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Continuous Wave Multipass Microscopy
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We present a continuous-wave, post selection-free implementation of a widefield optical multipass
microscope. It can be operated with a spatially and temporally incoherent light source, and requires
no active outcoupling or exotic detection schemes. This implementation is capable of determinis-
tically interrogating a sample sequentially up to m = 4 times. Through multiple interrogations, a
linear enhancement in phase shift and absorption imparted by the sample can be achieved, funda-
mentally increasing the signal-to-noise of the obtainable images.

I. INTRODUCTION

In label-free optical microscopies, the phase shift and
absorption cross-section of the image target set funda-
mental and practical limits on microscope performance
given the nature of shot noise and the finite performance
of optical detectors [IH4]. In principle, a multipass imag-
ing protocol [BHI0O] — one in which the optical probe field
transits the image target multiple times — can enhance
performance by increasing the phase shift and absorp-
tion of the probe field. For a weakly absorbing sample,
this increase means that substantially fewer photons are
required to achieve equivalent image quality (as quanti-
fied by the image signal-to-noise ratio) for images whose
noise is limited by the statistical noise of the probe field
(photon shot-noise) or other technical noise sources [7}[8].
For example, in an ideal four-pass implementation lim-
ited by photon shot noise, the absorption and therefore
image contrast increases by a factor of four, resulting in
a 16-fold decrease in the number of photons needed to
achieve a detection signal-to-noise ratio equivalent to a
conventional single pass instrument. This enables, for
example, low-illumination imaging of damage-sensitive
samples, or reduced signal acquisition times for dynamic
samples. Likewise, higher image SNR can be achieved
with equivalent numbers of illuminating photons, as the
image SNR of a single acquisition frame improves lin-
early with the number of interrogations. The gains ob-
tainable with this classical method appear to compete
favorably with those recently demonstrated with quan-
tum light sources [11].

In this work, we describe a wide-field multipass im-
plementation compatible with continuous-wave (CW) il-
lumination and conventional cameras. The implementa-
tion can accommodate spatially and temporally incoher-
ent sources, and can achieve up to four passes through the
sample. While scanned-cavity methods such as those de-
scribed in Refs. [12] [13] can achieve significantly greater
signal enhancements, they cannot operate in wide-field
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or incoherent illumination modalities. Wide-field meth-
ods enable substantially faster image acquisition times
and incoherent illumination suppresses spurious contri-
butions from scatterers out of the focal plane.

Previous demonstrations of multipass protocols relied
on pulsed illumination and time-gated cameras to form
the multipass image [B, [6]. This approach introduced
fundamental inefficiencies in the imaging process by de-
tecting only a fraction of the light incident on the sample,
thus failing to fully realize possible imaging gains [7].

II. BACKGROUND

It is useful to describe the imaging signal-to-noise and
contrast in terms of the reference (unscattered) and scat-
tered components. For brightfield imaging, we have

* ~ I + I, + 2B, E, cos ¢, (1)

Iq ~ |E: + E
where I is the detected intensity, E, (I;) and Eg (1)
are the reference and scattered field (intensity), and ¢ is
the phase shift between the reference and scattered fields
[14).

For coherent illumination in the shot-noise limit, the
noise on the reference beam scales as the square root of
I, and thus linearly with E,. Taking the signal to be the
cross term in |[Equation 1} we can estimate the signal-to-
noise scaling as

2FE.Egcos ¢

r

SNR = 2F; cos ¢. (2)
In the limit of weak samples, the scattered field is much
smaller than the reference field, thus the scattered in-
tensity I, ~ E? can be neglected. This demonstrates
that, in this limit, the fundamental image signal-to-noise
is independent of the strength of the reference, and only
depends on the strength of the scattered field. The image
contrast ¢, on the other hand, is given by the ratio of the
signal to background, and depends on both the strength
of the scattered and reference fields,

. 2FE.Escos¢p  2FE5cos¢
I, E.
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Top: ray trace of a multipass microscope with tube lens and objective focal lengths fr1,, fobj, respectively. Rays are

shown for plane wave illumination (magenta), on-axis point scatterer (cyan), and off-axis point scatterer (yellow). Bottom:
optical setup, consisting of two microscopes placed between end mirrors M1[2]. The microscopes consist of an NA= 0.8 objective
(O1]2]) and a tube lens (TL1[2]). The light (LED) is in- and outcoupled via a beamsplitter (BS) and a polarizing beamsplitter
(PBS). A quarter-waveplate (A/4, QWP) is used to switch between m = 2 and 4 interrogations. m = 1 is obtained by severely
defocusing the left-hand objective O1. For clarity, additional extracavity optics are omitted.

Methods that improve contrast by reducing the strength
of E; (by attenuating this field in the detection path)
do not fundamentally change the image signal-to-noise.
Such is the case for iISCAT [I5] and related techniques,
e.g., Fourier filtering [I6], twilight-field microscopy [17],
and certain implementations of Zernike phase contrast
[18, 19]. On the other hand, the multipass method fun-
damentally improves image signal-to-noise [7} 20} 21].

III. METHODS

The basic CW multipass configuration is illustrated
in In this implementation, the imaging beam
transits a self-imaging optics path either 2 or 4 times,
depending on the optics configuration.

For a two-pass implementation, illumination light is
incoupled through a non-polarizing beamsplitter (BS).
The illumination field is focused in the sample region
with objective O2. After transiting the sample, objective
O1 collects the unscattered illumination field and and
the scattered image field. These fields are then imaged
by a tube lens TL1 onto a reflective planar mirror M1.
By symmetry, this reflected image is reimaged onto the
sample, when appropriately aligned. Ray-traces of the
relevant optical paths are also shown in In
order to tune the focus, both the O1 objective and sample
stage are actuated along the optical axis with encoded
piezo stages.

A four-pass implementation utilizes a polarizing beam
splitting cube (PBS) and a quarter-wave plate (A\/4,
QWP). In this case, the linear polarization of the beam
is rotated by 7/2 as it passes twice through QWP result-
ing in redirection of the retroreflected field (after having
passed twice through the sample) onto a planar mirror
M2. This mirror reflects the fields back into the micro-
scope optical path as in the two-pass implementation. Af-
ter two more passes through the QWP (four total passes
through the sample), the beam exits the microscope into
the image forming optics. We toggle between the two-
pass and four-pass configurations by adjusting QWP: ro-
tating the polarization of the retroreflection leads to 4
passes, while not rotating it leads to 2 passes.

To operate the apparatus in an m = 1 configuration
(i.e. without multipassing the sample), we operate in the
m = 2 configuration and severely defocus the objective
O1 (see[Figure 1)). In this configuration the sample is re-
illuminated with a defocused image of the sample, with
only the other objective O2 forming an image on the
camera. This was done such that images at m = 1,2
and 4 used identical optics and light sources. As such,
a defocused halo can be observed at m = 1 for certain
samples.



FIG. 2: Brightfield micrographs of human blood cells at (left to right) m = 1, 2, and 4, showcasing a wide field of view. Scale
bar is 50 pm. The halos visible at m = 1 are due to operating the apparatus in a severely defocused m = 2 configuration (see
text). Inset shows a white blood cell. Scale bar on inset is 10 pm.
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FIG. 3:

Top: Micrographs of a human red blood cell
(HRBC) at (left to right) m = 1, 2, and 4. The images

are normalized to the illumination light. Field of view is
25pm x 25um. Bottom: Lateral cross sections. Note the
dramatic increase in modulation depth as a function of inter-
rogation.

IV. RESULTS & DISCUSSION

Multipass images of human blood cells at m = 1, 2,
and 4 are shown in [Figure 2] The contrast enhancement
is readily visible (the color scales are held constant for all
images). A human white blood cell (HWBC) is shown
in the inset, showing contrast enhancement with a more
complex sample.

An individual human red blood cell (HRBC) is shown
in along with lateral cross sections. The cross
sections display roughly linear buildup in modulation
depth as a function of the number of interrogations, as
expected.

We estimate the noise of our apparatus by taking the
standard deviation per pixel from the central 100 x 100 px

of an image with no sample. We find the background
intensity fluctuations, as normalized to the detected in-
tensity, to be 1073 per pixel. The signal-to-noise may
alternately be taken from a time series, which yields the
same result after adjusting for common mode intensity
fluctuations. This low spatiotemporal noise value results
from both the use of a deep well camera (Adimec Q-
2HFW, 2000 kel well depth) and incoherent LED illumi-
nation (Thorlabs M530F2). This suggests, for example,
that detection of a 100 pm? absorber is possible with a
sensitivity to absorption better than da/a = 4 x 1076 in
a single frame for m = 4 with the camera used in this
work. For a restricted ROI of 64 x 64 px, these images
can be acquired at a frame rate of over 7000 frames/s, or
549 frames/s for a full field of view (1440 x 1440 px). High
sensitivity, high throughput dynamic absorption mea-
surements have applications in neuroscience [22] and flow

cytometry [23H25].

shows multipass images and SNR buildup of
a 40 nm gold nanoparticle, with m = 4 showing a ~10dB
increase in signal-to-noise over a single-pass. The images
were fit to a 2D Gaussian, where the fitted volume is
taken to be the signal. The standard deviation of the
top-right 15 x 15 px corner of each image is taken to be
the noise. A similar signal-to-noise improvement of 10 dB
would require a ten-fold increase in illumination inten-
sity, or equivalently a ten-fold increase in exposure at a
fixed illumination intensity, for a shot-noise limited mea-
surement. We note that, since we operate near camera
saturation, it would not have been possible to achieve
a greater single-frame signal by simply increasing the
illumination intensity (or camera exposure) at m = 1;
instead, multiple exposures would need to be acquired,
which would reduce throughput and introduce additional
readout noise. Additionally, as we already use a high full
well capacity camera, increasing the camera’s well depth
is not a practical route to achieving higher single-frame
signal-to-noise. Finally, while the performance of our ap-
paratus depends on the specific equipment used (illumi-



)

@ 15

c —

g 1 I

€ £10 I

kS 9]

E 0.99 ; E

£ 4 3

50.98 0

2 2 1 0 1 2 1 2 3 4
um m

FIG. 4: Micrographs of a 40 nm gold nanoparticle at (left to
right) m = 1, 2, and 4. Top: real-space brightfield images.
Field of view is 6 pm x 6 pm. Middle: Cross sections at differ-
ent focus. Field of view is 6 pm (horizontal) by 3 pm (vertical,
corresponding to focus). Bottom left: Cross sections from
top images, and right: signal-to-noise ratio relative tom =1
as a function of interrogation. Line denotes a theoretical lin-
ear buildup in SNR for reference.

nation source, camera, etc.), the relative improvement
going from m = 1 to m = 4 is largely independent of the
hardware used.

All preceding images were processed by normalizing to
the illumination intensity, obtained by imaging a blank
part of the sample:

Iraw - Idark
Simage = T 4
TEE T Tntank — Ldark )
where Simage is the processed image, ;4w is the raw im-
age, Iplank iS an image of a blank part of the sample, and
Tgark is an image of dark counts (no illumination). Igark
is typically about 500 counts (full well is 2047 counts).

V. CONCLUSION

We have demonstrated a multipass method which is
capable of operating at m = 2 and m = 4 passes. Unlike

previous work, it is compatible with arbitrary (e.g., CW)
illumination sources, and does not require exotic gated
cameras.

As the multipass technique works by increasing the
scattered signal, the increase in signal-to-noise is agnos-
tic to the source of noise. It is thus compatible with
shot-noise limited detection arising from constrained il-
lumination intensity, acquisition times, or the finite well
depth of the detector. It can also offer an advantage when
confronted with technical noise sources such as detector
read noise. It can be used in conjunction with high well
depth cameras to further leverage this advantage [2] 26~

The method is compatible with other contrast en-
hancement methods, e.g., iISCAT or iSCAT-like tech-
niques, by attenuating the reference beam outside of the
cavity. A simple test was carried out with this appara-
tus by illuminating with a broadband laser and partially
blocking the undiffracted (reference) beam in the Fourier
plane of the extracavity imaging optics. We observed the
expected contrast enhancement. The multipass method
is also compatible with phase contrast (e.g., Zernike) and
darkfield modalities, and could also be used in conjunc-
tion with techniques utilizing intracavity feedback ele-
ments mﬂ For dose sensitive targets, multipass contrast
gains can be exploited to reduce sample damage while
maintaining image signal-to-noise [7].
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