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Abstract

X-ray dark-field imaging visualises scattering from sample microstructure, and has found application in medical
and security contexts. While most X-ray dark-field imaging techniques rely on masks, gratings, or crystals,
recent work on the Fokker–Planck model of diffusive imaging has enabled dark-field imaging in the propagation-
based geometry. Images captured at multiple propagation distances or X-ray energies can be used to reconstruct
dark-field from propagation-based images but have previously required multiple exposures. Here, we show
single-exposure dark-field imaging by exploiting the harmonic content in a monochromatised synchrotron beam
and utilising an energy-discriminating photon-counting detector to capture dual-energy propagation-based
images. The method is validated by filming time-varying samples, showing the advantage of the dark-field
contrast in analysing dynamic evolution. We measure and adjust for the impact of detector charge-sharing on
the images. This work opens the way for low-dose and dynamic dark-field X-ray imaging without the need for
a high-stability set-up and precision optics.

Keywords X-ray, Imaging, Harmonics, Dark-field,
Spectral, Dual-energy, Propagation-based imaging,
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1 Introduction

Diffusive dark-field imaging is a burgeoning X-ray
imaging modality that provides contrast from regions
of the sample containing random sub-resolution mi-
crostructure that diffusely scatters the beam. It has
promising applications in medical [18], security [9],
and industrial [5] contexts. As many applications re-
quire dynamic or high-throughput imaging, a key aim
of recent work in dark-field imaging has been minimis-
ing the number of exposures required to reconstruct
a dark-field image.

Several methods have been developed for X-ray
dark-field imaging. In the case of imaging with min-
imal exposures, most of these methods are based on
structured illumination; they pattern the X-ray wave-
field using a grid, grating, or random mask and then
analyse how that pattern is modified by the intro-
duction of the sample. When the pattern is resolved
by the detector, a dark-field reconstruction can be
made from a single exposure of the sample [19, 7] via

comparisons with a reference image acquired prior.
Recent work has shown that diffusive dark-field re-
trieval is also possible from propagation-based images,
without needing a reference image [8, 1]. In near-
field conditions, the intensity I(x, y, z) of a coherent
monochromatic wavefield after propagating a distance
z = ∆ from the exit-surface of the sample at z = 0 can
be modelled using the X-ray Fokker–Planck equation
[11, 10]:

Iz=∆ ≈ Iz=0 −
∆

k
∇⊥ · [I∇⊥ϕ]z=0 +∆2∇2

⊥[DI]z=0,

(1)
where k = 2π/λ is the wavenumber, λ is the wave-
length, ∇⊥ ≡ (∂x, ∂y) is the transverse gradient op-
erator, ϕ(x, y, z) is the phase-shift of the wavefield,
and D(x, y) is the X-ray Fokker–Planck diffusion co-
efficient. Dark-field retrieval consists of solving this
equation for the diffusion coefficient. Under the as-
sumption of a single-material sample, attenuation and
phase-shift are linked by the projected sample thick-
ness T (x, y), reducing the problem to two unknowns,
T and D. This problem can be solved using images
taken at two propagation distances [8].
Alternatively, let us assume the energy dependence

of D is known, and that it can be decomposed as D =
D0Γ(λ) where D0 is independent of energy and Γ(λ)
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is some function that encodes the energy dependence.
In this case, two images taken at different energies can
be used to reconstruct the projected thickness using
spectral propagation-based dark-field imaging (SPB-
DF) [1]. Let the two subscripts 1 and 2 denote the two
energies. The projected thickness T can be calculated
as [1]:

T = F−1

[
F [µ2Γ(λ2)I1 − µ1Γ(λ1)I2]

f(λ1, λ2, ξ⃗)

]

+
µ1Γ(λ1)− µ2Γ(λ2)

µ1µ2(Γ(λ1)− Γ(λ2))
,

(2)

where

f(λ1, λ2, ξ⃗) = µ1µ2(Γ(λ1)− Γ(λ2))

− 4π2|ξ⃗|2∆(δ1µ2Γ(λ2)− δ2µ1Γ(λ1)),

(3)

and µ is the linear attenuation coefficient, δ is the
real refractive index decrement, and F[f(x, y)](ξ⃗) =∫∫∞

−∞ f(x, y) exp (−2πir⃗ · ξ⃗) dr⃗ is the 2D Fourier
transform. To correct for an assumption of weak at-
tenuation, T is iteratively reconstructed using Eq. 2.
Having reconstructed T , the only unknown left in
the Fokker–Planck equation is the diffusion coefficient
D. There are two possible methods to retrieve D: a
global solution found with a Poisson solver [8, 12, 1];
or a local solution based on comparing local visibil-
ity in the flat-field-corrected image VI1 with that in
a dark-field-free image VIDF-free

estimated by numer-
ically propagating the wavefield from the sample to
the downstream detector, with the phase and inten-
sity determined from the reconstructed sample thick-
ness [10, 1]:

D =





eµT

∆2
∇−2

⊥

[
I −

(
1− δ∆

µ
∇2

⊥

)
e−µT

︸ ︷︷ ︸
IDF-free

]
Global (4)

−p2

4π2∆2
ln

(
VI1

VIDF-free

)
, Local (5)

where ∇−2
⊥ is a numerical implementation of an in-

verse Laplacian with a fine-tuned Tikhonov regulari-
sation parameter ε [8, 1], p is the period of any local
image texture, and V denotes visibility, measured lo-
cally around each pixel as the ratio of the standard
deviation to the mean [1]. Which method is prefer-
able depends on various factors; the local reconstruc-
tion can be more stable but requires relatively high-
frequency local contrast to be generated by the sam-
ple, while the global reconstruction can give higher
spatial resolution but requires strong dark-field gra-
dients [1]. A more thorough examination of these
methods is given in section 1 of the supplemental doc-
ument.
Dual-energy X-ray imaging (DEXI) is routinely

used in clinical imaging. Most technologies for DEXI
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Figure 1: Calculated ratio of fundamental to third-
harmonic detected flux for different monochromator
settings, suggesting equal flux at 14.9 keV and a 10 : 1
ratio at 19.1 keV. Empirically, 23 keV was found to
give an approximately 10 : 1 ratio of counts in Bins A
and B.

rely on either two separate sources and detectors (typ-
ically oriented at right angles) or rapid switching be-
tween two energies using, for example, kV-switching
or a rotating filter. Single-exposure DEXI requires a
dichromatic source and a detector setup capable of
simultaneous and separate imaging of the two ener-
gies. A dichromatic source can be realised by the ex-
ploitation of higher-harmonic radiation from a crystal
monochromator, which can be combined with a fil-
tered dual-phosphor [4] or photon-counting detector
[3] to achieve single-exposure DEXI.

We report here the experimental implementation of
dual-energy X-ray imaging at a synchrotron of a first
and third monochromator harmonic using a photon-
counting detector and its use for single-shot dark-
field imaging. This is the first time reference- and
optics-free single-shot X-ray dark-field imaging has
been achieved.

2 Method

Imaging was conducted at the Imaging and Medical
Beamline (IMBL) of the Australian Synchrotron. The
IMBL consists of a superconducting multi-pole wig-
gler at 1.4T, which produces a broad spectrum that
is filtered by a bent double-Laue crystal monochro-
mator [15]. The samples were placed 4m upstream of
the detector in hutch 3B, approximately 140m away
from the source.

The detector was a photon-counting
EIGER2 CdTe 3M-W (DECTRIS AG, Switzer-
land) with a 75µm pixel size, in its two-threshold
mode. Note that this detector does not include any
charge-sharing correction.

Each detector pixel counts all photons above the
two set thresholds, recorded as two images per expo-
sure. We subtracted the upper threshold counts from
the lower threshold counts to isolate the number of
counts into two energy bins, which we henceforth re-
fer to as Bin A (between the two thresholds, the lower
energy bin) and Bin B (above the upper threshold).

A key requirement for dual-energy imaging is bal-
ancing the flux at each energy to avoid unnecessary
dose or detector saturation. A calculation of the ra-
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tio of the fundamental to third harmonic flux Φ1/Φ3

at different monochromator settings was carried out,
taking into account the source spectrum, the various
beamline elements (such as filters), the detector quan-
tum efficiency, and assuming 100% monochromator
throughput at both the fundamental and third har-
monic. The results are shown in Fig. 1, suggesting an
optimal monochromator setting giving equal flux at
14.9 keV. However, this calculation did not consider
the escape of fluorescence photons or charge-sharing
effects in the detector. Charge sharing occurs when
the charge cloud from conversion of a high-energy
photon spreads over several pixels. For energies above
approximately 30 keV, this leads to spectral efficiency
dropping below 20% [17], meaning a large percent-
age of high-energy photons are erroneously counted as
multiple low-energy photons. A balanced flux enter-
ing the detector would lead to Bin A being swamped
by third-harmonic events, so the proportion of high-
energy flux needs to be reduced. We empirically found
a monochromator fundamental energy of 23 keV (with
corresponding third-harmonic at 69 keV) to give a ra-
tio of approximately 10 : 1 counts in Bins A and B,
decreasing the effect of charge sharing on Bin A with-
out making Bin B too noisy. On the Eiger detector,
we set the upper threshold to 30 keV to be well above
the primary energy 23 keV, taking into account the
energy resolution of approximately 2 keV [17]. The
lower threshold on the Eiger was set to 4 keV to elim-
inate electronic noise, but could in future be set up
to half of 23 keV to help reduce charge-sharing effects
[17].
To measure the resulting energy content of each bin,

we imaged the flat beam with slabs of varying thick-
nesses of a water equivalent phantom (Solid Water
HE, Gammex, USA) inserted. Assuming no energies
apart from the fundamental and third harmonic are
present, the attenuation of the beam can be modelled
using an admixed form of the Beer-Lambert law [16]:

I

I0
= (1− f)e−µ1T + fe−µ3T , (6)

where the subscripts 1 and 3 denote the fundamental
and third harmonic, respectively, and the parameter
f denotes the fraction of the beam that is the third
harmonic energy. Linear attenuation coefficients for
the phantom were calculated with xraylib [14], us-
ing a density of 1.032 g cm−3 and the mass fractions
reported in [13]. This model was fit at each pixel for
each bin using Nelder-Mead optimisation, applying a
bound of [0, 1] to f . The resulting third-harmonic
fractions are shown in Fig. 2a. Bin B consists al-
most solely of third-harmonic. Due to charge-sharing,
Bin A consists of a mixture of energies, with the
fraction of third-harmonic varying vertically due to
the narrower profile of the higher energy beam. Be-
fore reconstruction, images of the two samples were
cropped to the two regions-of-interest (ROIs) out-
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Figure 2: Measurement of the energy content of the
beam in both bins of the detector by fitting an ad-
mixed attenuation model (Eq. 6). (a) The resulting
fraction of third harmonic counts in each pixel, for
each of the two bins. The dashed lines show the FOVs
used for the two samples. Relative errors in fitting f
do not exceed 11% in the whole image or 8% within
the larger FOV. (b) Attenuation curves found by av-
eraging the pixels in the larger FOV while imaging
water-equivalent slabs of the shown thicknesses, fit-
ted to the attenuation model (Eq. 6). Dashed lines
indicate pure 23 keV (steeper) and 69 keV (shallower)
attenuation. The fit for Bin B overlies the 69 keV line
exactly and is not shown. Error bars and shading
show 3σ.

lined in Fig. 2a. A single value for the fraction of
the third harmonic f in each bin was found by fit-
ting the model to the mean intensities within the
larger ROI [see Fig. 2b], giving fA = (41 ± 3)%
and fB = (99.76 ± 0.08)%. As fB is approximately
unity, we can treat Bin B as monochromatic. How-
ever, Bin A comprises a mix of the fundamental and
third harmonic energies. To enable dark-field recon-
struction using the SPB-DF algorithm, the energy-
dependent parameters λ, µ, and δ were weighted to
calculate an effective equivalent, giving e.g. λ1 =
(1− fA)λ23 keV + fAλ69 keV [2].

3 Results

The described technique enables rapid imaging, only
restricted by the exposure time required to achieve
sufficiently high photon counts that do not exceed the
maximum count rate of the detector. To demonstrate
this, two time-varying samples were imaged. The
first sample consisted of a plastic test tube filled with
glutinous rice flour behind a container holding a thin
layer of 250–300µm diameter polymethyl methacry-
late (PMMA) microspheres (Cospheric LLC, USA).
The sample was imaged as water was added. The flour
was first manually agitated to reduce clumping and re-
move trapped air, and a small piece of plastic tubing
was inserted into the flour to facilitate air escaping.
As water dripped into the test tube, the sample was
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Figure 3: Water slowly saturates a column of gluti-
nous rice flour, increasing the sample’s density but re-
ducing the strong scattering from flour–air interfaces
that is captured by the dark-field images. See Visu-
alisation 1 for the full time sequence.

imaged with a 1 s exposure time at a rate of 1 fps. The
projected thickness of the sample (Fig. 3, top row)
was reconstructed using twenty iterations (Eq. 2), as-
suming the sample was composed of water, with a
dark-field dependence of Γ(λ) = λ3 (see [1] for justifi-
cation). A detailed description of the two methods of
reconstructing D and their strengths and weaknesses
is given in section 1 of the supplemental document,
together with a justification for the use of global ver-
sus local reconstruction for the two samples described
here. For this sample, the local method was selected
to reconstruct the diffusion coefficient (Fig. 3, bot-
tom row). The mean period of the sample’s texture
was measured to be p = 4.8 pixels (method described
in section 2 of the supplemental document). As this
sample was changing relatively slowly, a 3×3×3 me-
dian filter was applied to both signals to improve the
signal-to-noise ratio. As the water filters down, the in-
creased density increases the projected thickness, but
the change from flour–air interfaces to flour–water in-
terfaces reduces the dark-field scattering signal.

The second sample consisted of a piece of an effer-
vescent vitamin tablet (Berocca, Bayer AG) in a plas-
tic test tube, onto which water was dripped. Imag-
ing and thickness reconstruction were conducted with
the same settings as the rice flour sample, except
that the sample was assumed to be composed of wa-
ter. The thickness and global dark-field reconstruc-
tions (ε = 2.5 × 10−5 µm−2) at different time points
are shown in Fig. 4. The bulk of the tablet dis-
solves quickly, leading to vigorous bubbling and an
increase in the density of the surrounding solution.
A small dark-field signal is also seen from the wa-
ter/solution; we hypothesise this could be caused by
scattering from tiny bubbles or suspended particles.
As the tablet shrinks and is pushed around by the
bubbles, it becomes challenging to distinguish it from
the solution in the projected thickness images. How-
ever, even a small remnant of the granular tablet still
gives a relatively strong X-ray dark-field signal, and
hence it can be better differentiated.

4 Discussion

Propagation-based X-ray dark-field imaging using two
distances [8] or monochromator positions [1] can suf-
fer from alignment problems caused by slight differ-
ences in beam angle or magnification. Such issues are
eliminated in a single-shot approach, as shown here.
The most significant issue in using photon-counting

detectors for high-energy spectral measurements is
charge-sharing [17]. The combination of (1) a large
difference in energy between fundamental and third
harmonic and (2) suppression of charge-sharing ef-
fects by reducing the high-energy flux was effective
in our experiments in ensuring the energy content of
each bin was sufficiently different to allow for good
qualitative results. However, quantitative accuracy
would require using charge-sharing correction, such
as Medipix3’s charge summing mode [6].
The need to reduce the relative high-energy flux to

minimise the impact of charge-sharing increased the
noise in the Bin B image and necessitated relatively
long exposure times of 1 s in our experiments (limiting
the frame rate to 1 fps). We emphasise that there is no
fundamental restriction on the achievable frame rate
using this technique beyond that introduced by the
source flux and detector limits, particularly if charge-
sharing correction could be used.
Spectral imaging and photon counting detectors are

already prevalent in synchrotron and laboratory con-
texts, implying our technique could be easily imple-
mented. Using third harmonics means our technique
is compatible with beamline optics that accept har-
monic energies, such as Fresnel zone plates (FZP).

5 Conclusion

Dark-field X-ray imaging provides full-field measure-
ments of small-angle scattering and has a variety of
promising applications. Based on the X-ray Fokker–
Planck equation under a single-material assumption,
two propagation-based images at different distances
or energies can be used to reconstruct the dark-field
image. We report using monochromator harmonics
with an energy-resolving photon-counting detector to
achieve single-exposure dark-field imaging. This re-
moves the need to align multiple images and enables
time-resolved scattering sample imaging.
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Single-exposure X-ray dark-field imaging via a dual-energy

propagation-based setup: supplemental document

1 Local and global dark-field reconstruction

Ahlers et al. [1] presented two methods to reconstruct the diffusion coefficient D after reconstructing the
projected thickness. Both methods are based on measuring a difference between the lower energy image I1
(which has stronger dark-field effects than the higher energy image) and IDF-free, an image created by Fresnel
propagating the exit-wavefield calculated using the reconstructed projected thickness. IDF-free does not contain
dark-field effects, as the reconstructed projected thickness does not include any microstructural information,
and the (low-resolution) Fresnel propagation does not explicitly model dark-field effects (unlike, for example,
Fokker–Planck propagation). Therefore, any remaining differences between I1 and IDF-free theoretically stem
from dark-field scattering. How these differences are used to reconstruct the diffusion coefficient D varies
between the two methods, with the consequence that different samples (and therefore images) may be better
suited to one reconstruction method over another. Here, we briefly review the two methods of reconstructing
D, summarise their behaviour, and explain the choices made in reconstructing the two dynamic samples in the
paper.

The local approach is inspired by structured-illumination dark-field imaging, but uses the sample’s texture
itself as the (self-)reference pattern. The dark-field is measured as a change in visibility of this texture between
I1 and IDF-free, with the visibility being measured in a window around each pixel. As in structured illumination
techniques, the size of this window should cover approximately one period of the texture, and the texture should
have good visibility in the dark-field free image [4]. While the window limits the resulting spatial resolution,
the use of a relatively large region around each pixel to quantify the dark-field makes the method robust to
image noise [1]. On the other hand, strong phase gradients intersecting with the window region can introduce
problematic artefacts. Clearly, the local approach requires the sample to produce a high-frequency texture.
In addition, the period of this texture should be consistent throughout the sample, although Ahlers et al. [1]
suggested that the period and window size used in the calculation of D at each pixel could be varied if the
dominant local texture period were first measured.

The global approach is based on directly solving the Poisson equation

∇2
⊥
(
De−µT

)
=

1

∆2
(I1 − IDF-free) (1)

(a)

2 mm

(b)

(c) (d)

0.5 1.0Th. 1 4.0 12.0(mm)

0.0 5.8(×10 9) 0.0 4.0(×10 10)

Figure 1: Single-exposure propagation-based X-ray dark-field imaging of a sample of 1µm polystyrene items,
including microspheres in a solid tube. (a) The flat-field corrected image at the lower energy, and reconstructions
of (b) the projected thickness and dark-field using (c) the global and (d) the local methods.
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Figure 2: Measurement of the energy content of the beam for the static sample. (a) The resulting mixing
fraction in each pixel, with the ROI of the sample. Relative errors in fitting f do not exceed 10% in the whole
image or 3% within the FOV. (b) Attenuation curves found by averaging the pixels in the FOV while imaging
water-equivalent slabs of the shown thicknesses, fitted to the admixed attenuation model. Dashed lines indicate
pure 27 keV (steeper) and 81 keV (shallower) attenuation curves. The fit for Bin B overlies the 81 keV line
exactly and is not shown. As errors are small, 3σ are plotted.

for the diffusion coefficient D(x, y). To do this, we employ a numerical approximation of the inverse Laplacian
based on a Tikhonov-regularised Fourier filter [2, 1]:

∇−2
⊥ = −F−1 1

4π2|ξ⃗|2 + ε
F, (2)

where F and F−1 are the 2D Fourier transform and corresponding inverse transform, ξ⃗ are the Fourier-space
coordinates, and ε is the Tikhonov regularisation parameter. In section 1 of the supplemental document to
[1], it was noted that, in the absence of strong and consistent local sample contrast, the main contribution to
dark-field contrast seems to come from a term proportional to ∇2

⊥D(x, y). This effect is also explained in [3],
particularly figure 4 and the associated text. The result is that solving the Poisson equation Eq. 1 requires
strong variations in D from small or strongly scattering dark-field-producing parts of the sample.

In summary, the local approach is appropriate for samples with high-visibility, high-frequency texture (which
does not introduce strong phase fringes), but where the dark-field signal is expected to be relatively smooth
and a high spatial resolution is not needed to assess the reconstructed dark-field images. This is exactly the
case in the rice flour sample. The significant feature of interest, the advancing boundary between saturated and
unsaturated flour, does not require a high spatial resolution to be identified. On the other hand, the smoothness
of the dark-field signal from the very homogenous rice flour distribution makes a global reconstruction difficult.
The sample of the dissolving vitamin tablet presents a very different case. Here, there is no consistent local
texture, and the strong bubbling in the water creates many strong phase fringes. Many small features of the
dark-field structure of the sample are of interest, from the variation within the tablet itself to the settling
sediment at the bottom of the test tube. A local reconstruction would, therefore, be inappropriate. However,
these features’ strong and spatially varying dark-field signal makes the tablet sample an ideal candidate for
global dark-field reconstruction.

The two dynamic samples in the main text of the paper exemplify two cases where one approach is signif-
icantly better than the other. In order to demonstrate a case where both global and local reconstruction can
provide useful results, a static sample with both a strong dark-field signal (and, therefore, dark-field variations)
and a local texture was imaged using our single-exposure technique. The sample consisted of two similarly at-
tenuating objects with differing dark-field signals placed side-by-side (see Fig. 1a) behind a screen of 250–300 µm
polymethyl methacrylate (PMMA) microspheres. On the right is a plastic test tube containing polystyrene mi-
crospheres with a mean diameter of 1.48 µm (Corpuscular Inc, USA), and on the left is a solid plastic male Luer
lock connector. A slightly different experimental setup was used for this sample than the dynamic samples in
the main paper. The monochromator energy was set to 27 keV, and additional filtration was added to the beam,
consisting of a pair of in-vacuo aluminium filters (total effective thickness of 2.828mm) and 20mm of aluminium
filtration ex-vacuo in the imaging hutch, just downstream of the beryllium window. Repeating the measurement
of the beam’s energy content gave mixing fractions fA = 56(2)% and fB = 99.3(2)%. The exposure time per
frame was 20 s, and thirty sample and flat-field frames were recorded and then averaged over.
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Figure 3: Measurement of the period of rice flour sample texture. The uncropped first frame of the rice flour
sample is shown on the left, with a part of the texture with minimal other structure selected for the size
measurement. The 2D power spectrum of this section is calculated and shown in the centre. The dominant
frequency is found as the first non-zero peak in the radially averaged 2D power spectrum.

In the reconstruction, we used twenty iterations and assumed the sample was composed of PMMA and that
the dark-field dependence was Γ ∝ λ3. The resulting projected thickness reconstruction can be seen in (Fig. 1b).
The dark-field images were reconstructed using both the global (Fig. 1c) method with ε = 3.2 × 10−5 µm−2,
as well as the local (Fig. 1d) method with the same period as the rice flour sample. The results are similar to
those seen in Figure 9 of Ahlers et al. [1]. As expected, the local reconstruction is much noisier. In both local
and global reconstruction, the microspheres are significantly more prominent than any other part of the sample.
However, unlike in Figure 9(d) of Ahlers et al. [1], some structure of the solid plastic parts of the sample can
still be seen in the global reconstruction. We hypothesise that this is related to the usage of energy-weighted
effective parameters λ, µ, and δ for the lower energy bin.

2 Measuring size of sample texture

The local method to reconstruct the Fokker–Planck diffusion coefficient relies on the sample having local features
with a consistent size throughout the sample. To maximise spatial resolution, this texture should have a period
no larger than a few pixels, mirroring the conditions required in speckle-based dark-field imaging [4]. As the
period p of the texture is needed for the conversion from visibility to diffusion coefficient, we need to measure
the mean period of the sample texture when using the local method. To measure the period of the texture in
the rice flour sample, we measured the peak of a radially averaged power spectrum of the texture. This process
is illustrated in Fig. 3.
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