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Angle-resolved photoemission spectroscopy (ARPES) is a technique used to map the occupied
electronic structure of solids. Recent progress in X-ray focusing optics has led to the development of
ARPES into a microscopic tool, permitting the electronic structure to be spatially mapped across
the surface of a sample. This comes at the expense of a time-consuming scanning process to cover not
only a three-dimensional energy-momentum (E, kz, ky) space but also the two-dimensional surface
area. Here, we implement a protocol to autonomously search both k- and real space in order to
find positions of particular interest, either because of their high photoemission intensity or because
of sharp spectral features. The search is based on the use of Gaussian process regression and
can easily be expanded to include additional parameters or optimisation criteria. This autonomous
experimental control is implemented on the SGM4 micro-focus beamline of the synchrotron radiation
source ASTRID2.

INTRODUCTION

Advanced computational tools and artificial intelli-
gence (AI) are having a major impact on the entire sci-
entific process. AI is being integrated in the generation
of hypotheses, performing experiments and discovering
patterns in the resulting data [1, 2]. Finding such trends
in large, simulated data sets, for example for the discov-
ery of new materials, has been particularly successful [3],
partly because such data sets are “clean” in the sense
of being noise-free and because they are easily adaptable
to the FAIR data principles (findable, accessible, inter-
operable, reusable) [4] that are essential for applying AI
tools.

The use of AI for the autonomous control of experi-
ments, on the other hand, promises huge gains in effi-
ciency but it is less developed because the AI tools need
to be closely integrated with a complex experimental
control environment. Nevertheless, considerable progress
has been made. For example, AI can help to control com-
plex experimental setups that only operate in a small
volume of a multidimensional parameter space [5]. AI
can also guide a scientist in the selection of experimental
parameters in order to search for “interesting” features.
In an experiment such as neutron scattering, collecting
a single data point can take a considerable amount of
time and AI can help to decide the set of parameters for
which the next data point should be taken, avoiding re-
dundant measurements and maximising the information
gain in the presence of the data that has already been col-
lected. This is particularly relevant if a high-dimensional
parameter space is to be explored. Indeed, the dramatic
increase of possible parameter combinations in a multi-
dimensional parameter space can potentially slow down
any experiment to a point where AI-controlled parameter
selection becomes essential.

Theoretical concepts for suggesting new parameters
have been tested by simulations based on existing large

experimental data sets. In this approach, a “measure-
ment” for a set of parameters is simulated by selecting
the previously measured experimental data for these pa-
rameters and by then using an AI method to find the set
of parameters for the next “measurement”. The quality
of the data “measured” in this way can then be tested
against the already available complete experimental data
set and, given that experiments probing several param-
eters are often performed on an (inefficient) regular grid
of data points, large gains can be obtained in these sim-
ulations [6–8]. Tests of this kind are limited by the data
sets they are based on, which need to be measured suffi-
ciently well across the entire parameter space, precluding
high-dimensional parameter spaces for which this would
simply take too much time. The autonomous control of
actual experiments has also been demonstrated, mostly
in two-dimensional parameter spaces [9–13]. Such imple-
mentations need to include a number of considerations
beyond maximising the information gain from a next
measurement, e.g., the time it takes to change parame-
ters like sample position or temperature, or the radiation
damage to sensitive samples exposed to a highly focused
beam of X-rays [9].

When using an algorithm to autonomously suggest new
parameters for an experiment, it is not a priori clear
what criteria should be applied for choosing these pa-
rameters. Most commonly, the aim is to optimise the
information gain in relation to the data points already
taken. This can be achieved by generating new trial pa-
rameters through techniques such as Gaussian Process
Regression (GPR) [14]. For an experiment in which some
type of intensity is measured, e.g., the intensity of photo-
electrons or scattered neutrons, this results in parameter
suggestions that avoid redundant measurements and are
more likely to fall into regions of high intensity than into
regions with just a weak background [13]. However, it
is not evident that merely looking for the most intense
features is the best way to maximise information gain,
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as one might miss, e.g., important fine structure in low
intensity regions.
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FIG. 1. Sketch of a micro-focus ARPES experiment. A nar-
rowly focused X-ray beam is directed towards the surface of
a sample, leading to the photoemission of electrons. The X-
ray beam can be moved across the sample to inspect different
regions, e.g. following the grid drawn on the sample surface.
In each position, i.e., in each square on the grid, an ARPES
spectrum (photoemission intensity as a function of photoelec-
tron kinetic energy and emission angle Φ) can be taken. In
addition, the emission angle Θ can be varied by applying an
electrostatic potential in the analyser lens system. The spec-
tra are characteristic of the underlying electronic structure of
the sample and will typically be different for sample regions
with different characteristics (here indicated by the colour on
the sample surface: red, blue and green). The bottom row
shows a series of spectra acquired at a fixed position of the
sample for different emission angles Θ.

In this paper, we address the challenge of performing
autonomous experiments in a multi-dimensional param-
eter space (measuring the photoemission intensity of a
sample in a five-dimensional parameter space and opti-
mising it in a three-dimensional parameter space) and we
simultaneously explore the optimisation using more com-
plex criteria than just the intensity. We realise this by
applying autonomous experimental control to an ARPES
experiment at the micro-focus SGM4 beamline [15] of the
ASTRID2 synchrotron radiation facility in Aarhus, Den-
mark [16], based on GPR as implemented in the gpCAM

package [14, 17].

A brief sketch of the ARPES experiment is shown in
Fig. 1. A narrowly focused X-ray beam with a diame-
ter of a few µm hits the surface of a sample, causing the
emission of photoelectrons. Some of the photoelectrons
reach a hemispherical electron analyser, are sorted with
respect to kinetic energy and the emission angle Φ (along
a slit in the electrostatic lens system) and captured by a
two-dimensional detector. Typical two-dimensional spec-
tra are shown on the bottom of Fig. 1. They give the
photoemission intensity I as a function of energy E and
emission angle Φ and essentially represent an image of a
cut through the sample’s spectral function [18, 19]. The
spectral function is of fundamental importance for the
properties of solids, encoding features like the velocity
and effective mass of the electrons, fingerprints of super-
conductivity, and many others [20]. In order to map the
spectral function in the full two-dimensional momentum
space, the emission angle perpendicular to the slit, Θ,
can be varied by applying an electrostatic potential in-
side the analyser lens tube. This leads to the series of
photoemission spectra in Fig. 1 from which the photoe-
mission intensity I(E,Φ,Θ) can be inferred. The spectral
function can be obtained from this by mapping the emis-
sion angles (Φ,Θ) to the crystal momentum k = (kx, ky).

ARPES can be turned into a microscopic technique
when tightly focusing the X-ray beam such that the mea-
sured spectrum is representative of the small area hit by
the beam [21–23]. For an inhomogeneous sample con-
sisting of different structures or compositions, as indi-
cated by the colours in the sketch of the sample in Fig.
1, each of these areas will give rise to a characteristic
spectrum. Depending on the spatial resolution, this ap-
proach is called microARPES or nanoARPES. In such
an experiment, the task is thus to determine I(E,Φ,Θ)
for every point (x, y) on the sample surface or at least
for the most “interesting” locations on the surface. The
parameter space is thus five-dimensional (E,Φ,Θ, x, y)
but the scanned parameter space it is often only three-
dimensional (Θ, x, y) because the outcome of any mea-
surement is already an image I(E,Φ) (it might, how-
ever, be necessary to explore Φ over a wider range or to
change the range of E). Other parameters that are com-
monly varied in an ARPES experiment are the photon
energy [24], the sample temperature [19], the time delay
in pump-probe time-resolved ARPES [25], as well as gat-
ing voltages [26–28] and currents [29, 30] when studying
electronic devices in operando [31]. It is thus clear that
ARPES is an ideal test case for autonomous experiments
in multi-dimensional parameter spaces so large that they
cannot be explored without the aid of AI techniques.

For microARPES, the most commonly employed
method to explore the entire surface area of interest is
to define a rectangular grid on the surface, as indicated
in Fig. 1, and to perform a raster-scan on this grid,
collecting an ARPES spectrum in every position of the
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sample [27–29]. Once an interesting area has been identi-
fied, raster-scans with smaller steps in x, y are performed
on this area. While this approach has the advantage of
completeness, it also has several drawbacks. Most im-
portantly, performing the raster-scan on a fine grid can
be extremely time-consuming and an overview of the en-
tire measured region is only obtained upon completion of
the scan. Also, current implementations of the approach
only explore I(E,Φ, x, y) without a variation of Θ. This
reduces the dimensionality of the parameter space and
speeds up the process but can lead to important details
being missed, as we shall illustrate below. A major disad-
vantage of raster scans is that the time this takes becomes
prohibitively long in high-dimensional parameter spaces.

An alternative approach is to explore the parameter
space using randomly selected points. This has the ad-
vantage of being able to roughly cover the entire region
of interest in a shorter time. The point density (res-
olution) increases with measurement time such that a
coarse overview is already available at an early stage
but the measurement can be allowed to proceed until
sufficient detail is available. To the best of our knowl-
edge, such random scans are not currently implemented
for microARPES measurements, presumably because the
irregular point distribution makes it harder to quickly
visualise the results. Also, the time needed for moving
the sample with respect to the X-ray beam between ran-
domly selected points can be considerable (in our case,
this typically takes 10-1000 ms depending on distance be-
tween the points). Other drawbacks of random sampling
are redundancy and that one could potentially make use
of the information contained in already measured points
in order to select the next ones.

GPR, by contrast, is a sophisticated formalism for in-
terpolating un-sampled data points. This can be used
to suggested new points to be measured, based on the
existing data, and it thus forms a basis for performing
autonomous experiments. However, due to the need to
smoothly integrate GPR guidance into the typically very
complex experimental control software, there are so far
only few cases in which this has been used in a practical
context [6–8, 10–13]. GPR-based experimental guidance
as implemented in the gpCAM package [14, 17] is the
approach we use here for the autonomous control of a
microARPES experiment.

EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

ARPES measurements were performed on the SGM4
micro-focus beamline of ASTRID2 [15, 16]. As a sample,
a Nb-doped Bi2Se3 crystal was used. Crystals of this type
show a large variation of co-existing chemical composi-
tions and structural modifications [32]. A clean surface
was prepared by cleaving in the experimental chamber’s
load lock at a pressure of 1× 10−8 mbar. As we shall see

below, the resulting sample surface is highly inhomoge-
neous. It contains crystalline domains of high quality but
variations happen on a sub-100 µm length scale. ARPES
measurements were performed at room temperature with
a photon energy of 18 eV using a Specs Phoibos 150 SAL
analyser. The sample position could be controlled by a
6-axis piezoelectric stick-slip manipulator, capable of re-
peatable positioning up to 100 nm, with the movement
speed of the sample limited to 0.3 mm/s to ensure sta-
bility during the measurement. The spatial resolution of
the experiment is determined by X-ray focusing and was
better than 7 µm.
GPR-based autonomous experiments were first per-

formed in a two-dimensional parameter space by vary-
ing only the (x, y) position of the sample in relation to
the X-ray beam and subsequently in a three-dimensional
parameter space by also varying Θ via the deflector in-
side the electrostatic lens system of the analyser. For
the two-dimensional parameter space, it was still pos-
sible to explore the sample surface by a conventional
raster scan. This was done in order to provide a “ground
truth” for testing and illustration purposes. For the
three-dimensional parameter space, such maps were also
measured but only for selected values of Θ. A grid spac-
ing of 5 µm was used to capture fine details.

AUTONOMOUS DATA ACQUISITION

The implementation of autonomous data acquisition is
illustrated in Fig. 2. It extends over a three-dimensional
parameter space, the position on the sample (x, y) and
the emission angle Θ. For convenience, we summarise
these in the parameter vector x = (x, y,Θ). It is straight-
forward to extend x such as to include additional param-
eters. The autonomous data acquisition consists of three
independent processes running asynchronously: (1) the
actual measurement at a given position x; (2) the dimen-
sionality reduction used to extract the quantities that are
to be optimised in the GPR-guided search, e.g., the mean
photoemission intensity; and (3) the process implement-
ing the GPR-based suggestion of a new parameter set
x′ for collecting the next data point. Keeping the three
processes independent ensures that they can keep run-
ning even when one process is locked in a waiting status,
such as when receiving or transmitting data. Also, from
a practical point of view, the separation of processes im-
plies a minimal need to interfere with the existing mea-
surement software. In the following, each process and its
interaction with the others is described in detail.

Data Collection

The data collection runs off of the existing LabView
control software of the microARPES end-station. In or-
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FIG. 2. Diagram illustrating the GPR-guided data ac-
quisition. Each coloured box represents a process running
asynchronously. The arrows represent the flow of data be-
tween the processes. HP stands for hyperparameters and
x′ = (x′, y′,Θ′) is the new set of parameters to be measured.
The red box contains the beamline data acquisition software
and the blue boxes are the added GRP implementation. The
red arrows indicate the communication between the beamline
LabView control software and the Python scripts running the
autonomous data acquisition.

der to start the autonomous data acquisition, one or sev-
eral points in parameter space are chosen, and measure-
ments are performed for these points. Such points can for
example be placed in the center and at the boundaries of
the parameter space to be explored. The spectra I(E,Φ)
collected at these points serve to initialise the GPR and
result in the first suggested new point in parameter space
that is then measured. After each measurement, the data
is stored, handled by the dimensionality reduction, and
becomes available to the GPR. Once a measurement is
completed, the data collection script checks if a new pa-
rameter set x′ has become available from the GPR script.
If yes, the sample is moved to this new position and the
next measurement is initiated. If not, another spectrum
is collected in the same position, improving the statistics
of the data while waiting for a new position. In the re-
mainder of the paper, the number of measured points N
refers to measurements at unique parameter set x. Re-
measurements at a given parameter set due to the process
waiting for a new x′ are not counted. A new parameter
set provided by the GPR is approximated to the closest
point on the pre-defined grid with a point spacing of 5 µm
for the spatial dimensions and 1◦ for Θ. Several software
limits are in place to prevent the parameters from moving
outside a pre-defined parameter range. The communica-
tion with the GPR takes place via a transmission control
protocol (TCP).

Dimensionality Reduction

The GPR is tasked with suggesting the next “most
promising” parameter set x′ based on the previously col-
lected information. The dimensionality reduction pro-

vides the quantities that can be used to evaluate what
is “most promising”. These quantities are referred to as
tasks [33]. In previous experimental implementations of
GPR-controlled experiments, the only task has been the
measured intensity or count rate collected for a certain
set of experimental parameters, arguing that locations
of high intensity / count rate provide most information.
In ARPES, the corresponding task is the photoemission
intensity integrated over an entire I(E,Φ) spectrum. In-
deed, since a very low photoemission intensity is observed
when the X-ray beam does not hit the actual sample, this
intensity is often used to locate the sample position as a
first step in any experiment. The integration of I(E,Φ)
can also be confined to a certain region of interest (ROI),
to exclude experimental artefacts at the edges of the spec-
tra, to choose, for example, just a small energy range
around a particular core level energy if only materials
containing the corresponding element are of interest, or
to restrict the energy window around the Fermi energy
EF for finding the metallic parts of the sample.
However, due to the two-dimensional detector, ARPES

does not only give one single value for the intensity for
a given set of parameters, but rather a spectrum I(E,Φ)
and it is thus possible to define additional tasks that take
advantage of the information contained in these spec-
tra. Indeed, I(E,Φ) has the character of an image and
a multitude of quantities for measuring the information
content of images is readily at hand, for example the
Shannon entropy or the edge density. Here we restrict
ourselves to the tasks that are already well-established in
the ARPES community: The integrated intensity inside
a ROI, the magnitude of the integrated second deriva-
tive, and the magnitude of the integrated curvature, as
defined in Ref. [34]. The second derivative and the cur-
vature are often used to make weak structure on a high
background more clearly visible. In the present context,
they can also serve as a measure of how rich a spectrum
is in terms of sharp structures.
After defining a suitable ROI, the mean intensity I

of a spectrum inside the ROI is defined as the sum of
the intensities of each pixel I(Ei,Φj), normalised by the
number of pixels Np in the ROI:

I =
1

Np

∑
Ei,Φj

I(Ei,Φj). (1)

The mean intensity for our sample is shown in Fig. 3(a),
for a ROI outlined in Fig. 3(c).
The second derivative and the curvature of the pho-

toemission images I(E,Φ) lead to the definition of two
additional tasks. The mean sharpness S is defined as the
normalised sum of the second derivatives of the spectra
along the energy and angle directions

S =
1

Np

∑
Ei,Φj

(
∂2
EE + ∂2

ΦΦ

)
, (2)
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where a we introduce the following shorthand for partial derivatives taken at a given point:

∂2
EE =

∂2I(E,Φ)

∂E2

∣∣∣∣
Ei,Φj

, (3)

and correspondingly for other second and first deriva-
tives.
The mean curvature C is defined following Ref. [34] as

C =
1

N

∑
Ei,Φj

[
1 + cE(∂E)

2
]
cΦ∂

2
ΦΦ − 2cEcΦ∂E∂Φ∂

2
EΦ +

[
1 + cΦ(∂Φ)

2
]
cE∂

2
EE

[1 + cE(∂E)2 + cΦ(∂Φ)2]
3/2

, (4)

where cE and cΦ are positive constants (chosen to be
0.001). To avoid noise-generated artefacts, the I(E,Φ)
images are convoluted with a box kernel before calculat-
ing C.

Fig. 3(b) shows C corresponding to I in panel (a) of
the same figure. C is extremely similar to S and there-
fore the latter is not shown here (in fact, in the limit of
cE = cΦ = 0, C becomes equal to S). When using S or C
as tasks, one might decide to choose a ROI that does not
include the Fermi energy EF to avoid artefacts due to
the sharp cut-off in the Fermi-Dirac distribution. Due to
the relatively high sample temperature here (room tem-
perature), this was not found to be necessary. In the
remainder of the paper, we use I and C as tasks.

Gaussian Process Regression

The GPR script is the core of the autonomous exper-
iment, responsible for evaluating the hitherto collected
data. Gaussian processes (GPs) are non-parametric mod-
els and, as such, they rely on special types of similarity
functions, called kernels. Once a specific kernel func-
tion is chosen, its detailed characterisation is given by a
set of so-called hyperparameters. The GPR script cycles
between training the GP, i.e., updating the hyperparam-
eters of its kernel, and evaluating the next position to
measure. The GPR is implemented as a Python script
based on the GPR-driven data acquisition described in
Ref. [14] and uses the Python library gpCAM [17].

From a computational point of view, the training of
the GP is the most expensive step. The time needed for
training depends on the number of available data points
and the number of hyperparameters, i.e., the number
of parameters that are needed to completely describe the
kernel of the GP. We use the default Matérn kernel in gp-
CAM which is a stationary and anisotropic kernel. This
type of kernel is well-suited for the present purpose be-
cause it is able to describe the abrupt changes between
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FIG. 3. Systematic sample exploration as a benchmark for
the GPR-controlled experiment. (a) Mean photoemission in-
tensity I across the sample surface. The markers show the
locations for the example spectra in panels (c) - (f). The
dashed rectangle is the area used for the three-dimensional
GPR-controlled data collection. (b) Mean curvature C across
the sample. (c) - (f) Example spectra taken at the locations
with the corresponding markers in panel (a). The dashed
rectangle in (c) marks the ROI used for the evaluation of I
and C.

different sample regions. The number of hyperparame-
ters depends on the number of tasks to be optimised and
the dimensionality of the input space. In our case of 2
tasks in a 3(2)-dimensional parameter space, the num-
ber of hyperparameters is 5(4). In our experiments, the
number of data points per autonomous run never exceeds
1000, leading to a training time of less than a minute on
a conventional personal computer. A re-training of the
GP is considered once new data becomes available from
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the dimensionality reduction process. In order to save
time, the GP is only retrained at a pre-defined number
of available data points: 10, 20, 50, 100, 200, 500. . . ,
excluding the initialisation points.

Whether or not the GP is re-trained, the detection of a
new data set triggers the evaluation of a new parameter
suggestion x′ via the calculation of the acquisition func-
tion fa(x) divided by the cost function fc(x,xc, {pi})
according to

x′ = argmax
x

fa(x)

fc(x,xc, {pi})
, (5)

where xc is the parameter vector the experiment cur-
rently is set to and {pi} and are all the previously mea-
sured parameter vectors. The suggested parameter set
x′ is then made accessible to the data acquisition. The
acquisition function fa is based on the result of the GPR
and it is updated in the GPR script. The cost function
fc accounts for the time needed to set new parameters
as proposed by the acquisition function and imposes a
penalty if this time is long. It also prevents measure-
ments at positions for which data has already been col-
lected. Both functions are discussed in more detail below.

Acquisition Function

The acquisition function is designed to predict the best
position for a next measurement. It is a result of applying
the GPR to the existing data. The acquisition function
used here is a weighted sum of the posterior mean and
variance of the GPR, for each of the tasks used to train
the GP (I and C in our case)

fa(x) =
∑
t

βt

(
mt(x) + α σ2

t (x)
)
, (6)

where the sum is carried out over the two tasks, mt(x)
and σ2

t (x) are the mean and the variance of the GP pos-
terior and α is a parameter which controls the relative
influence of mean and variance. For a high α, the acqui-
sition tends to favour unexplored regions of parameter
space, in which the variance is high. For a small α, on
the other hand, regions of an already established high
mt(x) are preferred. One therefore speaks of α control-
ling the balance between exploration and exploitation. βt

are the weights of each task. For two tasks, the acqui-
sition function requires two parameters that need to be
set by the user in order to control the autonomous search
process (α and the ratio β1/β2). These parameters are
only set once and not updated later. We choose to give
the same weight to both tasks throughout this paper.

Cost Function

The cost function is designed to avoid time-consuming
long moves of the sample and to forbid re-measuring pre-
viously explored points. The practical parameter change
proceeds by sequential moves in x, y and Θ. The first
two correspond to a physical movement of the sample by
piezoelectric motors, while the last is the adjustment of
an electrostatic potential and thus so much faster than
the physical movements that it does not have to be con-
sidered. The cost function is defined as

fc(x,xc, {pi}) =

{
∞, if x ∈ {pi}
1 + cw(

dx

vx
+

dy

vy
) otherwise,

(7)

where vx, vy are the speeds to move the motor along the
x and y directions, respectively, and dx and dy are the
distances between the points calculated from x′ and xc.
cw is a parameter that can be used to adjust the relative
weight of the movement time to the measurement time.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Two-Dimensional Parameter Space

The maps in Fig. 3(a) and (b) show I and C measured
by a conventional grid search on a grid with 5 µm spacing
and ≈ 22,700 measured points. Every point corresponds
to a full I(E,Φ) spectrum. All spectra have been col-
lected for a fixed Θ = 2◦, which was chosen arbitrarily
(the optimum choice of Θ depends on the detailed sample
mounting and sample shape and cannot be known before
performing the experiment). A few representative spec-
tra are shown in Fig. 3(c)-(f). The locations at which
these have been taken are marked in both panel (a) and
the panels of the spectra. This data set can serve as a
ground truth for testing autonomous experiments in the
two-dimensional (x, y) parameter space.
Before presenting these autonomous experiments, we

briefly discuss the properties of the data set. One first
notices a strong correlation between I and C displayed
in Fig. 3(a) and (b), respectively. This has several rea-
sons. First, a high value of C necessitates a high I in the
sense a minimal signal cannot show a high C (unless it is
created by noise). Moreover, the maps in Fig. 3(a) and
(b) span a very large range of values, from no signal at
all to high values, and more subtle changes are thus less
pronounced on the colour scale. Nevertheless, the entire
upper right quarter of the images displays more struc-
tural differences in C. Given the similarity between I
and C in these maps, we will present the results from the
autonomous experiments solely in terms of C. However,
including both tasks in the GPR has the added benefit of
decreasing the sensitivity towards fluctuations in either
task and adds stability to the autonomous experiment.
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The detailed structure of the maps in Fig. 3(a) and (b)
depends on the choice of the ROI. Here this covers almost
the entire angular range but the energies are restricted
to a range from just below the valence band maximum to
the Fermi level (see dashed rectangle in Fig. 3(c)). The
ROI thus mainly includes the topological surface state
of Bi2Se3 (when present), the bottom of the conduction
band and the top of the valence band [35–37]. The most
pronounced features are a conical dispersion (a so-called
Dirac cone) with a “filled” upper part, stemming from the
filled conduction band minimum, typical for the degener-
ate n doping of this material. A systematic exploration
of the topological surface state at a specific location is
shown in the lower part of Fig. 1 as a series of I(E,Φ)
spectra for different angles Θ. If the topological surface
state is present, as in Fig. 3(c) and (d), this causes both
a high I and a high C but if it is not, the area typically
shows a very low I and C; see Fig. 3(e), (f).

We observe strong differences in the individual I(E,Φ)
spectra over the sample area. Fig. 3(c) shows an almost
ideal topological surface state with the upper and lower
parts of the conical dispersion meeting in a single (Dirac)
point marked by an arrow. In Fig. 3(d), the spectrum
looks very similar but a small gap is opened between
the upper and the lower part of the cone and the Dirac
point is not visible. The most likely reason is that the
sample normal direction at this location is slightly mis-
aligned with respect to the electron analyser; this could
be compensated by changing the measured emission an-
gle Θ perpendicular to Φ. Indeed, the apparent opening
of a gap near the Dirac point can also be observed in
the spectra shown in Fig. 1. The Dirac point crossing
is only observed for a perfect alignment and lost upon
a very small change of Θ. The spectrum in Fig. 3(e)
does not show the typical Dirac cone structure of Bi2Se3
but the strong feature at an energy of ≈1.2 eV appears
quite similar to those in panels (c) and (d). As we shall
see later, the reason for this is that the misalignment in
this sample region is so large that the Dirac cone falls
altogether out of the observed angular range. Finally,
Fig. 3(f) is taken from a point outside the sample area.
There is still some intensity observed, presumably from
stray light hitting the actual sample.

From these observations it already becomes clear that
the present two-dimensional scan is insufficient for a com-
plete characterisation of the sample. For example, the
area around the spectra of both Fig. 3(e) and (f) shows
low I and C but for the latter the reason is that we are
outside the sample area while for the former it is that the
sample is misaligned and we are thus merely probing the
wrong Θ (as we shall see below).

The autonomous data acquisition was performed in the
same area as in Fig. 3(a). α in equation (6) was chosen
to favour exploitation rather than exploration, making
the GPR-guided search distinctly different from random
sampling. The result is illustrated in Fig. 4 by plot-

ting the initialisation points (18 points) together with
the points chosen by the GPR after a total of N col-
lected points from the autonomous acquisition and re-
training of the GP as outlined in the description of the
GPR script. While both tasks (I and C) where used for
the autonomous search, the colour of the points is cho-
sen to represent just C for simplicity. At the beginning
of the data acquisition, the points are typically set close
to the boundaries and on a regular grid across the sample
(Fig. 4(a)). Once more points are added, one starts to
see that the GPR search targets areas of high acquisition
function, leading to a higher point density there (panels
(b) to (d)). From the colour of the data points, on can see
that a relatively good representation of the overall sam-
ple landscape is already achieved for N = 300 in panel
(c) and a very good representation is found for N = 600
in panel (d). For 300 and 600 data points, we observe a
strong clustering of the points on the lower edge of the
sample region and for (x ≈0.2 mm, y ≈0.4 mm). In these
areas, the topological surface state is especially intense
and sharp, as seen in Fig. 3(c) and (d).

(a) (b)

(c) (d)
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8
y(

m
m

)
N: 30 N: 100

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6
x (mm)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

y(
m

m
)

N: 300

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6
x (mm)

N: 600

FIG. 4. GPR-driven exploration. The points show the loca-
tions on the sample chosen by the GPR at different stages
of the experiment. Panels (a) to (d) show the first N = 30,
100, 300 and 600 data points, respectively. The colour of the
points represents the mean curvature C.

As a test of the GPR-driven data acquisition, we can
plot the landscape of the posterior task values across the
sample surface and compare it to the ground truth of
Fig. 3. In Fig. 5, this is plotted for the same num-
ber of data points as in Fig. 4. The posterior of the
GP already shows the large-scale structure of the ground
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truth for N = 100. At N = 300, it has a considerable
amount of fine structure. While this continues to im-
prove at N = 600, the changes become small. In any
case, this result illustrates the capability of the approach
to explore the sample with a very small number of mea-
surements (compared to the 22,700 data points used to
construct Fig. 3).

0.60.0 0.2 0.4
x (mm)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

y(
m

m
)

0.60.2 0.4
x (mm)

N: 30 N: 100

N: 300 N: 600

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

y(
m

m
)

0.0

FIG. 5. (a)-(d) Posterior distributions of C, evaluated after
collecting the first N = 30, 100, 300 and 600 data points,
respectively, and re-training the GP as described in the text.

Three-Dimensional parameter Space

A search of the sample surface for specific electronic
features using a hemispherical analyser can only be suc-
cessful if these features are consistently appearing within
the range of emission angles Φ covered by the two-
dimensional detector of the electron analyser and are thus
certain to be found in every measured spectrum I(E,Φ).
In most practically relevant cases, this is not so: For any
sample with an anisotropic electronic structure (i.e., not
only free electron-like states), the azimuthal direction of
the Φ angle with respect to the sample orientation is
in principle arbitrary and there is no guarantee one will
find features of interest at the Brillouin boundary, such
as the Dirac point of graphene, in the detected Φ range.
Even structures around the Brillouin zone centre (nor-
mal emission) might not be inside the detection range if
the sample is tilted with respect to the sample-analyser
direction. As we shall see, this is the case for parts of

our sample. The spectrum in Fig. 3(e), for instance,
does not show the characteristic topological Dirac cone
of Bi2Se3 but the only reason for this is that this partic-
ular crystalline domain is tilted so much as to move the
Dirac cone completely out of the detection window.
These issues can be solved by including three param-

eters in the scan, (x, y) and the analyser angle Θ to
cover a wide range of emission angles perpendicular to
the Φ direction. In this way, the complete electronic
structure in the two-dimensional momentum space is ex-
plored for each position of the sample. In a sense, such
a three parameter scan is the “minimal” requirement for
a comprehensive sample characterisation using spatially
resolved ARPES and yet, to the best of our knowledge,
it is not implemented at any of the operational micro- or
nanoARPES beamlines. It is easy to see the importance
of this approach: The map of the sample area in Fig. 3(a)
contains ≈22,700 points. Measuring this map for a range
of Θ of ≈20◦ in steps of 1◦ in order not to miss any fea-
tures would call for measuring a total of ≈477,000 points.
Even with a dwell time as short as 0.5 s and the (un-
realistic) assumption of no movement or overhead time
between points, such a measurement would take several
days – something that is completely prohibitive for an
exploratory search in a realistic beamtime schedule.

min maxx (mm)0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6

y
(m

m
)

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

θ
(°

)

-10

-5

0

5

10

FIG. 6. Results of a GPR-driven experiment (N =940) for
three parameters: the sample position (x, y) and the emission
angle Θ. Distribution of measured points. The marker size
and the colour both encode the mean curvature C. The points
are partially transparent to improve the visualisation.

In the following, we demonstrate the extension of the
GPR to a third parameter dimension. We have limited
this type of search to a smaller area on the sample surface,
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indicated by the red dashed rectangle in Fig. 3(a). The
emission angle Θ was allowed to vary between +10◦ and
-10◦. The results of a search with N =940 unique posi-
tions is given in Fig. 6 as a three dimensional visualisa-
tion of the measured points. The point size and colour
are both encoding the value of C. Again, the results stem
from a two-task GPR and the corresponding results for I
look extremely similar. The plot shows a clear clustering
in different regions of the parameter space. Three major
clusters are found on the left, centre and right hand side
of the x scan range.

En
er

gy
 (e

V)

0

-1

-2

-3
0 10-10 0 10-10 0 10-10

Φ(o)

(a)

(b)

0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6

0.0

0.1

0.2

y
(m

m
)

0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6
x (mm)

0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6

Θ= 2o Θ= 0o Θ= -5o

FIG. 7. (a) Distribution of the data points from Fig. 6 but
only for angles Θ = 2, 0 and -5◦. The background images are
the mean curvature C from grid scans corresponding to that
in Fig. 3(b). The white cross markers indicate the position in
which the spectra of panel (b) were taken. (b) I(E,Φ) spectra
at the position marked in panel (a) (which is the same position
as for Fig. 3(e)) for the three values of Θ in the maps above.

The clustering situation is further visualised in Fig.
7(a) by plotting the results only in the Θ = 2, 0 and
-5◦ planes. The measured positions are shown as red
markers. The background images are “ground truth”
grid scans for C at the three values of Θ, taken with
a grid spacing of 5 µm in the (x, y) range of the three-
dimensional autonomous experiment (the background for
Θ = 2◦ is a magnification of Fig. 3(b)). The main cluster
at Θ = 0◦ is found in the upper half of scan range. A
second large cluster is more distributed in Θ and found
at the left edge of the scan range in both the Θ = 2◦ and
Θ = 0◦ maps. The final cluster is found on the right edge
of the scan range for Θ = −5◦.

The number of identified clusters, invisible at fixed de-
flector angles, and the variety in the underlying maps
and spectra of Fig. 7, illustrates the necessity of a three-
dimensional autonomous parameter search, including a
variation of Θ. The data indicate that the sample con-
sists of small Bi2Se3 domains of high crystalline qual-
ity, with slightly different orientations. The Dirac cone,

which is the identifying electronic structure feature of
the topological phase, has only a small width in angle
at this photon energy (18 eV), see also Fig. 1. If the
Dirac cone is well-centred in the Θ = −5◦ image, it is
certain to be missed in a Θ = 2◦ image, and vice versa.
Indeed, the well-established Dirac cone in Fig. 7(b) for
Θ = −5◦ is not observed in the spectra taken for other
values of Θ but at the same location. The position of the
cross marker in Fig. 7(a) shows a corridor of low I and C
in Fig. 3(b) and, equivalently, in Fig. 7(a) for Θ = 0 and
2◦. Based only on a two-dimensional Θ = 2◦ scan, the
topological state at this location would be missed and
the region might be mistakenly assigned to a different
material composition.
Finally, we note that the GPR-controlled experiment

is well-tuned to identify the desired features in the sam-
ple. The regions where measurement point clustering
occurs show the Bi2Se3 Dirac cone and the conduction
band minimum, as illustrated by the spectra in Fig. 3(c)
and (d) that lie in the regions of strong clustering for the
two-dimensional autonomous experiment (see Fig. 4).
Correspondingly, the spectrum for Θ = −5◦ in Fig. 7(b)
appears in the smaller cluster at Θ = −5◦ in Figs. 6 and
7(a). We stress again that clustering on Dirac-cone re-
gions is closely linked to the definition of the ROI around
the area of the Dirac cone in Bi2Se3 (see Fig. 3(c)), illus-
trating the need to make a physically motivated choice
in the process that, in this case, is a preference for the
metallic parts of the sample. Note that the ROI is se-
lected around the entire Dirac cone and we thus do not
observe a distinction between a cone with a detectable
Dirac point (Fig. 3(c)) and a gap at the Dirac point (Fig.
3(d)). Such a distinction could be made by a search with
a very small ROI in energy centred around the Dirac
point.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we have implemented autonomous GPR-
controlled microARPES experiments at the SGM4 beam-
line of ASTRID2 and demonstrated this by exploring
two- and three-dimensional parameter spaces. In partic-
ular the latter application is shown to be crucial for mi-
croARPES because it implements the minimal search of
the complete angular space for every position on the sam-
ple. The restriction to a two-dimensional spatial (x, y)
parameter space at a fixed angle would have caused miss-
ing important electronic structure features for our par-
ticular sample. The GPR-controlled search is also sig-
nificantly increasing the efficiency of the experiment, re-
quiring only a tiny fraction (a few percent at most) of the
data to give a reasonable estimate of the task distribution
in the investigated parameter space. This is especially
important for high dimensional parameter spaces. More-
over, the case of a three-dimensional parameter space
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illustrates another advantage of the autonomous exper-
iment: For a trained human expert, it is still relatively
easy to explore four-dimensional data such as I(E,Φ)
images on a two-dimensional (x, y) grid. Given the right
visualisation tools, looking through the ≈22,700 images
generating Fig. 3 and identifying the most promising ar-
eas takes only a few minutes. For a higher dimensional
parameter space, such as one that integrates an explo-
ration of Θ, this is increasingly difficult.

There are several possible improvements that can be
easily implemented and tested using the approach to
autonomous microARPES experiments introduced here.
The GPR could be refined by other kernels or acquisition
functions, or it could be substituted for an altogether dif-
ferent search strategy such as reinforcement learning. A
particularly interesting challenge is the implementation
of new tasks that are more tuned towards physically rel-
evant features across a large ROI. All developments need
to retain the flexibility required to adapt to the many
situations relevant in a spatially resolved ARPES exper-
iment, in particular the great possible variation within
sample makeup, quality and orientation. Problems can
range from the search for the highest quality spot on a
nearly uniform sample, over needle-in-the-haystack tasks
of finding a particularly interesting but small region in a
very large sample, to identifying the number and charac-
ter of separated phases in a quantum material. Depend-
ing on the physical question, AI-based search strategies
need to be adapted and combined with human expertise
for an optimal outcome.
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[24] S. Hüfner, Photoelectron spectroscopy (Springer, Berlin,
2003), 3rd ed.

[25] J. Lloyd-Hughes, P. M. Oppeneer, T. P. dos Santos,
A. Schleife, S. Meng, M. A. Sentef, M. Ruggenthaler,
A. Rubio, I. Radu, M. Murnane, et al., Journal of

mailto:philip@phys.au.dk
https://github.com/lbl-camera/gpCAM
https://github.com/lbl-camera/gpCAM


11

Physics: Condensed Matter 33, 353001 (2021).
[26] F. Joucken, J. Avila, Z. Ge, E. A. Quezada-Lopez, H. Yi,

R. Le Goff, E. Baudin, J. L. Davenport, K. Watanabe,
T. Taniguchi, et al., Nano Letters 19, 2682 (2019).

[27] P. V. Nguyen, N. C. Teutsch, N. P. Wilson, J. Kahn,
X. Xia, A. J. Graham, V. Kandyba, A. Giampietri,
A. Barinov, G. C. Constantinescu, et al., Nature 572,
220 (2019).

[28] R. Muzzio, A. J. H. Jones, D. Curcio, D. Biswas, J. A.
Miwa, P. Hofmann, K. Watanabe, T. Taniguchi, S. Singh,
C. Jozwiak, et al., Physical Review B 101, 201409 (2020).

[29] D. Curcio, A. J. Jones, R. Muzzio, K. Volckaert,
D. Biswas, C. E. Sanders, P. Dudin, C. Cacho, S. Singh,
K. Watanabe, et al., Physical Review Letters 125,
236403 (2020).

[30] D. Curcio, C. E. Sanders, A. Chikina, H. E. Lund,
M. Bianchi, V. Granata, M. Cannavacciuolo, G. Cuono,
C. Autieri, F. Forte, et al., Phys. Rev. B 108, L161105

(2023).
[31] P. Hofmann, AVS Quantum Science 3, 021101 (2021).
[32] S. M. Kevy, H. E. Lund, L. Wollesen, K. J. Dalgaard,

Y.-T. Hsu, S. Wiedmann, M. Bianchi, A. J. U. Holt,
D. Curcio, D. Biswas, et al., Phys. Rev. B 103, 085107
(2021).

[33] E. Bonilla, K. Chai, and C. Williams (2007).
[34] P. Zhang, P. Richard, T. Qian, Y.-M. Xu, X. Dai, and

H. Ding, Review of Scientific Instruments 82, 043712
(2011).

[35] Y. Xia, D. Qian, D. Hsieh, L. Wray, A. Pal, H. Lin,
A. Bansil, D. Grauer, Y. S. Hor, R. J. Cava, et al., Nature
Physics 5, 398 (2009).

[36] M. Bianchi, D. Guan, S. Bao, J. Mi, B. B. Iversen,
P. D. C. King, and P. Hofmann, Nature Communications
1, 128 (2010).

[37] M. Bianchi, R. C. Hatch, D. Guan, T. Planke, J. Mi,
B. B. Iversen, and P. Hofmann, Semiconductor Science
and Technology 27, 124001 (2012).


	Autonomous microARPES
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Experimental Details
	Autonomous Data Acquisition
	Data Collection
	Dimensionality Reduction
	Gaussian Process Regression
	Acquisition Function
	Cost Function


	Results and Discussion
	Two-Dimensional Parameter Space
	Three-Dimensional parameter Space

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	Acknowledgments
	References


