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Quantitative phase retrieval for Zernike phase-contrast microscopy
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We present a single-image numerical phase retrieval method for Zernike phase-contrast mi-
croscopy (ZPM) that addresses halo and shade-off artifacts, as well as the weak phase condition,
without requiring hardware modifications. By employing a rigorous physical model of ZPM and a
gradient descent algorithm for its inversion, we achieve quantitative ZPM imaging. Our approach
is experimentally validated using biological cells and its quantitative nature is confirmed through
comparisons with digital holography observations.

Phase-contrast microscopy, invented by Frits Zernike,
has been widely used in biomedical fields for decades
due to its simple implementation, which consists of a
standard bright-field microscope with a condenser an-
nulus and a phase ring attached [1]. Although it pro-
vides high-contrast images of unstained transparent spec-
imens, such as cells and tissues, Zernike phase-contrast
microscopy (ZPM) inevitably suffers from the halo and
shade-off artifacts caused by the finite radial width of the
phase ring, leading to its intrinsically non-quantitative
nature [2]. Furthermore, although it is recognized that
ZPM is nearly quantitative in the weak phase range for
a condenser annulus and a phase ring with infinitely nar-
row radial widths [3], most biological specimens fall out-
side of this range because a single cell already induces a
phase delay of a few rad, as shown in Fig. 1. Therefore,
ZPM is not well-suited for various biomedical analyses
enabled by quantitative phase images, such as cellular
dry mass or growth rate analyses, which have been in-
tensively explored in recent studies on quantitative phase
imaging (QPI), including interferometric techniques like
digital holography (DH) [4, 5].
To address the aforementioned issues, a numerical ap-

proach for suppressing the artifacts of ZPM has been
demonstrated [6]. However, this method only considers
the weak phase range, and the capability of quantita-
tive phase retrieval for larger phases remains unexplored.
Alternative approaches have involved hardware modifi-
cations to the ZPM setup, enabling quantitative phase
retrieval beyond the weak phase range. For instance,
spatial light interference microscopy (SLIM) is one of the
representative techniques that realizes QPI [7]. However,
this technique requires an additional optical unit con-
taining a spatial light modulator and relies on multiple
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FIG. 1. An unambiguous phase range of π and a weak phase
range around 0 rad in ZPM. The solid sinusoidal curve rep-
resents a contrast map for negative phase-contrast. The blue
bins show a histogram of a typical single-cell phase image.

phase-shifted measurements for the purpose of phase re-
trieval, which compromises the simplicity and robustness
of ZPM.

In this study, we present a numerical method for quan-
titative phase retrieval from a single ZPM image without
requiring hardware modification. We revisit a physical
model of ZPM and develop an efficient phase retrieval al-
gorithm that robustly works for single-adherent-cell im-
ages. As our technique does not necessitate any hard-
ware modifications, it can be applied to any commer-
cially available ZPM systems, thereby enabling effortless
QPI. This method may also be useful for other phase-
contrast imaging modalities, such as X-ray or electron
beam imaging [8, 9].

In order to determine the available range for phase re-
trieval without ambiguity, it is essential to reconsider the
physical model of ZPM. The intensity I± of images ac-
quired with positive and negative-contrast ZPMs, com-
prising a condenser annulus and a phase ring with in-
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finitely narrow radial widths, can be written as a function
of the object-induced phase delay θ, given by

I± = | ∓ jα+ (exp(jθ)− 1)|2

∝ I0 + sin(θ − π/2− θ±min),
(1)

where j is the imaginary unit, and α2 is the transmit-
tance of the phase ring. I0 = (2 + α2)/2

√
1 + α2 and

θ±min that satisfies sin θ±min = ±α/
√
1 + α2 and cos θ±min =

1/
√
1 + α2 are constant values characterized by the op-

tical system, as depicted by the curve in Fig. 1. This
equation simply expresses interference between diffracted
and non-diffracted light with a phase delay induced by
the phase ring, resulting in a sinusoidal map with an un-
ambiguous phase range of π. It implies that single-image
phase retrieval is feasible beyond the weak phase con-
dition when the object-induced phase delays lie within
the unambiguous phase range. The minimum phase
θ±min takes a value within the range of 0 ≤ θ+min ≤ π/4
and −π/4 ≤ θ−min ≤ 0 for positive and negative phase-
contrast, respectively. For weak phase objects that sat-
isfy θ ≪ 1 rad, Eq. (1) can be approximated as

I± ≃ | ∓ jα+ jθ|2
∝ α(α∓ 2θ),

(2)

where the contrast of ZPM exhibits linearity with respect
to θ. However, it should be noted that most samples fail
to meet this requirement, and the non-linear relationship
in Eq. (1) must be considered.
Although we showed the potential for overcoming the

weak phase range in ZPM without hardware modifica-
tion, the issue of the halo and shade-off artifacts still re-
mains because the condenser annulus and the phase ring
are not infinitely narrow in practice. To solve this issue,
a numerical propagation model that rigorously describes
the spatially partially-coherent light from the condenser
annulus is needed, which would impose a tremendous
computational cost. We address this problem using a
stochastic gradient descent approach called compressive
propagation (CP) proposed in our recent work [10].
For simplicity, we assume a one-dimensional phase ob-

ject vector f ∈ CN×1, where N is the pixel count of the
object, as

f = exp(jθ), (3)

where θ ∈ RN×1 is the phase vector. As shown in Fig. 2,
the forward model of ZPM based on CP is written as

i =
1

M

M∑

m=1

|F−1diag(p)Fdiag(f)F−1diag(c)wm|2,

(4)
where i ∈ RN×1 is the vector of the captured intensity
image, p ∈ C

N×1 is the vector of the phase ring, and
c ∈ RN×1 is the vector of the condenser annulus, respec-
tively. wm ∈ C

N×1 is the vector of the m-th wavefront
in M random wavefronts. F ∈ CN×N and F−1 ∈ CN×N
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FIG. 2. Schematic diagram of the forward and backward pro-
cesses for phase retrieval in ZPM.

denote matrices for the Fourier transform and its inver-
sion, respectively. “diag” is an operator for generating
a diagonal matrix, where the diagonal elements are the
parenthesized vector. As shown in the forward model in
Eq. (4), spatially partially-coherent light from the con-
denser annulus c is expressed by an ensemble average
of random wavefronts wm based on CP for reducing the
computational cost in the gradient descent process men-
tioned bellow.
To perform gradient descent for phase retrieval in ZPM

as shown in Fig. 2, we define the error function e as

e = ‖î− i‖22, (5)

where the accent mark of •̂ denotes estimated variables
during the gradient descent process and ‖ • ‖2 is the
ℓ2 norm, respectively. The partial derivative of the error e

in Eq. (5) with respect to the estimated phase vector θ̂

based on the chain rule is written as

∂e

∂θ̂
=

∂f̂

∂θ̂
· ∂e
∂f̂

. (6)

The second term of the right side in Eq. (6) is calculated
as

∂e

∂f̂
=

4

M

M∑

m=1

diag(F−1diag(c)wm)HF−1diag(p)HF

diag(F−1diag(p)Fdiag(f̂ )F−1diag(c)wm)(̂i− i),

(7)

where the superscriptH denotes the Hermitian conjugate
of a matrix. Then, the left side of Eq. (6) is calculated
as

∂e

∂θ̂
= real

[
−jdiag(f̂ )H

∂e

∂f̂

]
, (8)
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where “real” denotes the real part of the complex ampli-

tudes. We update the estimated phase vector θ̂(k) at the
k-th iteration with gradient descent based on the Adam
optimizer as

θ̂(k+1) = θ̂(k) − Adam

[
∂e

∂θ̂(k)

]
, (9)

where “Adam” is an operator of the Adam optimizer for
calculating the updating step with the partial derivative
in Eq. (8) [11]. In CP, we randomly change the wave-
fronts wm in Eq. (7) at each iteration based on stochastic
gradient descent [10]. The number of random wavefronts,
M , can be kept small in order to reduce the computa-
tional cost associated with the spatially-partially light
propagation, without introducing any approximations.
Additionally, we introduced a regularization process

based on the alternating direction method of multipli-
ers (ADMM), as shown in Fig. 2 [12]. In this case, the
updating step in Eq. (9) is rewritten with two auxiliary
vectors v(k) ∈ RN×1 and u(k) ∈ RN×1 at the k-th itera-
tion as

θ̂(k+1) = θ̂(k) − Adam

[
∂e

∂θ̂(k)
+ ρ(θ̂(k) − (v(k) − u(k)))

]
,

(10)

v(k+1) = denoiser

[
θ̂(k+1) + u(k)

]
, (11)

u(k+1) = u(k) + (θ̂(k+1) − v(k+1)), (12)

where ρ is a tuning parameter. Here, “denoiser” is a
denoising operator, which is composed of the total vari-
ation (TV) to guarantee the smoothness of the object
while preserving edges, and the ℓ1 norm to suppress
background noise in this study [13]. Both the TV and
ℓ1 norm were implemented with the reweighting method
to adaptively enhance the sparsity on the regularization
domains [14].
To experimentally demonstrate our phase retrieval

method, a ZPM system was implemented for single-cell
imaging using a commercial microscope (Olympus IX73)
equipped with a 525-nm LED (Thorlabs SOLIS-525C), a
condenser annulus (Ph2), a negative phase-contrast ob-
jective (UPlanFLN 40x/0.75NHPh2) and a CMOS im-
age sensor (Basler acA2440-75um). To build a numeri-
cal physical model that accurately describes our imple-
mented ZPM system, it is essential to carefully set the
model parameters, such as the radii and the radial widths
of the condenser annulus and phase ring, as well a the
transmittance of the latter. In our case, we experimen-
tally measured these parameters using the following pro-
cedure (see [7] for more details). We imaged the back
aperture of the objective onto the camera plane both
with and without condenser annulus. In the former case,
the size of the condenser annulus was determined, while
in the latter case, the radius and transmittance of the
phase ring α = 0.26 could be characterized from the at-
tenuated area of the phase ring. The inner and outer
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FIG. 3. Phase retrieval of COS-7 cell images captured with
ZPM. The first and second left columns show ZPM and their
phase-retrieved (PR-ZPM) images, respectively. The third
and fourth columns show quantitative phase images indepen-
dently captured with DH and the absolute difference between
PR-ZPM and DH images, respectively. Phase values of DH
images are determined relative to their background images.

radii of the condenser annulus and the phase ring were
calculated as ratios to the numerical aperture of the ob-
jective lens, specifically as 0.31 and 0.40, and 0.33 and
0.38, respectively.

In the phase retrieval process, the number of random
wavefronts, M , was set to 10. Cells’ silhouettes were
segmented from ZPM images by detecting and dilating
edges [15] and were utilized as the initial guesses for the
phase retrieval. In the Adam optimizer, we set the learn-
ing rate to 0.016, and the other parameters were the same
as those in the original work [11]. In the ADMM, the
tuning parameter ρ was set to 20.

The first and second left columns in Fig. 3 repre-
sent ZPM images of fixed COS-7 cells and their phase-
retrieved ZPM (PR-ZPM) images, where the former are
captured with our ZPM system. The half-pitch spatial
resolution of ZPM images is 260 nm. Our choice of nega-
tive phase-contrast guarantees full coverage of the range
of interest (0–a few rad) with the unambiguous phase
range, as shown in Fig. 1. As depicted in the figure, the
phase retrieval results exhibit minimal residual halo and
shade-off artifacts. It is worth noting that the model and
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FIG. 4. Comparison of PR-ZPM images with different condi-
tions in regularization. The first left image is the result with
both the TV and the ℓ1 norm, which is shown in the first row
of Fig. 3. The second and third images are the results with
the TV only and with the ℓ1 norm only, respectively. The
fourth image is the result without the TV or the ℓ1 norm.

algorithmic parameters were fixed for the phase retrieval
of all the cell images.
We compared the PR-ZPM images with quantita-

tive phase images independently captured with a home-
made DH system based on the common-path broadband
diffraction phase microscopy technique [16], equipped
with a 532-nm laser for illumination, an objective (LUC-
PLFLN40X, 40x/0.6), and the same image sensor as em-
ployed in the ZPM system. The half-pitch spatial resolu-
tion of DH images is 440 nm. Details on our DH system
are described in our recent work [17]. As depicted in
Fig. 3, the phase values of all DH images lie between
0 and approximately 2 rad, which largely surpasses the
weak phase range. The rightmost column in Fig. 3 shows
the absolute difference between PR-ZPM and DH images.
The standard deviations of the difference images within
the intracellular regions, which are determined by the
cells’ silhouettes used for the initial guesses in the phase
retrieval, are 0.18, 0.25, 0.25, and 0.16 rad, respectively,
from top to bottom. These small residuals verify the
quantitative nature of our single-image phase retrieval
algorithm based on an approximation-free model.
To assess the effectiveness of regularization, we com-

pared the phase-retrieved results obtained using differ-
ent regularization methods. Figure 4 shows results with

the TV and the ℓ1 norm, with the TV only, with the
ℓ1 norm only, and without the TV or the ℓ1 norm, respec-
tively. As shown in these results, the TV contributed to
reconstruct morphological structures of the cells, and the
ℓ1 norm suppressed background noise. The TV and the
ℓ1 norm cooperatively functioned in the phase retrieval
process. The standard deviations of the absolute differ-
ence within the intracellular regions compared to the DH
image in Fig. 3 are 0.18, 0.47, 0.43, and 1.11 rad, respec-
tively.

Finally, we discuss the possible cause of the residual
phase discrepancies between PR-ZPM and DH images
shown in Fig. 3. A mismatch in spatial resolution be-
tween the two systems may partially contribute to the
residual, even though we adjusted the pixel pitch of the
PR-ZPM images to match that of the DH images. An-
other factor could be the spatial phase noise of the DH
measurements, primarily arising from the coherent noise
due to laser illumination. We evaluated the standard de-
viations of the spatial phase noise in an area where no
sample exists in the DH images and found values ranging
from 0.02 to 0.04 rad, which are lower than the observed
residuals. Consequently, we attribute the dominant cause
of the residual to model error, which could be reduced
through more precise determination of the system pa-
rameters.

In summary, we have developed a numerical phase re-
trieval method that allows quantitative ZPM in an un-
ambiguous phase range of π and successfully applied this
method to single-cell imaging. By further reducing model
errors, more accurate phase retrieval is expected. Since
our method can be implemented to any existing ZPM
systems without hardware modification, it could open
the door to the widespread use of QPI.
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