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Abstract: In digital holography, the coherent scattered light fields can be reconstructed
volumetrically. By refocusing the fields to the sample planes, absorption and phase-shift
profiles of sparsely distributed samples can be simultaneously inferred in 3D. This holographic
advantage is highly useful for spectroscopic imaging of cold atomic samples. However, unlike
e.g. biological samples or solid particles, the quasi-thermal atomic gases under laser-cooling
are typically featureless without sharp boundaries, invalidating a class of standard numerical
refocusing methods. Here, we extend the refocusing protocol based on the Gouy phase anomaly for
small phase objects to free atomic samples. With a prior knowledge on a coherent spectral phase
angle relation for cold atoms that is robust against probe condition variations, an “out-of-phase”
response of the atomic sample can be reliably identified, which flips the sign during the numeric
back-propagation across the sample plane to serve as the refocus criterion. Experimentally,
we determine the sample plane of a laser-cooled 39K gas released from a microscopic dipole
trap, with a 𝛿𝑧 ≈ 1 `m� 2_𝑝/NA2 axial resolution, with a NA=0.3 holographic microscope at
_𝑝 = 770 nm probe wavelength.

© 2023 Optica Publishing Group under the terms of the Optica Open Access Publishing Agreement

1. Introduction

In a generic absorption imaging setup, the optical forward scattering 𝐸𝑠 from the sample under
study is imaged together with the co-propagating probe light 𝐸𝑝 onto the imaging sensor arrays.
The attenuation of the total intensity 𝐼 = |𝐸𝑝 + 𝐸𝑠 |2 records the in-phase component of 𝐸𝑠

relative to 𝐸𝑝 . Information on the out-of-phase 𝐸𝑠 component is lost. Similarly, in phase contrast
imaging setups [1, 2] where 𝐸𝑝 is phase-shifted by 𝜋/2, the information loss occurs to the
in-phase 𝐸𝑠 quadrature. Digital holography [3] recovers the full 𝐸𝑠 information by reconstructing
the phase of 𝐸𝑠 relative to 𝐸𝑝 using holograms. For the case of inline holography [4, 5], the
holograms are simply out-of-focus interference fringes between 𝐸𝑠 and 𝐸𝑝. With the full
wavefront knowledge at hand, both the 𝐸𝑠 and 𝐸𝑝 fields can be volumetrically reconstructed
around the sample planes via digital back-propagation. Furthermore, with sufficient knowledge
of the samples, the reconstruction support self-consistent characterization of sparse samples for
precise 3D microscopy [6–8]. During the process, to refocus each reconstructed sample image to
its respective plane [9–17] is crucially important. For the purpose, various refocus schemes are
developed based on priori knowledge of the samples and their interaction with light. Examples
include the methods based on the edge sharpness and sparsity [9, 12, 14, 15], the Gouy phase
shift [13], by requiring imaging consistencies under multiple wavelength [10] and structured
illumination [11], or even by deep learning of complex features [16, 17].

The holographic advantages associated with 3D complex imaging of sparse samples can be
highly useful for applications across fields [4,18–22]. For atomic physics research, over the years
efforts have been made for holographic imaging of cold atoms [23–27]. In a recent work, we show
that an improved holographic technique with suppressed aberration and speckle noises supports
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simultaneous retrieval of atomic absorption and phase shift profiles with diffraction-limited
spatial resolution and photon shot-noise limited sensitivity [28]. As illustrated in Fig. 1a here, the
technique uses a precisely pre-characterized probe wavefront 𝐸𝑝 to recover the coherent atomic
forward scattering 𝐸𝑠 with the hologram data (Fig. 1a(ii)). Then, both 𝐸𝑠 and 𝐸𝑝 are numerically
propagated from the camera plane 𝑧 = 𝑧𝐻 back to the sample plane 𝑧 = 𝑧𝐴 where the 2D
optical depth OD(𝑥, 𝑦) = −2Re[log(1 + 𝐸𝑠/𝐸𝑝)] and phase shift 𝜙(𝑥, 𝑦) = Im[log(1 + 𝐸𝑠/𝐸𝑝)]
(Fig. 1a(i)) are evaluated. Here, similar to the applications in other fields [9–17], to localize the
atomic plane 𝑧𝐴 is crucially important for faithfully retrieving the generic atomic absorption and
phase shift properties. However, unlike typical biological or solid samples with sharp boundaries,
cold atoms in optical traps typically follow quasi-thermal distributions [29], without much distinct
features as a priori criterion to perfect the sample-plane refocus. Nevertheless, in early efforts for
holographic imaging of cold atoms [23–25], the sample-plane localization is still largely based on
optimizing certain characteristic spatial features of atomic distribution, with moderate accuracies.

In fact, while cold atomic samples usually lack distinctive spatial structures, there are unique
features constrained by atomic physics available for calibrating coherent imaging. For example,
in aberration-free in-focus imaging, the power spectrum density of atomic density correlations
is expected to be flat for non-correlated atoms [31]. The criterion is applied in ref. [27] to
achieve precise refocus of aberrated phase-contrast atomic images. Other than exploiting spatial
structures or correlations, in ref. [26] the authors suggest that for far off-resonant imaging (i.e.,
in Fig. 1b the probe detuning Δ is much larger than the atomic transition linewidth Γ), that
atomic samples appear as phase objects with |𝜙(𝑥, 𝑦) | � |OD(𝑥, 𝑦) | across the sample becomes
a refocus criterion to precisely locate the sample plane. This idea shares the same underlying
physics with the refocusing method based on Gouy phase anomaly for 3D localization of small
transparent particles [13]. As to be detailed shortly, relative to the uniform probe wavefront 𝐸𝑝 ,
the propagation of spatially confined 𝐸𝑠 picks up an extra Gouy phase 𝜙G in its center in the
far field. Therefore, the known relative phase relation between 𝐸𝑠 and 𝐸𝑝 for phase objects
holds sensitively in the near field, naturally serving as a refocus criterion for locating the sample
plane. Obviously, this diffraction phase criterion can be generalized for localizing atomic samples
probed at arbitrary detuning Δ, if the phase angle 𝛽0 = arg(𝜙 + 𝑖OD/2) can be measured and
compared with known values precisely.

In this work, we show that a recently demonstrated phase-angle spectroscopy [28] leads
to a robust criterion for locating the sample plane in holographic microscopy of cold atoms,
with an achievable axial resolution 𝛿𝑧 well below the diffraction limit. The prior spectral
phase angle knowledge exploited in this method, the Eq. (11) relation to be discussed shortly,
is easily understood in the linear optics regime where both OD and 𝜙 for a dilute gas can
be evaluated analytically [24, 32]. Practically, to achieve sufficient signals with short and
nearly resonant exposures, saturation of atomic transitions can hardly be completely avoided.
It is also known that the linear optical response of cold gases is prone to resonant dipole
interactions [33–35]. Interestingly, we find that far beyond the linear response regime, the
Eq. (11) relation can hold precisely for isolated atomic transitions probed with smooth and long
pulses. Our method thus supports robust localization of atomic sample plane with flexible probe
condition managements, for working with denser samples [34] and to achieve photon-shot-noise
limited performances [25, 28]. Experimentally (Fig. 1), we demonstrate the spectral refocus
method by repeatedly probing an open hyperfine transition of 39K D1 line with 𝜏𝑝 = 1 `s pulses,
to locate the atomic sample plane with sub-micron axial resolution.

Previously, the best refocus criterion for imaging cold atomic samples appears to be that based
on the atomic shot-noise correlations [27]. In comparison, our method provides similar accuracy
with a much stronger signal for rapid applications. In addition, instead of relying on regularizing
contrast transfer functions [24,27,36], our holographic method directly supports a large depth
of view, with diffraction-limited resolution [25], for future 3D spectroscopic imaging of sparse
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Fig. 1. Schematic of the inline holography and the spectroscopic refocus criterion.
(a): Experimental setup. The imaging optics is with magnification 𝑀 = 1 and a
numerical aperture NA = 0.3. The (a,i) subplots are typical reconstructed optical
depth OD and phase shift 𝜙 images at the 𝑧 = 𝑧𝐴 plane (experimental data, with
peak OD≈ 0.2 and 𝜙 ≈ −0.15). The (a,ii) subplot gives the corresponding reduced
hologram 𝛿𝐼 recorded by the camera at 𝑧 = 𝑧𝐻 (peak-to-peak 𝛿𝐼 ≈ 100 in terms
of counts, with photon shot noise at the 20-level [28].). The scale bars are with
𝑅1 = 30 `m and 𝑅2 = 1 mm respectively. (b): A 4-level diagram to represent the
light-atom interaction at the 39K D1 line (_𝑝 = 770 nm) nearly resonant to the |𝑔〉
(4S1/2, 𝐹 = 1) and |𝑒〉 (4P1/2, 𝐹

′ = 2) transition. (c): Simulated OD and 𝜙 profiles
associated with the D1 interaction under realistic experimental condition according to
optical Bloch equations [30]. As detailed in Sec. 2.3, the spectroscopic phase angle
𝛽0 within the shadowed |Δ| ≤ Γ follows Eq. (11), even for strong pulses that saturate
the transition. (d,i): Transmission 𝑇 (𝑥 = 0, 𝑦, 𝑧) ≡ |𝐸𝑠 + 𝐸𝑝 |2/|𝐸𝑝 |2 (with the probe
detuning Δ = 10Γ). (d,ii): Out-of-phase response 𝜑⊥ (𝑥 = 0, 𝑦, 𝑧) (at arbitrary Δ) for
the simulated D1 sample with 𝜎𝑦 = 1.4_𝑝 Gaussian profile. Similar to 1 − 𝑇 , 𝜑⊥
(Eq. (5)) vanishes at 𝑧 = 𝑧𝐴 and evolves according to the Gouy phase (d,iii) near the 𝐸𝑠

center. With a prior 𝛽0 knowledge by Eq. (11), suppression of 𝜑⊥ (𝑧) within |𝑦 | ≤ 𝜎𝑦

serves as refocus criterion to locate 𝑧 = 𝑧𝐴 with the near-resonant probe.



atomic samples.

2. Phase-angle spectroscopy for atomic sample plane localization

2.1. Measurement principles

As schematically illustrated in the Fig. 1 setup, we consider holographic imaging of an atomic
sample subjected to a spherical probe light 𝐸𝑝 illumination at wavelength _𝑝 . The atomic sample
is centered at r𝐴 = (0, 0, 𝑧𝐴) with spatial width {𝑙𝑥 , 𝑙𝑦} � 𝑧𝐴, so that the probe light propagates
along 𝑧 through the sample with negligible wavefront curvature itself. We assume thin atomic
samples. The length 𝑙𝑧 along the light propagation direction satisfies

𝑙𝑧 � 𝑧𝜎 (1)

when compared to the Rayleigh distance

𝑧𝜎 = 𝜋𝜎2/_𝑝 , (2)

associated with the smallest spatial feature of interest of the sample characterized by an effective
Gaussian width 𝜎. The spherical 𝐸𝑝 in this work is derived from a defocused Gaussian beam.
The spherical wave illumination [3] enhances the pixel-resolution and dynamic range of the
camera sensors during holographic imaging [24, 25]. Our method can be straightforwardly
generalized to plane-wave illumination, as well as structured, complex illuminations.

The total field 𝐸tot = 𝐸𝑠 + 𝐸𝑝 after interacting with the thin sample can be expressed as
𝐸tot = 𝐸𝑝𝑒

𝑖𝜑 . The complex phase shift [28]

𝜑(𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) = −𝑖log(1 + 𝐸𝑠 (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧)
𝐸𝑝 (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧)

) (3)

is related to the optical depth and phase shift as 𝜑(𝑧𝐴) = 𝜙 + 𝑖OD/2. Notice here and in the
following we may omit the (𝑥, 𝑦) variable in the 3D distribution functions if no ambiguity is
induced. For a dilute sample of free atoms, the complex numbers are rotated from the real axis
by the phase angle 𝛽0 = arg(𝜑(𝑧𝐴)) according to the single-atom response. We re-write the
complex phase during the backward propagation as

𝜑(𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) = (𝜑// (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) + 𝑖𝜑⊥ (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧))𝑒𝑖𝛽0 . (4)

so that, with 𝛽(𝑧) = arg(𝜑(𝑧)),

𝜑// (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) = |𝜑(𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) |cos(𝛽(𝑧) − 𝛽0),
𝜑⊥ (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) = |𝜑(𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) |sin(𝛽(𝑧) − 𝛽0).

(5)

Clearly, the out-of-phase component 𝜑⊥ vanishes at 𝑧 = 𝑧𝐴, just like that the attenuation by thin
phase objects is zeroed in-focus [13,26]. The effect is illustrated in Fig. 1d(i-ii) for the D1 line of
39K in this work as to be detailed shortly, but is general for arbitrary atomic transitions as long as
𝛽0 is known for evaluating 𝜑⊥ with Eq. (5).

To simplify the following discussion on the propagation effect, we now model the atomic
sample by the Gaussian profile with 𝜎𝑦 = 𝜎 � 𝜎𝑥 . Propagating away from 𝑧 = 𝑧𝐴, the defocused
𝐸𝑠 near the imaging center (with |𝑦 | ≤ 𝜎 in Fig. 1c) picks up an additional phase, the Gouy
phase 𝜙G = −arctan 𝑧−𝑧𝐴

𝑧𝜎
(Fig. 1d(iii)), relative to 𝐸𝑝 [13]. within a region of interest (ROI)

defined by |𝑦 | ≤ 𝜎, we expect

𝛽(𝑧) ≈ 𝛽0 − arctan
𝑧 − 𝑧𝐴

𝑧𝜎
. (6)

As to be detailed in the following, the Eqs. (3-6) relation can be exploited to locate the 𝑧 = 𝑧𝐴
plane with a given 𝐸𝑠 , 𝐸𝑝 data set, by minimizing the 𝜑⊥ components according to a prior
𝛽0-knowledge.



2.2. Holographic 𝐸𝑠, 𝐸𝑝 reconstruction

To experimentally evaluate 𝜑(𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) according to Eq. (3), we need to volumetrically reconstruct
𝐸𝑠, 𝑝 fields from experimental data first. The procedures to infer the probe wavefront 𝐸𝑝 from
the pre-experimental characterizations, and 𝐸𝑠 from the single-shot atomic sample holograms,
are detailed in our previous work [28]. Briefly, the probe wavefront at the camera sensor plane
𝐸𝑝 (𝑧𝐻 ) =

√︁
𝐼𝑝 (𝑧𝐻 )𝑒𝑖𝜙𝑝 (𝑧𝐻 ) is obtained first by a multi-plane Gerchberg-Saxton algorithm [37]

with multiple {𝐼𝑝 (𝑧)} probe intensity measurements as inputs, using a 𝑧−translating camera.
The camera position is then fixed at 𝑧 = 𝑧𝐻 for experimentally recording the holograms with
and without the cold atomic samples under study. With careful numerical adjustments and
subtractions, the digital images are reduced to represent 𝐼 = |𝐸𝑠+𝐸𝑝 |2 and 𝐼0 = |𝐸𝑝 |2 respectively.
An iterative twin-image removal algorithm [25] is then applied to retrieve 𝐸𝑠 from the reduced
hologram 𝛿𝐼 = 𝐸∗

𝑝𝐸𝑠 + 𝐸𝑝𝐸
∗
𝑠 + |𝐸𝑠 |2 (Fig. 1a(ii)).

With the full wavefront knowledge for 𝐸𝑠 and 𝐸𝑝 at hand, we numerically propagate both
fields from the camera plane 𝑧𝐻 to locations 𝑧 around the sample plane, via the angular spectrum
method [28, 38],

𝐸𝑠, 𝑝 (𝑧) = 𝑈 (𝑧 − 𝑧𝐻 )𝐸𝑠, 𝑝 (𝑧𝐻 ), with

𝑈 (𝐿) = �̂�−1𝑒𝑖
√

𝑘2
𝑝−𝑘2

𝑥−𝑘2
𝑦𝐿 �̂�.

(7)

Here �̂�, �̂�−1 represents the 2D Fourier transform and the inverse transform respectively:
𝐸 (𝑘𝑥 , 𝑘𝑦 , 𝑧) = �̂�𝐸 (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) and 𝐸 (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) = �̂�−1𝐸 (𝑘𝑥 , 𝑘𝑦 , 𝑧). 𝑘 𝑝 = 2𝜋/_𝑝 is the wavenumber
of the probe light.

2.3. A robust spectroscopic phase angle relation for cold atoms

Clearly, to construct a 𝑧 = 𝑧𝐴 refocus criterion with Eqs. (4-6), prior knowledge of the phase
angle 𝛽0 is essential. With the thin sample condition by Eq. (1), the complex phase shift at 𝑧 = 𝑧𝐴
for a dilute sample is expected to follow the Beer-Lambert law as [28]

𝜑(𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧𝐴) =
1
2

∫
d𝑧𝜚(𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧)𝛼. (8)

Here 𝜚 is atomic density distribution and 𝛼 is the complex atomic polarizability. We therefore
expect 𝛽0 = arg(𝛼), which is precisely known in the linear optics regime [32]. However, as
suggested in the Introduction, the validity of the linear analysis is practically prone to saturation
and resonant dipole interaction effects.

Beyond the linear analysis, here we generally consider a sample of multi-level atoms interacting
with a probe pulse (Fig. 1b). We assume the probe is strong enough so that inter-atomic resonant
dipole interaction can be ignored [34]. In light of the fact that the holographic data recorded by
the camera is given by 𝛿𝐼 =

∫ 𝜏𝑝

0 𝛿𝐼 (𝑡)𝑑𝑡, the effective polarizability 𝛼 for Eq. (8) is evaluated as

𝛼 ≈
∫ 𝜏𝑝

0 d𝑡E∗
𝑝 · 〈d〉∫ 𝜏𝑝

0 d𝑡 |E𝑝 |2
. (9)

Furthermore, when the probe frequency 𝜔𝑝 is nearly resonant to an isolated |𝑔〉 − |𝑒〉 transition,
the induced complex dipole moment can be approximated as

〈d(𝑡)〉 ≈ 𝜌𝑒𝑔 (𝑡)d𝑔𝑒𝑒
−𝑖𝜔𝑝 𝑡 . (10)

Here d𝑒𝑔 is the dipole matrix element of the |𝑔〉 − |𝑒〉 transition. The coherence 𝜌𝑒𝑔 (𝑡) obeys the
multi-level master equation for the atomic density matrix 𝜌 [39], as detailed in Appendix A.



With the key Eqs. (9)(10) assumptions, in Appendix A we show that for a smooth pulse with
duration 𝜏𝑝 � 1/Γ at detuning |Δ| ≤ Γ , 𝛽0 is approximated by

𝛽0 (Δ) = arccot
(
2𝑎

Δ

Γ
+ 𝑏

)
(11)

with very good accuracy. For example, for the D1 line probed in this work as to be detailed in
Sec. 3 (Fig. 1c), deviation from Eq. (11) within |Δ| ≤ Γ is less than 1% in terms of minimal
𝜑⊥/|𝜑| by Eq. (5). Here 𝑎 = − Γ

Γ+𝛾 and 𝑏 = − 𝛿
Γ+𝛾 parametrize the average Stark shift 𝛿 and

optical pumping rate 𝛾 induced by all the |𝑔〉 − |𝑒′〉 and |𝑔′〉 − |𝑒〉 couplings that off-resonantly
mix the atomic states during the 𝜏𝑝 time. The spectral isolation here requires the transition
frequency 𝜔𝑒𝑔 to be far away from these ground- or excited-state sharing transitions, as well as all
the other |𝑔′〉 − |𝑒′〉 transitions: |𝜔𝑒′𝑔′ −𝜔𝑒𝑔 |, |𝜔𝑒𝑒′ | � Γ + Γ′, |𝜔𝑔𝑔′ | � Γ. The probe pulse can
be fairly short and strong, as long as these other transitions are only excited perturbatively. The
robustness of the phase-angle relation by Eq. (11) makes it particularly convenient to constrain
the sample plane 𝑧𝐴 of dilute atomic gases in digital holography.

2.4. Spectroscopic sample plane localization

Experimentally, as to be detailed in Sec. 3, a set of holograms for a standard, free-space sample
of dilute atoms is recorded in repeated preparation-measurement cycles at various detuning {Δ 𝑗 }
with |Δ 𝑗 | ≤ Γ. The complex phase shifts {𝜑 𝑗 } are then evaluated according to Eq. (3). To locate
the atomic sample plane, we numerically propagate 𝐸𝑠, 𝑝 (𝑧) according to Eq. (7) to minimize the
cost function

𝐿 (𝑧; {𝜑 𝑗 ,Δ 𝑗 }) =
∑︁
𝑗

(𝜑⊥
𝑗
(𝑧))2

=
∑︁
𝑗

(
sin[𝛽0 (Δ 𝑗 )]Re[𝜑 𝑗 (𝑧)] − cos[𝛽0 (Δ 𝑗 )]Im[𝜑 𝑗 (𝑧)]

)2 (12)

which implicitly depends on the lineshape parameters 𝑎, 𝑏 through Eq. (11), as well as the sample
plane 𝑧𝐴 through Eq. (6). Each out-of-phase component 𝜑⊥

𝑗
(𝑧) by Eq. (5) is averaged within the

ROI defined by |𝑦 | < 𝜎 (Fig. 1d). With the 𝐿-minimization, we expect a linear relation between
OD and 𝜙 within |Δ| ≤ Γ: (

Re[𝜑(𝑧)]
Im[𝜑(𝑧)]

)
𝑧=𝑧𝐴

= 2𝑎
Δ

Γ
+ 𝑏. (13)

To understand the accuracy of the 𝐿−minimization by Eq. (12), we notice the 𝜑⊥
𝑗 data entering

the analysis is fundamentally limited by the uncertainty of the phase angle 𝛽(𝑧) = arg(𝜑(𝑧))
retrieved from the hologram data. In particular, with 𝛽 𝑗 ≈ 𝛽0 (Δ 𝑗 ), the noise in the inferred 𝜑⊥

𝑗
at

each detuning Δ 𝑗 is photon-shot-noise-limited to 𝛿𝜑⊥
𝑗
= |𝜑 𝑗 | × 𝛿𝛽 𝑗 as [28]

𝛿𝛽 𝑗 =
1√︁
𝑁𝑠, 𝑗

, (14)

with 𝑁𝑠, 𝑗 ∝
∑

ROI |𝐸
( 𝑗)
𝑠 |2 summing the elastically scattered photons from the ROI to the camera.

The photon shot noise affects the predictions to all the 𝑎, 𝑏, 𝑧𝐴 parameters. However, with Δ 𝑗

uniformly sampling |Δ| ≤ Γ so that 𝑎, 𝑏 can typically be fixed quite precisely, we may simplify
the analysis by ignoring the correlations so that 𝛿𝐿 = 0 suggests

∑
𝑗 𝛿𝜑

⊥
𝑗 + 𝛿𝑧𝐴𝜕𝑧𝐴𝜑

⊥
𝑗
= 0.

Together with Eq. (6), we arrive at photon-shot-noise limited axial resolution

𝛿𝑧𝐴 = [
𝑧𝜎√
𝑁𝑠

. (15)



Here 𝑁𝑠 =
∑

𝑗 𝑁𝑠, 𝑗 is the number of all the elastically scattered photons entering the data analysis.
The [ is a sample shape dependent factor, with [ = 1 for the Gaussian shaped sample.

We now discuss the choice of ROI for the coherent signal averaging in Eqs. (12)(13). As
shown numerically in Fig. 1d(ii) (Appendix B), the rapid sign inversion for 𝜑⊥ along the light
propagation direction 𝑧 is most pronounced near the 𝐸𝑠 center with |𝑦 | < 𝜎 in the plot. With a
large Δ𝑧 = 𝑧 − 𝑧𝐴 to be comparable to 𝑧𝜎 (Eq. (2)), oscillatory 𝜑⊥ (𝑦, 𝑧) is developed along 𝑦

due to the curvature mismatch between 𝐸𝑠 and 𝐸𝑝. Therefore, for the 𝜎-sized atomic sample,
|𝑦 | ≤ 𝜎 is a natural ROI choice to isolate the uniform 𝜑⊥ (𝑧) center for the 𝜑⊥ (𝑧) average. A too
large ROI would reduce the 𝑧-dependence of 𝜑⊥ (𝑧) comparing to Eqs. (5)(6). Conversely, a too
small ROI would reduce the total number of elastically scattered photons 𝑁𝑠 entering the data
analysis, compromising the photon shot noise limit (Eq. (15)). Practically, the atomic samples
cannot always be approximated by Gaussian profiles. The size 𝜎 may not always be assumed as
prior knowledge either. For the small samples to be discussed in this work (Fig. 1a), the ROI
should in principle be refined toward |𝑦 − 𝑦0 | < 𝜎 with a suitable central position 𝑦0 and width
𝜎 to balance the 𝑧−sensitivity of the 𝐿-function in Eq. (12) with the amount of ROI-photons 𝑁𝑠 .
Practically, with the sample plane emphatically determined, we find that simply by thresholding
the approximately refocused |𝐸𝑠 |2 intensity, e.g. ROI=1 for |𝐸𝑠 |2 > 𝜖 |𝐸𝑠 |2max, 𝜖 ∼ 0.1, then
nearly optimal 𝛿𝑧 sensitivity for the Eq. (12) minimization can be achieved.

2.5. Correcting high-order aberrations

From Eqs. (12)(15), the high quality atomic sample plane localization relies on high quality
minimization of the 𝐿−function toward the photon shot noise limit. The fit quality is affected by
the imperfect optical system itself. For lensless holographic imaging [25], the optical transfer
function according to free-space propagation is easily modeled. However, in most cold atom
experiments, the imaging system usually requires an optical train to relay the coherent wavefronts
from the samples in vacuum to the camera outside the vacuum [8, 27, 28], as schematically
illustrated in Fig. 1a. Even for perfect optics, high-order aberration correction is required for
volumetric imaging across a large depth of view.

Here, the high-order aberration correction can be achieved simultaneously with the 𝑧 = 𝑧𝐴
sample plane localization, through the minimization of 𝐿−function by Eq. (6). For example, this
can be achieved by setting up numerical Zernike plates [27] at 𝑧 = 𝑧𝐻 with coefficients entering
the 𝐿−function for the optimization. This is a step left for future work.

3. Experimental demonstration

3.1. Methods

Our experiment demonstration is based on a 39K holographic microscope on the D1 line. To
facilitate the following discussions, in Fig. 1b we refer the 4𝑆1/2, 𝐹 = 1, 2 hyperfine ground states
as |𝑔〉, |𝑔′〉, and 4𝑃1/2, 𝐹 ′ = 1, 2 excited states as |𝑒′〉, |𝑒〉 respectively [40]. As schematically
illustrated in Fig. 1a, an NA = 0.3 optical train with magnification 𝑀 = 1 relays the probe
wavefront 𝐸𝑝 and the forward scattering 𝐸𝑠 by the cold atomic sample to the digital camera. The
probe wavelength _𝑝 = 770 nm is nearly resonant to the |𝑔〉 − |𝑒〉 hyperfine transition with a
natural linewidth Γ = 2𝜋 × 5.96 MHz. The transition is spectrally isolated from |𝑔〉 − |𝑒′〉 and
|𝑔′〉 − |𝑒〉 transitions by 𝜔𝑒,𝑒′ = 2𝜋 × 55.5 MHz and 𝜔𝑔,𝑔′ = 2𝜋 × 461.7 MHz respectively. Up
to 103 atoms are laser-cooled to a temperature of tens of micro-kelvin [30] and loaded into a
microscopic optical dipole trap (ODT) composed by a focused _′ = 780 nm laser along 𝑥. The
approximately Gaussian-shaped atomic sample is with 𝜎𝑥 = 15 `m along 𝑥. The width 𝑙𝑦,𝑧
estimated to be less than 1 `m is below the (𝛿𝑦)res = _𝑝/NA = 2.6 `𝑚 diffraction limit [41] of
the NA=0.3 holographic microscope [42]. In absence of imaging aberrations, we expect the
diffraction-limited sample images to have an apparent Gaussian width 𝜎𝑦 ≈ (𝛿𝑦)res/2
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Fig. 2. Holographically reconstructed images of a free 39K gas during the sample-plane
refocus. The probe detuning is Δ = Γ in this example. The out-of-phase 𝜑⊥ (𝑧) and the
in-phase 𝜑// (𝑧) are displayed in (a)(b) respectively. A color domain plot of 𝜑 is given
in (c), with the |𝜑 | strength and the phase angle 𝛽 = arg(𝜑) encoded by brightness
and color respectively. The images in (i)(ii)(iii) are evaluated at 𝑧 = 𝑧−

𝐴
, 𝑧𝐴, 𝑧

+
𝐴

planes
respectively, with 𝑧±

𝐴
= 𝑧𝐴 ± 20 `m. The 𝜑⊥ plot in (d) is similar to Fig. 1(d,ii), but is

reconstructed from the experimental data.

of about 𝜎𝑦 = 1.0 `m. The associated diffraction distance 4𝑧𝜎 ≈ 16 `m (Eq. (2)) is close to the
diffraction-limited imaging axial resolution (𝛿𝑧)depth = 2_𝑝/NA2.

To spectroscopically locate the atomic sample plane, a sequence of two images 𝐼 ( 𝑗)1,2 are recorded
at each probe detuning Δ 𝑗 with and without the atomic sample in repeated measurements. The
CCD camera with 1040 × 1392 pixels, each 6.45 × 6.45 `m2 in size, is effectively placed at
𝑧𝐻 = 10.4 mm to record holograms of the atomic sample at 𝑧𝐴 = 0.7 mm. The camera exposure
is set as 𝜏𝑒 = 1 ms. As detailed in Appendix C, to avoid inhomogeneous light shifts that tend
to invalidate Eq. (13), these “standard samples” are released from ODT before the holographic
imaging. Notice the |𝑔〉 − |𝑒〉 transition is open: during the probe excitation, spontaneous
|𝑔〉 → |𝑒〉 or |𝑒′〉 → |𝑔′〉 Raman scattering tends to quench the atomic population into the dark
|𝑔′〉. Therefore, instead of probing the atoms continuously, we interleave a train of 𝜏𝑝 = 1 `s
probe pulses with 4 `s of trapping+cooling pulses composed of the ODT beam with a D1
molasses [30] blue detuned from |𝑔′〉 − |𝑒〉 transition, which not only help to maintain the samples’
shape, location, and temperature, but also depump the internal states back to |𝑔〉 for the nearly
resonant imaging. The probe pulse is set at a moderate 𝐼 ≈ 3 mW/cm2 intensity in this work so



that the near-resonant OD and 𝜙 are significant for the microscopic and dilute samples. Since the
completion of this work, we have verified that our method works well at higher intensity, both
numerically (Appendix A) and experimentally [28].

We follow the procedure outlined in Sec. 2.2 to reconstruct 𝐸 ( 𝑗)
𝑠, 𝑝 at each probe detuning Δ 𝑗 ,

using the 𝐼
( 𝑗)
1,2 hologram data taken from repeated measurements. Depending on the desired

signal to noise ratio, 𝑁ave = 2 ∼ 15 holograms obtained at a same measurement condition are
averaged to 𝐼

( 𝑗)
1,2 before proceeding the 𝐸

( 𝑗)
𝑠 reconstructions. We then propagate both fields

according to Eq. (7) to retrieve 𝜑 𝑗 (𝑧) across the sample plane 𝑧𝐴, for the 𝐿-function minimization
(Eq. (12)). The performance of the spectroscopic refocus method is evaluated by repeating the
measurements, typically within an hour of measurement time, to check the consistency of the
predicted 𝑧 = 𝑧𝐴 values. In addition, the results are compared with the more traditional method
based on minimizing the apparent sample width, given by

𝑙𝑦 (𝑧) = 4
√︃
𝑦2 − 𝑦2. (16)

Here 𝑦, 𝑦2 are the 2D average of 𝑦, 𝑦2 in the 𝑥 − 𝑦 plane, weighted by the 2D complex phase
magnitude |𝜑(𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) | within a large enough ROI′, during the numerical 𝑧−scan of 𝐸𝑠, 𝑝.
Experimentally we retrieve 𝑙𝑦 (𝑧) by fitting 𝑥− averaged |𝜑(𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) | with 1D Gaussian profiles.
The factor of 4 is chosen so that 𝑙𝑦 = 2

√
2𝜎𝑦 for the Gaussian beam model.

3.2. Results

We first present typical 2D 𝜑(𝑧) profiles in Fig. 2 around the sample location 𝑧 = 𝑧𝐴. The probe
detuning is chosen as Δ = Γ in this example with substantial optical peak depth OD ≈ 0.2 and
peak 𝜙 ≈ −0.15 respectively (see Fig. 1a(i)). To improve the display, the holographic data is
averaged over 𝑁ave = 14 images (see Fig. 1a(ii)). We rotate the complex 𝜑 with the known
𝛽0 (Δ) according to Eq. (4), which, according to the 𝐿-minimization to be described shortly, is
adjusted to be arctan(2𝑎 + 𝑏) with 𝑎 = −0.84, 𝑏 = 0.08 (fit from experiment data, see Table. 1
"average" column). In Fig. 2a we see the 𝜑⊥ almost vanishes at 𝑧 = 𝑧𝐴 while some weak fringes
are still seen, due to the uncompensated high-order aberrations (Sec. 2.5). On the other hand,
substantial 𝜑⊥ (𝑧) are developed at Δ𝑧 = ±20 `m. In Fig. 2d the 𝜑⊥ (𝑥 = 0, 𝑦, 𝑧) similar to
Fig. 1d(ii) is given, where we see the experimental data matched very well with the theoretical
expectation. The complex phase shift 𝜑(𝑧) is given in Fig. 2c with the color-domain plots. At the
precisely refocused 𝑧 = 𝑧𝐴, the 𝜑(𝑧) becomes “monomorphous” with a uniform 𝛽 = arg(𝜑(𝑧𝐴))
distribution [24], as expected.

Next, the highly 𝑧-sensitive Eqs. (12)(13) criterion is illustrated in Fig. 3 with the ROI-averaged
𝜑(𝑧) − Δ curves. Here we still have 𝑁ave = 14. The 2D 𝜑(𝑧) distribution around 𝑧 = 𝑧𝐴 as those
in Fig. 2 are reproduced in the inset plots of Fig. 3(a,b,d,e). We evaluate 𝜑(𝑧) as described
in Sec. 2.4, within the ROI that are marked with dashed circles in the insets. The Fig. 3(a-c)
data are according to the experimental geometry, but for linear response of ideal 2-level atoms
(𝑎 = −1, 𝑏 = 0). The solid curves in Fig. 3(d-f) are instead numerically generated by adjusting
the saturation of the 2-level model (Appendix B) together with 𝑎 = −0.84, 𝑏 = 0.08 parameters
to fit the experimental data. In Fig. 3(c,f) we see the linearity of the phase angle is strongly
impacted by the deviation from the sample plane 𝑧𝐴 by a distance as small as Δ𝑧 ≈ ±10 `m to be
comparable to 2𝑧𝜎 , in agreement with Eq. (6).

Having introduced the general spectroscopic features of the reconstructed 𝜑(𝑧) near 𝑧 = 𝑧𝐴,
we now present details of the 𝑧𝐴-plane localization by minimizing the 𝐿− function in Eq. (12).
Specifically, for a set of 25 {𝜑 𝑗 ,Δ 𝑗 } data with Δ scanning from -6 MHz to 6 MHz by 0.5 MHz
steps, we globally minimize 𝐿 to obtain the 𝑎opt, 𝑏opt, 𝑧𝐴 parameters. We then plot the normalized
cost function,
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Fig. 3. Spectroscopic signature of the ROI-averaged complex phase shift 𝜑(𝑧) during
the refocus to the atomic sample plane. The insets of (a,b,d,e) provide the Im(𝜑(𝑧))
and Re(𝜑(𝑧)) images close to 𝑧 = 𝑧𝐴, with ROI marked with dashed circles. (a-c)
are according to numerical simulation of 2-level atoms (Appendix B), with sample
parameters adjusted according to the experimental situation detailed in Sec. 3. The
experimental data are presented in (d-f) with scattered symbols, where the solid lines
are from 2-level atom model with 𝑎 = −0.84, 𝑏 = 0.08. Here 𝑧

′±
𝐴

= 𝑧𝐴 ± 10 `m. In
both (c)(f), the Re[𝜑(𝑧)]/Im[𝜑(𝑧)] ratio appears straight only at 𝑧 = 𝑧𝐴 (Eq. (13)).

𝐿min (𝑧) ≡ 𝐿 (𝑧, 𝑎opt, 𝑏opt)/
∑︁
𝑗

|𝜑 𝑗 |2, (17)

in Fig. 4a vs 𝑧. To check the consistency of the localization, the same procedure is repeated with
five data sets, with holograms in each set averaged by a moderate 𝑁ave = 2 ∼ 3. The 𝐿min (𝑧)
curves are compared with the apparent width 𝑙𝑦 (𝑧) according to Eq. (16) evaluated with the same
data set. The detailed numbers are given in Table 1. For a clear comparison, in both Fig. 4a and
Table 1 the distance 𝑧 is evaluated relative to the average-𝑧𝐴 from the five 𝐿min−based predictions.

Experimentally, from Fig. 4a we see 𝐿min (𝑧) on the displayed vertical scale almost vanishes.
Indeed, 𝐿min (𝑧𝐴) ≈ 0.2% (Table 1) is less than a tenth of 𝐿min (𝑧𝐴 ± Δ𝑧) by a slight defocusing
distance Δ𝑧 = 5 `m. For comparison, 𝑙𝑦 (𝑧) hardly changes by 30% by the same defocus. As by
Line 2 of Table 1, the 𝑧 = 𝑧𝐴 localization in repeated measurements show remarkable consistency
with an estimated standard deviation of 𝛿𝑧𝐴 = 0.3 `m. For comparison, the sample width method
in Fig. 4a (orange lines) and Line (5-6) of Table 1 show a substantially larger 𝛿𝑧𝐴 = 2 `m. The
much better performance by the spectroscopic method is associated with the aforementioned
strong 𝑧−dependence of the cost function 𝐿min (𝑧), due to the Gouy phase anomaly (Eq. (6)),
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Fig. 4. (a): Refocus 39K sample to 𝑧 = 𝑧𝐴 plane by minimizing the spectroscopic
𝐿min (𝑧) (Eq. (17), blue) and apparent width 𝑙𝑦 (𝑧) (Eq. (16), orange) with 𝑧−scan
near 𝑧𝐴. Five data sets, with 𝑁ave = 3, 3, 3, 3, 2 hologram-average respectively, are
shown with dot symbols. The solid lines give average 𝐿min and 𝑙𝑦 . The shadows
provide standard deviations. (b): A typical in-focus |𝐸𝑠 | image with 𝑁ave = 14
hologram-average, where the red circle suggests the diffraction limit (𝛿𝑦)res = _𝑝/NA.

which makes the spectroscopic method substantially more resilient to imaging noises.
Ideally, according to Eq. (14), we expect 𝐿min (𝑧𝐴) = 1/𝑁𝑠 in the photon-shot-noise limit. for

the Fig. 4a and Table 1 results, the total number of elastically scattered photons in each data
set of holograms at the 25 Δ 𝑗 detuning is estimated to be 𝑁𝑠 ∼ 106, taking into account the
∼ 20% quantum efficiency of our camera (Pico Pixelfly). However, as in Fig. 2a our imaging
system is not ideal so that the observed 𝐿min (𝑧𝐴) ≈ 2 × 10−3 � 1/𝑁𝑠 is instead limited by
high-order aberrations. The observed 𝐿min (𝑧𝐴) is also substantially larger than those caused by
deviation from the Eq. (11) relation, due to transient and multi-level effects (Appendix A) which
is numerically estimated at a 10−5 level [43]. In other words, there is an intrinsic uncertainty to
the phase angle 𝛿𝛽0 ≈ (𝐿min (𝑧𝐴))1/2 ≈ 0.05, due to the imaging system smearing itself. With
𝐿min (𝑧𝐴 + Δ𝑧) = 𝐿min (𝑧𝐴) + bΔ𝑧2/2 in quadratic form, we attribute the observed 𝐿min (𝑧𝐴) as

unreliable modeling that limits the absolute axial resolution to 𝛿𝑧𝐴 =

√︃
𝐿min (𝑧𝐴)/b ≈ 1.0 `m.

Finally, it is useful to remark that although the data in Table 1 suggests any optical drifts between
the atomic sample and camera is small in repeated measurements, practically any drifts during
the Δ 𝑗 -scan measurements effectively increase the sizes of the “average samples” entering the
data analysis. In that case, our 𝐿min method should still operates to find the average 𝑧𝐴 planes.

4. Discussions

The last twenty years witness rapid developments of quantitative imaging techniques in digital
holographic microscopy, with applications across fields [4, 18–22]. In comparison, holographic
imaging for atomic physics research has been underdeveloped. A list of unique technical
challenges needs to be addressed [28,41], before the holographic method can be applied with
sufficient accuracy for imaging the highly fragile ultra-cold atomic samples. This work aims
to resolve a particular challenge: the precise localization of the sample plane for retrieving the
generic optical response of the atoms. The difficulty arises from the fact that typical atomic
samples are spatially featureless. Previously, the only effort to address the problem appears to be
exploiting atomic shot-noise correlations in phase-contrast imaging [27].

In this work, instead of relying on spatial information to form refocus criterion, we propose to



repeat1 repeat2 repeat3 repeat4 repeat5 average std

𝐿min (𝑧𝐴) × 103 2.79 1.55 2.41 1.98 1.79 2.10 0.44

𝑧𝐴 [`m] -0.6 0.1 0.3 0.2 -0.1 -0.02 0.32

𝑎opt -0.86 -0.85 -0.86 -0.83 -0.84 -0.84 0.017

𝑏opt 0.048 0.088 0.090 0.111 0.075 0.083 0.021

𝑙𝑦 (𝑧𝐴) [`m] 2.96 2.78 2.62 3.37 3.38 3.02 0.31

𝑧𝐴 [`m] 2.5 -2.6 -3.3 -2.1 -2.2 -1.54 2.06

Table 1. Comparison of the spectroscopic 𝐿−minimization (top) and sample-width
𝑙𝑦-minimization (bottom) for the 𝑧 = 𝑧𝐴 localization. std= standard deviation.

utilize characteristic spectroscopic features of atomic transitions for precise refocus in holographic
microscopy. The underlying principle is to exploit the additional diffraction phase in the forward
direction picked up by small objects, known as Gouy phase anomaly [13], that leads to deviation
of apparent spectroscopic responses from those predicted by theory. The idea has already been
demonstrated for localizing transparent objects [13,26]. We combine the diffraction phase idea
with the unique ability of holographic microscopy for resolving the complex phase shift [28], and
propose a spectroscopic criterion to robustly localize the atomic sample plane. The proposal
not only utilizes the fact that for dilute, thin samples the spectral phase angle is insensitive to
atomic density fluctuation [28], but also exploit an interesting phase-angle relation (Eq. (11))
which holds precisely for multi-level atom driven by strong optical pulses (Appendix A).

Experimentally, this work demonstrates super-resolved sample plane localization during digital
holography of a diffraction-limited, laser-cooled 39K sample with sub-micron repeatability. This
axial resolution is improved from the traditional method based on fitting the sample widths
(Fig. 4a) by nearly an order of magnitude, in presence of imaging noises in our system. The
absolute axial resolution of 𝛿𝑧𝐴 ≈ 1 `m is yet limited by high-order aberrations of the imaging
system itself (Sec. 3), that can be minimized in future work (Sec. 2.5). With the improvements,
we expect the absolute axial resolution to reach the sub-micron level too, to be even smaller than
the sample size itself. Our method can be applied to larger samples, where the atomic density
fluctuations [27, 31] lead to the required diffraction phase shifts. By properly choosing a set of
ROIs (Eq. (12)) (Sec. 2.4), spectroscopic signatures of density-fluctuating features at various
length scales of interest can be exploited to efficiently locate the central planes of the samples
with the holographic microscope. Finally, it is important to note that in our experiment, the
peak atomic density of about 1013cm−3 � 1/𝑘3

𝑝 is quite dilute, while the peak optical depth
ODmax < 0.5 is still small. To exploit our method for localizing samples with higher OD and
density, stronger pulses should help to suppress contribution of resonant dipole interactions that
would otherwise modify the line shape [34, 35] to compromise the Eq. (11) criterion.

With the precise knowledge of the sample plane location, the complex spectroscopy method
in this work can be uniquely powerful for resolving the phase angle information of ultra-cold
samples next [28]. In particular, to infer nontrivial, correlated optical responses of high OD, high
density gases [34, 35], the atomic sample plane can be spectroscopically located by probing a
strong, isolated atomic transition with strong enough pulses first, as in this work. The phase-angle
spectroscopy of the cooperative responses of the denser samples can then be reliably retrieved, in
presence of density fluctuations generic to cold atomic samples which typically prevent regular
imaging methods from obtaining accurate spectroscopic information in single-shots [44, 45].



Our spectroscopic method can also be extended to locate multiple samples in digital holography,
where the highly precise sample plane localization forms an excellent starting point for complex
spectroscopic imaging [28, 43] of sparsely distributed cold atomic samples in 3D [46,47].
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A. Derivation of Eq. (11)

In the following we show that for spectrally isolated |𝑔〉 − |𝑒〉 transition as those in Fig. 1a and
Fig. 5 here, with |𝜔𝑒′𝑔′ − 𝜔𝑒𝑔 |, |𝜔𝑒𝑒′ | � Γ + Γ′, |𝜔𝑔𝑔′ | � Γ, then the spectral phase relation
by Eq. (11) holds very precisely for smooth and long probe pulses with 𝜏𝑝 � 1/Γ, as long
as any off-resonant |𝑔〉 − |𝑒′〉, |𝑔′〉 − |𝑒〉 transitions only influence the atomic optical response
perturbatively. Our derivations below are supported by numerical simulation of optical Bloch
equations for resonant D-line interactions [30, 48]. The results [43] for 𝜏𝑝 = 1 `s pulses suggest
the Eq. (11) relation supports 𝐿min < 10−4 (to compare with 𝐿min (𝑧𝐴) in Table (1)) for the open
D1 transition of 39K in this work, improves further for resolved D2 cooling transition lines such
as those for 87Rb [28], and becomes nearly perfect for 2-level atoms with a similar linewidth
Γ. These are for weak pulses, as well as for intense pulses that strongly saturate the |𝑔〉 − |𝑒〉
transition.

As illustrated in Fig. 5, we generally consider the interaction between a probe pulse 𝐸𝑝 and
a multi-level atom. The probe frequency 𝜔 is nearly resonant to the |𝑔〉 − |𝑒〉 transition with
detuning Δ = 𝜔−𝜔𝑒𝑔. In addition to the Ω𝑒𝑔 coupling, off-resonant Ω𝑒𝑔′ , Ω𝑒′𝑔 couplings, as well
as separate Ω𝑒′𝑔′ couplings are all induced. All the couplings contribute to the induced dipole
moment 〈d〉 and therefore the atomic polarizability 𝛼(𝜔) to attenuate the intensity and shift the
phase of 𝐸𝑝. Here, with the small detuning Δ of order Γ and further with the aforementioned
spectral isolation condition, the atomic response to 𝐸𝑝 is dominantly due to the 𝜌𝑒𝑔 2-level
coherence. Writing the density matrix element in the frame co-rotating with the probe field, we
have the single-frequency dipole moment given by Eq. (10) in the main text. The equation of
motion for 𝜌𝑒𝑔 is according to the master equation formalism [39]

𝑖 ¤𝜌𝑒𝑔 = (−Δ − 𝑖Γ/2)𝜌𝑒𝑔 −
1
2
Ω𝑒𝑔 (𝜌𝑔𝑔 − 𝜌𝑒𝑒)−∑︁

𝑔′,𝑒′
( 1
2
Ω𝑒𝑔′𝜌𝑔′𝑔 −

1
2
𝜌𝑒𝑒′Ω𝑒′𝑔).

(18)

Here the Rabi frequency is defined as Ω𝑒𝑔 =
𝐸𝑝 ·d𝑒𝑔

ℏ
, with other transitions follow similarly.

Importantly, the Ω𝑒′𝑔 and Ω𝑒𝑔′ couplings in the 2nd line of Eq. (18) are off-resonant. For “not



Fig. 5. Schematic of a multi-level atom interacting with a monotonic probe 𝐸𝑝 with
duration 𝜏𝑝 . The probe frequency 𝜔𝑝 ≈ 𝜔𝑒𝑔 is close to the spectrally isolated |𝑔〉 − |𝑒〉
transition. Nevertheless, Rabi couplings for all the dipole allowed {|𝑔〉, |𝑔′〉} ↔
{|𝑒〉, |𝑒′〉} transitions are induced. Typical transient atomic populations during the 𝜏𝑝
probe time are represented by black dots on each level lines.

too strong” pulses so that the level splittings still dominate the time scales, the dynamics of these
coherences largely follow 𝜌𝑒𝑔 and can thus be adiabatically eliminated:

𝜌𝑔′𝑔 ≈
Ω𝑔′𝑒

2𝜔𝑔′𝑔
𝜌𝑒𝑔,

𝜌𝑒𝑒′ ≈
Ω𝑔𝑒′

2𝜔𝑒𝑒′ + 𝑖Γ + 𝑖Γ′ 𝜌𝑒𝑔

(19)

We therefore rewrite Eq. (18) as

𝑖 ¤𝜌𝑒𝑔 ≈ (−(Δ + 𝛿) − 𝑖(Γ + 𝛾)/2)𝜌𝑒𝑔 −
1
2
Ω𝑒𝑔 (𝜌𝑔𝑔 − 𝜌𝑒𝑒), (20)

with

𝛿 =
∑

𝑔′,𝑒′
|Ω𝑒′𝑔 |2
4𝜔𝑒𝑒′

− |Ω𝑒𝑔′ |2
4𝜔𝑔′𝑔

𝛾 =
∑

𝑒′
|Ω𝑒′𝑔 |2

4𝜔2
𝑒𝑒′

Γ′.
(21)

Equation (20) is coupled to 𝜌𝑔𝑔 (𝑡), 𝜌𝑒𝑒 (𝑡) dynamics that we have not written out explicitly.
However, for understanding 𝛽0 = arg(𝛼), it suffices to integrate Eq. (20) to have

𝜌𝑒𝑔 (𝑡) ≈
𝑖

2

∫ 𝑡

0
Ω𝑒𝑔 (𝜏) (𝜌𝑔𝑔 (𝜏) − 𝜌𝑒𝑒 (𝜏))𝑒−𝑖Δ̃(𝑡−𝜏)d𝜏. (22)



Here Δ̃ = (Δ + 𝛿) + 𝑖(Γ + 𝛾)/2. We then evaluate the nominator of Eq. (9) in the main text,

𝛼 ∝
∫ 𝜏𝑝

0
d𝑡𝐸∗

𝑝 (𝑡) · d𝑔𝑒𝜌𝑒𝑔 (𝑡)

≈ 𝑖ℏ

2

∫ 𝜏𝑝

0
d𝑡 |Ω𝑒𝑔 (𝑡) |

∫ 𝑡

0
Λ(𝜏)𝑒−𝑖Δ̃(𝑡−𝜏)d𝜏.

(23)

Here Λ(𝜏) = |Ω𝑒𝑔 (𝜏) | (𝜌𝑔𝑔 (𝜏) − 𝜌𝑒𝑒 (𝜏)).
To arrive at Eqs. (22)(23) with smooth 𝐸𝑝 (𝑡), we have ignored the time-dependence of

𝛿(𝑡), 𝛾(𝑡) so that ¤̃Δ = 0. Accordingly, we regard 𝛿, 𝛾 as average values for Eq. (11). Furthermore,
assuming smooth pulse with Λ(𝑛) (0) = 0, Eq. (23) can be evaluated with integration by parts,

𝛼 ∝ 𝑖

∫ 𝜏𝑝

0
d𝑡 |Ω𝑒𝑔 (𝑡) |

[
Λ(𝑡)
−𝑖Δ̃

+
∫ 𝑡

0

Λ′(𝜏)
𝑖Δ̃

𝑒−𝑖Δ̃(𝑡−𝜏)d𝜏
]

= 𝑖

∫ 𝜏𝑝

0
d𝑡 |Ω𝑒𝑔 (𝑡) |

[
Λ(𝑡)
−𝑖Δ̃

+ Λ′(𝑡)
Δ̃2

−
∫ 𝑡

0

Λ′′(𝜏)
Δ̃2

𝑒−𝑖Δ̃(𝑡−𝜏)d𝜏
]
.

(24)

For the smooth pulse with 𝜏𝑝 � 1/Γ, then the leading term dominates in the integration.
Assuming 𝜌𝑔𝑔 > 𝜌𝑒𝑒, 𝛼 has a phase angle 𝛽0 = −arg(1/Δ̃) that obeys Eq. (11). Here, it is
interesting to note that for symmetric |Ω𝑒𝑔 (𝑡) | ≈ |Ω𝑒𝑔 (𝜏𝑝 − 𝑡) | pulse profiles, the second term
Ω𝑒𝑔 (𝑡) Λ

′ (𝑡)
Δ̃2 tends to average itself out with the integration. The average effect works for both

weak and strong, off and resonant pulses, as long as 𝜌𝑔𝑔 (𝑡) − 𝜌𝑒𝑒 (𝑡) approximately follows the
same symmetry at the 𝜏𝑝 scale. Clearly, this average effect works best for closed transitions, and
is compromised for open transitions as in this work, due to the population quenching (atoms
leaving {|𝑔〉, |𝑒〉} to other states at the 1/Γ time scale).

We finally remark that the Eq. (10) approximation requires the |𝑔〉− |𝑒〉 transition is strong, with
large enough dipole element d𝑒𝑔 comparing to nearby off-resonant transitions. For atomic states
with Zeeman degeneracy, the multi-level interaction with 𝐸𝑝 can be decomposed into degenerate
2-level dynamics [49] to “monomorphously” contribute to the optical response. The Eq. (11)
relation is therefore still valid. Finally, the Eq. (11) relation is robust against inhomogeneous
broadening effects, such as those due to Zeeman shifts, Doppler shifts, or a finite 𝐸𝑝 laser
linewidth (as in this work [50]), as long as these broadenings are small comparing to the transition
linewidth Γ. These conclusions are supported by numerical simulations [30, 48], with details to
be presented in a separate paper [43].

B. Simulation of complex phase shift by 2-level samples

In this section we provide details on the simulation of 𝐸𝑝 propagation through a weakly-driven
2-level atomic sample. In all the simulations leading to Fig. 1c, Fig. 3(a-c), the atomic sample
assumes a Gaussian distribution 𝜌(r) with a spatial width matching the experimental situation
for the 39K atomic samples (Sec. 3). The numerical propagation assumes a local complex index
𝑛(r) =

√︁
1 + 𝜚(r)𝛼 with atomic polarizability:

𝛼 =
3_3

𝑝

8𝜋2

(−Δ + 𝑖 Γ2 )
Γ
2

Δ2 + (1 + 𝑠) Γ2

4

(25)

Here an 𝑠−parameter is introduced to effectively account for the saturation effect in the simula-
tion [39], with 𝑠 = 0.5 for the Fig. 3(d-f) simulation.

Taking 𝐸𝑝 (𝑧) from experimental pre-characterization (Sec. 2.2), numerical propagation
of 𝐸𝑝 (𝑧) across the sample follows a split-operator method [51], by interleaving the free-
space propagation (Eq. (7)) 𝐸tot (𝑧 + 𝑑𝑧) = 𝑈 (𝑑𝑧)𝐸tot (𝑧) with spatial-dependent phase shift



𝐸tot (𝑧+d𝑧) = 𝐸tot (𝑧)𝑒𝑖 (𝑛(𝑧)−1)𝑘𝑝d𝑧 in small steps d𝑧. Starting from 𝐸tot = 𝐸𝑝 (𝑧𝐴− 𝑙𝑧), we obtain
𝐸tot = 𝐸𝑝 (𝑧𝐴 + 𝑙𝑧) across the full sample length in the model. The full field is then decomposed
into 𝐸tot = 𝐸𝑝 + 𝐸𝑠 to find the “true” complex phase shift 𝜑(𝑧𝐴) at the atomic central plane
𝑧 = 𝑧𝐴 according to Eq. (3), as well as to numerically generate 𝐼1,2 at the camera plane 𝑧 = 𝑧𝐻
for verifying our holographic reconstruction and sample plane localization algorithms.

C. Experimental details

…

D2 cooling

D1 in-trap cooling

D1 probing

I

t𝝉𝒑 𝝉𝒄

“Switching detection”

Fig. 6. The timing sequence of a single experimental measurement cycle, including D2
cooling and trapping, D1 in-trap cooling and probing by "switching detection" (axes
not to scale). During the "switching detection", the D1 probing and D1 in-trap cooling
are interleaved with 𝜏𝑝 = 1 `s and 𝜏𝑐 = 4 `s respectively.

switching

(a)

𝟒𝑷𝟏/𝟐

𝟒𝑺𝟏/𝟐

𝑭′ = 𝟐

𝑭′ = 𝟏

𝑭 = 𝟐

𝑭 = 𝟏

770 nm
cooling

780 nm
trapping

𝚪

𝚫𝐜

55.5 MHz

461.7 MHz

(b)

𝟒𝑷𝟏/𝟐

𝟒𝑺𝟏/𝟐

𝑭′ = 𝟐

𝑭′ = 𝟏

𝑭 = 𝟐

𝑭 = 𝟏

770 nm
probing

𝚪

𝚫𝐩

|𝑔′⟩

|𝑔⟩

|𝑒⟩

|𝑒′⟩

Fig. 7. Level diagram for the D1 "switching detection" at the 39K D1 line in this work.
(a): D1 in trap cooling. (b): Probing. The atomic states in (b) are labeled in according
to Fig. 1b in the main text.

In this section we provide additional experimental details for holographic imaging of 39K atoms.
As mentioned in Sec. 3, the {𝐼 ( 𝑗)1,2 } data at detunings {Δ 𝑗 } are obtained with repeated cycles of
atomic sample preparation and measurements. A single cycle takes about 2 seconds time. The
timing sequence for a single cycle is shown in Fig. 6. Firstly, a standard magneto-optical trap
(MOT) [29] with D2 line cooling captures ∼ 106 atoms with a temperature 𝑇 ≈ 0.5 mK. We then
apply D1 molasses cooling [30], with ∼ 100 mW of 770 nm light delivered to the atoms with
the same MOT beams. During this cooling stage, the D1 molasses contain two sidebands to
address both hyperfine ground states 4𝑆1/2, 𝐹 = 1, 2 at Raman 2-photon resonance [30]. The



single-photon detuning to 𝐹 ′ = 2 is set as Δ𝑐 = 2𝜋 × 16 MHz. To create the microscopic
sample for the imaging study, an optical dipole trap (ODT) at wavelength 780 nm is switched
on simultaneously. The ODT is fairly strongly focused by another NA=0.3 lens array to reach a
Gaussian waist of ≈1.5 `m at the MOT center, with a trap depth ≈ 15 MHz. This combined D1
in-trap cooling of about 3 ms is able to prepare the 𝑁 = 103 atomic sample at a temperature of 𝑇 ≈
10 `K. Next, in the holographic imaging step, we perform "switching detection" by interleaving
𝜏𝑝 = 1 `s D1 probe pulses with 𝜏𝑐 = 4 `s D1 single-sideband cooling + 780 trapping pulse, for a
total exposure time of 1 ms. The level diagrams for the light-atom interaction during probing and
cooling are summarized in Fig.7. In particular, during the D1 in-trap cooling that only addresses
the 𝐹 = 2 hyperfine level, atoms are not only cooled and trapped, but also “depumped” back to
𝐹 = 1 for the next 𝜏𝑝 probe.

References
1. F. Zernike, “Das Phasenkontrastverfahren bei der mikroskopischen Beobachtung,” Z. Techn. Physik. 16, 454 (1935).
2. C. Maurer, A. Jesacher, S. Bernet, and M. Ritsch-marte, “Phase contrast microscopy with full numerical aperture

illumination,” Opt. Express 16, 19821 (2008).
3. D. Gabor, “A new microscopic principle,” Nature 161, 777–778 (1948).
4. A. Greenbaum, W. Luo, T. W. Su, Z. Göröcs, L. Xue, S. O. Isikman, A. F. Coskun, O. Mudanyali, and A. Ozcan,

“Imaging without lenses: Achievements and remaining challenges of wide-field on-chip microscopy,” Nat. Methods
9, 889 (2012).

5. T. Latychevskaia, “Phase retrieval for digital holography,” J. Opt. Soc. Am. A 36, 31 (2019).
6. S.-H. Lee, Y. Roichman, G.-R. Yi, S.-H. Kim, S.-M. Yang, A. van Blaaderen, P. van Oostrum, and D. G. Grier,

“Characterizing and tracking single colloidal particles with video holographic microscopy,” Opt. Express 15, 18275
(2007).

7. P. Memmolo, L. Miccio, M. Paturzo, G. D. Caprio, G. Coppola, P. A. Netti, and P. Ferraro, “Recent advances in
holographic 3D particle tracking,” Adv. Opt. Photonics 7, 713 (2015).

8. R. Alexander, B. Leahy, and V. N. Manoharan, “Precise measurements in digital holographic microscopy by modeling
the optical train,” J. Appl. Phys. 128, 060902 (2020).

9. D. J. Brady, K. Choi, D. L. Marks, R. Horisaki, and S. Lim, “Compressive Holography,” Opt. Express 17, 13040
(2009).

10. P. Gao, B. Yao, R. Rupp, J. Min, R. Guo, B. Ma, J. Zheng, M. Lei, S. Yan, D. Dan, and T. Ye, “Autofocusing based on
wavelength dependence of diffraction in two-wavelength digital holographic microscopy,” Opt. Lett. 37, 1172 (2012).

11. P. Gao, G. Pedrini, and W. Osten, “Structured illumination for resolution enhancement and autofocusing in digital
holographic microscopy,” Opt. Lett. 11, 090901 (2013).

12. H. A. Ilhan, M. Doğar, and M. Özcan, “Autofocusing in digital holography,” in Practical Holography XXVII:
Materials and Applications, vol. 8644 (SPIE, 2013), pp. 77–87.

13. L. Wilson and R. Zhang, “3d localization of weak scatterers in digital holographic microscopy using rayleigh-
sommerfeld back-propagation,” Opt. Express 20, 16735–16744 (2012).

14. Y. Zhang, H. Wang, Y. Wu, M. Tamamitsu, and A. Ozcan, “Edge sparsity criterion for robust holographic autofocusing,”
Opt. letters 42, 3824–3827 (2017).

15. X. Fan, J. J. Healy, and B. M. Hennelly, “Investigation of sparsity metrics for autofocusing in digital holographic
microscopy,” Opt. Eng. 56, 053112 (2017).

16. Y. Wu, Y. Rivenson, Y. Zhang, Z. Wei, H. Günaydin, X. Lin, and A. Ozcan, “Extended depth-of-field in holographic
imaging using deep-learning-based autofocusing and phase recovery,” Optica 5, 704 (2018).

17. H. Pinkard, Z. Phillips, A. Babakhani, D. A. Fletcher, and L. Waller, “Deep learning for single-shot autofocus
microscopy,” Optica 6, 794–797 (2019).

18. E. Cuche, P. Marquet, and C. Depeursinge, “Simultaneous amplitude-contrast and quantitative phase-contrast
microscopy by numerical reconstruction of Fresnel off-axis holograms,” Appl. Opt. 38, 6994 (1999).

19. G. Coppola, P. Ferraro, M. Iodice, S. D. Nicola, A. Finizio, and S. Grilli, “A digital holographic microscope for
complete characterization of microelectromechanical systems,” Meas. Sci. Technol. 15, 529 (2004).

20. B. Kemper, D. Carl, J. Schnekenburger, I. Bredebusch, M. Schäfer, W. Domschke, and G. von Bally, “Investigation
of living pancreas tumor cells by digital holographic microscopy,” J. Biomed. Opt. 11, 34005 (2005).

21. A. Khmaladze, M. Kim, and C. M. Lo, “Phase imaging of cells by simultaneous dual-wavelength reflection digital
holography,” Opt. Express 16, 10900–11 (2008).

22. K. De Haan, Y. Rivenson, Y. Wu, and A. Ozcan, “Deep-Learning-Based Image Reconstruction and Enhancement in
Optical Microscopy,” Proc. IEEE 108, 2949575 (2020).

23. S. Kadlecek, J. Sebby, R. Newell, and T. G. Walker, “Nondestructive spatial heterodyne imaging of cold atoms,” Opt.
Lett. 26, 137 (2001).

24. L. D. Turner, K. Domen, and R. E. Scholten, “Diffraction-contrast imaging of cold atoms,” Phys. Rev. A 72, 031403
(2005).



25. J. P. Sobol and S. Wu, “Imaging cold atoms with shot-noise and diffraction limited holography,” New J. Phys. 16,
093064 (2014).

26. J. Smits, A. Mosk, and P. van der Straten, “Imaging trapped quantum gases by off-axis holography,” Opt. letters 45,
981–984 (2020).

27. E. Altuntas and I. B. Spielman, “Self-Bayesian Aberration Removal via Constraints for Ultracold Atom Microscopy,”
Phys. Rev. Res 3, 043087 (2021).

28. Y. Wang, J. Zhao, X. Huang, L. Qiu, L. Ji, Y. Ma, Y. He, J. P. Sobol, and S. Wu, “Imaging Moving Atoms by
Holographically Reconstructing the Dragged Slow Light,” Phys. Rev. Appl. 18, 014065 (2022).

29. H. J. Metcalf and P. van der Straten, Laser Cool. Trapping( Springer-Verlag) (1999).
30. F. Sievers, N. Kretzschmar, D. Fernandes, D. Suchet, M. Rabinovic, S. Wu, C. Parker, L. Khaykovich, C. Salomon,

and F. Chevy, “Simultaneous sub-Doppler laser cooling of fermionic Li 6 and K 40 on the D1 line: Theory and
experiment,” Phys. Rev. A - At. Mol. Opt. Phys. 91, 023426 (2015).

31. C.-L. Hung, X. Zhang, L.-C. Ha, S.-K. Tung, N. Gemelke, and C. Chin, “Extracting density density correlations from
in situ images of atomic quantum gases,” New J. Phys. 13, 075019 (2011).

32. R. Meppelink, R. A. Rozendaal, S. B. Koller, J. M. Vogels, and P. V. D. Straten, “Thermodynamics of Bose-Einstein-
condensed clouds using phase-contrast imaging,” Phys. Rev. A 81, 053632 (2010).

33. O. Morice, Y. Castin, and J. Dalibard, “Refractive index of a dilute Bose gas,” Phys. Rev. A 51, 3896 (1995).
34. L. Chomaz, L. Corman, T. Yefsah, R. Desbuquois, and J. Dalibard, “Absorption imaging of a quasi-two-dimensional

gas: a multiple scattering analysis,” New J. Phys. 14, 055001 (2012).
35. B. Zhu, J. Cooper, J. Ye, and A. M. Rey, “Light scattering from dense cold atomic media,” Phys. Rev. A 94, 023612

(2016).
36. D. Paganin, S. C. Mayo, T. E. Gureyev, P. R. Miller, and S. W. Wilkins, “Simultaneous phase and amplitude extraction

from a single defocused image of a homogeneous object,” J. Microsc. 206, 33–40 (2002).
37. R. W. Gerchberg and W. O. Saxton, “A Practical Algorithm for the Determination of Phase from Image and Diffraction

Plane Pictures,” Optik 35, 237 (1972).
38. J. Zhao, “Fast numerical propagation in high-NA imaging using the resampling angular spectrum method,” Opt.

Express 30, 41492–41507 (2022).
39. M. O. Scully and M. S. Zubairy, Quantum Optics (Cambridge University Press, 1997).
40. L. Weller, R. J. Bettles, P. Siddons, M. A. Zentile, J. Keaveney, R. S. Mathew, A. Millett-sikking, I. G. Hughes,

P. Tierney, R. K. Hanley, P. D. Gregory, I. G. Hughes, and S. L. Cornish, “Absolute absorption on the potassium D
lines : theory and experiment,” J. Phys. B At. Mol. Opt. Phys. 48, 195004 (2015).

41. J. P. Sobol, “Imaging cold atoms with shot-noise and diffraction limited holography,” Ph.D. thesis, Swansea University
(2015).

42. J. Zhao, “Holographic microscopy for atomic physics: Imaging and precision spectroscopy near single-atom
sensitivity,” Ph.D. thesis, Fudan University (2020).

43. X. Huang, Y. Wang, J. Zhao, L. Qiu, S. Wu, under preparations. .
44. G. E. Marti, R. B. Hutson, A. Goban, S. L. Campbell, N. Poli, and J. Ye, “Imaging Optical Frequencies with 100

muHz Precision and 1 . 1 mu m Resolution,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 120, 103201 (2018).
45. R. Li, Y. Wu, Y. Rui, B. Li, Y. Jiang, L. Ma, and H. Wu, “Absolute Frequency Measurement of Li 6 D Lines with

khz-Level Uncertainty,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 124, 063002 (2020).
46. K. D. Nelson, X. Li, and D. S. Weiss, “Imaging single atoms in a three-dimensional array,” Nat. Phys. 3, 556 (2007).
47. D. Barredo, V. Lienhard, S. de Léséleuc, T. Lahaye, and A. Browaeys, “Synthetic three-dimensional atomic structures

assembled atom by atom,” Nature 561, 79–82 (2018).
48. L. Qiu, L. Ji, Y. He, J. Hu, Y. Wang, and S. Wu, “Precise spinor matterwave control with nanosecond adiabatic

spin-dependent kicks,” PRX Quantum 3, 040301 (2022).
49. B. W. Shore, “Two-state behavior in N-state quantum systems: The Morris-Shore transformation reviewed,” J. Mod.

Opt. 61, 787 (2014).
50. Y. He, L. Ji, Y. Wang, L. Qiu, J. Zhao, Y. Ma, X. Huang, S. Wu, and D. E. Chang, “Geometric control of collective

spontaneous emission,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 213602 (2020).
51. S. Blanes and P. C. Moan, “Splitting methods for the time-dependent Schrodinger equation,” Phys. Lett. Sect. A Gen.

At. Solid State Phys. 265, 35–42 (2000).


