be a function of θ′

and ϕ, for instance, in the presence of aberrations in the
form of attenuation of the transmitted electric and mag-
netic fields. However, these types of aberrations are rare
and often induce negligible changes to the PSF compared
to the phase terms [193]. Therefore, it is safe to neglect
the effect of amplitude and focus on the phase.

The first term in the phase, Ψ (θ′; z, f), is induced by
the molecule’s shift off-axis and out-of-focus, i.e., the
term −q · ρd − wdzd − wfz in Eq. 66,

Ψ (θ′; z, f) = k0znd

√
1− sin θ′2

− k0fn

√
1−

(nd

n
sin θ′

)2
. (77)

For instance, the phase −k
√
1− η2z in Eq. 69, where η =

sin θ, is due to the out-of-focus location of the emitter.
The second phase term in Eq. 75, Φ (θ′, ϕ), describes any
additional phase of the pupil function (originating from
optical aberrations as described in this section or PSF
modulating elements described in Sec. VC), otherwise
null in perfect aplanatic imaging conditions, as in Eq. 69.

We start by considering monochromatic shift-
invariant, i.e., (x, y) independent, aberrations. In this
case, aberration terms can be readily added to Eq. 75
as a phase term Φ (θ′, ϕ). This phase function lives on
the disk-like support ϕ ∈ {0, 2π} and θ′ ∈ {0,Θ′} de-
fined by the electric (magnetic) field Fourier amplitude
distribution (see Sec. III B and Fig. 13).

It is often convenient to expand phase aberrations into
a system of orthogonal basis functions, namely Zernike
polynomials Zm

l (ξ = sin θ′/ sinΘ′, ϕ) (see e.g., [194, 195])

Φ(ξ, ϕ) =
∑
l

l∑
m=−l

vlmZm
l (ξ, ϕ), (78)

where vlm are coefficients corresponding to Zm
l . These

polynomials are defined by

Zm
l (ξ, ϕ) =

{
Rm

l (ξ) sin(mϕ), if m > 0

Rm
l (ξ) cos(mϕ), if m ≤ 0

, (79)

where the radial functions Rm
l are given by

Rm
l (ξ) =

(l−|m|)/2∑
k=0

(−1)k(l − k)! ξl−2k

k!
[
l+m
2 − k

]
!
[
l−m
2 − k

]
!

(80)

if l − |m| is even, and zero otherwise; see table I.

# l m Zm
n name

1 1 -1 ξ cosϕ horizontal tilt
2 1 1 ξ sinϕ vertical tilt
3 2 0 2ξ2 − 1 defocus
4 2 -2 ξ2 cos 2ϕ vertical astigmatism
5 2 2 ξ2 sin 2ϕ oblique astigmatism
6 3 -1 (3ξ2 − 2)ξ cosϕ horizontal coma
7 3 1 (3ξ2 − 2)ξ sinϕ vertical coma
8 4 0 6ξ4 − 6ξ2 + 1 primary spherical
9 3 -3 ξ3 cos 3ϕ oblique trefoil
10 3 3 ξ3 sin 3ϕ vertical trefoil
11 4 -2 (4ξ2 − 3)ξ2 cos 2ϕ vert. secondary astigmatism
12 4 2 (4ξ2 − 3)ξ2 sin 2ϕ obl. secondary astigmatism

TABLE I: The first 12 Zernike polynomials.

FIG. 22: Density plots of the first twelve Zernike polyno-
mials as presented in table I: (1) horizontal or x tilt; (2)
vertical or y tilt; (3) defocus; (4) vertical astigmatism;
(5) oblique astigmatism; (6) horizontal coma; (7) verti-
cal coma; (8) primary spherical aberration; (9) oblique
trefoil; (10) vertical trefoil; (11) vertical secondary astig-
matism; and (12) oblique secondary astigmatism.

Figs. 22-23, respectively, show density plots of the first
12 Zernike polynomials, and their impacts on the PSF
for an isotropic emitter. The first three polynomials,
namely horizontal tilt, vertical tilt and defocus, coincide
with phases due to lateral, vertical and axial shifts in the
emitter’s position, respectively. All other terms describe
PSF distortions due to optical aberrations.
In some cases, aberrations may not be well described

by low order Zernike polynomials. For example, when us-
ing Liquid Crystal Spatial Light Modulators (LC-SLM)
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[196] or in some PSF engineering methods [197], a sud-
den phase step in the pupil function may require evalu-
ating the aberration in a pixel-wise manner [190].

FIG. 23: Model calculations of the image of an isotropic
emitter (rapidly rotating dipole emitter) aberrated by a
phase function given by the Zernike polynomials shown
in Fig. 22. To better visualize the effects of aberration,
all Zernike polynomials were multiplied by a factor 2.5.
Calculations were again done for a water immersion ob-
jective with NA = 1.2 and for an emission wavelength of
550 nm. Yellow scale bar is 0.5 µm.

The second kind of aberration is chromatic shift-
invariant. In microscopy, it is common to use achro-
matic objectives though dispersion from various other
components inducing PSF deviations is unavoidable.
These aberrations originate from the (broad, non-
monochromatic) emission spectrum S (λ) of fluorescent
molecules describing the probability to emit at a wave-
length λ often with a width of a few tens of nanometers;
see Sec. II A. In such cases, the image model follows from
a super-position integral over the molecule’s spectrum

Λ(x, y; r0) =

∫
λ

S (λ)U (x, y; r0, λ) dλ, (81)

where U (x, y; r0, λ) is the λ-dependent PSF (as described
in Sec. III E as a function of k0 = 2π/λ). Such aberra-
tions are often detrimental in 3D microscopy. For exam-
ple in multi-focus microscopy, a phase mask (more details
in IVF) with custom chromatic correction gratings are
designed to correct the chromatic shifts [198].

The most challenging aberrations are shift-variant,
both chromatic and monochromatic, which cannot be
simply described by the proposed model of Eq. 75, as the
aberration is now a function of the lateral coordinates,
i.e., Φ (θ′, ϕ, x, y). In microscopy, these kinds of aberra-
tions can occur either from the sample itself or from off-
axis aberrations in the optical system, namely, systematic
aberrations. Sample induced aberrations occur when the
sample structure has significant refractive index varia-
tions (e.g., imaging in deep tissue). This issue can some-
times be addressed by adaptive optics (AO) [195, 199–
204]. Typically, in AO techniques, the wavefront distor-
tion (due to aberrations) of light from fluorescent markers

embedded within the sample, called guide stars, is mea-
sured and then used for wavefront correction, using de-
formable mirrors to remove the aberrations and achieve
a flat wavefront. Off-axis aberrations often caused by the
optical system, rather than by the sample itself, are typi-
cally easier to model as they tend to vary more smoothly.
These aberrations can be modeled as 2D polynomial co-
efficients over the FOV [205] (which multiply Zernike co-
efficients for example) or addressed by Nodal Aberration
Theory [206].

IV. FLUORESCENCE MICROSCOPY:
MODALITIES

In the previous section, we described the fundamen-
tal optics of the wide-field microscope and derived its
OTF and PSF. We also tied the lack of optical sec-
tioning in wide-field microscopes to OTF’s missing cone;
see Fig. 13. Here, we turn to different fluorescence
microscopy modalities achieving optical sectioning and
higher resolutions, i.e., near-field; point scanning; SIM;
light-sheet; and multi-plane. In deriving their OTFs, we
show that these modalities accomplish optical sectioning
by collecting more spatial frequencies along the axial di-
rection through either modification to the illumination
and/or detection arms.

A. Near-field methods for enhanced axial
resolution

Here, we turn to fluorescence imaging methods improv-
ing axial resolution using near-field effects. Electromag-
netic near-fields are non-propagating (evanescent) fields
with intensity gradients exceeding those of propagating
waves.

1. Total internal reflection fluorescence microscopy

The first method discussed leverages TIR occurring
when a plane wave is incident on an interface separat-
ing two media with different refractive indices.
We begin with Fresnel’s reflection and transmission co-

efficients r⊥, r∥, t⊥, and t∥ for s- and p-polarized plane
waves reflected at an interface dividing a medium with
refractive index n1 (incidence medium) from a medium
with refractive index n2, given compactly as follows [207]

r⊥ =
n2
⋆ − w⋆

n2
⋆ + w⋆

, r∥ =
1− w⋆

1 + w⋆
,

t⊥ =
2n⋆

n2
⋆ + w⋆

, t∥ =
2

1 + w⋆
,

(82)

where we have used the abbreviations n⋆ = n2/n1 and

w⋆ = w2/w1 =
√

(n2
2 − q2)/(n2

1 − q2) defining w1,2 as the
wave vector’s axial components in the first and second
media, respectively. Moreover, q = 2πn1 sin θinc/λ is the
length of the wave vector’s lateral component with θinc
being its incidence angle upon the interface with respect
to the normal to the interface within the first medium.
Here, it is convenient to work in a unit system where the
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length of the vacuum wave vector is unity. In this unit
system, we have q = n1 sin θinc.

Now, as electric field and wave vectors are perpendic-
ular, the electric field amplitude of the transmitted wave
reads

E⊥,∥ = E0t⊥,∥

(
−w2q̂+ qẑ

n2

)
exp [iw2z + iq · ρ] , (83)

where E0 is the amplitude of the incident field, with q̂
and ẑ unit vectors along the lateral wave vector com-
ponent parallel to the interface and along the axial (z)
direction perpendicular to the interface, respectively.

As can be seen from definitions of w⋆ following Eq. 82,
for q = n1 sin θinc > n2, the axial component w2 be-
comes purely imaginary and the absolute values of the
reflection coefficients in Eq. 82 both become unity. Here,
TIR is possible only if n1 > n2, and becomes man-
ifest when the critical incidence angle (TIR angle) is
θTIR = arcsin(n2/n1). However, as can be seen from
Eq. 83, the electric field in medium 2 does not instantly
go to zero but decays exponentially with increasing dis-
tance z from the interface. This decaying field in the
second medium is termed evanescent field or wave. The
characteristic decay length dTIR of the electric field in-
tensity can be directly derived from Eq. 83 and reads

dTIR =
1

2 |w2|
=

1

2
√
n2
1 sin

2 θinc − n2
2

. (84)

As such, although evanescent waves do not penetrate far
within medium 2, they can still be used to excite fluo-
rophores within a distance of dTIR from the surface, e.g.,
in TIRF microscopy [56]. By the same token, (out-of-
focus) fluorophores deeper than dTIR are less likely to
become excited decreasing undesired out-of-focus light.

FIG. 24: Total Internal Reflection Fluorescence (TIRF)
microscopy. Excitation intensity above a coverslide inter-
face with the sample medium as a function of incidence
angle. The sample solution and coverslide refractive in-
dices are, respectively, 1.33 (water) and 1.52, resulting in
a TIR critical angle of ≈ 61◦. The excitation wavelength
is taken as 470 nm.

To decode emitter axial location, variable angle TIRF
(vaTIRF) [208] is used where several images are recorded

at differing incidence angles of the excitation plane wave
above the TIR angle. For increasing incidence angles (see
Fig. 24), the excitation intensity’s decay becomes steeper.
The variation in emitter brightness values across inci-
dence angles is then used to assess its distance from the
interface upon deconvolution [209, 210] with an axial res-
olution in some cases down to a few nanometers, i.e., by
ca. 2-3 orders of magnitude better than the diffraction-
limited resolution of a confocal microscope albeit within
a limited range (≈ dTIR) from the interface.

2. Super-critical fluorescence microscopy

The second near-field method discussed is SAF mi-
croscopy. This method employs the coupling of a flu-
orophore’s near-field emission into propagating modes
in the coverslide’s glass to improve axial resolution
[57, 58, 211–214]. To be precise, fields due to an os-
cillating electric dipole have components decaying as
1/r, 1/r2 and 1/r3 where only the first term coincides
with the propagating term. The two other terms are
non-propagating and represent near-field emissions de-
caying on short distances (≈ λ). However, when the
electric dipole is located close to a coverslide’s interface,
non-propagating near-field dipolar components are con-
verted into propagating modes upon coupling into the
glass which can be then collected and imaged by the
microscope objective. These modes can be decomposed
into a super-position of plane waves traveling along di-
rections above the critical TIR angle for the given emis-
sion wavelength (super-critical angle fluorescence or SAF
emission). The coupling of near-field modes of the flu-
orophore into propagating modes in the glass decrease
with increasing distance from the interface. In contrast,
the emission into the angle below the TIR angle (under-
critical angle fluorescence or UAF emission) is due to the
propagation of the emitter’s far-field emission into the
glass and does not depend on its distance from the sur-
face. Thus, at its core, SAF microscopy leverages the
variation in SAF to estimate the distance of an emitter
from the coverslide’s interface by measuring the ratio of
its SAF to SAF+UAF emission intensity.

To calculate the ratio of super-to under-critical angle
emissions, we use the theoretical framework developed
in Sec. III. In particular, for calculating SAF emission
intensity, we use Eqs. 46 and 47, but with integration
boundaries from θ′ = arcsin (n sin θTIR/M), dictated by
the critical TIR angle, to θ′ = Θ′, dictated by the numer-
ical aperture. We then compute the energy flux density
distribution from Eq. 51. The integral of the resulting en-
ergy flux density over the xy-plane is then proportional to
the detectable SAF intensity. The UAF intensity is com-
puted analogously but with integration boundaries from
θ′ = 0 to θ′ = arcsin (nθTIR/M). As an example, Fig. 25
shows the SAF to SAF+UAF ratio for a glass-water in-
terface as a function of distance, assuming an isotropic
emitter with emission wavelength of 550 nm. As can be
seen, the dynamic range over which one can use this ratio
in determining the emitter’s distance from the surface is



28

very similar to the dynamic range over which vaTIRF is
applicable; see Fig. 24.

FIG. 25: Super-critical Angle Fluorescence (SAF) mi-
croscopy. Ratio of super-critical to total downward flu-
orescence emission for a rapidly rotating molecule as a
function of distance from the interface of the coverslide
and the sample medium. The refractive indices of the
sample solution and coverslide are, respectively, assumed
to be 1.33 (water) and 1.52 (glass), with the emission
wavelength of 550 nm. The inset shows the angular emis-
sion intensity distribution of an emitter directly on the
interface (with the blue, red and green curves denoting
UAF and SAF emissions, and emission towards sample
solution, respectively). The SAF emission strongly de-
pends on the emitter’s distance to the interface, while
the under-critical emission is independent of emitter axial
position. By determining the ratio of SAF to SAF+UAF
emission, we can find the axial position of an emitter.

3. Metal-induced energy transfer imaging

FIG. 26: Metal-Induced Energy Transfer (MIET) mi-
croscopy: Dependence of the fluorescence lifetime (in
terms of free space lifetime τ0) on the emitter’s distance
from the glass substrate (coverslide) coated with a 20 nm
gold layer. Calculations were done for an emission wave-
length of 550 nm, and for a unit fluorescence quantum
yield. Here we show the free curves for vertical, horizon-
tal, and random emission dipole orientations. The inset
illustrates the MIET sample geometry.

MIET, another near-field method used for axial local-
ization [59], is based on near-field coupling similar to
SAF microscopy. MIET uses the fact that when a flu-
orescent emitter (electric dipole emitter) approaches a
metal layer, its electric near-field excites surface plas-
mons (coherent metal electron oscillations) in the metal,
accelerating de-excitation of fluorescent emitter’s excited
state. This is observed as a strong decrease in fluores-
cence lifetime with decreasing distance from the surface;
see Fig. 26 and Eq. 18.
To infer distances from lifetime measurements, we use

the theoretical framework developed in Sec. III. Briefly
lifetime depends on the emission power requiring the ex-
plicit calculation of both electric and magnetic fields.
We start from the Weyl representation of the electric

field of a free dipole emitter obtained in Eq. 62 to derive
the electric field distribution above a MIET substrate
(denoted by a metal surface in Fig. 27). As shown in
Fig. 27, two sources contribute to the electric field above
this metal surface: 1) direct emission from the dipole;
and 2) emission reflected from the surface (i.e., emission
from the emitter’s image)

E±
d =

ik20
2π

∫
d2q

wd

[ (
p · ê∥

)
ê∥

(
1 + r∥e

iwd|z+zd|
)

+
((

p · ê±⊥
)
ê±⊥ +

(
p · ê+⊥

)
ê−⊥r⊥e

iwd|z+zd|
) ]

exp [iq · (ρ− ρd) + iwd |z − zd|] ,

(85)

where terms with the reflection coefficients r∥,⊥ describe
contributions from the reflected emission. Moreover, the
superscripts “+” and “−” refer to plane waves moving
towards and away from the metal surface. The r⊥,∥ are
Fresnel’s q-dependent reflection coefficients for p- and s-
waves for the MIET substrate.

FIG. 27: Geometry for deriving the electric field gener-
ated by a single dipole emitter above the MIET substrate
(metal surface). The red double headed arrow shows a
dipole located a distance zd above the metal surface with
an orientation of β and α denoting polar and inclination
(azimuthal) angles, respectively. The three longer single-
headed arrows show plane wave component vectors, with
corresponding perpendicular polarization unit vectors ê∥
and ê±⊥. Here ê+⊥ is the unit vector associated with the
wave vector moving toward the metal surface. Similar
conventions hold for the other unit vectors.

For planar structures of arbitrary complexity, these co-
efficients are readily obtained using propagation matrix
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formalism in Refs. [167, p. 254] and [215–217]. Here, we
now have to distinguish between two p-wave polarization
unit vectors: ê+⊥ for plane waves traveling towards the

substrate, and ê−⊥ for plane waves traveling away from
the substrate. The corresponding s-waves polarization
unit vector ê∥ is the same for both waves. We note that
the result depends on the three-dimensional orientation
of the emitter (given by the Euler angles α and β, see
Fig. 27) via the scalar products p · ê±⊥ and p · ê∥.
Analogously, we can find the magnetic field as

B±
d =

indk
2
0

2π

∫
d2q

wd[ (
p · ê∥

) (
ê±⊥ − ê+⊥r∥e

iwd|z+zd|
)

+
((

p · ê±⊥
)
+
(
p · ê+⊥

)
r⊥e

iwd|z+zd|
)
ê∥

]
exp [iq · (ρ− ρd) + iwd |z − zd|] .

(86)

Now, given both electric and magnetic fields of Eqs. 85-
86, the total emission power, designated by S(β), of the
emitter follows by integrating the outwards component
of the Poynting vector over two planar interfaces sand-
wiching the emitter

S(β) =
ndc

8π

∫
d2ρ

ẑ ·
[(
E+ ×B+∗)

z=0
−
(
E− ×B−∗)

z<zd

]
. (87)

The emission power depends only on the dipole’s po-
lar orientation angle β, and not its azimuthal angle α.
The emission power S(β) can now be compared to the
emission power S0 of a “free” dipole within a homoge-
neous medium with refractive index nd, given by the
well-known formula in Ref. [172, p. 410] (also be ob-
tained from the above equations by neglecting the contri-
bution from reflected emission including coefficients r⊥,∥)

as S0 = cndp
2k40/3.

The observable enhancement of the radiative de-
excitation rate kf of a fluorescence emitter due to the
presence of the metal substrate with respect to the same
emitter in a homogeneous environment is then given by
the ratio S(β)/S0 [218].
As we recall from Sec. II, there is a contribution to

the excited state lifetime from non-radiative decay path-
ways arising by collision with surrounding molecules and
thermal dissipation of the excited state energy quantified
by the fluorescence quantum yield, Qf . Here Qf is the
probability that de-excitation proceeds radiatively with
photon emission; see Eq. 17. The observable fluorescence
lifetime τ is then the inverse of the total de-excitation
rate kf + knon (see Eq. 18), such that its change in the
presence of the metal substrate is given by

τ

τ0
=

S0

S(β)Qf + (1−Qf )S0
. (88)

This is the final equation needed for calculating the
dependence of fluorescence lifetime τ on emitter dis-
tance zd. An example is provided in Fig. 26 for the

three cases of a vertically, horizontally, and randomly
oriented emitter. In the latter case, the orientation-
dependent S(β) is substituted for its orientational av-
erage ⟨S⟩ = (1/2)

∫ π

0
dβ sinβS(β). As seen from Fig. 26

for a randomly oriented emitter, within a range of up to
200 nm from the surface, the lifetime depends monoton-
ically with distance and a unique distance follows from
the measured lifetime.
Further recent Ångström spatial resolution along the

optical axis has been afforded by the use of materials such
as Indium Tin Oxide (ITO) [219] or single-sheet graphene
(graphene induced energy transfer or GIET) [220], lead-
ing to a distance-dependent modulation of the fluores-
cence lifetime on a ca. eight times smaller length scale.

B. Point scanning microscopy

Unlike wide-field imaging using multi-pixel detectors,
point scanning microscopes sequentially record images by
scanning samples over a set of positions and recording flu-
orescence signal from each position scanned. Moreover,
in contrast to wide-field imaging, point scanning allows
for out-of-focus light reduction thereby achieving optical
sectioning. Here, we first consider image formation in the
most widely used point scanning microscope: the Confo-
cal Laser Scanning Microscope or CLSM [60, 221]. We
then discuss enhanced-resolution achieved by ISM, 4pi,
and two-photon microscopy.

1. Confocal laser scanning microscopy

A schematic of a point scanning microscope is shown in
Fig. 28. An excitation laser beam, in yellow, is laterally
deflected by a beam scanning unit along both directions
perpendicular to the optical axis. Fig. 28 shows only one
of these scanning directions where the excitation beam
can be directed up and down upon reflection from the
scanner by adjusting the scanner’s orientation. Follow-
ing deflection, the excitation light is focused by the ob-
jective into a diffraction-limited focus within the sample.
The emitted fluorescence light from the illuminated spot,
shown in red, is then collected by the same objective and
guided back through the same beam scanner towards the
dichroic mirror. This process is known as de-scanning.
After de-scanning, fluorescence light is reflected away

from the excitation beam by the dichroic mirror, which
only reflects light within a range of wavelengths. The
fluorescent light is next focused by the tube lens onto
the circular aperture of a confocal pinhole obstructing
the undesired fluorescent light from out-of-focus fluo-
rophores. After potentially passing additional optical fil-
ters for background suppression, the fluorescence light is
refocused onto a single-pixel point detector to record the
in-focus fluorescence intensity.
In what follows, we derive the confocal PSF (for a sin-

gle scanning spot). To avoid notational confusion, PSFs
for the wide-field and CLSM are, respectively, denoted
by Uwf and Ucf for the remainder of this section.
To derive the confocal PSF for an isolated emitter sit-

ting in an excitation focal spot in sample space, we first
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consider major differences with the wide-field setup (de-
scribed for the most general case and its approximate
analytical forms in Secs. III C and IIID; see Eqs. 71 and
74). These differences include: 1) the spot illumination
procedure; and 2) the existence of the confocal pinhole.

FIG. 28: Schematic of a CLSM. Yellow and red beams,
respectively, show the excitation and emission light.
Emission passes through a confocal pinhole suppressing
out-of-focus light; see details in text.

We start from the fluorescent light from the emitter
proportional to the three-dimensional excitation laser in-
tensity at the focal spot Iex(ρ, z) (excitation is in the
sample space and thus described by non-prime coordi-
nates). The fluorescent light is, in turn, collected by the
objective and focused onto the confocal pinhole (within
image space). This results in a fluorescent intensity
UwfIex prior to the pinhole where Uwf is this setup’s wide-
field PSF in the absence of the pinhole and spot illumi-
nation. In the end, the confocal PSF (imaging PSF of a
confocal microscope) is proportional to the fluorescence
intensity (ignoring all constant prefactors) following the
pinhole

Ucf(ρ, z) ∝ [A⊗ Uwf ] Iex(ρ, z)

=

∫
dρ′A(ρ′)Uwf(ρ

′ − ρ, z)Iex(ρ, z), (89)

where A captures the confocal pinhole, set to unity for
ρ′ = |ρ′| smaller than the aperture radius a, and zero
otherwise. Here, Uwf(ρ

′ − ρ, z) represents the wide-field
PSF when imaging the fluorescence from an emitter at
position r = (ρ, z) in sample space onto lateral position
ρ′ in the plane of the confocal aperture within the image
space (prime coordinates). Put differently, the confocal
PSF of Eq. 89 is given as a product of: A⊗Uwf describing
the detection, sometimes termed detection PSF; and Iex
describing excitation, sometimes termed excitation PSF.

The integral in Eq. 89 is performed over the whole ρ′-
plane. The excitation PSF (excitation intensity distribu-
tion), Iex, entering the above equation is itself a function
of the absorption dipole orientation pex of a fluorophore
via Iex(r) ∝ |Eex(r) · pex|2, where Eex denotes the elec-
tric field distribution in the focal spot.

In most cases of practical interest, one deals with
rapidly rotating emitters for which the orientationally
averaged excitation intensity reads (also see Eq. 67)

Iex(r) ∝ |Eex,x|2 + |Eex,y|2 + |Eex,z|2 . (90)

To perform this calculation, we first consider the fo-
cusing of a planar wavefront through the objective into
a diffraction-limited spot; see Fig. 29. Similar to Abbe’s
sine condition relating propagation angles of wavefront
patches in sample and image spaces, there is a similar
relation between the distance ρ of a patch on the pla-
nar wavefront from the optical axis, and the propaga-
tion angle θ of the corresponding patch after focusing
through the objective; see Fig. 29. This relation can
be found from Abbe’s sine condition when moving the
focus in image space to infinity (i.e., the focal length
ftube of the tube lens tends towards infinity), and re-
membering that the magnification M is given by the fo-
cal distance of the tube lens ftube divided by the focal
distance f of the objective; see Fig. 1. Thus, we find
M sin θ′ = (ftube/f) sin θ

′ = n sin θ. When increasing
the value ftube to infinity, the angle θ′ tends to zero,
though the product ρ = ftube sin θ

′ remains finite and
coincides with the distance from the optical axis in the
back focal plane. Thus, one finds the relation ρ = nf sin θ
between the distance ρ before the objective and the prop-
agation angle θ in sample space.

FIG. 29: Schematic of the geometry of focusing a pla-
nar laser wavefront through the objective into the sam-
ple space; see Fig. 28. Wavefront patches at distance
ρ from the optical axis in the back focal plane are con-
verted into spherical wavefront patches traveling at an-
gle θ = arcsin (ρ/nf) with respect to the optical axis z,
where f is the focal length of the objective lens; see de-
tails in the main text.

Using this relation for ρ, we can expand the electric
field in sample space into a plane wave super-position,
similar to what we did in deriving the electric field of a
point emitter in image space; see Eq. 46. When reading
Eq. 46 in reverse, i.e., replacing all primed by non-primed
variables and vice versa (thus starting with light coming
from the back side of the objective focused through the
objective into sample space), and when taking into ac-
count that the angles θ′ for the incoming light are all
zero (plane wavefront), so that cos θ′ ≈ 1, we arrive at

Eex(r) ∝
∫ Θ

0

dθ sin θ
√
cos θ

∫ 2π

0

dϕ[
E0,∥(ρ, ϕ)ê∥ + E0,⊥(ρ, ϕ)ê

′
⊥
]
exp (ikex · r) ,

(91)

where kex = 2πn/λex (cosϕ sin θ, sinϕ sin θ, cos θ) is now
the wave vector of a plane wave with wavelength λex (ex-
citation light wavelength), where the electric field of the
incoming laser beam in the back focal plane is expanded
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into its radially (E0,⊥) and azimuthally (E0,∥) polarized
components; see Fig. 29. For example, for a linearly po-
larized laser beam with polarization direction along x
one has E0,⊥ ∝ cosϕ and E0,∥ ∝ − sinϕ. This equation
can now be used in calculating the three-dimensional ex-
citation PSF in sample space. As an example, the left
panel of Fig. 30 shows the CLSM PSF calculated assum-
ing a 470 nm circularly polarized laser focused through a
water immersion objective into a diffraction-limited spot
(planar wavefront at the back focal plane).

While we have focused on using Eq. 91 in computing
the CLSM PSF, this equation is much more general. For
instance, it can be used in calculating the intensity dis-
tribution of a donut excitation beam appearing in STED
microscopy [70]. This donut intensity distribution, with
zero intensity on the crossing of the optical axis with the
focal plane (focus center), can be generated in two ways.

The first method generates a donut-shape laser inten-
sity in the focal plane by sending a circularly polarized
laser light through a ring-shaped phase plate thicker at
its center. This results in retardation of the beams of
light closer to the optical axis by half a wavelength with
respect to the beams passing through the thinner outer
part of the plate; see the central panel in Fig. 30. A
snapshot of the resulting polarization structure across
the back focal plane is depicted in the top middle panel
in Fig. 30. Mathematically, this can be described by set-
ting E0,⊥ ∝ cosϕ − i sinϕ and E0,∥ ∝ − sinϕ + i cosϕ
for ρ ≤ ρΦ and the same expressions but with opposite
sign for ρΦ < ρ < f sinΘ, where ρΦ = f sinΘ/

√
2 is

the radius of the thicker central part of the phase plate.
This special choice of ρΦ assures that the total excitation
intensity in the focus center is indeed zero.

FIG. 30: CLSM and STED intensity distributions at the
focus. Comparison of intensity distribution between con-
ventional CLSM focus (left) with z-STED focus (middle)
and xy-STED focus (right). Calculations were done for
water immersion objective with NA = 1.2 at an excita-
tion wavelength of 470 nm. On top of each column, the
excitation polarization and its generating phase plate are
shown. Bottom panels show 3D contour plots of the 1/e,
1/e2 and 1/e3 intensity iso-surfaces and projections of
xy-, xz-, and yz-cross-sections through the center.

The second method sends circularly polarized light
through a helical wave plate as shown at the top of
the right panel in Fig. 30. When choosing an appro-
priate helical pitch, this leads to an excitation beam
with polarization structure E0,⊥ ∝ sin 2ϕ − i cos 2ϕ and
E0,∥ ∝ cos 2ϕ + i sin 2ϕ. Three-dimensional represen-
tations of the resulting STimulated Emission (STE) in-
tensity distributions and corresponding cross-sections are
shown in the bottom panels of Fig. 30. As can be seen,
neither the disk phase plate (middle panel) nor the helical
phase plate (right panel) lead to an ideal STE intensity
distribution, i.e., perfect donut shape with zero intensity
at the middle. Whereas the disk phase plate leads to
an intensity distribution achieving excellent axial com-
pression of the STED-PSF, it performs poorly in lateral
directions. In contrast, helical wave plates lead to ex-
cellent compression of the STED-PSF laterally, but not
along the optical axis. Thus, 3D-STED systems use a
combination of both excitation modalities [222].

FIG. 31: Anatomy of the OTF (amplitude) of a confocal
microscope. The left panel shows the excitation OTF.
The middle panel shows the detection OTF for a confocal
pinhole with 50 µm radius and 60× magnification. The
right panel shows the resulting confocal OTF obtained
by a 3D convolution of the left two distributions.

Having in place an exact description of the excitation
PSF (excitation intensity distribution), we can return to
the imaging PSF of a CLSM and consider its optical res-
olution. To do so, we consider its OTF, i.e., the Fourier
transform of Eq. 89, for which we replace Iex and Uwf of
Eq. 89 by their Fourier expansions,

Uwf(ρ
′ − r) =

∫
dk

2π
Ũwf(k) exp [ik · (ρ′ − r)] ,

Iex(r) =

∫
dk

2π
Ĩex(k) exp(ik · r),

(92)

where we recall that a tilde over a symbol denotes its
Fourier amplitude. This immediately leads to

Ucf(r) ∝
∫

dρ′
∫

dk

∫
dk′A(ρ′)Ũwf(k

′)

exp [ik′ · (ρ′ − r)] Ĩex(k) exp (ik · r) .
(93)

The integration over ρ′ can be now be performed analyt-
ically, resulting in∫

dρ′A(ρ′) exp (ik′ · ρ′) =
2πa

q′
J1(aq

′), (94)

where a is, as before, the radius of the confocal aperture,

q′ =
√

k′2x + k′2y is the modulus of the radial part of the
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vector k′, and J1 is the first order Bessel function of the
first kind. Substituting this result into Eq. 93, we write

Ucf(r) ∝
∫

dk

∫
dk′ 2πa

q′
J1(aq

′)

Ũwf(k
′)Ĩex(k) exp [i(k− k′) · r] . (95)

Following some algebra, we find for the Fourier trans-
form of Ucf(r), i.e., the CLSM’s OTF (up to some con-
stant prefactor),

Ũcf(k) ∝
∫

dk′ J1(aq
′)

q′
Ũwf(k

′)Ĩex(k+ k′). (96)

Thus, the OTF of the confocal microscope is given by
the three-dimensional convolution of a wide-field micro-
scope OTF, Ũwf(k), modulated by the aperture function,
J1(aq

′)/q′, (Fourier transform of detection PSF, Eq. 89,
also sometimes termed detection OTF) and the Fourier

transform of the excitation PSF, Ĩex(k) (also sometimes
termed excitation OTF). This is visualized in Fig. 31,
where the left panel shows the amplitude of the excita-
tion OTF, Ĩex(k), the middle panel is the detection OTF

given by the absolute value of the wide-field OTF Ũwf(k)
multiplied by J1(aq

′)/q′, and the right panel represents a
cross-section of the amplitude of confocal OTF obtained
by 3D convolution of the previous two panels.

FIG. 32: OTF amplitude of a confocal microscope as a
function of confocal aperture size. The confocal aperture
radius is given at the top of each panel. Here, we assumed
an excitation wavelength of 470 nm, emission wavelength
of 550 nm, and a water immersion objective of NA = 1.2
at 60× magnification. The top most left panel shows the
limit of an extremely large confocal pinhole so that the
OTF approaches that of a wide-field microscope imaging
at the same wavelength as the excitation wavelength of
the excitation laser. The bottom right panel shows the
limit of a nearly zero-size pinhole (a = 1 µm), so that
the OTF approaches that of an ISM; see Sec. IVB2.

The most noticeable difference between the confocal
OTF of Fig. 31 and the wide-field OTF of Fig. 21 is that
the confocal OTF has non-zero components along the
optical axis (here kx = 0 with the origin at the center)
highlighting a confocal microscope’s ability for optical
sectioning. The corresponding axial resolution is given by
2π divided by the maximum frequency supported along
the kz-axis; see Eq. 57.

Fig. 32 shows how the confocal OTF changes with the
pinhole size. As expected, for a large confocal pinhole
radius of 200 µm (top left panel), the confocal OTF
approaches that of a wide-field microscope at the same
wavelength, as can be seen by comparing with the right
panel of Fig. 21. As the pinhole size shrinks (a = 1 µm),
optical sectioning and axial resolution are optimized; see
bottom right panel of Fig. 32. In this case, the confo-
cal aperture can be approximated by a delta function
so that the integral Eq. 94 results in a constant. As
such, the OTF for a very small aperture reduces to the
convolution of the wide-field OTF, Ũwf , with the exci-
tation OTF, Ĩex. Thus the maximum frequency passed
by the confocal OTF with a small aperture is given by
kmax = kmax,ex+kmax,em where kmax,ex and kmax,em, re-

spectively, denote the maximum extents of Ĩex and Ũwf .
The maximum extents of excitation and detec-

tion OTFs in the lateral direction are kmax,ex/det =
4πn sinΘ/λex/em, which, in turn, results in the follow-
ing lateral resolution (see Eq. 57)

ymin =
1

2NA

(
1

λex
+

1

λem

)−1

, (97)

and similarly for the axial resolution

zmin =
1

2n (1− cosΘ)

(
1

λex
+

1

λem

)−1

, (98)

where λex and λem are the excitation and emission wave-
lengths, respectively. Thus, ignoring spectral Stokes shift
between excitation and emission, i.e., λem ≈ λex, (see
Sec. II) then the confocal microscope with infinitely small
pinhole has a twofold higher lateral resolution than a
wide-field microscope as we can see by comparing Eq. 97
to Eq. 72. This improvement in resolution can also be
explained in the spatial domain using Eq. 89 by setting
A(ρ′) = δ(ρ′ − ξ) (infinitely small aperture centered at
ξ) and adopting Gaussian approximations for both the
wide-field PSF as in Eq. 74 and excitation PSF Iex. In
this case, the resulting confocal PSF would be the prod-
uct of both Gaussians which is a Gaussian as well [223]

Ucf(ρ, z) ∝ exp

(
− (ρ− ξρ)

2

2σ2
ρ

− (z − ξz)
2

2σ2
z

)
. (99)

Here, the widths of the resulting Gaussian PSF, σρ and
σz, are smaller than the widths of both excitation and
detection PSFs leading to higher resolutions.
The PSFs corresponding to the OTFs shown in Fig. 32

are presented in Fig. 33 illustrating how the PSF’s lat-
eral width shrinks with decreasing pinhole size improving
lateral resolutions albeit at a price. The smaller the con-
focal pinhole size, the fewer photons reach the detector
thereby reducing SNR [224]. This is quantified in Fig. 34
showing the relation between PSF diameter (in the focal
plane) and light detection efficiency for increasing pinhole
radii (1-200 µm) assuming 470 nm excitation and 550 nm
emission wavelength, and for a water immersion micro-
scope with NA = 1.2 objective and 60× magnification.
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As can be seen, light detection efficiency decreases as the
confocal pinhole radius drops below 20 µm motivating
the use of ISM introduced next.

FIG. 33: Confocal microscope PSF for an isotropic emit-
ter as a function of confocal aperture size. The aperture
radius is given above each panel. The parameters are
similar to those in Fig. 32 with 60× magnification.

FIG. 34: Relation between PSF size and detection ef-
ficiency in a CLSM. Here we show the light detection
efficiency versus the Gaussian radius σ of the PSF in the
focal plane as a function of the confocal aperture’s radius
annotated a. Calculations were done for a water immer-
sion objective with NA = 1.2 and image magnification of
60× (focal plane to pinhole plane). It was assumed that
excitation is achieved with 470 nm circular polarized light
focused into a diffraction-limited spot, and that the flu-
orescence emission is of 550 nm wavelength. We found
the focal radius by fitting a radially symmetric Gaussian
exp(−ρ2/2σ2) to the PSF in the focal plane. The curve’s
undulations at the upper right arise from diffraction ef-
fects of light passing through a circular pinhole.

2. Image scanning microscopy

As was discussed in Sec. IVB1 when considering a
confocal PSF, the maximum possible spatial resolution

is achieved approaching an infinitely small confocal pin-
hole; see Eqs. 97-99. However, as this would reduce light
detection efficiency to almost zero (see Fig. 34), such an
option is often avoided in practice. To simultaneously
maximize spatial resolution and light detection efficiency,
now beyond three decades ago, Colin Sheppard proposed
to combine scanning spot illumination of confocal micro-
scopes and wide-field light detection of an array detector,
e.g., EMCCD camera, without pinholes mitigating light
loss [61]. This idea, termed Image Scanning Microscopy
or ISM, was first experimentally demonstrated in 2010
by Müller and Enderlein [62]. The core idea of ISM is
to replace the confocal pinhole and the single pixel de-
tector of a conventional CLSM by an array detector in
the image plane (pinhole plane); see Fig. 28. The fluo-
rescence light from an illumination spot at position r is
then spread across multiple pixels of the detector array.
In this setup, a pixel located at ξ records photons from
the illuminated spot corresponding to a pinhole located
at ξ with the same size as the pixel. The pixel size is of-
ten chosen small enough such that each pixel records an
image of the illumination spot with a resolution similar
to that of a CLSM with close to zero pinhole sizes; see
Eqs. 97 and 98. Moreover, as ISM builds on a CLSM, it
also provides optical z-sectioning.

FIG. 35: Image formation in ISM. The blue curve repre-
sents the excitation intensity distribution Iex (excitation
PSF) with its center at ξ = 0 (optical axis). The yellow
curve shows the detection PSF (Uwf) for a pixel located
at ξ away from the optical axis. The pixel PSF (Upix),
describing the image formation is, however, given by the
product of the excitation and detection PSF, designated
by the green curve and centered at ξ/κ. Thus, a fluo-
rophore at ξ = 0 (the excitation intensity’s center) will
appear at ξ/κ.

The ISM setup described here, results in Np recorded
images for each illumination spot associated to all Np

pixels of the detector array. As such, upon scanning the
sample at Ns locations, one acquires Np×Ns images. To
combine all acquired images into a single high resolution
image, we first consider the scan image recorded by one
pixel at a given position ξ on the array detector. The
PSF of this scan image is easily found when replacing
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the aperture function A(ρ) of Eq. 89 by the pixel area.
However, as an idealization, we can consider the pixel
area as a delta function δ(ρ− ξ) as compared to the size
of features we care to learn. As such, the PSF for the
scan image recorded by a pixel at position ξ is

Upix(r, ξ) ∝ Uwf(ξ − r)Iex(r), (100)

where, as before, Uwf is the wide-field imaging PSF (de-
tection PSF), and Iex is the excitation PSF. This is visu-
alized in Fig. 35 where a cross-section of the excitation
PSF Iex(r) is shown together with the detection PSF for
a pixel at position ξ (described by Uwf(ξ − r)) and the
product of both; see Eq. 100.

When approximating the excitation and detection
PSFs by Gaussians with variance σ2

ex and σ2
em, respec-

tively, the product of both yields

Iex(r)Uwf(r− ξ) ∝ exp

[
− (r− ξ/κ)

2

2σ2
PSF

]
(101)

with σ−2
PSF = σ−2

ex + σ−2
em , and κ = 1 + σ2

em/σ
2
ex. Recall-

ing that σex and σem linearly scale with wavelength (see
Eq. 74), we find

κ = 1 + (λem/λex)
2

(102)

which equals 2 if one neglects the spectral Stokes shift be-
tween excitation and fluorescence emissions. Thus, the
maximum of the product of excitation intensity distribu-
tion and detection PSF is located between the centers of
both at position ξ/κ, such that the scan image is shifted
by the same amount with respect to an image recorded
by a pixel at position ξ = 0; see Fig. 35. This insight
yields a recipe for how to super-impose different scan im-
ages recorded by different pixels: an image recorded by
a pixel at position ξ must be shifted by ξ/κ towards the
optical axis before being added to the final sum image.
Mathematically, this is expressed as

UISM(r) ∝
∫

dξUpix

(
r+

ξ

κ
, ξ

)
=

∫
dξUwf

(
κ− 1

κ
ξ − r

)
Iex

(
r+

ξ

κ

)
.

(103)

There are two ways to realize this summation in practice.
As shown in Fig. 36, one way is to scale down, by factor
κ, all images recorded by the array detector at each scan
position before adding them to the final image at the
corresponding scan position (from top to bottom right in
Fig. 36). Alternatively, one can leave the recorded array
detector images as they are, but place them a factor κ
farther away from each other when adding them to the
final image (from top to bottom left in Fig. 36).

Obviously, both procedures are mathematically equiv-
alent ways to realize the algorithm described by Eq. 103,
although the second algorithm is numerically simpler as
it does not require any interpolation based down-scaling
of the images recorded by the array detector. However,
as first demonstrated by York and Shroff [225] and by de
Luca and Manders [226], both algorithms can be realized

in a fully optical way. The first algorithm, scaling down
the array detector images, is optically realized by insert-
ing an extra demagnifying lens pair into the detection
pathway (as realized by instant SIM [225, 227], Optical
Photon Re-Assignment or OPRA [228], or confocal spin-
ning disk ISM [229]), while the second algorithm which
scales up distances between recorded images is realized
by a double mirror re-scan system (re-scan microscopy
[226]) or by re-coupling the emission into the excitation
scan system (rapid two-photon excitation ISM [230]).

FIG. 36: ISM image reconstruction. At each scan po-
sition, the array detector records a small image of the
illuminated region (top). To reconstruct a final ISM im-
age, we can either down-scale each recorded small image
by a factor κ (bottom right), or leave the recorded images
unchanged but place them in the final ISM image by the
factor κ farther way from each other (bottom left).

By construction, both OTF and PSF of an ISM are
identical to that of a confocal microscope with an in-
finitely small confocal pinhole; see last panels of Fig. 32
(OTF) and Fig. 33 (PSF), respectively. The correspond-
ing achievable optical lateral and axial resolutions then
immediately follow from Eqs. 97 and 98. One impor-
tant particular property of ISM is that it also “concen-
trates” the collected fluorescence light into an area of the
final image four times smaller than that of a conventional
CLSM (“super-concentration of light”, [231], see also top
and right panel of Fig. 36), significantly increasing image
contrast. Meanwhile, multiple ISM variants (reviewed in
Ref. [232]), and several commercial systems are available
providing CLSMs with ISM options for improved resolu-
tion and high contrast imaging.

3. 4pi microscopy

One peculiarity of conventional CLSM is the disparity
between lateral and axial resolutions (see Eqs. 97-98) due
to the PSF’s elongated shape along the optical axis yield-
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ing stretched 3D CLSM images; see Fig. 33. To overcome
this strongly anisotropic PSF shape, Stelzer and Hell de-
veloped 4pi-microscopy using two opposing objectives to
focus (and detect) light [64]. When sending laser exci-
tation light through both objectives in a coherent man-
ner, the resulting interference of both beams generates a
multi-peaked interference pattern along the optical axis.
The corresponding Fourier representations of the excita-
tion electric fields are shown in the left and middle panels
of Fig. 37, and the convolution of both, i.e., the 4pi ex-
citation OTF, is shown in the right panel of Fig. 37. By
contrast to the CLSM excitation OTF of Fig. 31, its 4pi
counterpart populates high frequencies along the optical
axis, coinciding with a tight modulation of the excitation
intensity along this axis. The corresponding excitation
intensity distribution (excitation PSF) in real space is
shown in the left panel of Fig. 38.

FIG. 37: 4pi microscope excitation OTF generated by
the interference of light focused through two opposing
objectives. The left and middle panel show the same
Fourier transform of the excitation electric field in sam-
ple space. The resulting excitation OTF shown in the
right panel is the (auto)convolution of this electric field
Fourier transform and represents the Fourier transform
of the excitation intensity (excitation OTF). Excitation
is assumed to be done using a water immersion objective
with NA = 1.2.

Detection in a 4pi microscope is done as usual in con-
focal detection mode, whereby two principal options are
possible: 1) fluorescence is collected with both objectives
and detected by two detectors resulting in two indepen-
dent scan images added later to attain a single image (4pi
type A microscope [233]); 2) fluorescence is collected with
both objectives and coherently super-imposed onto one
detector (4pi type C microscope [234]). As a special case
is the 4pi type B microscope, performing similarly to the
type A, where excitation is done incoherently (i.e., with
no interference pattern generation) but the collected light
is super-imposed coherently [235].

To determine the maximal possible resolution attain-
able with 4pi microscopy, we show in Figs. 39 and 40
the OTFs for type A and C microscopes in the limit of
an infinitely small confocal pinhole (realized by combin-
ing a 4pi microscopy with ISM). Thus, the OTF of a 4pi
type A microscope as shown in Fig. 39 is obtained by a
convolution of the 4pi excitation OTF (see Fig. 37) with
the OTF of a simple ISM (corresponding to wide-field
detection).

As in 4pi type C microscope, detection is achieved by

coherently super-posing fluorescence light from both ob-
jectives, the OTF of such detection looks similar to that
of the excitation shown in Fig. 37, except calculated for
the fluorescence emission wavelength. The convolution
of such a detection OTF with the excitation OTF then
yields the OTF of the 4pi type C microscope; see Fig. 40.
The corresponding real space PSFs for both type A and C
4pi microscopes are shown in the middle and right panels
of Fig. 38.

FIG. 38: Excitation PSF and (imaging) PSF of 4pi mi-
croscopy for a rapidly rotating emitter. The left panel
shows the excitation PSF in the focus of a 4pi micro-
scope, the middle panel shows the (imaging) PSF of a
4pi type A microscope, and the right panel that for a 4pi
type C microscope. Calculations were performed using
a water immersion objective with NA = 1.2 and 470 nm
excitation wavelength and 550 nm fluorescence emission
wavelength, and for a confocal detection in the limit of
an infinitely small pinhole.

pi

FIG. 39: OTF of a type A 4pi microscope where excita-
tion is done through two opposing objectives, and detec-
tion from one side through a confocal pinhole. For sim-
plicity, we consider here only the limiting case of an in-
finitely small pinhole maximizing spatial resolution. The
left panel shows the excitation OTF, the middle panel
the OTF of detection with an infinitely small pinhole,
and the right panel shows the resulting 4pi OTF as a
convolution of the two distributions shown on the left.
Excitation and detection are achieved using a water im-
mersion objective with NA = 1.2, and any Stokes shift
between excitation and emission light is neglected.

As can be seen in Figs. 39-40, 4pi microscopes col-
lect more spatial frequencies than CLSMs (see Fig. 32)
thereby improving their axial resolution. As before, we
can again obtain quantitative numbers for the lateral and
axial resolutions by inspecting the OTF and determining
the maximum lateral and axial frequencies supported by
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the OTF. Concretely, the inverse of these maxima multi-
plied by 2π yields approximate values for the resolution;
see Eq. 57. The lateral resolution of a 4pi microscope
(with an infinitely small pinhole) is the same for both
type A and C and equal to that of an ISM; see Eq. 97.
However, the axial resolution of a type A 4pi microscope
now reads

zmin ≈ 1

2

[
1

λex
+

1

λem
(1− cosΘ)

]−1

(104)

and similarly for the type C 4pi microscope

zmin ≈ 1

2

(
1

λex
+

1

λem

)−1

. (105)

As can be seen from the PSFs of Fig. 38, there are consid-
erable side-lobes neighboring the central maximum along
the optical axis, leading to “ghost” images in a recorded
3D scan image of a sample [234]. These ghost images
are much more pronounced for type A than C, though
even for type C they must be eliminated, currently by
applying deconvolution algorithms [236, 237]. Both the
technical complexity of a 4pi microscope as well as image
deconvolution challenges to eliminate ghost images have
prevented their further distribution. However, the ISM
lateral resolution of a 4pi type C (image scanning) mi-
croscope together with its axial resolution represent the
maximum possible spatial resolutions available along the
x and z directions using a diffraction-limited microscope.

FIG. 40: OTF of a type C 4pi microscope. Similar to
Fig. 39, but in this configuration, both excitation and
detection occur through two opposing objectives. Again,
we consider here only the limiting case of an infinitely
small pinhole. The left panel shows the excitation OTF,
the middle panel the (identical) Fourier transform for
coherent confocal detection from both sides, and the right
panel shows the resulting OTF as a convolution of the
two panels shown on the left.

4. Two-photon microscopy

An important variant of the point scanning microscope
is the two-(or multi-)photon excitation scanning micro-
scope [238]. Here, a fluorophore is excited by a two-(or
multi-)photon absorption process, typically with an ex-
citation wavelength roughly twice (or multiple times) as
large as that of one-photon absorption fluorescence ex-
citation. Such two-photon excitation microscopes have
several important properties [239, 240]. First, due to the
longer excitation wavelength, typically in the infrared,

excitation light can penetrate deeper into tissue than vis-
ible light. Thus, two-photon excitation microscopes are
ideal for deep-tissue imaging in lipid and water rich tis-
sues with high optical absorption in the visible spectrum.
Second, there is a critical improvement in in-focus signal
to background, i.e., undesired light from out-of-focus flu-
orophores, ratio compared to one-photon absorption flu-
orescence microscopy. This arises from: 1) fluorophore
excitation taking place at longer wavelengths than the
emission wavelength. In other words, the probability of
simultaneous absorption of two or more photons is only
significant at the focal spot with high photon density;
2) excitation light scattering is decreased at longer wave-
lengths; and 3) two-(or multi-)photon excitation does not
require confocal detection for optical sectioning. This is
because the two-photon excitation PSF is proportional
to the square of the excitation light intensity distribu-
tion (probability of two simultaneous photon absorption
is given by square of the one-photon excitation PSF), rep-
resented by an auto-convolution of the excitation OTF in
Fourier space. A similar convolution was already consid-
ered when discussing the ISM’s OTF (i.e., as idealized by
the last panel of Fig. 32), covering higher spatial frequen-
cies by contrast to the OTF of a wide-field microscope
or a CLSM with wide pinhole shown in the first panel
of Fig. 32. Thus, a two-photon excitation microscope
has a similar optical sectioning capability as a confocal
(one-photon excitation) microscope at the same excita-
tion wavelength when using an infinitely small detection
pinhole (neglecting the spectral Stokes shift between exci-
tation and emission). The required peak power of the ex-
citation pulses, orders of magnitude larger than in single-
photon excitation thereby increasing photo-damage and
photo-bleaching [241], is the primary downside of two-
photon excitation microscopy.

FIG. 41: Pixel reassignment in two-photon excitation
ISM. By contrast to the ISM in Fig. 35, the excitation in-
tensity distribution (one-photon excitation PSF) in two-
photon microscopy has a larger width due to the larger
excitation wavelength.

To gain deeper insight into the best possible lateral
resolution achievable by a two-photon excitation micro-
scope, we consider two-photon excitation along with ISM
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detection, i.e., recording at each scan position a small
image of the excited region and performing pixel re-
assignment to obtain the high resolution ISM image;
see Sec. IVB2. To do so, we approximate the one-
photon excitation PSF and the single pixel detection PSF
once more by Gaussians with variances σ2

ex and σ2
em (see

Sec. IVB2). We can visualize the PSF of the scan image
recorded by one pixel at position ξ on the array detector
as shown in Fig. 41; also see Eq. 101.

The new reassignment factor κ (see Sec. IVB2) is
found by looking at the product of the detection PSF
with the square of the one-photon excitation PSF, yield-
ing a Gaussian function with variance σ−2 = 2σ−2

ex +σ−2
em

and mid point position ξ/κ with κ = 1 + 2 (λem/λex)
2
,

which would yield for the case λex = 2λem the value
κ = 3/2; also see Eq. 102.
We now compare the performance of such a two-

photon excitation ISM with that of a one-photon exci-
tation CLSM and ISM at half the wavelength. For sim-
plicity, we consider the toy model of a one-dimensional
microscope. The Fourier representation of the excita-
tion electric field of such a one-dimensional microscope
is a uniform amplitude distribution over the frequency
range supported by the microscope (maximum lateral
frequency transmitted is nk0 sinΘ). This is shown in
Fig. 42 by the table-top function (electric field). The
auto-convolution of this uniform amplitude distribution
yields the excitation OTF and is, for the one-dimensional
and one-photon case, the triangular function shown in
Fig. 42 and denoted by “1hν excitation (λ0).”

FIG. 42: Comparison of one- and two-photon microscopy.
For explanation see main text.

The two-photon excitation PSF for an excitation with
2λ0 wavelength is given by the square of the one-photon
excitation PSF. As such, its OTF corresponds to the
auto-convolution of the one-photon OTF shown by “1hν
excitation (λ0)” in Fig. 42, but scaled down (along the
frequency axis) by a factor of 2 (remember that we com-
pare two-photon excitation at 2λ0 with one-photon ex-
citation at 1λ0). The corresponding curve is denoted by
“2hν excitation (2λ0)”. The OTFs for the extensions of
one-photon and two-photon excitation fluorescence mi-
croscopy with ISM are also shown, together with the

OTF of the one-photon excitation at λ0/2 for compar-
ison.
As can be seen, the frequency support of two-photon

excitation at 2λ0 wavelength is equal to that of the one-
photon excitation at λ0, but with increased amplitudes
at low frequencies and decreased amplitudes at large
frequencies. In other words, a two-photon microscope
transmits high lateral spatial frequencies less efficiently
than a one-photon microscope operating at half the wave-
length. This is also true when we compare two-photon
ISM with one-photon ISM, as shown by the two curves
“1hν excitation (λ0) + ISM” and “2hν excitation (2λ0)
+ ISM” in Fig. 42. Both modes have a frequency sup-
port equal to that of a one-photon excitation at λ0/2, but
with considerably damped amplitudes at high spatial fre-
quencies, with one-photon ISM performing slightly bet-
ter than two-photon ISM. Thus, two-photon (or multi-
photon) excitation generally performs worse, in terms
of resolution, than one-photon microscopes at half the
wavelength, though biological tissue remains more trans-
parent (less scattering) at long wavelengths, giving access
to greater penetration depths in two- and multi-photon
excitation microscopes.

C. Models for single spot confocal analysis

Point scanning microscopes, including confocal and
two-photon microscopes, have been used to study both
dynamic [242–246] and static [247–251] phenomena with
both immobile [244–247, 252] as well as scanning [53,
93, 243, 248] spots under continuous or pulsed illumi-
nation [245, 253]. Point scanning microscopes, par-
ticularly confocal microscopes, provide data for myr-
iad analysis tools including fluorescence recovery after
photo-bleaching (FRAP) [242, 254, 255] used in the
study of sub-cellular environments by monitoring diffu-
sion of fluorophores into previously photo-bleached re-
gions, FLIM [94, 256], where photon arrival time statis-
tics following pulsed excitation are collected and ana-
lyzed, and Fluorescence Correlation Spectroscopy (FCS)
[243, 257, 258] where photon arrival times or fluores-
cence intensities, often collected under constant illumi-
nation, are correlated in time to infer dynamical param-
eters [245, 246].
Here, we begin with a description of FCS where a static

confocal spot is used to determine the reaction kinet-
ics and diffusion coefficient of particles freely diffusing
through the spot; see Fig. 43a. In particular, this fig-
ure illustrates a scenario often analyzed using FCS with
labeled molecules freely diffusing through a static con-
focal spot becoming excited in proportion to the local
light intensity. In traditional FCS analysis, a fraction of
emitted photons are captured and dynamical properties
are obtained by auto-correlating in time the emitted light
intensity or photon arrival times [257–260]. While auto-
correlating photon arrivals is computationally informa-
tive, it is data inefficient and eliminates single molecule
information already encoded in the signal [246, 261, 262].
What is more, uncertainty is rarely propagated on de-
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rived quantities. Thus, a statistical method directly an-
alyzing photon arrivals is warranted avoiding data post-
processing including auto-correlation [245, 246, 262].
Here, we begin by deriving the likelihood for the collec-
tion of K + 1 photons whose inter-arrival intervals [262]
are designated by ∆t1:K = {∆t1, ...,∆tK}, see Fig. 43b,
under the assumption of continuous illumination.

FIG. 43: In (a) we show a schematic of confocal vol-
ume (in blue) with labeled molecules emitting photons
in proportion to their degree of excitation decaying from
the confocal volume center. In (b) we show a syn-
thetic trace with 1500 photons generated assuming four
molecules diffusing at 1µm2/s for 30ms using background
and molecule photon emission rates of 103 photons/s and
4 × 104 photons/s, respectively. The figure is adapted
from Ref. [262].

We begin by considering the confocal PSF derived ear-
lier in this section in Eq. 99 and, for simplicity, immedi-
ately adopt Cartesian coordinates where r = (ρ, z). For
an arbitrary M molecules located at rmk at time tk, we
write the following profile

Sk(r) =

M∑
m=1

δ (r − rmk ) . (106)

As such, the total expected photon emission rate at time
level k, µk, follows from

µk(r) = µB + µ0

∫
drUcf(r)Sk(r) = µB +

M∑
m=1

µm
k (rmk ),

(107)
where µm

k (rmk ) = µ0Ucf(r
m
k ) is the expected photon emis-

sion rate from the mth molecule located at rmk , µ0 is
the maximum photon emission rate associated with a

molecule located at the PSF center, and µB is the back-
ground photon emission rate. The photon emission rate,
µk, then dictates the photon interval time, ∆tk,

∆tk ∼ Exponential (µk(r)) , (108)

using notation introduced in Sec. I B. This exponential
waiting time follows from Poisson distributed photon
emission per unit time implying exponentially distributed
photon inter-arrival times.
Finally, under the assumption of a normal diffusion

model with open boundary conditions,

rmk |D ∼ Normal
(
rmk−1, 2D∆tk

)
, (109)

where D is the diffusion coefficient assumed to be con-
stant across time and space. From Eq. 109 we see that
the rate µk(r) inherits its stochasticity from the stochas-
tic positions.
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FIG. 44: Posteriors over diffusion coefficients strongly
depend on the pre-specified M when operating within
a parametric Bayesian paradigm. The trace analyzed
contains ≈1800 photons generated from 4 molecules dif-
fusing at D = 1µm2/s for 30 ms with a background
and maximum molecule photon emission rate of 103 and
4 × 104 photons/s, respectively. To deduce D within
the parametric paradigm, we assumed a fixed number of
molecules: (a)M = 1; (b)M = 2; (c)M = 3; (d)M = 4;
and (e) M = 5. The correct estimate in panel d–and the
mismatch in all others–highlights why we must use the
available photons to simultaneously learn the number of
molecules and D. The figure is adapted from Ref. [262].

Given the forward model described above, we now con-
struct the likelihood for K photon inter-arrival times,
∆t1:K , given by Eq. 108. As ∆t1:K are iid (see Sec. I B),
the trace’s likelihood is simply the product of the likeli-
hood of every individual photon time interval

P (∆t1:K |M,D, r, µ0, µB)

=
∏
k

Exponential (∆tk;µk(r)) , (110)
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where µk(r) is an implicit function of M,D, µ0 and µB;
see Eqs. 107 and 109. Moreover, double overbars repre-
sent the set of all possible values for the two associated
indices, namely m and k.

To maximize the likelihood we would need to deter-
mine the number of molecules either in advance, i.e.,
parametric model, or work within a non-parametric
paradigm and infer the number of molecules along-
side other parameters. The likelihood above cannot
naively be maximized to obtain parameters due to clas-
sic over-fitting problems favoring more complex models,
i.e., larger numbers of molecules. However, in the for-
mer case, assuming a wrong parametric model with M
molecules [246, 262] can result in incorrect estimates of
other parameters, e.g, diffusion coefficient; see Fig. 44.

Statistical Framework IVC: Confocal under con-
tinuous illumination

Data: photon inter-arrival times

∆t1:K = {∆t1, ...,∆tK} .

Parameters: loads, diffusion coefficient, molecule
trajectories, molecule maximum emission rate,
background emission rate

ϑ =
{
b,D, r, µ0, µB

}
.

Likelihood:

P (∆t1:K |ϑ) =
∏
k

Exponential (∆tk;µk(r)) .

Priors:

qm ∼Beta (Aq, Bq) , m = 1 : ∞,

bm ∼Bernoulli (qm) ,

D ∼ InvGamma (αD, βD) ,

rmk ∼Normal
(
rmk−1, 2D∆tk

)
,

µ0 ∼Gamma (αµ, βµ) ,

µB ∼Gamma (αb, βB) .

Posterior:

P (ϑ|∆t1:K) ∝ P (∆t1:K |ϑ)P (ϑ).

As such, we abandon the parametric paradigm and
start leveraging BNP tools [21, 39, 263, 264]. Of par-
ticular interest within the BNP paradigm is the Beta-
Bernoulli process prior (see Sec. I B) on the number of
candidate molecules, M , formally allowed to tend to in-
finity, M → ∞, a priori. Put differently, each molecule
is treated as a Bernoulli random variable (a load), bm,
learned simultaneously along with other unknowns; see
Sec. I B. The probability of the load being one, equiva-

lently the probability of the molecule being warranted by
the data, is the single parameter of the Bernoulli distri-
bution on which we place a Beta prior.
Within this framework, Eq. 107 is modified by re-

placing
∑M

m=1 µ
m
k (rmk ) on the right hand side with∑∞

m=1 bmµm
k (rmk ) and summing over infinite molecules.

The likelihood then adopts the form

P (∆t1:K |ϑ) =
∏
k

Exponential (∆tk;µk(r)) , (111)

but where ϑ now collects all unknowns including all
loads. Our non-parametric posterior is proportional to
the product of this likelihood and all priors including
Beta-Bernoulli process priors on each molecule; see Box
IVC.
Now equipped with the posterior, we draw samples us-

ing Monte Carlo methods to learn the set of unknowns ϑ.
To learn the trajectories r, we use forward filtering back-
ward sampling [21, 32, 163, 262], while the remaining pa-
rameters are sampled either directly or using brute-force
Metropolis-Hasting; see Sec. I B. Fig. 45 benchmarks the
statistical framework of Box IVC versus FCS.

FIG. 45: Comparison of diffusion coefficients, D, ob-
tained from the statistical framework versus FCS plotted
against photon counts used in the analysis. Photon ar-
rival times were simulated using the parameter values in
Fig. 43b. The figure is adapted from Ref. [262].

While the above approach returns a trajectory, due to
the symmetry of the confocal PSF (see Eq. 99), the pho-
ton emission rate of Eq. 107 and thus the likelihood given
by Eq. 111, are invariant under transformations leaving√
(ρ/σρ)2 + (z/σz)2 unchanged. As such, equivalent po-

sitions lead to the same likelihood and thus unique posi-
tions cannot be determined using a single confocal setup.
In contrast, it is possible to determine absolute molec-

ular locations (trajectories) by breaking the spatial sym-
metry of the confocal spot by introducing a multi-focus
confocal setup [261, 265, 266]. Such a setup splits the
confocal spot by introducing 4 detectors with axially and
laterally offset detection volumes; see Fig. 46a-b. Pho-
tons from molecules in such a setup are detected in the
lth detector with the following rate

µl
k(r) = µl

B + µ0

∑
m

blmU l
cf(r

m
k ) (112)
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at time k; see Eq. 107. The total photon detection rate
is, in turn, the sum of detection rates across all differ-
ent detectors µk =

∑
l µ

l
k and the likelihood is similar to

the likelihood seen in Eq. 111. From the this likelihood
follows a posterior analogous to Box IVC that when sam-
pled yields absolute molecular trajectories; see Fig. 46c.

It is now conceivable to imagine generalizing the treat-
ment above to include multiple diffusing species [267],
species with donor and acceptor labels (FCS-FRET)
[268, 269], as well as species undergoing reactions which
alter their emission rate and kinetics [270, 271].

b
a

c

FIG. 46: Multi-focal setup uniquely resolving many
molecular trajectories simultaneously. (a) A beam split-
ter is used to divide the fluorescent emission (desig-
nated by green) into two paths later coupled into fibers
and detected by 4 APDs corresponding to different fo-
cal spots. (b) PSFs associated to different light paths.
(c) Trajectories for two freely diffusing molecules with
D = 1 µm2/s, µ0 = 5 × 104 photons/s and µB = 103

photons/s. Here, the orange and blue curves represent
the learned trajectories’ ground truth and median, re-
spectively. The blue and gray areas, respectively, denote
the 95 percent confidence intervals and the PSF’s width.
The figure is adapted from Ref. [261].

This brings us to the merits of statistical approaches
compared to FCS. Such approaches are more data ef-
ficient, rigorously propagate error (including effects of
finite data via the likelihood), can deal with any PSF
shape, and optical aberrations [272, 273]. But also, fun-
damentally, by avoiding data post-processing they learn
more. For instance, in contrast to FCS, the statistical
methods described above can learn properties of every
individual molecule diffusing through the spot providing
single molecule resolution albeit at computational cost.

Having dealt with continuous illumination, we now
turn to pulsed illumination and, for simplicity alone, as-
sume an immobile sample. Under pulsed illumination,

the data acquired is a trace of K photon arrival times,
∆t1:K , reported with respect to the immediate preceding
pulses. These arrival times, also termed micro-times, en-
code the excited state lifetimes, τm for themth species, of
fluorophore species (see Sec. II) present within the confo-
cal spot. They also encode the associated photon ratios
(weights) shown by πm for the mth species related to
fluorophore densities as we will show later.

Although intuitive methods exist to determine excited
state lifetimes [93], similar to Fig. 45, we find that life-
times learned are sensitive to the parametric assumption
on the number of lifetime species considered [274]. In-
deed, existing techniques cannot simultaneously: 1) de-
code the number of fluorophore species present in a trace
of photon arrival times; 2) operate on a broad range of
lifetimes below the Instrument Response Function (IRF)
(see Appendix A) or lifetimes comparable to the laser
inter-pulse times or similar lifetimes; 3) provide uncer-
tainties over parameter estimates; and 4) infer contin-
uous fluorophore densities, i.e., lifetime maps given by
Ωm(r) = µmSm(r) where Sm and µm are, respectively,
the fluorophore densities (see Eq. 106) and fluorophore
excitation probability (for in-focus fluorophores) during
a laser pulse for the mth species.

Here, we review statistical frameworks for FLIM anal-
ysis addressing the issues highlighted above with minimal
photon budgets. In doing so, we first discuss a framework
for a single confocal spot and then generalize to FLIM
analysis methods using data from a scanning confocal
setup to deduce lifetime maps over large FOVs.

ba

posterior

c

posterior posterior

FIG. 47: Lifetime histograms from single-pixel FLIM.
Here, lifetimes are below the IRF and differ by sub-
nanoseconds. Data sets used in panels (a-c) were sim-
ulated with 5 · 102, 103, 2 · 103 photons, IRF width of
0.66 ns, and ground truth lifetimes of 0.2 ns and 0.6 ns
denoted by dotted lines. Learning the correct number of
fluorophore species here requires > 500 photons.

We begin by introducing the likelihood for ∆t1:K col-
lected from a single spot with M species

P (∆t1:K |λ1:M , π1:M ) =

K∏
k=1

P (∆tk|λ1:M , π1:M ), (113)

where λm denotes the inverse lifetime τm = 1/λm and
P (∆tk|λ1:M , π1:M ) denotes the likelihood of the kth ar-
rival time. To derive P (∆tk|λ1:M , π1:M ), we sum over all
possibilities that could give rise to this photon includ-
ing: all M fluorophore species; and all Npl previous laser
pulses. Assuming a Gaussian IRF, this leads to (see Ap-
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pendix A and Eq. A23) [53, 274]

P (∆tk|λ1:M , π1:M ) =

[ M∑
m=1

πm

Npl∑
n=0

λm

2

× exp
(λm

2

(
2(τIRF −∆tk − nT ) + λmσ2

IRF

) )
×erfc

(
τIRF −∆tk − nT + λmσ2

IRF

σIRF

√
2

)]
, (114)

where τIRF, σ
2
IRF and T , respectively, denote the IRF

offset and variance, and the inter-pulse time; see Ap-
pendix A. Ignoring excitation by previous pulses consid-
ered in Eq. 114, we arrive at the likelihood obtained in
Ref. [275].

To summarize, parametrically, the number of fluo-
rophore species, M , is pre-specified and often set to one
or two for simplicity, e.g., Refs. [275, 276]. In contrast,
non-parametrically, the number of fluorophore species are
a priori assumed infinite [53, 274].

Statistical Framework IVC: single spot FLIM

Data: photon arrival times

∆t1:K = {∆t1, ...,∆tK} .

Parameters: inverse lifetimes, weights

ϑ = {λ1:M , π1:M} .

Likelihood:

P (∆t1:K |ϑ) =
∏
k

P (∆tk|ϑ) .

Priors:

λm ∼Gamma (αλ, βλ) ,

πm ∼Dirichlet1:M

(απ

M
, ...,

απ

M

)
, M → ∞

Posterior:

P (ϑ|∆t1:K) ∝ P (∆t1:K |ϑ)P (ϑ).

Within the non-parametric paradigm, the single spot
FLIM posterior is proportional to the likelihood Eq. 114
and priors over all unknown parameters, namely λ1:M

and π1:M . For λm, we use a Gamma prior to guaran-
tee non-negative values. For πm, we leverage the non-
parametric Dirichlet process prior [35–37] to facilitate
inference over the probability in the number of species
present warranted by the data, i.e., to address model se-
lection; see Sec. I B. Within this framework, as before
when operating non-parametrically, we assume an a pri-
ori infinite number of species (M → ∞) with associated
weights πm. As we sample these weights, the weights

ascribed to species not contributing to the data attain
negligible values. Fig. 47 shows lifetime histograms for
two lifetimes below the IRF and with sub-nanosecond
differences using 500, 1K and 2K photons.
We now turn to FLIM over large FOVs where we

show how to estimate smooth lifetime maps from confocal
scanning data; see Fig. 48. FLIM data over large FOVs
are typically collected using a CLSM to scan the sample
over uniformly spaced horizontal trajectories where the
spacing defines the data pixel size. The collected data
is often arranged into a 2D pixel array where each pixel
contains a subset of photon arrival times acquired over
the pixel.
One naive way to process such data is to analyze each

pixel independently using the framework of Box IVC.
However, this yields pixelated lifetime maps where infor-
mation from one pixel does not inform the neighboring
pixels. In what follows, we review a framework for multi-
pixel FLIM over large FOVs [53, 277] reporting lifetime
maps below the data pixel size leveraging spatial corre-
lations across pixels by invoking (non-parametric) GPs;
see Sec. I B and Fig. 48.
The likelihood here is now given by

P
(
W,∆t|ϑ

)
=
∏
i

∏
kp

P
(
Wi

kp
|ϑ
)
P
(
∆tikp

|ϑ
)
, (115)

where Wi
kp
, for the kpth pulse and ith pixel, is a binary

variable designating whether a laser pulse leads to a pho-
ton detection or not. As before, ϑ collects all unknowns
including inverse of lifetimes λ1:M , multi-pixel lifetime
maps Ω1:M , the loads b1:M , and hyper-parameters ν1:M
over each species. Further, double overbars represent the
set of all the possible values for the pair of indices as-
sociate to the corresponding parameter. Here, the like-
lihood associated with photon arrival times is similar to
Eq. 114 and given by

P (∆tikp
|ϑ) =

[ M∑
m=1

πm

Npl∑
n=0

λm

2

× exp
(λm

2

(
2(τIRF −∆tikp

− nT ) + λmσ2
IRF

))
×erfc

(
τIRF −∆tikp

− nT + λmσ2
IRF

σIRF

√
2

)]Wi
kp

, (116)

reducing to one for pulses that do not yield any photon
detection (empty pulses withWi

kp
= 0). In the above, the

weights, π1:M , are directly related to the lifetime maps by
πi
m = (1 − P i

0m)
∏

q ̸=m P i
0q [53], where P i

0m reflects the
probability of no photon detection within the ith pixel
from the mth species given by

P i
0m = exp

[
−bm

∫
Ωm(r)Ucf(ξ

i − r)dr

]
, (117)

where ξi is center of the ith pixel. Moreover, bm denotes
the loads associated to themth lifetime map (see Sec. I B)
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on which we place Beta-Bernoulli process priors (just as
in Box IVC) to deduce the number of lifetime maps in-
troduced by each fluorophore species present within the
data. As a sanity check, we note that for species with
bm = 0, the probability of no photon detection is one.
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FIG. 48: Experimental FLIM data from mixtures of two
cellular structures (lysosome and mitochondria shown
in green and red, respectively) stained with two dif-
ferent fluorophore species. (a-b) Ground truth life-
time maps. (c) Data acquired from mixtures of two
ground truth maps. (d-e) Resulting sub-pixel interpo-
lated lifetime maps obtained using the statistical frame-
work of Box IVC. The average absolute difference be-
tween ground truth and learned maps is ≈ 4%. Scale
bars are 4 µm. The figure is adapted from Ref. [53].

After illustrating how we compute P (∆tikp
|ϑ), we com-

pute P
(
Wi

kp
|ϑ
)

following the observation that Wi
kp

is

Bernoulli distributed with success probability 1− πi
0

Wi
kp

∼ Bernoulli(1− πi
0). (118)

Here, πi
0 is the probability of no photon detection from

the ith pixel given by πi
0 =

∏M
m=1 P

i
0m.

After introducing the likelihoods, we construct the pos-
terior proportional to the product of the likelihood and
priors over all unknown parameters. Our framework is
doubly non-parametric as we use: GP priors over con-
tinuous lifetime maps; and Beta-Bernoulli process priors
over the loads; see Sec. I B. The GP priors over lifetime
maps are comprised of an infinite set of correlated ran-
dom variables, i.e., the value of the map at every point
in space

Ωm ∼ GP(νm,K) , (119)

where K and νm denote the correlation kernel (also
termed a covariance matrix) and the GP prior’s mean.
The remaining priors are either physically or computa-
tionally motivated; see Box IVC.

With the posterior at hand, we make inferences on ϑ
once more by drawing samples from the posterior with
Monte Carlo. Of note are elliptical slice samplers [31]
used to sample lifetime maps as the GP and likelihood
do not form a conjugate pair.

Statistical Framework IVC: Multi-pixel FLIM

Data: photon arrival times and pulses being
empty or not

∆t =
{
∆t i=1

1:Kp
, ...,∆tN1:Kp

}
,

W =
{
W i=1

1:Kp
, ...,WN

1:Kp

}
.

Parameters: loads, inverse lifetimes, lifetime
maps, GP prior averages (hyper-parameters)

ϑ = {b1:M , λ1:M ,Ω1:M , ν1:M} .

Likelihood:

P
(
W,∆t

∣∣ϑ) =
∏
k

∏
n

P (Wn
k ;ϑ)P (∆tnk ;ϑ) .

Priors:

qm ∼Beta (Aq, Bq) , m = 1 : ∞,

bm ∼Bernoulli (qm) ,

λm ∼Gamma (αλ, βλ) ,

Ωm ∼GP(νm,K) ,

νm ∼Normal
(
0, σ2

χ

)
.

Posterior:

P
(
ϑ
∣∣W,∆t

)
∝ P

(
W,∆t

∣∣ϑ)P (ϑ).

D. Structured illumination microscope

As discussed in Sec. III C, a major drawback of wide-
field fluorescence imaging is the lack of optical sectioning
arising from the OTF’s missing cone; see Fig. 13. This,
in turn, yields out-of-focus blur degrading the final im-
ages. Previously, we discussed near-field and point scan-
ning methods where, for example, conventional confocal
microscopes achieved optical sectioning via pinholes; see
Sec. IVB1. Here, we discuss how SIM achieves both
optical sectioning and resolution beyond the diffraction
limit [178, 278–281].
Patterned illumination, with a high spatial stripe con-

trast near the focal plane [282], was introduced in an
effort to attain optical sectioning. The pattern, whose
illumination contrast ideally fades away from the focal
plane, was then translated twice yielding three images Il
with corresponding phase offsets ϕl, l = 0 : 2. One way to
attain optical sectioning was to create three images from
differences in two images, say ∆Ill′(r) = Il(r) − Il′(r),
and combine them according to

Λsec(r) =
√

∆I01(r)2 +∆I12(r)2 +∆I20(r)2,

ϕl =
2lπ

3
, l = 0 : 2.

(120)
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The hope was that by subtracting images, unmodulated
(out-of-focus) contributions cancel as they are approxi-
mately homogeneously illuminated.

These early efforts ultimately motivated structured il-
lumination to achieve higher resolution [280, 281] that
we now discuss by considering the SIM image formation
model. SIM images are generated from the product of the
fluorophores’ distribution, S(r) (see Sec. IVC), and the
illumination intensity pattern, Iex(r), followed by con-
volution with the microscope’s wide-field detection PSF
(also see Eq. 52)

Λ(r) = B + I [S(r)Iex(r)]⊗ Uwf(r), (121)

where B is the background arising from out-of-focus flu-
orescent features, ignored here for simplicity only, and
Uwf(r) and I are, respectively, the wide-field PSF, (e.g.,
see Sec. III E) and fluorophore brightness per frame.

While various modulated illumination patterns are
conceivable for SIM [283–285], in practice, the sample is
typically illuminated using a sinusoidal intensity, Iex(r),
with different in-plane phases and angles (see Fig. 49)
achieved by interference-based [286, 287] methods or us-
ing laser-scanning [288–290].

Under the former method, such intensity patterns are
generated by interfering two to three laser beams, fol-
lowed by rotation and translation of the grating embed-
ded within the setup’s illumination arm. For two beam
interference, the image formation is described by

Λli(r) = I

[
S(r)

1

2
(1 +M cos (r · ki + ϕl))

]
⊗ Uwf(r),

γi = arctan
kix
kiy

, L = 2π/
√
kix

2
+ kiy

2
(122)

where M, the modulation depth, is assumed to be one
in subsequent calculations for simplicity; ki is the wave
vector, with components kix and kiy, defining the oscil-
latory pattern’s period, i.e., the fringe spacing denoted
by L; see Fig. 49. Next, γi and ϕl are, respectively, the
lth in-plane illumination angle and the ith phase offset
determining the position of the maxima relative to the
optical axis; see Fig. 49 and Eq. 120.

FIG. 49: Sinusoidal illumination pattern for SIM mi-
croscopy. Here, ki is the wave vector, L is the fringe
spacing, and γi is the illumination’s in-plane angle. The
phase is related to the position of the maxima relative to
the optical axis.

The improved resolution is achieved by exploiting the
frequency mixing, i.e., moiré effect, between the excita-
tion pattern and the sample’s spatial frequencies. That

is, previously unobservable high frequency information,
beyond the wide-field OTF’s support, is shifted down
into the microscope’s band-pass (i.e., frequency support
of microscope’s OTF); see Fig. 21 and 50.
The effect of structured illumination is most intuitively

demonstrated in Fourier space. For the sinusoidal pat-
tern given in Eq. 122, its Fourier representation reads

Λ̃li(k) = I

[
S̃(k)⊗ Ĩex(k)

]
OTFwf(k)

= I

[
S̃(k)⊗

(
δ(0) +

1

2
e+iϕlδ(k+ ki)

+
1

2
e−iϕlδ(k− ki)

)]
OTFwf(k)

= I

[
S̃(k) +

1

2
e+iϕl S̃(k+ ki) (123)

+
1

2
e−iϕl S̃(k− ki)

]
OTFwf(k)

= Ĩ0(k) +
1

2
e+iϕl Ĩ+(k+ ki) +

1

2
e−iϕl Ĩ−(k− ki),

where OTFwf(k) denotes the wide-field OTF (see Fig. 21
and middle panel of Fig. 50), and the sinusoidal illumina-
tion pattern (for a given angle and phase) is described by
three different frequencies in the Fourier domain (see the
left panel in Fig. 50) yielding the three SIM harmonics

Ĩ0, Ĩ+, Ĩ−.

FIG. 50: The SIM OTF. The left and middle panels,
respectively, illustrate Fourier transforms of the modu-
lated illumination intensity (SIM excitation OTF given
by the three delta-peaks) and wide-field detection. The
right panel shows the SIM OTF obtained by convolution
of the two other panels; see also Eq. 123.

In Eq. 123 the first delta function within the paren-
thesis coincides with the Fourier representation of the
uniform (wide-field) illumination. However, the two sub-
sequent terms arise from the illumination patterning.
These additional terms are two copies of the Fourier rep-
resentation of the sample S̃(k) phase shifted by a factor
ϕl and frequency shifted by ki, providing extra informa-
tion compared to wide-field microscopy.
Supposing the OTF cut-off frequency is kc, the fre-

quency shifted components contain high frequency in-
formation otherwise absent in the central component
(sum frequency |k + ki| ≤ kc and difference frequency
|k− ki| ≤ kc at each sample frequency of k). When im-
aged, only frequencies inside the support of the wide-field
OTF are captured. However, sample information across
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different (higher) frequency regions now lie within the
microscope’s band-pass; see Fig. 50.

While the three SIM harmonics Ĩ0, Ĩ+, Ĩ− (wide-field
and ± pattern wave vector) already contain frequencies
beyond wide-field band-pass, no sub-diffraction resolu-
tion can yet be achieved. This is because these com-
ponents overlap in frequency space. In order to unmix
the overlapping parts, we need to acquire at least three
images with different pattern phases ϕl designated by
Λ̃li(k) in Fourier space. The relation between the three
SIM harmonics and these images is best shown in matrix
formΛ̃0i(k)

Λ̃1i(k)

Λ̃2i(k)

 =

1 0.5eiϕ0 0.5e−iϕ0

1 0.5eiϕ1 0.5e−iϕ1

1 0.5eiϕ2 0.5e−iϕ2

 Ĩ0(k)
Ĩ+(k+ ki)

Ĩ−(k− ki)

 .

Here, we used a mixing matrix (the square matrix on
the right), with different phases for the available spec-
tra evenly spaced between 0 and 2π. This allows us to
solve for Ĩ0, Ĩ+ and Ĩ−, i.e., unmixing the SIM harmon-
ics. The unmixed components are then recombined by
shifting them so that their true zero frequency is aligned
with their zero frequency in Fourier space, i.e., k0 set-
ting. This yields an effective OTF extended to frequen-
cies beyond the original OTF’s support and thus yield
high resolution SIM images, i.e., fluorophore densities
S(r) [291, 292].
Several techniques, mostly operating within the

Fourier domain, unmix the SIM harmonics to recon-
struct SIM images [285, 291–302]. Ideally, reconstruction
requires knowledge of multiple imaging system proper-
ties including the exact OTF, pattern frequency, phases,
and modulation depth (e.g., see Eq. 122). Inaccurately
specified properties can result in imperfect SIM recon-
structions typically exhibiting well-known artifacts [303].
For instance, refractive index mismatch (see Fig. 19)
may lead to repeated features along the z axis known
as “ghosting”. Similarly, fine hexagonal “honeycomb”
pseudo-structures can arise when neglecting background
(B of Eq. 121) in 2D SIM images; a false k0 setting im-
pacting the OTF leads to so-called “hatching”, i.e., the
appearance of angle-specific stripes in one or more direc-
tions, to name only a few.
Working in real space not only allows us to cleanly

propagate uncertainty (as all data is collected in real
space) but also avoids artifacts tied to Fourier domain,
such as the k0 setting. For this reason, we review SIM
reconstruction in real space [41].
The total likelihood over the data is the product of

likelihood models corresponding to each phase ϕl and
wave vector ki

P (w1:N

∣∣Λ1:N ) =

3∏
i=1

3∏
l=1

N∏
n=1

P
(
wli

n |Λli
n

)
, (124)

where double overbars represent all possible values of i
and l (an overbar for each index) and where P

(
wli

n |Λli
n

)
is the likelihood over a single pixel. Here, wli

n and Λli
n ,

respectively, denote the observed (data) and expected
photon counts over the pixel n using an illumination with

phase ϕl and wave vector ki. The expected photon count
is given by (see Eqs. 3-4)

Λli
n =

∫∫
An

dxdyΛli(r), (125)

where Λli(r) is given by Eq. 122 and An is the pixel
area. Assuming high SNR and a Charged Coupled De-
vices (CCD) camera noise model of Eq. A12, we arrive
at the following single pixel likelihood

P
(
wli

n |Λli
n

)
= Gaussian(wli

n ; gΛ
li
n + o, σ2

w), (126)

where g, o and σ2
w, respectively, are the camera gain, off-

set and read-out variance; see Appendix A.
Finally, we now present a Bayesian framework required

in rigorous noise propagation from the SIM data [41].
Within this framework, we consider priors over unknowns
including the GP priors (see Sec. I B) over the fluo-
rophore distributions, S(r), and priors over the GP’s co-
variance kernel, K(ν). These parameters are collectively
re-grouped under ϑ = {S(r), ν}. The complete frame-
work is described in Box IVD.

Statistical Framework IVD: SIM

Data: pixel values in ADUs

w1:N =
{
w1, ..., wN

}
.

Parameters: fluorophore distribution, GP covari-
ance kernel parameter (hyper-parameter)

ϑ = {S(r), ν} .

Likelihood:

p(w1:N

∣∣ϑ) = 3∏
i=1

3∏
l=1

N∏
n=1

Gaussian(wli
n ; gΛ

li
n+o, σ2

w).

Priors:

S(r) ∼GP(0,K(ν)) ,

ν ∼Gamma(αν , βν). (127)

Posterior:

P (ϑ|w1:N ) ∝ P (w1:N |ϑ)P (ϑ).

Finally, we numerically sample the posterior to learn
the unknowns ϑ. The sampling procedure is particularly
straightforward for this SIM framework as the Gaussian
likelihood and GP priors are conjugate to the Gaussian
likelihood resulting in a closed form posterior. At low
SNR, this procedure fails as it leads to negative values
for the fluorophore distributions allowed by the GP prior
and an alternative method is proposed.
The SIM experiment described combined with image

reconstruction typically achieves resolutions up to ap-
proximately two times better than the diffraction limit.



45

This is because, in practice, the illumination pattern is
also diffraction-limited implying that its corresponding
Fourier peaks lie within the support of the system’s wide-
field OTF, limiting the resolution improvement to a fac-
tor of about two (not considering, e.g., the Stokes shift of
fluorescence emission; see Sec. II). The resolution of the
SIM image is then approximately 2π/(kc + ki) along the
direction of ki; see Eqs. 57 and 72-73. The process has to
be repeated for at least three orientations (ki, i = 1 : 3)
to achieve near isotropic lateral resolution enhancement.

Resolution improvement using structured illumination
can also be combined with illumination modalities other
than wide-field epi-fluorescence providing optical sec-
tioning, such as TIRF [304], grazing incidence illumina-
tion [305], or light-sheet microscopy [306–308].

While the above discussion was focused on 2D SIM,
the principle extends to 3D by using three (or more) in-
terfering beams generating a laterally and axially varying
illumination pattern [286, 309, 310]. In three-beam inter-
ference, five phase shifts are necessary to unambiguously
unmix frequencies, resulting in five SIM harmonics all
three orientations (ki) as opposed to three for 2D SIM;
see Eq. 123. This leads to 15 SIM harmonics requiring
15 images to unambiguously unmix the harmonics. This
process has to be repeated for each z-position. Although
more complicated than 2D SIM, 3D SIM achieves ap-
proximately twofold resolution improvement and optical
sectioning as the OTF copies in 3D SIM overlap and fill
the wide-field OTF’s missing cone; see Fig. 13.

All SIM implementations mentioned thus far use linear
fluorescence excitation. This has the advantage of being
relatively gentle to living samples as low excitation in-
tensities can be used compared to other super-resolution
imaging methods employing non-linear response of fluo-
rophores to excitation light; see Secs. II and V. While
the SIM resolution improvement is restricted to ap-
proximately twofold as the illumination pattern itself
is limited by diffraction, higher resolution is achievable
by combining SIM with non-linear fluorophore photo-
physics [311, 312]; see Secs. II and VA.

For instance, resolution improvement beyond twofold
was achieved by combining structured illumination with
saturation of the excited state emission, i.e., increasing
the excitation intensity above a threshold where fluo-
rophores spend a longer time in the excited than the
ground state [312], termed Saturated SIM (SSIM). In
such regimes, fluorophore responses to intensities exceed-
ing the saturation threshold remain unchanged and thus
the effective intensity seen by fluorophores is the satura-
tion intensity. As such, the effective intensity pattern
seen by fluorophores beyond the saturation threshold
start deviating from the sinusoidal pattern, i.e., flat top
sinusoidal pattern. Such distorted patterns contain more
than three harmonics shifting more frequencies within
the band-pass of the microscope by contrast to sinusoidal
patterns; see Fig. 49. However, the frequency unmixing
now provides more displaced SIM harmonics in Fourier
space that require more images to be separated. When

this process is repeated at multiple orientations, SSIM
has achieved isotropic lateral resolution of approximately
50 nm on fluorescent beads in Ref. [312].
Alongside higher spatial resolution comes higher com-

putational complexity in unmixing SIM harmonics and
high intensities required for saturation prevent its use
for biological imaging. Instead, photo-switchable fluo-
rescent proteins (see Sec. II), cycling between dark and
bright states at much lower intensities, can be used while
remaining live-cell compatible. By leveraging both dye
photo-switching with structured illumination patterns,
resolutions similar to SSIM are achieved [313, 314].

E. Light-sheet microscope

Optical sectioning motivated the development of 3D
microscopy such as Light-Sheet Fluorescence Microscopy
(LSFM) [66]. LSFM allows optical sectioning, i.e., in-
creases the OTF’s kz content, by generating a thin light
sheet [315, 316]. In doing so, LSFM both simultaneously
minimizes out-of-focus fluorescence, otherwise present in
naive wide-field microscopy (see Fig. 13), and reduces
sample photo-damage [316, 317].

FIG. 51: LSFM setups. (a) In Digitally scanned laser
Light-Sheet Microscopy (DLSM) a galvanometric (galvo)
scanning unit rapidly moves a Gaussian beam perpendic-
ular to the detection axis focused in the sample through
the excitation objective lens (OLex). Signal from the ex-
cited focal plane is collected through the detection objec-
tive lens (OLdet) and tube lens (TL) onto a camera (C).
(b) In SPIM, a static light-sheet is formed by a cylin-
drical lens in the excitation path creating an elongated
beam in one direction (above) and the same perpendicu-
lar detection optics as in panel a. (c) A schematic of the
Gaussian beam in panels a-b focused through a lens or
objective with diameter D, beam waist ω0 and Raleigh
length zr.

In LSFM, illumination and light collection paths are
orthogonal providing volumetric information on the sam-
ple when axially scanning the illumination sheet; see
Fig. 51 [318].This setup facilitates faster volumetric imag-
ing in contrast to previously discussed point-by-point
scanning (see Sec. IVB1). Moreover, LSFM achieves op-
tical sectioning through illumination in contrast to other
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modalities, e.g., CLSM, where sectioning is possible only
along the detection path while illuminating large portions
of the specimen along the excitation path [319]. Indeed,
while TIRF (see Sec. IVA) avoids this unnecessary light
dose, it is restricted to volumes neighboring the illumi-
nated surface.

In modern LSFM, there are two main approaches to
generating a thin light-sheet. In the first approach, a
digitally scanned laser moves rapidly along a direction
perpendicular to the detection axis to achieve a thin
light-sheet, termed Digitally scanned laser Light-Sheet
Microscopy (DLSM) [320], see Fig. 51a. In the second ap-
proach, termed Selective Plane Illumination Microscopy
(SPIM) [67], a cylindrical lens is typically used along the
excitation path to form an astigmatic Gaussian beam
effectively elongating the beam in one dimension to gen-
erate a thin, static light-sheet; see Fig. 51b. The SPIM
OTF is provided on the right panel of Fig. 52, and ob-
tained by convolving the SPIM light-sheet’s Fourier rep-
resentation (SPIM excitation OTF) on the left panel with
the wide-field detection OTF in the middle panel. Com-
pared to the wide-field OTF in Fig. 21, the resulting
SPIM OTF has a larger band-pass along the z-axis fa-
cilitating optical sectioning.

For the Gaussian beam described above [67, 320],
LSFM’s axial resolution is, as a first approximation, re-
lated to the Gaussian beam’s thickness at twice the beam
waist zmin = 2w0, see Fig. 51c. Similarly, the FOV is re-
lated to the extent of the elongated Gaussian beam given
by twice the Raleigh length 2zr [316]

zmin ≈ 2w0 = 4
λf

πD
=

2nλ

πNA
, (128)

FOV = 2zr = 2
πw2

0

λ
, (129)

where f and D are, respectively, the focal length and lens
diameter, with NA = nD/2f which is often smaller than
0.8 for light-sheet microscopes.

The improvement in axial resolution afforded by LSFM
can be made clear when comparing to wide-field axial
resolution approximately given by Eq. 128, and Eq. 15,
as well as differently derived in Eq. 73, respectively.
According to Eqs. 128, and 129, while thinner light-
sheets (smaller w0) improve axial resolution, they lead
to smaller FOVs because of worsening illumination uni-
formity across the FOV. Such non-uniform illuminations
may also result in varying PSFs and OTFs across the
FOV [321].

To soften the above trade-off and achieve simultane-
ous high axial resolutions and large FOVs, a few at-
tempts have been made employing alternatives to Gaus-
sian beams including: Bessel beams [284, 322]; Bessel
beam lattices [323]; Airy beams [324, 325]; spherically
aberrated beams [326]; and double beams [327]. While
these beams achieve a Raleigh length typically larger
than the Gaussian beam, it is unclear in practice whether
high axial resolutions and contrasts are maintained [328–
331]. This is because these alternative beams exhibit

strong side-lobes leading to contribution of glare worsen-
ing axial resolution and contrast. Moreover, due to these
side-lobes, the complex form of the resulting OTF does
not lend itself to resolution estimates relying on Eq. 57
or Eq. 129 [328, 330].

FIG. 52: SPIM OTF. Here, excitation is achieved
by focusing a plane wave through a low-aperture lens
(NA = 0.4) from the left, resulting in a weakly diverging
horizontally elongated excitation region. See further de-
tails in the main text.

Further efforts at rejecting the light contribution from
these side-lobes combined LSFM with CLSM, SIM, and
two-photon microscopy [284, 332, 333]. Moreover, the
concepts of Reversible Saturable OpticaL Fluorescence
Transitions (RESOLFT) (later introduced in Sec. VA),
and STED have been used in conjunction with SPIM to
surpass the diffraction limit axially [334, 335]. Light-
sheet illumination has also been combined with non-
linear fluorophore response to light (see Sec. II) for
SMLM [336–338].
What is more, since the lateral and axial resolutions

differ, to avoid anisotropic resolutions, advanced LSFM
configurations use multiple objectives generating differ-
ent views of the specimen. These images are then com-
putationally fused yielding improved isotropic resolu-
tion [339–342]. Another approach involves Axial Swept
Light-sheet Microscopy (ASLM) [318, 343, 344] generat-
ing isotropic images by scanning the sample laterally, i.e.,
perpendicular to the detection arm, using a tightly fo-
cused light-sheet synchronized by a moving camera shut-
ter. This only allows fluorescence originating from the
well-focused parts of the light-sheet to reach the camera.
On the engineering front, orthogonal detection, and il-

lumination through separate objectives (see Fig. 51) pose
technical challenges when using two, bulky, high NA ob-
jectives, i.e., NA ≈ 0.8. As such, multiple modification
to conventional LSFM have been proposed. For instance,
the iSPIM (inverted SPIM) design uses two objectives
(with NA = 0.8-1.1) at 45 angle with respect to the cov-
erslide [345]. More recently, different approaches have
been developed achieving illumination, and fluorescent
light collection using a single objective allowing use of
higher NA objectives [337, 338, 346–348].

F. Multi-plane microscope

To improve upon wide-field microscopy’s low axial res-
olution, we may acquire images from multiple planes
across samples. The simplest approach toward achieving
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this is by moving the sample and focus plane with re-
spect to each other; see Fig. 53a. However, this involves
moving a large inertial object (sample, objective, cam-
era) introducing time lags between planes and mechani-
cal perturbation. Fast, adaptive elements or small mov-
ing components in a more complex detection path can
speed this up, but do not eliminate axial scanning. Ac-
quiring data across multiple focal planes simultaneously
without moving the sample, or optical components, has
been achieved by introducing either refractive or diffrac-
tive optical elements into the detection arm. These ele-
ments split the fluorescent emission into multiple paths
leading to simultaneous acquisitions from different focal
planes [68, 69, 349–351]. For a more in-depth review on
“snapshot” volumetric microscopy see e.g., Ref. [352].

FIG. 53: Multi-plane microscopy. (a) A conventional
fluorescence microscope with epi-fluorescence (FL) and
white light illumination (IL) acquire images of differ-
ent focal planes across the sample by moving the ob-
jective lens (OL), and the sample with respect to each
other. Here, the nominal focal plane is shown in black
while the planes shown in red and blue can be also im-
aged by adjusting the axial positions of, for example,
the sample. Shown are the sample (S), objective lens
(OL), dichroic mirror (DM), and tube lens (YL). (b)
A multi-plane microscope relays the optical path from
the intermediate image formed in panel a via a tele-
scope with lenses of focal lengths F1, and F2 and uses
a beam-splitting prism, i.e., a refractive element, along
the detection path to separate fluorescence emission into
multiple channels (here four) with different focal planes
projected next to each other on two cameras (C1, C2);
see Ref. [350]. (c) A multi-focus microscope uses a multi-
focus grating (MFG), i.e., diffractive element, chromatic
correction grating (CCG) and prism (CCP) to achieve
multiple focal planes on one camera; see text for more
details.

Multi-plane, also termed multi-focus microscopy imag-
ing, is versatile and can be combined with wide-field flu-
orescence, or light-sheet excitation [353] for a number
of applications. These include: SPT [354, 355], super-
resolution microscopy [356, 357] (for statistical modeling
of multi-plane super-resolution SMLM data see Sec. VC
and Eqs. 143-144), Super-resolution Optical Fluctua-
tion Imaging (SOFI) [350, 358], structured illumina-
tion [359, 360], as well as single cell and whole organ-
ism imaging [349, 361, 362]. Furthermore, phase imag-

ing [361, 363], polarization [364] and dark-field [361, 362]
microscopy may also use a multi-plane setup.
In its simplest form, multi-plane microscopes use

beam-splitters, i.e., refractive elements, in combination
with optical detection paths of different lengths, or tube
lenses with different foci [69, 357, 358, 362, 365]. In
such setups, the inter-plane distance, and thus axial res-
olution, can be independently adjusted from the pixel
size (tied to lateral resolution; see Sec. I C).
However, these versatile implementations are suscep-

tible to misalignment of the detection channels due to
opto-mechanical component drift especially relevant in
super-resolution microscopy; see Sec. V. A more elegant
solution involves a cascade of beam-splitters fused into
a single piece, i.e., prism [350, 361], dividing the fluo-
rescent light into multiple beams traveling optical paths
with different lengths; see Fig. 53b. Here, increased me-
chanical stability arises from having all beam-splitting
integrated into one optical element, i.e., the prism, min-
imizing chromatic aberration. This setup can also be
extended to simultaneously image several colors across
planes using spectral beam-splitters [366].
An alternative approach uses a Multi-Focus Grating

(MFG), i.e., a diffractive element, splitting fluorescence
emission into multiple paths corresponding to different
diffraction orders. The grating pattern is designed to in-
troduce diffraction order dependent de-focus phase shifts
(see Sec. III F) leading to different focal planes for each
path [68]; see Fig. 53c. However, the grating introduces
chromatic dispersion, improved by introducing a Chro-
matic Correction Grating (CCG), and a Prism (CCP)
to reverse the dispersion due to MFG [349] and separate
the images laterally on the camera chip; see Fig. 53c.
While aberration-corrected multi-focus microscopy grat-
ing design can further improve imaging of thicker sam-
ples [349, 367, 368], gratings have lower transmission, and
new gratings are required to alter inter-plane distances.

V. SUPER-RESOLUTION MICROSCOPY

Resolution across fluorescence microscopy, as described
in Sec. IV, is fundamentally limited by the frequency
band-pass given by the corresponding OTFs. This re-
stricts the maximum achievable resolution to approxi-
mately half of the emission wavelength under optimal
conditions. This limit can be surpassed by exploiting the
non-linearity in fluorophore response to excitation light;
see Sec. II. This, in turn, has lead to the development
of two main categories of super-resolution, or nanoscopy,
methods to which we now turn: 1) targeted switching;
and 2) stochastic switching techniques.

A. Targeted switching super-resolution microscopy

1. Stimulated emission depletion microscopy

Previously introduced fluorescent imaging techniques
such as confocal, light-sheet, and multi-plane microscopy
improve axial resolution using different optical section-
ing strategies. Optical sectioning limits the collected
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fluorescence to an axial subset of fluorescent molecules
preventing interference from fluorophores outside this
axial subset. Although these techniques can signifi-
cantly increase contrast, and improve axial resolution,
their resolution remains limited by the diffraction of
light. On the other hand, super-resolution methods such
as STED microscopy [70, 369], and its generalization,
RESOLFT [370, 371], are based upon a traditional point
scanning microscope with confocal pinhole in the detec-
tion arm allowing higher resolution imaging while retain-
ing the axial sectioning of confocal microscopy.

STED imaging was first achieved in the mid-nineties by
Hell and Wichmann [70] and its popularity grew thanks
to the high spatial resolution, relatively high imaging
speed, and considerable imaging depth. These made pos-
sible, for instance, the visualization of biomolecular as-
semblies and live-cell nanoscopy [371, 372].

In terms of temporal resolution, as fast as millisecond
imaging times for rapid dynamics in small fields of view
was demonstrated by ultrafast STED nanoscopy [373],
while spatially, the highest reported 3D isotropic reso-
lution (< 30 nm in x, y, z simultaneously) was validated
with the ultra-stable design of 4pi-based isoSTED [374].

In STED, spatial resolution improvement is achieved
by adding a second de-excitation (depletion) laser
quenching fluorescence around the excitation point con-
fining fluorescence emission to a sub-diffraction limited
spot. Stimulated emission is one means by which to de-
populate excited states. In this process, theoretically
discovered by Albert Einstein [375], the incoming pho-
ton triggers the excited system to decay to its ground
state, emitting a photon, with a phase, frequency, polar-
ization, and momentum identical to the incident photon;
see Sec. II.

In STED, stimulated emission must precede sponta-
neous emission, requiring the excitation light to excite
the sample (≈ 200 ps) prior to laser quenching. The
whole imaging protocol is devised in two steps; see
Fig. 54. First, fluorophores are excited by a diffraction-
limited laser beam with a Gaussian waist shown in green
in Fig. 54. If we wait until molecules spontaneously decay
without stimulated emission, no gain in resolution will be
achieved. Therefore, it is necessary to introduce the sec-
ond step where a fraction of the fluorophores are depleted
using a torus, or donut-shaped diffraction-limited beam
shown in red in Fig. 54, whose central minimum coin-
cides with the Gaussian excitation maximum. As such,
the recorded signal only originates from the “donut hole”
far narrower than the original Gaussian waist shown in
orange in Fig. 54. To understand how STED beams are
generated, see Sec. IVB1 and Fig. 30.

The resolution gain in STED, ySTED, given below is
set by the inner donut radius

ySTED =
λ

2NA
√
1 + I/Isat

=
ymin√

1 + I/Isat
. (130)

Here, ymin is the wide-field resolution (see Eq. 14), I
is the depletion laser intensity, and Isat is the depletion
intensity required to outperform fluorescence emission.

Although STED’s resolution can theoretically be ar-
bitrarily small provided high enough depletion intensity
(I → ∞) [376], in practice, factors limiting resolution
include the nature of the fluorophores used (and their
absorption cross-section of the depletion beam), uncor-
rected aberrations (residual aberration) of the STED pat-
tern, SNR, as well as the STED beam’s relatively high
power and propensity for label photo-damage.

GSD

FIG. 54: Schematics for STED imaging. Excitation and
depletion beams are used to acquire a sub-diffraction-
limited image, formed after raster scanning the full sam-
ple. The resulting image can be understood as a con-
volution between the effective PSF combined from the
excitation, and depletion laser beams, and the fluores-
cent molecule distribution in the sample. The image is
adapted from Refs. [370, 371]. Schematics on the left
hand side compare diffraction-limited confocal images of
microtubules with the coinciding STED image. On the
right panel we show the electronic transitions of excita-
tion, and stimulated emission in STED (top), ground-
state depletion GSD (middle), and RESOLFT (bottom).
The figure is adapted from Ref. [377].

Photo-damage can be mitigated by working with
solid state fluorescent nanodiamonds hosting negatively
charged nitrogen-vacancy (NV) point defects. Using such
photo-stable labels, resolutions of ≈ 10 nm were demon-
strated [378, 379]. However, the complex functionaliza-
tion of relatively large size 10-15 nm solid-state probes,
including issues related to specificity and cell permeabil-
ity, limit their applications especially in live-cell.

While we have focused on 2D thus far, by using inter-
ference of two depletion beams (see implementation of
4pi microscopy introduced in Sec. IVB3), STED super-
resolution imaging has been extended to 3D [380, 381]
though, in practice, axial resolution gain comes at the
cost of lower lateral resolution.
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2. Reversible saturable optically linear fluorescence
transition microscopy

Numerous efforts in the last two decades have been un-
dertaken to improve upon STED’s need for high power
depletion beams [372]. RESOLFT, a more general
method encompassing STED as a special case, was one
such effort proposed in the early 2000’s [371], leverag-
ing fluorophore photo-physics. This, in turn, renders
RESOLFT more appropriate for live-cell, and long-term
experiments [370] including 3D live-cell imaging using a
recent implementation of highly parallelized image acqui-
sition with an interference pattern [382].

In contrast to STED, whose high laser power is re-
quired to deplete the excited state back to the ground
state, RESOLFT uses donut-shape beams to transition
fluorophores into any dark state, not just the ground
state; Fig. 54. Thus RESOLFT requires fluorophores
controllably switchable between dark (OFF), and bright
(ON) states; see Fig. 54. For instance, such fluorophores
include reversibly switchable fluorescent proteins, and
dyes [383, 384].One such dark state is the triplet state
(see Sec. II) at the basis of ground state depletion (GSD)
[385], a special case of RESOLFT requiring less intense
depletion laser powers; see Fig. 54.

3. Minimal photon fluxes

Due to the limited photo-stability of fluorophores, e.g.,
due to photo-bleaching, first generation nanoscopy meth-
ods such as STED and RESOLFT reached practical res-
olution limits of 20-40 nm. This motivated the devel-
opment of a second generation of fluorescence nanoscopy
techniques achieving 1-10 nm resolutions [386–392] lever-
aging patterned illumination.

The first implementations of such nanoscopy tech-
niques includes MINimal photon FLUXes (MINFLUX)
introduced in 2017 [386] which extracts information from
a limited photon budget and uses minimal laser inten-
sities [386, 393, 394]. In contrast to STED, MINFLUX
uses a donut-shape beam for excitation with the intensity
minimum at its center. Here, to illustrate the MINFLUX
concept, we assume a single fluorophore as shown in
Fig. 55. The excitation beam is scanned across the sam-
ple and the fluorescence signal is collected by a confocal
microscope. The number of collected photons depends on
the excitation intensity received by the fluorophore and
can be used to calculate the fluorophore’s distance from
the beam’s center. For instance, fluorophores precisely
at the donut-shape beam center, have minimal emission.
However, as the exact fluorophore’s location is unknown,
the beam scans the area at a few locations (see Fig. 55)
and the fluorophore’s distance from the beam center’s lo-
cations (designated by blue dots in Fig. 55) are calculated
to pinpoint the fluorophore with nanometer precision.

Recently, MINFLUX has been used to simultaneously
perform 3D and multi-color imaging [394] achieving high
isotropic localization precision (1–3 nm). In addition,
MINFLUX has been used in SPT [393, 395] localizing
with a precision below 20 nm within ≈ 100 µs [396].

The concept of localizing with respect to a patterned
illumination has also been implemented using wide-field
microscopy for faster imaging substituting donut-shaped
illumination with other illumination patterns [387–389].
For instance, in SIMFLUX [387] fluorophore locations are
realized with respect to a sinusoidal pattern.

FIG. 55: MINFLUX’s working principle. MINFLUX em-
ploys a donut-shape excitation beam (orange) with the
donut translated to four locations (blue circles) at which
fluorescence signals are measured and used to determine
fluorophore’s position. The red and dark stars, respec-
tively, indicate the excited and ground state fluorophores;
see details in the text.

B. Stochastic switching super-resolution
microscopy

Previously we described super-resolution methods
based on targeted switching of fluorophores. Here,
we discuss single molecule based super-resolution meth-
ods, a family of super-resolution techniques, achieving
sub-diffraction resolution by imaging independent, and
stochastically blinking fluorophores over time [397–399].
In these methods, the gain in spatial resolution is traded
for temporal resolution as the acquisition of many cam-
era frames is required to computationally reconstruct a
single super-resolved image. In such experiments, a con-
ventional wide-field microscope is typically used to col-
lect fluorescent light from (photo)activatable, or switch-
able probes (see Sec. II A). Moreover, scanning image ac-
quisitions have also been successfully used to implement
super-resolution microscopy [400].
The most common use of stochastic switching is ap-

plied to techniques termed Single-Molecule Localization
Microscopy (SMLM) [399]. In SMLM, spatially overlap-
ping fluorophores are temporally separated by acquiring
image frame sequences. As in each frame only few fluo-
rophores switch on (< 1%), high precision localization is
achieved by avoiding overlapping PSFs; see Fig. 2. The
set of nanometer-resolved localizations are then used to
reconstruct super-resolved structures; see Fig. 56.
The latter methods however require localizing, by

chance, well-separated molecules thereby imposing long
data acquisition times. Therefore, more recently, a range
of alternative techniques have been developed to improve
image resolution while avoiding identifying and localizing
single molecules [401, 402]. Rather, such methods ana-
lyze fluctuations in fluorescence emission over time, and
tolerate a wider range of switching behavior, and imaging
conditions including SOFI [403, 404] (see Sec. VB1), and
others e.g., SRRF [405], SPARCOM [406], MSSR [407],
and 3B [408]. A common feature of fluctuation-based
techniques is that they provide lower resolutions com-
pared to SMLM methods though requiring fewer input
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frames, and lower laser powers as compared with SMLM,
making them more live-cell compatible.

FIG. 56: Single emitters are stochastically activated to
become fluorescent. The activated emitters can be pre-
cisely localized provided they are spaced further apart
than the Nyquist limit; see Sec. I C. The process is re-
peated for tens of thousands of frames. In each frame,
single-emitters are identified and fitted to obtain their
center of mass, allowing super-resolved pointillistic im-
age reconstruction (see bottom panel right). Repetitive
activation, localization, and deactivation temporally sep-
arate spatially unresolved structures in a reconstructed
image with apparent resolution gain compared to the
standard diffraction-limited image; see bottom row.

1. Super-resolution optical fluctuation imaging

Super-resolution Optical Fluctuation Imaging
(SOFI) [409, 410] is a computational post-processing tool
for super-resolution single molecule data. In contrast
to SMLM, SOFI is not aimed at resolving isolated
molecules and is robust to the presence of overlapping
PSFs. Concretely, SOFI improves resolution by ex-
ploiting correlations in the stochastic switching of the
underlying fluorophores, i.e., by leveraging the fact that
a molecule’s emission fluctuations only spatiotemporally
correlate with itself and not with neighboring molecules.

The data processed in SOFI consists of photon counts
(intensity) wk

n at pixel n in frame k (time point k) de-
tected on a wide-field camera

wk
n = B + I0

M∑
m=1

U (rn − rm) skm + εkn (131)

with M denoting fluorophore number, I0 the molecular
brightness assumed uniform across molecules, U the opti-
cal system’s PSF, skm describing the state of fluorophore
m as off or on-state, B an average background, rn the
location of pixel n, and εkn the additive noise. Moreover,
the sample is assumed stationary over image acquisition
such that the PSF’s integral over the pixel area is ap-
proximated by the integrand’s value at the pixel center.

In its simplest implementation, SOFI computes cumu-
lants, κ

(
w1:K

1:N

)
, of the pixel intensities across frames.

For instance, the second order temporal cross-cumulant
coincides with the co-variance in signal intensity across
frames in one pixel for different time lags. The lth order
cumulant can be approximated as [411]

κl

(
w1:K

1:N

)
≈ I l0fl (ρon )

M∑
m=1

(
s1:Km

)l
U l (r1:N − rm) ,

(132)
where fl (ρon ) denotes the lth order cumulant of skm given
as an lth order polynomial with respect to the probabil-
ity of the molecule (ratio of molecules) to be on desig-
nated by ρon. Moreover, under assumptions of uncor-
related noise and stationary background, cumulants of
the noise and background are zero. In Eq. 132, critical
to SOFI analysis, the PSF is raised to the lth power.
Thus the lth order cumulant, if plotted instead of the
original image, yields a PSF

√
l narrower than the orig-

inal PSF and offers an up to l-fold enlarged frequency
support in Fourier space. As such, the resolution can
be increased up to l-fold with post-processing either by
Fourier reweighing [412] or deconvolution [409, 413] as
discussed earlier, e.g., see confocal (Sec. IVB1) and ISM
(Sec. IVB2) microscopy. This can be further generalized
to spatiotemporal cross-cumulants with various time-lags
across different pixel combinations to leverage spatial in-
formation albeit at higher computational cost [412–414].
One challenge with SOFI post-processing is the pos-

sibility of amplifying signal heterogeneities and poten-
tially mask dimmer structures [413] partly addressed by
a deconvolution method termed balanced SOFI (bSOFI)
[411, 413]. Furthermore, compared to SMLM, SOFI is
relatively insensitive to background, tolerates higher la-
beling densities, higher on-time ratios, lower SNR, and
only hundreds to thousands of frames to compute cumu-
lants allowing less photo-damaging, and faster live-cell
imaging. Moreover, SOFI achieves optical sectioning and
resolution improvement in the z-direction using simulta-
neously acquired multi-plane data [350, 415].

2. Single molecule localization microscopy

Almost a decade preceding its experimental realiza-
tion [114, 416], the idea underlying SMLM was theoret-
ically proposed by Eric Betzig [417] with experimental
implementations employing photo-activatable genetically
encoded proteins [418] and quantum dots [416].
An initial iteration, termed (f)PALM [114, 115],

was followed by Stochastic Optical Reconstruction Mi-
croscopy (STORM) [107] exploiting photo-switching in
organic dyes. While differing only in their means to
achieve temporal separation of spatially overlapping flu-
orophores, PALM leverages photo-activatable or photo-
convertible fluorescent proteins [419], allowing for ge-
netic expression of fluorescent proteins and is compat-
ible with live-cell imaging [419], and thus stoichiomet-
ric labeling of target proteins used in counting [76, 160].
On the other hand, organic fluorophore photon emission
rates are typically higher compared to photo-activatable
or photo-convertible fluorescent proteins, resulting in
STORM’s slightly better resolution. Further resolution
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improvements spurred the development of the more gen-
eral dSTORM introducing a pallet of synthetic organic
fluorophores as photo-switchable probes [420] allowing
live cell imaging with site-specific tagging [421].

FIG. 57: Imaging with DNA-PAINT. (a) Schematics il-
lustrate DNA-PAINT where dye-conjugated oligo (im-
ager oligo) transiently hybridizes with a complementary
(docking) oligo. (b) The binding time τB (or the disso-
ciation rate 1/τB) depends on imager strand length. (c)
Increasing either imager strand concentration or docking
site density decreases dark times, τD (inter-event life-
time). The figure is adapted from Ref. [422].

A more recent SMLM approach termed DNA Point Ac-
cumulation for Imaging in Nanoscale Topography (DNA-
PAINT) employs stochastic transient binding of diffusing
dyes in solution with a complementary molecules binding
to the target structure [422]; see Fig. 57. Upon binding,
the dye molecule is temporally immobilized, and detected
by the camera while the freely diffusing dyes, strongly
aliased and difficult to track, are approximately treated
as background. Longer imager strands, increasing bind-
ing time, typically lead to a higher photon numbers over
one binding event and improved SNR alongside higher
spatial resolutions; see Fig. 57b. DNA-PAINT exhibits
limited photo-bleaching as imaging can be continued so
long as diffusing dyes are present in solution and is fur-
thermore compatible with multiplexing using color and
assortment of DNA strands’ lengths [423–425].

3. SMLM data analysis

In SMLM, data, w1:N , typically consist of a set of pixel
values (observation) organized as 2D arrays, called image
frames. Localizations are then determined, probabilisti-
cally, from pixel values, wn, using a likelihood.

To build the likelihood, we begin with the expected

photon counts for the pixel n given as

Λn = B +

∞∑
m=1

bmImPn
m. (133)

where we have immediately generalized our model to the
practical case with unknown emitter numbers. That is,
we adopt a non-parametric framework with an infinite
number of emitters (m = 1 : ∞) with load bm associated
to each emitter (see Sec. I B). The loads associated to the
emitters not contributing photons are, as usual, recovered
as zero. Moreover, Im and B, respectively, represent the
intensity of the mth emitter and uniform background.
Here, Pn

m is the probability of a photon from emitter m
reaching pixel n given by (see Eqs. 3-4)

Pn
m =

∫∫
An

dxdy U(x, y; rm), (134)

where An is the pixel area and rm = (xm, ym, zm) is the
emitter position. As a simplification, the PSF is some-
times substituted for its value evaluated at the middle of
the pixel [426] or the integral can be evaluated using error
functions, say, for Gaussian PSFs. For more complicated
cases (engineered PSFs in Sec. VC), the PSF appear-
ing in the integral of Eq. 134 can also be numerically
evaluated over a sub-pixel grid. Further improvements
are also possible by using linear or spline PSF interpola-
tions [427, 428] between PSF values typically calibrated
at select axial positions.

For concreteness here, we use a CCD detector noise
model (see Appendix A) and arrive at the following like-
lihood for pixel n

P (wn|ϑ) = Gaussian(wn; gΛn(ϑ) + o, σ2
w), (135)

where g, o and σ2
w are, respectively, the detector gain,

offset, and variance. As before, we collect all unknown
parameters in ϑ = {b, r, I,B} where the overbar denotes
quantities over all emitters. Finally, since pixel values
are iid (see Sec. I B]), the likelihood of a ROI containing
N pixels assumes a product form

P (w1:N |ϑ) =
N∏

n=1

P (wn|ϑ). (136)

In parametric frameworks, the likelihood from Eq. 136
is simplified given known emitter numbers, M ,

Λn = B +

M∑
m=1

ImPn
m. (137)

In such frameworks, the number of emitters are typi-
cally heuristically set separately using alternate criteria,
e.g., Bayesian Information Criteria (BIC) [38], thresh-
olding [429], or other methods [183, 430]. In contrast, in
joint (non-parametric) optimization, the number of ac-
tive emitters are treated as random variables (unknowns)
on which we place priors [246, 261]. In other words, we
obtain the BNP posterior from the product of the like-
lihood Eq. 136, and the priors over ϑ; see Sec. I B. We
may adopt an empirical prior for fluorophore intensity
obtained by fitting isolated emitters from sparse regions
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of the data [431], and adopt computationally convenient
Beta-Bernoulli process priors for the loads; see Sec. I B.

Statistical Framework VB3: SMLM

Data: pixel values in ADUs

w1:N = {w1, ..., wN} .

Parameters: loads, fluorophore locations, intensi-
ties, background

ϑ =
{
b, r, I,B

}
.

Likelihood:

P (w1:N |ϑ) =
∏
n

Gaussian(wn; gΛn(ϑ) + o, σ2
w).

Priors:

qm ∼Beta(Aq, Bq), m = 1 : ∞,

bm ∼Bernoulli(qm),

rm ∼Uniform over FOV,

Im ∼Empirical,

B ∼Gamma (αB, βB) .

Posterior:

P (ϑ|w1:N ) ∝ P (w1:N |ϑ)P (ϑ).

Here, we discussed localization of emitters using in-
formation from one frame though leveraging information
across frames improves spatial resolution by increasing
the photon budget available for analysis. The challenge
in using multiple frames is that several low-quality puta-
tive localizations, if performed in each frame, must then
be linked across frames to improve high resolution lo-
calization. This essentially becomes equivalent to the
problem of single molecule tracking dealt with rigorously
later in this section where molecule number determina-
tion alongside localization and linking are performed si-
multaneously and self-consistently. However, to avoid
computational overhead, a method termed BaGoL [432]
uses frame-to-frame localization to identify which lo-
calizations belong to which emitter. Further, BaGoL
efficiently accomplishes sub-nanometer precision under
dense labeling conditions by removing nanometer resid-
ual drift within the input data and combining the set
of identified localizations from each emitter [432]. The
idea of combining localizations to improve precision has
been also employed in conjunction with orthogonal DNA-
sequences to achieve Angström resolutions [433].

Having focused on static emitters thus far, we now
broaden our discussion to mobile emitters, namely track-
ing emitters across frames. In SPT, data consists of
N pixel values for each frame k = 1 : K denoted by

w1:K
1:N =

{
w1

1, w
1
2, . . . , w

1
N , w2

1, . . . , w
K
N

}
. The parameter

set ϑ is now expanded to include particle trajectories
across time, rm(t) for each m particle. By approxima-
tion, these may be reduced to locations across frames,
r1:Km , though, in full generality, positions can be interpo-
lated for any inter-frame time [101, 102, 148].
To obtain the SPT likelihood, similar to SMLM, we

start from the expected photon count per pixel. As
particles evolve over each exposure, the expected pho-
ton count for pixel n in frame k, Λk

n(ϑ), follows from
Eq. 133 [101, 102]

Λk
n(ϑ) = B +

∞∑
m=1

bm

∫
exposurek

dtµ(t)Pn
m(t). (138)

Here, Pn
m(t) is adapted from Eq. 134 with time depen-

dent location, and µ(t) is the time dependent fluorescence
emission rate, e.g., due to blinking. The time integral of
Eq. 138 is stochastic and numerical integration is often
used in its evaluation. Under slow dynamics, for simplic-
ity only, we may approximate the integrand as a constant
resulting in Eq. 134 [434]. This approximation fails due
to motion blurring artifacts, i.e., aliasing, when parti-
cles diffuse rapidly compared to the camera frame rate
or exposure time [435, 436].
As an alternative, an improved approximation is af-

forded by the trapezoidal rule

Λk
n(ϑ) = B +

∞∑
m=1

bm

L−1∑
l=1

δt

2

[
µm

(
tkl
)
Pn
m

(
tkl
)

+ µm

(
tkl+1

)
Pn
m(tkl+1)

]
(139)

with

Pn
m

(
tkl
)
=

∫ ∫
An

dxdyU(x, y; rm
(
tkl
)
). (140)

In this equation, tk1 represents the beginning of the expo-
sure for frame k while tkL represents its end. The entire
exposure period, δT , is divided into L − 1 equal panels
of length δt = δT

L−1 . A motion model, such as free diffu-
sion or any other, can be introduced to connect positions
rm
(
tkl+1

)∣∣rm (tkl ) ∼ Normal
(
rm
(
tkl
)
, 2Dδt

)
, where D is

the diffusion coefficient of the emitters, assuming they all
satisfy the same diffusive dynamics.
Though diffusion models are most commonly invoked,

alternative models, such as anomalous diffusion, are also
used [437]. It remains to be seen however whether alter-
native models can be useful in light of dramatic approx-
imations often already made in the analysis including,
but not limited to, often assuming: a number of emitters
by hand [438]; a time independent integrand in Eq. 138;
general corrupting noise from photon count and detectors
[438], and multiple other error sources.
The emission rates µm of the emitters can also be de-

scribed using Markovian models [76, 160]; see Sec. II.
However, for the sake of simplicity, we assume that all
emitters maintain the same brightness throughout all
frames resulting in the simplification of Eq. 139 to

Λk
n(ϑ) = B + µ

∞∑
m=1

bm

L−1∑
l=1

δt

2

[
Pn
m

(
tkl
)
+ Pn

m(tkl+1)
]
.
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Statistical Framework VB3: Tracking

Data: pixel values in ADUs

w1:K
1:N =

{
w1

1, . . . , w
K
N

}
.

Parameters: loads, fluorophore trajectories, emis-
sion rate, background, diffusion coefficient

ϑ =
{
b̄, r̄
(
t1:K1:L

)
, µ,B, D

}
.

Likelihood:

P
(
w1:K

1:N

∣∣ϑ) = N∏
n=1

K∏
k=1

Gaussian(wk
n; gΛ

k
n(ϑ)+o, σ2

w).

Priors:

qm ∼ Beta (Aq, Bq) ,m = 1 : ∞
bm ∼ Bernoulli (qm) ,

rm
(
t11
)
∼ Normal

(
r0, σ

2
r

)
,

rm
(
tkl+1

)∣∣rm (tkl ) ∼ Normal
(
rm
(
tkl
)
, 2Dδt

)
,

µ ∼ Gamma (αµ, βµ) ,

B ∼ Gamma (αB, βB) ,

D ∼ InvGamma (αD, βD) .

Posterior:

P
(
ϑ
∣∣w1:K

1:N

)
∝ P

(
w1:K

1:N

∣∣ϑ)P (ϑ) .

Again assuming, for simplicity alone, a CCD camera
noise model (see Appendix A), the likelihood for pixel n
in frame k reads

P (wn|ϑ) = Gaussian(wk
n; gΛ

k
n(ϑ) + o, σ2

w). (141)

Now, similar to the SMLM likelihood of Eq. 136, the
likelihood of the frame sequence is

P (ϑ|w1:K
1:N ) =

∏
n

∏
k

P (ϑ|wk
n). (142)

By specifying all terms in Eq. 142 explicitly, we would
see that ϑ now includes ϑ =

{
b̄, r̄
(
t1:K1:L

)
, µ,B, D

}
where

overbar denotes the set of all emitters. Sampling of the
resulting posterior is outlined in the box below [101, 102].

We do highlight that, parametrically, the unknowns ex-
clude the loads, ϑ =

{
r̄
(
t1:K1:L

)
, µ,B, D

}
, and the number

of trajectories (emitters) are individually estimated with
ad hoc metrics [438]. In contrast, non-parametrically,
trajectories and emitter numbers are jointly estimated
alongside other parameters [101, 102, 246, 261].

We note that the above tracking reveals the z-position
only up to a mirror symmetry above or below the fo-
cal plane when using a single illumination plane. Thus,
here, a note is warranted regarding 3D SMLM. In stan-
dard SMLM, localizing the molecule’s position along the

axial direction is challenging due to the limited depth-
of-field and symmetry of the wide-field PSF with respect
to the focal plane, i.e., lack of optical sectioning; see
Sec. III C. To address these issues, multiple approaches
have been employed including multi-plane microscopy
(see Sec. IVF) and PSF engineering [439–442], now de-
tailed in Sec. VC.

C. PSF engineering

To overcome the limited optical sectioning of SMLM
imposed by wide-field PSFs (see Sec. III C), engineered
PSFs have been used to intentionally introduce aberra-
tions. This typically involves inserting extra optical com-
ponents into the setup [439] or adaptive optical element,
such as a deformable mirrors [443] at the Fourier plane;
see Fig. 1 [192, 221, 442]. The resulting aberrations break
the PSF’s axial symmetry and thereby encode axial po-
sitions of molecules used in 3D localization [444].

Most initial efforts in PSF engineering coincide with
PSFs maintaining their shape throughout de-focus. One
of the earliest PSF engineering applications reduced in-
focus spot sizes, at the cost of larger side-lobes. This
was achieved by implementing a series of amplitude and
phase rings in the Fourier plane [445]. As another exam-
ple, toward achieving Extended Depth Of Field (EDOF),
a cubic phase mask was used leading to a PSF min-
imally changing over a desired axial range [446]; see
Fig. 58a. While maintaining EDOF, other improvements
were aimed at reducing the required computation and
raising the SNR, e.g., the log-asphere lens [447], Bessel
Beams [448], and others [449].

Recently, PSFs have been engineered, either heuristi-
cally, or algorithmically (more details later), to provide
improved axial resolutions across different experimental
conditions [450] such as emitter density and wavelength.
That is, at the other extreme end of design space where
PSFs remain similar throughout de-focus, reside PSFs
intentionally sensitive to de-focus. The purpose of such
z-encoding PSFs is to encode axial information (depth)
in their shape enabling 3D tracking, or imaging [450].

An early instance of z-encoding PSF engineering is in-
duced astigmatism, typically implemented with a cylin-
drical lens, for evaluation of de-focus in compact disc
players [451]; an idea adapted for SMLM [439]. The
astigmatic PSF provides high axial resolution over an
axial range of ≈ 1 µm.
Following similar ideas, larger axial ranges were at-

tained using rotating PSFs, based on a linear combina-
tion of Laguerre-Gaussian functions [452], later adapted
to SMLM using the Double Helix PSF [440]. In con-
trast to wide-field PSFs that spread signal over a large
area resulting in low SNRs away from the focus (see
first row in Fig. 58), multiple 3D engineered PSFs have
been designed including the corkscrew [441], self-bending
beams [453], tetrapods [442], and others [454, 455].
These often attain high resolutions over wider axial
ranges and maintain high SNR even at greater de-focus.
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FIG. 58: PSF engineering. (a) Frequently used en-
gineered PSFs, simulated for an objective lens with
NA = 1.49 and pixel size of 110 nm. The top row is
the wide-field PSF. Other rows present commonly used
phase masks and their corresponding PSFs over a range
of axial positions. (b) CRLB (see Sec. I B) of the 3D
position (each axis individually) plotted as a function of
the axial position, assuming the system is laterally shift-
invariant. Here, the subscripts in the axes labels indicate
the coordinate for which CRLB was calculated.

Several examples of engineered phase masks, i.e., phase
intentionally added to the Fourier plane phase (Fourier
plane phase is also sometimes termed pupil phase), and
associated PSFs are shown in Fig. 58. We show both
PSFs maintaining their shapes over a wide axial range
and those encoding axial location in their shapes.
Now, we turn to the question of how we can design

phase masks to engineer a desired PSF shape, e.g., a PSF
maintaining high axial resolution or high SNR over a wide
range. This requires first finding the relation between the
measured PSF and the phase mask at the Fourier plane.
To address this, we note the relation between the field

at the Fourier plane, and the measured PSF intensity, as
described in Eqs. 68 and 75. Indeed, the measured PSF
intensity contains a Fourier transform of the electric field,
and an absolute value operation, resulting in the loss of
image plane phase information. As such, the problem
of recovering the Fourier plane phase, i.e., pupil phase
Φ(θ′, ϕ) (see Eq. 75), at the heart of PSF engineering, is
known as phase retrieval [456]. The phase retrieval prob-
lem in our context, involves estimating the pupil phase
Φ(θ′, ϕ) from the measurements w1:N encoding the real
space PSF through, for example, detector models such as
Eq. A9. This ill-posed non-convex optimization presents
various challenges, including degenerate solutions, unsta-
ble derivatives, and more [456]. As it is impossible to
determine phase using data from one plane, i.e., a single
PSF slice, we use data from several planes (z-stack) ac-
quired, for example, by scanning the objective to capture
slices of a fluorescent bead’s PSF, or by using a multi-
plane setup; see Sec. IVF.
Following the logic presented on SMLM data analysis,

to construct a likelihood, we write the expected photon
count Λq

n (ϑ,Φ), for pixel n at plane q of the z-stack,
encoding pupil phase, Φ, information. For simplicity, we
consider a single fluorophore here.
Using this model, a likelihood can be constructed given

data wq
n, n = 1 : N, q = 1 : Q similar to Eqs. 135-

136. Working, for convenience, with the log-likelihood,
we write the z-stack log-likelihood

L(w1:Q
1:N ;ϑ,Φ) =

N∑
n=1

Q∑
q=1

ℓ(wq
n;ϑ,Φ), (143)

where ℓ (wq
n;ϑ,Φ) is the log-likelihood of pixel n within

plane q. In the most general case, detector and shot noise
must both be simultaneously considered as in Eq. A9.
However, ignoring detector noise for now, we arrive at
the single pixel log-likelihood used in Eq. 143

ℓ (wq
n;ϑ,Φ) = Λq

n (ϑ,Φ)− wq
n log (Λ

q
n (ϑ,Φ)) . (144)

To maximize the likelihood in Eqs. 143-144, we employ
iterative optimization often relying on knowledge of the
likelihood’s gradient with respect to the phase [190, 457]

∂ℓ

∂Φ
=

∂ℓ

∂Λq
n

∂Λq
n

∂Φ
. (145)

The first term on the right can be analytically evaluated
as ∂ℓ/∂Λq

n = 1 − wq
n/Λ

q
n. The next term involves the
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derivative of the PSF model Λq
n with respect to the pupil

phase Φl where, in practice, we discretize the set of spa-
tial frequencies in the Fourier plane l = 1 : L and write

∂Λq
n

∂Φl
= 2ℜ

(
∂En

∂Φl
· E∗

n

)
. (146)

In the above, En is the given electric field in the image
plane from Eq. 68, ℜ indicates the real portion of the

expression within the parenthesis, and ∂En

∂Φl
and

∂Λq
n

∂Φl
are,

respectively, complex and real matrices of size N × L.
Finally, we must evaluate ∂En

∂Φl
. The electric field in

the image plane is obtained by a Fourier transform of
the electric field in the Fourier plane (designated by E′

l̃
)

also containing the pupil phase Φ

∂En

∂Φl
=

∂

∂Φl
Fl̃

[
E′

l̃

]
= i exp

(
−i2πnl

M

)
E′

l̃
δl,l̃, (147)

where Fl̃ is a discrete Fourier transform operation over

index l̃ and δl,l̃ is a Kronecker delta. Finally, if L = N
the summation over n of Eq. 143 and the exponential of
Eq. 147 can be evaluated as a compact Fourier transform
providing the desired derivative

∂L
∂Φl

= 2ℜ
[
E′

lFn

(
iE∗

n

∂L
∂Λq

n

)]
. (148)

The approach described above can be used both to learn
the pupil phase producing a measured PSF or, equiva-
lently, design a PSF and learn the required pupil phase.

In the realm of high SNR, it is also common to ap-
proximate the likelihood Eq. 143 by a Gaussian distribu-
tion and use least squares minimization to determine the
pupil phase. The approximate log-likelihood can then be
minimized using iterative optimization, e.g., Gerchberg-
Saxton or its variants [458, 459], possibly estimated over
a constrained Zernike polynomial set [427, 460].

After describing the approach to derive the pupil phase
for a given PSF shape, we turn to the problem of seek-
ing an optimal PSF shape following pre-defined met-
rics. The engineered PSFs of Fig. 58 represent the re-
sult of various optimization metrics and numerical ap-
proaches. For instance, different PSFs exhibit different
CRLBs [461]; CRLB optimization on the phase mask ex-
panded in terms of Zernike polynomials yields the tetra-
pod PSF [442] while optimization on the phase mask ex-
panded in terms over Laguerre-Gaussian functions yields
the Double Helix PSF [440, 462]. Similarly, in the panel
on DS3D (standing for DeepSTORM3D) [463], the PSF
is optimized to localize emitters within a dense environ-
ment using a neural network. Finally, for the EDOF PSF,
a cost function is optimized to obtain PSFs maintaining
their in-focus shape over wider axial ranges [464].

As an example of optimization, to attain a PSF achiev-
ing optimal localization precision over a wide axial range,
we use the Fisher information and CRLB metrics. To de-
rive the relevant CRLB, we start from the Fisher infor-
mation matrix elements [Q (ϑ; Φ)]i,j of the log-likelihood

given in Eq. 144 (see Sec. I B)

[Q (ϑ; Φ)]i,j =

N∑
n=1

∂

∂ϑi
Λn (ϑ,Φ)

∂

∂ϑj
Λn (n;ϑ,Φ)

1

Λn (n;ϑ,Φ) + Bn
, (149)

where ϑj is a parameter within the set of unknowns des-
ignated by ϑ. After evaluating the Fisher information
entries, we can evaluate the CRLB given by Eq. 10.
In a practical implementation of an iterative optimiza-

tion, the PSFs are scaled to match realistic signal counts
encountered in SMLM imaging, i.e, on the scale of a few
hundred photons per emitter per frame.
Heuristic and CRLB optimized PSFs, optimized for

just one emitter, can drastically limit their performance
at high labeling density where engineered PSFs, such as
the tetrapod [442], suffer from PSF overlaps due to their
large lateral footprint. In such cases, fitting algorithms
like MLE designed for sparse cases, exhibit a significant
drop in performance with performance slightly improved
for the compact DS3D PSF [463]. One solution toward
axial localization in dense environments is to let a neural
net learn the optimal pupil phase design [463]. In this
case, 3D localization and the encoding pupil phase are
simultaneously optimized.
In a similar vein toward optimizing PSFs for dense

localization, similar design strategies have been used in
multi-color imaging [457, 465] where neural networks
have been used to optimize phase masks to optimally
discriminate between colors [466].

VI. PERSPECTIVES

The world of microscopy, and biology have been in-
tertwined from the onset. As early as humankind could
peer at the world beyond its visual range, it peered into
life [11] and we continue doing so from nuclear pore com-
plexes [467] key in intra-cellular communication, individ-
ual synaptic spines [318], to cell adhesion [468] at the
basis of tissue formation, to actin filaments [469–471] in-
volved in cell motion and division, and may more.
Life presents events at all spatiotemporal scales with

no clear means of discriminating between object of in-
terest and background. Discrimination from background
motivated fluorescence [472], while probing smaller and
faster spatiotemporal scales continues to motivate the
experimental and theoretical methodology development.
Along these lines, major improvements in fluorescent
microscopy have followed four main fronts: fluorescent
probes; optical setups; detectors; and data analysis.
Regarding fluorescent probes (see Sec. II), the discov-

ery of Green Fluorescent Proteins (GFP) was a mile-
stone in fluorescence microscopy [80, 473]. Next came
the ability to switch biomarkers from dark and bright
states [70, 474] resulting in super-resolution microscopy
and nanometer resolution [78, 399]; see Sec. V.
Concerning optical setups (see Sec. III and IV), the

invention of the confocal microscope [60] marked a mile-
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stone accomplishing optical sectioning by inserting a pin-
hole in the detection arm to filter out-of-focus light. Re-
search in this area is ongoing leading to development
of different microscopy modalities, e.g., light-sheet, SIM
and others, discussed in Sec. IV, yielding unprecedented
optical sectioning as well as high lateral resolutions.

On the detector front (see Appendix A), cameras,
including CCDs, EMCCDs, and CMOSs, revolution-
ized fluorescence microscopy and enabled rapid wide-field
imaging. Indeed, the need to amplify signal lead to the
development of EMCCDs capable of imaging dim fluo-
rescent probes [475]. The recent advent of CMOS cam-
eras then accelerated data acquisition up to hundreds of
frames per second over large FOVs with reduced read-out
noise [476]. While we mostly focused on integrative de-
tectors, increasingly available Single Photon Avalanche
Diodes (SPAD) arrays [477, 478], may herald an era of
unparalleled spatiotemporal resolution.

Finally data analysis methods grounded in statistics
are naturally suited to process fluorescent microscopy
data while considering all sources of uncertainty; see
Sec. I B. Moreover, considering the fundamental problem
of model selection inherent to fluorescence microscopy,
BNP frameworks (see Sec. I B) show promise across ap-
plications. Deep learning methods [479–482] have also
recently gained popularity and may likely be critical
to the analysis of large, volumetric, fluorescence data
sets [483, 484] though these tools require continued model
training for different applications. A concrete future av-
enue for data analysis might very well merge the ideas
from both Bayesian and deep learning [485].

Despite continued progress in fluorescence mi-
croscopy [221, 486, 487], multiple challenges remain in-
cluding potentially perturbative effects of fluorescent
probes on the labeled systems; uncontrolled probe in-
teraction with themselves and their environment; photo-
toxic effects naturally arising from any form of illumi-
nation; labeling and detection challenges in thicker sam-
ples and complex environments; rapid volumetric imag-
ing; manipulating large data set sizes; and many others.

Indeed, as we move to complex environments com-
plementary read-outs beyond fluorescence are often de-
sired and, along these fronts, a number of other methods
continue to be developed. These include refractive in-
dex tomography [488, 489], Raman imaging [490, 491],
phase imaging [14, 15], lens-free imaging [492], ghost
imaging [493, 494], rotating coherent scattering mi-
croscopy [495, 496], expansion microscopy [497, 498] and
others proven useful at the nanoscale.

Together, these approaches, alongside the development
of theoretical and numerical tools, may help us visualize
life’s events otherwise unfolding in environments that re-
main impenetrable and at scales still beyond our reach.
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Appendix A: Detectors physics

Every photon carries with it information that can be
recorded by detectors and later employed to draw infer-
ences. These detectors are comprised of one or many
pixels arranged as 2D arrays. The former is mostly em-
ployed in point scanning microscopy to record single pho-
ton arrival times, e.g., in FLIM and FRET. The latter is
suitable to wide-field fluorescence.

FIG. 59: A cartoon illustration of the CCD/EMCCD
detector design detailed in the text.

Ideally, in wide-field detectors, pixel values would his-
togram the photon counts incident on a particular pixel
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over the course of an exposure. Similarly, single pho-
ton detectors would record precise photon arrival times.
However, due to the stochastic noise inherent to detec-
tors, pixel values and recorded arrival times are only
probabilistically related to photon counts and direct pho-
ton emission times, respectively [53, 499, 500]. This sec-
tion lays out noise models for reported values by differ-
ent detectors motivated by the detector physics. Once
the model is formulated, its parameters are estimated
for specific detectors using data from calibration exper-
iments [257, 258, 501–504]. In what follows, we first
describe wide-field detectors (integrative detectors) and
next turn to single photon detectors.

There are three common types of wide-field detectors
used in fluorescence microscopy: CCDs [505–507]; EM-
CCDs [475, 508, 509]; and CMOS [507, 510]. In what
follows, we describe the architecture and physics of each
detector and, in turn, derive the appropriate noise model.

We begin with a cartoon of detector devices. Fig. 59
depicts the main components of CCDs/EMCCDs. The
green pixel grid represents photo-active capacitors ac-
cumulating photo-electrons proportional to the incident
photon counts. The blue grid is a set of capacitors that
temporarily hold the resulting photo-electrons. The blue
grid then transfers its electrons to the red register, one
row at a time. In CCD cameras there is no Electron Mul-
tiplier (EM) stage and the transferred electrons follow the
arrows to the right in Fig. 59 and go to the charge-to-
voltage converter. The voltages are then converted into
ADUs and recorded as pixel values.

FIG. 60: A cartoon illustration of CMOS detector design
detailed in the text.

By contrast, in EMCCD detectors, the electrons trans-
ferred follow the arrows to the left in the red register and
undergo an amplification stage shown in pink before go-
ing to the charge-to-voltage converter; see Fig. 59. In the
EM stage, electrons are fed through a chain of avalanche
EMs where an electric field is applied to the electrons,
giving them sufficient kinetic energy to knock other elec-
trons into the material’s conducting band. This creates
new electron-hole pairs thereby amplifying the current.

Each stage of the EM process has a small expected gain
(≈ 1%) but the device has many stages dramatically
amplifying the current prior to reaching the charge-to-
voltage converter.
While CMOS detectors have similar architectures, they

use transistors instead of capacitors and every CMOS
pixel has its own amplifier; see Fig. 60. This allows
for faster data acquisition, a larger FOV, lower power
consummation, and larger quantum efficiency. However,
such architecture imposes pixel-dependent noise requir-
ing maps of pixel gain, variance and offset [502, 511, 512].

Noise models
Every stage involved in detecting and converting inci-

dent photons to ADUs in detectors introduces noise to
the final reported pixel values. Here, we discuss main
noises introduced at every stage:
1) The first source of noise stems from the discrete na-
ture of the photons. Given the expected photon count
for pixel n, Λn, over a fixed exposure time (e.g., see
Eq. 137), the measured photon count, NPh,n, is Poisson
distributed, i.e., shot noise limited [502, 513–515]

NPh,n ∼ Poisson (Λn) , (A1)

where we use notation introduced in Sec. I B.
2) Only a fraction of the photons incident on the detector
generate photo-electrons where the expected number of
photo-electrons per incident photon is called the quan-
tum efficiency β [514, 516, 517]. The number of gener-
ated photo-electrons, Npe,n, therefore follows a Binomial
distribution [516]

Npe,n ∼ Binomial (NPh,n, β) . (A2)

The distribution over the number of photo-electrons
given the expected number of photons, Λn, can then be
obtained by marginalizing over the incident number of
photons (see Sec. I B), as follows

Poisson(Npe,n;βΛn) =

∞∑
NPh,n=Npe,n

Poisson (NPh,n; Λi)

× Binomial (Npe,n;NPh,n, β) . (A3)

where, to be clear, we have distinguished between the Bi-
nomial distribution of Eq. A1 and the Binomial density
of Eq. A3 as detailed in Sec. I B.
3) The third source of noise is due to spurious charge
consisting of unwanted electrons generated during the
transfer process, termed Clock Induced Charge (CIC)
[516, 518]. The CIC noise follows a Poisson distribution
and gives rise to additional electrons while transferring
to the register

Nte,n ∼ Poisson (βΛn + C) , (A4)

where Nte,n and C are the number of electrons after the
transferring stage and the mean value of the CIC. This
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noise is small but can be greatly amplified during the
electron multiplier step of EMCCD detectors.
4) The EM process consists of many stages in which new
electrons are excited through impact ionization, which
can be considered a cascade of stochastic events. These
steps are approximately identical thus the EM process
can be modeled as a cascade of Poisson processes, or
Bernoulli trials [516, 519], or a geometric model of mul-
tiplication [520, 521].

The number of electrons after the EM stage, Nae,n, is
a random variable that approximately follows a Gamma
distribution [509, 515, 516]

Nae,n ∼ Gamma (Nte,n, ĝ) , (A5)

where ĝ denotes the amplification gain given by the ratio
of the output and input electrons to the EM stage. For
large values of Nte,n, this process is further approximated
by a Gaussian, which is computationally more efficient
[509, 516]

Nae,n ∼ Gaussian
(
ĝNte,n, ĝ

2Nte,n

)
. (A6)

5) The last stage termed “read-out” takes the input elec-
trons following the EM stage, Nae,n, and converts these
(with noise) into discrete pixel values reported as the
data wn in ADUs. This stage introduces another gain
γ (ADUs per electron, also sometimes referred to as the
sensitivity and typically smaller than one) and offset µ
(output ADU at zero input electron often added to avoid
negative pixel values) modeled by a Gaussian distribu-
tion and termed “read-out noise”

wn ∼ Gaussian
(
γNae,n + µ, σ2

ro

)
, (A7)

where σ2
ro is the read-out noise variance.

The combination of the noises introduced via the am-
plification and read-out stages is obtained by marginaliz-
ing the intermediate parameter Nae,n (namely the num-
ber of electrons after the EM stage) between Eqs. A6 and
A7, resulting in

wn ∼ Gaussian(g̃Nte,n + µ, σ2
w), (A8)

where g̃ = γĝ and σ2
w = γ2ĝ2Nte,n + σ2

ro denote total
gain and variance, respectively. Finally, the entire detec-
tor model, which relates the expected photon count (Λn)
to the reported pixel value (wn) is obtained by marginal-
izing the other intermediate parameter Nte,n (namely the
number of electrons after the transferring stage) between
Eqs. A4 and A8

P (wn|Λn) =

∞∑
Nte,n=0

Poisson(Nte,n;βΛn + C)

×Gaussian(wn; g̃Nte,n + µ, σ2
w). (A9)

Since we did not make any assumptions about the gain,
offset and other parameters to derive the noise model
above, it is valid for both CCD and EMCCD detectors.

Moreover, if we assume pixel-dependent parameters, e.g.,
gain, offset and others, this model would be valid for
CMOS detectors as well. As Eq. A9 remains complex, we
make appropriate approximations for the sake of compu-
tational efficiency to derive simpler noise models special-
ized to each detector.
We start with CCD detectors lacking an EM amplifi-

cation stage (ĝ ≈ 1 and σ2
w ≈ σ2

ro). These are therefore
suitable in detecting large input signals compared to the
read-out noise variance. This can be quantitatively ex-
pressed as

SNR =
Λn

σro
≫ 1, (A10)

implying the signal is not buried by read-out noise. Un-
der the large signal (Λn) assumption, the Poisson distri-
bution Eq. A4 is approximated by a Gaussian where both
mean and variance are given by the Poisson’s mean

P (wn|Λn) ≈
∞∑

Nte,n=0

Gaussian(Nte,n;βΛn, βΛn)

×Gaussian(wn; γNte,n + µ, σ2
w), (A11)

where we assumed g̃ = γ and σ2
w = σ2

ro and further ne-
glected the spurious charge C in the absence of amplifi-
cation in CCD cameras. Therefore, Eq. A11 leads to

wn|Λn ∼ Gaussian(gΛn + o, σ2
w), (A12)

where g = γβ, o = µ and σ2
w = σ2

ro, respectively, denote
gain, offset, and variance for CCD detectors. It is also
common to apply the offset and gain to the pixel values
(data) and write the above equation for gain and offset
corrected pixel values

(wn − o)/g
∣∣Λn ∼ Gaussian(Λn, σ

2
w/g

2). (A13)

Next, we consider EMCCD detectors. These detectors
are suitable for low SNR. The EM stage of these detectors
amplify signal above the read-out noise (ĝ ≫ σw). In an
effort to simplify Eq. A9 for EMCCDs, we write Eq. A9
in explicit form

P (wn|Λn) =

∞∑
Nte,n=0

(βΛn)
Nte,ne−βΛn

Nte,n!

× 1√
2πσ2

D

exp

−
(
Nte,n − wn−µ

g̃

)2
2σ2

w/g̃
2


(A14)

where we have factorized g̃ in the exponent. For large am-
plifications the standard deviation σ2

w/g̃
2 becomes small

and results in a narrow Gaussian approximated by a delta
function. Therefore, upon marginalization and some al-
gebra we recover [502]

(wn − o)/g|Λn ∼ 1

Γ(1 + wn−o
g )

e−βΛn(βΛn)
wn−o

g (A15)
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where o = µ and g = g̃ denote offset and gain, respec-
tively. The above EMCCD model for the corrected pixel
values is similar to a Poisson noise model where the cor-
rected pixel values do not need to be integers [502]. An al-
ternative EMCCD camera noise model could be obtained
by convolution of the Poisson distribution Eq. A4 and the
Gamma noise model for EM amplification Eq. A5 result-
ing in an approximate Gamma noise model for EMCCD
detectors [76, 509, 516]. Both noise models asymptoti-
cally converge to the same model for large gain g.

After deriving noise models for CCD and EMCCD de-
tectors with pixel-independent gain, g, offset, o, and vari-
ance, σ2

w, we continue in deriving the noise model for
CMOSs where the gain, variance and offset are pixel-
dependent [502, 511, 512]. Therefore, every pixel follows
a different noise model similar to Eq. A9

P (wn|Λn) =

∞∑
Nte,n=0

Poisson(Nte,n;βΛn)

×Gaussian(wn; g̃nNte,n + µn, σ
2
w,n), (A16)

where n indexes pixels. Provided small gain g̃n for
CMOSs, the above convolution can be approximated by a
Poisson distribution assuming an extra source of photon
for each n pixel contributing σ2

w,n/g
2
n photons [502]

ŵn|Λn ∼ Poisson(Λn + σ2
w,n/g

2
n), (A17)

where ŵn = (wn − on)/gn + σ2
w,n/g

2
n, gn is the gain,

characterized from calibration experiments, and on = µn

is the pixel-dependent offset.

nT Δtk

Δ1 Δ2
Δtext

text tems tdet

FIG. 61: Single photon detector. Laser pulses and their
centers are, respectively, shown by blues spikes and red
dashed lines with inter-pulse window T . The fluorophore
excitation, photon emission and photon detection events
take place, respectively, at text, tems and tdet designated
by black dashed lines. The fluorophore spends time ∆text
in the excited state and emits a photon after n pulses.
The reported photon arrival time, ∆tk, is measured with
respect to the immediate previous pulse center. More-
over, ∆1 and ∆2 denote the difference of the excitation
pulse center and the detector delay in reporting the pho-
ton arrival time.

After considering wide-field detectors, we proceed to
describe noise models for single photon detector. We

do so by assuming fluorophore excitation using a pulsed
laser. This is illustrated in Fig. 61 where the laser pulses
are designated by blue spikes with inter-pulse window T .
Here, a fluorophore gets excited during a pulse at time
text, spends ∆text time in the excited state and emits a
photon, in the most general case, after n pulses at tems.
However, the photon arrival time is recorded as tdet by a
∆2 delay in the detector and is reported with respect to
the immediate previous pulse given by ∆tk for the kth
photon.

From Fig. 61, we can write the following relation for
the reported photon arrival time

∆tk = ∆text +∆tIRF − nT, (A18)

where ∆tIRF = ∆1 + ∆2 is the noise introduced by the
IRF due to the laser pulses’ finite width and stochastic
delay of the detector. Here, the reported arrival time is
the sum of three random variables. As such, the noise
model is given by the convolution of three probability
distributions

P (∆tk|λ) =P (n|N) (A19)

⊗
[
P (∆text|λ)⊗ P (∆tIRF|τIRF, σ

2
IRF)

]
,

where λ, τIRF, σ
2
IRF and N are, respectively, the rate of

excited state decay (inverse of the excited state lifetime;
see Eq. 18), the IRF offset, the IRF variance, and the
maximum possible number of pulses after which the flu-
orophore emits. These distributions are given by

∆text|λ ∼Exponential (∆text;λ) , (A20)

∆tIRF|τIRF, σ
2
IRF ∼Gaussian(∆tIRF; τIRF, σ

2
IRF), (A21)

n|N ∼Categorical(A0, ..., AN ), (A22)

where the time spent in the excited state and the IRF
time are sampled from Exponential and Gaussian distri-
butions. The pulse at which the fluorophore emits is sam-
pled from a Categorical distribution where An is given
by the integral of the term inside brackets in Eq. A20
over pulse n [53]. Finally, calculating the convolutions in
Eq. A20, we obtain the following noise model for single
photon detectors under pulsed illumination [53]

P (∆tk|λ) =

[
N∑

n=0

λ

2
erfc

(
τIRF −∆tk − nT + λσ2

IRF

σIRF

√
2

)

× exp

(
λ

2

(
2(τIRF −∆tk − nT ) + λσ2

IRF

))]
, (A23)

where erfc(.) denotes the complementary error function
[187]. In many practical cases, the inter-pulse time is
much larger than the fluorophore lifetime (inverse of the
fluorophore radiative decay, T ≫ 1/λ) where the fluo-
rophore emits before the next pulse. In such case, the
noise model can be simplified by setting N = 0 [499].
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B. Ambrose, N. Chamachi, S. Y. Chung, T. D. Craggs,
M. de Boer, et al., Reliability and accuracy of single-
molecule fret studies for characterization of structural
dynamics and distances in proteins, Nature Methods 20,
523 (2023).

[135] T. Förster, Zwischenmolekulare Energiewanderung und
Fluoreszenz, Annalen der Physik 437, 55 (1948).

[136] G. A. Jones and D. S. Bradshaw, Resonance energy
transfer: from fundamental theory to recent applica-
tions, Frontiers in Physics 7, 100 (2019).

[137] B. Hellenkamp, S. Schmid, O. Doroshenko,
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D. E. Ferrier, T. Čižmár, F. J. Gunn-Moore, and
K. Dholakia, Light-sheet microscopy using an Airy
beam, Nature methods 11, 541 (2014).

[325] Z. Yang, M. Prokopas, J. Nylk, C. Coll-Lladó, F. J.
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gelhardt, and S. W. Hell, Ultrafast, temporally stochas-
tic STED nanoscopy of millisecond dynamics, nature
methods 12, 827 (2015), publisher: Nature Publishing
Group.

[374] F. Curdt, S. J. Herr, T. Lutz, R. Schmidt, J. Engel-
hardt, S. J. Sahl, and S. W. Hell, isoSTED nanoscopy
with intrinsic beam alignment, Optics express 23, 30891
(2015), publisher: Optical Society of America.

[375] A. Einstein, Strahlungs-Emission und Absorption
nach der Quantentheorie, Deutsche Physikalische
Gesellschaft 18, 318 (1916).

[376] J. Pawley, Handbook of biological confocal microscopy,
Vol. 236 (Springer Science & Business Media, 2006).

[377] S. J. Sahl, S. W. Hell, and S. Jakobs, Fluorescence
nanoscopy in cell biology, Nature reviews Molecular cell
biology 18, 685 (2017), publisher: Nature Publishing
Group.

[378] D. Wildanger, R. Medda, L. Kastrup, and S. Hell, A
compact STED microscope providing 3D nanoscale res-
olution, Journal of microscopy 236, 35 (2009), pub-
lisher: Wiley Online Library.

[379] S. Arroyo-Camejo, M.-P. Adam, M. Besbes, J.-P. Hugo-
nin, V. Jacques, J.-J. Greffet, J.-F. Roch, S. W. Hell,
and F. Treussart, Stimulated emission depletion mi-
croscopy resolves individual nitrogen vacancy centers in
diamond nanocrystals, ACS nano 7, 10912 (2013), pub-
lisher: ACS Publications.

[380] D. Wildanger, B. R. Patton, H. Schill, L. Marseglia,
J. Hadden, S. Knauer, A. Schönle, J. G. Rarity, J. L.
O’Brien, and S. W. Hell, Solid immersion facilitates fluo-
rescence microscopy with nanometer resolution and sub-
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