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Abstract: We report the experimental super-resolution of pairs of simultaneously emitting point-
like fluorescent sources using a modified image inversion interferometer microscope. The
technique is inspired by recent developments in the application of quantum parameter estimation
theory to semiclassical imaging problems. We find that the image inversion technique requires
special polarization filtering to account for the dipolar nature of the emission. Using an
azimuthal polarizer, we obtain improvements in the Fisher information of point-source
separation by over an order of magnitude relative to direct imaging. Unlike established super-
resolution fluorescence techniques, the method does not require sequential
photoswitching/blinking of the fluorophores, and thus could facilitate significant speed-ups for
certain biological imaging/tracking tasks.

Main Text:

In the context of optical imaging, resolving objects separated by distances less than the
wavelength of light is fundamentally difficult (Fig. 1A). This basic fact of physics has been
appreciated since it was articulated in the works of Abbe (1) and Rayleigh (2) during the latter
half of the nineteenth century. According to Rayleigh’s criterion, when the separation of two
point sources is less than ~0.61 A/NA (where A is the wavelength of light and NA is the imaging
system’s numerical aperture) they are rendered unresolvable. The development of classical
statistical inference in the century-plus since Rayleigh calls for some refinement of this
statement, as given enough measurement averaging (i.e. a sufficient number of detected photons)
one can always discern between the binary hypotheses of one vs. two emitters with an arbitrarily
small error rate. One popular reformulation of Rayleigh’s criterion invokes the Fisher
information (FI) (3), a figure-of-merit that governs one’s ability to extract a precise estimate of
one or more parameters from a set of noisy observations (4). “Rayleigh’s curse” says that the FI
with respect to estimating the separation distance between two emitters vanishes as the
separation goes to zero (5, 6). Equivalently, the inverse of the FI, the Cramér-Rao bound (CRB),
diverges in the same limit.



In the broader context of quantum parameter estimation theory, the classical FI is bounded above
by the more fundamental quantum Fisher information (QFI) (7). From this vantage, Tsang, Nair,
and Lu recently proved that Rayleigh’s curse is illusory in some sense (5). Whereas the FI
associated with “direct imaging” (i.e. a pixel-resolved intensity measurement at a conjugate
image plane) vanishes in the limit of zero separation, the QFI in fact remains constant. This
means that some measurement scheme other than direct imaging can in principle resolve two
point objects deep in the subdiffraction regime much more efficiently than can be done via direct
imaging. Said differently, direct imaging effectively leaves information contained in the phase of
the light unharvested. An appropriately chosen phase-sensitive measurement can recover this lost
information. To be clear, despite the fact that the calculation of QFI begins with the density
operator describing the quantum electromagnetic field, overcoming Rayleigh’s curse does not
depend on multi-particle entanglement. It only requires phase coherence in the light. Indeed, the
result can be retrofitted into the language of semiclassical detection theory where the hidden
information is contained in the phase of the classical electromagnetic field (8). Tsang and
coworkers’ seminal paper has since spawned a flurry of follow-up theoretical and experimental
work as reviewed in Ref. (6); the emerging area is collectively referred to as “quantum-inspired
super-resolution”.

From the outset, Tsang, Nair, and Lu proposed a measurement based on spatial-mode
demultiplexing (SPADE) to saturate the QFI (5, 6, 8-14). For a Gaussian point-spread function
(PSF), this corresponds to photon counting in the basis of Hermite-Gaussian transverse modes
(5). For a more general PSF (e.g., an Airy disk), the optimal basis for SPADE can be constructed
algorithmically (15). A related proposal based on image inversion interferometry (which we will
refer to as “III” but has also been called SLIVER) effectively sorts into even- and odd-parity
transverse spatial modes, which is in theory sufficient to break Rayleigh’s curse for two closely
spaced point emitters (13, 16, 17). The idea is that a single point source located on the optical
axis will produce an even-parity field, and as such all the collected light will be shunted to one of
the two interferometer outputs. Now if the position deviates slightly from the optical axis, a few
photons will be recorded in the odd-parity channel, such that by sitting on this dark fringe the
measurement can be made very sensitive to displacement of the source from the optical axis. The
last ingredient in translating this into source pair super-resolution is to align the system such that
the optical axis coincides with the average position of the pair (which is considerably easier to
estimate from direct imaging than is separation). While SPADE and its variants promise a new
route to super-resolution imaging in microscopy, telemetry, and everything between, the
experimental demonstrations published to date have tended to target a pair of laser spots with
spoiled mutual coherence (11, 12, 16, 18-20). In this work we report the experimental
demonstration of quantum-inspired super-resolution in the context of fluorescence microscopy.

Of course, a suite of Nobel-prize-winning super-resolution fluorescence microscopy techniques
already exist in the forms of PALM/STORM (21-23), STED (24, 25), and variations thereof (26,
27). Before proceeding we must place quantum-inspired super-resolution against this backdrop.
Both the PALM/STORM and STED routes to super-resolution depend on the controlled
photoswitching of fluors. For PALM/STORM in particular this means stochastically separating
the emission events of neighboring molecules in time, and as a result these methods are often
prohibitively slow. MINFLUX microscopy has recently been used to achieve unprecedented
resolutions (28-31), but still typically relies on stochastic switching of the labels. By contrast,
guantum-inspired schemes do not require photoswitching, and so can in principle be used to
super-resolve much more dynamic scenes labeled using a broader class of fluorescent emitters.
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Concept and Theory

Figure 1B in part restates Tsang, Nair, and Lu’s main theoretical result (5), but with one
important revision. The original theory invoked the scalar approximation to effectively treat a
pair of monopole emitters. In nature, however, there are no monopole emitters of
electromagnetic radiation. A real “isotropic” point source consists of an ensemble of randomly
oriented dipole emitters, the emission of which can be modeled as a mixture of x-, y-, and z-
oriented dipole emitters (32). The data depicted in Fig. 1B result from a full vectorial diffraction
calculation, wherein both isotropic point sources are modeled as a mixture of dipole emitters. For
direct imaging, the result is qualitatively the same. The FI for direct imaging (blue line) vanishes
at small separation despite the constant QFI. At a separation of 5 nm, the QFI is more than 3
orders of magnitude larger than the FI of direct imaging, meaning that there exists some
measurement scheme other than direct imaging that can achieve a given resolution benchmark
with fewer than 10 times as many detected photons. For our experimental pursuit of quantum-
inspired super-resolution, we elected to construct a microscope based on image inversion
interferometry (111, Fig. 2). However, a calculation of the FI of separation based on Il as
previously proposed yielded some initially sobering results (red line). Whereas the proposed 11l
would yield significant enhancement in the resolution of monopole emitters, it evidently only
leads to a modest improvement over direct imaging when targeting more realistic isotropic
emitters. To wit, at 5 nm separation the FI associated with I11 is only about a factor of 3 larger
than that of direct imaging. The loss of performance can be understood in terms of the symmetry
of the fields emitted by dipoles of different orientations. Taking z to be parallel to the optical
axis, emission from a dipole oriented perpendicular to z produces emission that is symmetric
with respect to inversion about the centroid (Fig. S1). Thus a dipole oriented perpendicular to z
and positioned on the optical axis will produce a null in one output port of the 111, just the same
as it would for a monopole emitter. On the other hand, a dipole oriented parallel to z emits a field
that is anti-symmetric with respect to inversion about the centroid. A dipole parallel to z and
positioned on the optical axis will produce a null in the other output port of the 11l (Fig. S1). If
you know your dipole emitters are oriented either perpendicular or parallel to z, then the 11l
would in principle work as advertised. However, if the collected light comes from the emission
of a dipole with some intermediate orientation or a mixture of dipoles with different-symmetry
emission, then neither output port can be nulled perfectly (Fig. S1). The resulting inability to “sit
on a dark fringe” is precisely why the original design of the 111 fails to produce much
improvement over direct imaging for a real isotropic emitter. We comment here that this effect
should only be important for high-NA imaging systems. When the NA is very low, the fraction
of light collected from dipoles bearing a significant component parallel to z is small, and so in
this limit the collected field is effectively inversion symmetric. However, state-of-the-art
fluorescence microscopes almost always employ high-NA objectives, meaning the effect of
incomplete nulling cannot be ignored in this case. The calculations depicted in Fig. 1B model the
NA = 1.45 oil objective we use in our experiments.

Thankfully, we soon recognized a way to salvage the super-resolving power of the 111
microscope by appropriate filtering of the polarization. At the Fourier plane of the microscope, if
one resolves the light collected due to dipolar emission into the azimuthal and radial polarization
basis, it is known that the azimuthally polarized portion is guaranteed to be anti-symmetric with
respect to inversion, and that all of the asymmetry, if there is any, will be carried entirely by the
radially polarized light (33, 34). Thus, by throwing away the radially polarized light, one can
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recover the ability to sit on a dark fringe. Filtering the radially polarized light emitted by an
isotropic source in this way and then injecting into the 111 results in an FI for source separation
that is vastly improved relative to direct imaging or unpolarized 111 (Fig. 1B, gold line). Only a
modest factor of about 1.6 separates the FI of this polarized 111 scheme from the QFI. The small
persisting gap can be closed by mining the scraps of information contained in the radial channel,
but for an isotropic point source this is almost certainly more trouble than it’s worth.

Results and Discussion

To experimentally realize this polarization-filtered version of 111 we constructed the setup
depicted in Fig. 2. Two Dove prisms oriented orthogonal to one another and placed in opposite
arms of the interferometer effect the image inversion. To achieve the desired polarization
filtering, we added a vortex half wave plate to the 111 at a particular plane in the collection path.
The vortex plate converts azimuthally polarized light into y and radial into x (34). The
asymmetric part of the light can then be rejected by inserting a linear polarizer. The vortex phase
shift renders the image of a single point source as a donut, akin to the excitation PSF in
MINFLUX (28-31) and the stimulated emission beam in STED (24, 25).

The experimental procedure we employed essentially constitutes an analog simulation of a pair
of mutually incoherent point-like isotropic emitters separated by a range of subdiffraction
distances (see Fig. S2 and Materials and Methods section). We recorded tens-of-thousands of
images of isolated 40-nm fluorescent beads as their position was scanned in the proximity of the
optical axis with a piezo stage. Images of the same bead recorded at opposing positions were
combined in post-processing to emulate the source pair. A “ground truth” of separation was
established by first recording calibration images in which the image of a target bead is well
separated from its inverted dual. The target bead and a separate fiducial bead could then both be
individually super-localized by fitting to a simplified PSF model. Then the target was scanned
near the optical axis such that the inverted image pair overlapped and interfered with one
another. In these images, the still-isolated fiducial was super-localized, and from this localization
we triangulated the ground-truth position of the target relative to the optical axis.

The recorded images were then combined and analyzed using a custom MATLAB routine, the
output of which is a library of filtered images of source pairs on a grid of subdiffraction
separations. A subset of this library is depicted in Fig. 3A-E for a sampling of subdiffraction
separations, Ax, oriented parallel to the horizontal axis of the image. (Additional slices of the
library can be found in Fig. S3.) In Channel 1, constructive interference yields a single bright
donut that does not change much as a function of small separations. The lion’s share of the
information is conveyed in Channel 2, where destructive interference leads to near-perfect
nulling when the separation approaches zero. As the separation increases, a bowtie shape appears
and becomes increasingly bright.

For fair comparison we repeated our experimental procedure with two important modifications.
First, the vortex half wave plate and linear polarizer were removed such that the image of a point
source again resembled a singly peaked Gaussian. Second, one of the delay stages within the
interferometer was displaced such that the coherence between the two arms was destroyed. In
this way we could emulate direct imaging in a manner that lends itself to analysis with the same
software. For reference, the results of this control are shown in Fig. 3F-J. One can immediately



appreciate that direct imaging will struggle in resolving source pairs by observing how little the
images change across the panels.

To lend some quantitation to the assessment of our 111 microscope we computed the fringe
visibility as defined by:
Il(Ax; AY) - IZ (Ax' AY)

Ax, Ay) =
V(ax, Ay) I.(Ax, Ay) + L(Ax, Ay)

where I; and I, indicate the background-corrected total intensity in Channels 1 and 2,
respectively. Results are plotted in Fig. 3K. For comparison, the visibilities obtained from our
direct imaging control are displayed in Fig. 3L.

Digging deeper into the data, our image libraries allow us to compute the realized FI with respect
to separation for each imaging modality. In every case we found that the FIs computed in this
way were lower than those predicted from calculations, presumably due to experimental non-
idealities that are not captured by the theoretical model, such as residual phase aberrations and
pupil apodization. A comparison among the imaging modalities is nonetheless meaningful. Fig.
4A sketches the experimentally recovered Fls for polarized 1l imaging (gold) as well as for the
direct imaging control (blue). Importantly, we note that the FI for polarized Il1 in this display has
already been diminished by a factor of 0.647 to assess a penalty for throwing away the radially
polarized light. At a separation of 5 nm, the FI associated with polarized I11 is roughly 35x larger
than that of the direct imaging control. We evidently do not realize the full 3 orders of magnitude
improvement predicted by theory, but we nonetheless improve by more than one order of
magnitude.

As an additional control, we sought to parse the observed improvement into contributions from
the change in PSF shape vs. that due to the interferometry. Indeed, our theory-based calculation
predicts that direct imaging with the donut PSF should improve the FI at a separation of 5 nm by
about a factor of 16 relative to ordinary direct imaging. To perform the experiment, we left the
vortex half wave plate and linear polarizer in place, but displaced one of the delay lines in the
interferometer to spoil the coherence. The experimentally recovered FI for this “direct donut”
imaging modality (Fig. 4A, green) is about twice that of ordinary direct imaging at 5 nm
separation. We conclude that some of the resolution enhancement realized in comparing the
polarized Il to ordinary direct imaging is due to the change in shape of the PSF, but most of the
effect can be attributed to the interferometer.

We evaluated experimental performance of each of these three imaging modalities in yet another
way by generating separation estimates from carefully paired noisy images, then computing the
mean-squared error (MSE) of this estimate relative to the “ground truth” obtained from
triangulating the position of the fiducial. For ordinary direct imaging we estimated separation
based on a least-squares fit to a pair of Gaussian spots. For donut direct imaging we estimated
separation similarly, but using a donut-shaped PSF model. For the polarized Il data, we
compared the processed image library from one day’s worth of data to the noisy images recorded
on a different day, then produced an estimate of separation by finding the minimum mean-
squared error between the model and the noisy image. (Results from additional data and
alternative estimators are given in Fig. S4.) At the particular signal-to-noise ratio we worked at
(which was throttled by the need to collect many images over an extended period of time), we
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found that the separation estimator used for both kinds of direct imaging exhibit significant
biases. Since CRB (the inverse of the FI) is guaranteed only to lower-bound the variance of any
unbiased estimator, we might not necessarily expect the MSEs depicted in Fig. 4B to look like
the inverses of the curves in Fig. 4A. Nonetheless, at 5 nm separation we find that ordinary direct
imaging produced a mean MSE over an order of magnitude worse than that derived from
polarized I1I.

Conclusions

We have revised the theory of image inversion interferometry to account for the direction- and
polarization-dependent emission of real point sources. With appropriate polarization filtering, the
III can indeed beat Rayleigh’s curse. We constructed an III microscope and carefully
benchmarked its experimental performance, effectively demonstrating quantum-inspired super-
resolution imaging. While the experimentally realized resolution enhancement is significant,
theory predicts a great deal of room to improve. One upgrade to the setup to be implemented in
the future is to correct phase aberrations individually in both arms of the interferometer, as
suggested in (35). We also suspect that apodization due to imperfections in one or more optical
components may have limited our performance. The finite size of the fluorescent beads used (40
nm) likely diminished the apparent resolution of each imaging modality as well. Smaller beads
or quantum emitters could be used, but at the cost of reduced brightness and/or photostability.

Our microscope enables a new route to super-resolution in fluorescence microscopy that does not
depend on photoswitching of the emitters. This expands the list of compatible fluorescent labels
and could lead to significant speed-ups in certain biological imaging/tracking applications. Of
course, our experiments only demonstrate super-resolution on a very simple scene consisting of
two point sources. It’s unclear how its performance might translate to more complicated scenes
(36-40). Thus, in cases where very little prior information is available about the scene,
established super-resolution fluorescence techniques will likely still reign supreme. On the other
hand, in cases where one knows their scene consists of just two sources (e.g., in tracking gene
loci in diploid cells (41)), the method could prove powerful. We also expect to find utility in
efficiently estimating the size and shape of subdiffraction objects (8, 9).
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Fig. 1: Hlustration of point source separation and theoretical Fisher information
calculations. Calculated direct images of a pair of isotropic point emitters at (A) easily resolved
and (B) subdiffraction separations. (C) Fisher information with respect to separation of a pair of
realistic isotropic emitters, derived from vectorial diffraction calculations. The gray box is
bounded below by the quantum limit. Our polarized image inversion scheme nearly saturates the
quantum bound (gold), while both unpolarized image inversion and direct imaging fair much
worse.
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Fig. 2: Experimental Setup

Schematic of setup used to realize quantum-inspired super-resolution via polarized image
inversion interferometry. QWP: quarter wave plate, M: mirror, KL: Kohler lens, BS: beam
splitter, L: lens, Vortex HWP: vortex half wave plate, DM: deformable mirror, LP: linear
polarizer. The second dichroic BS placed just after the tube lens compensates for birefringence
due to the first dichroic BS. The deformable mirror is used to correct for phase aberrations. The
vortex HWP and LP combine to reject the radially polarized emission.
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Fig. 3: Experimentally derived images and associated fringe visibilities. (A-E) Depicts the
processed images resulting in both of the two channels of the polarized image inversion
microscope for various point source separations. (F-J) Shows that corresponding processed
images for a control experiment in which the polarizing elements were removed and the
coherence between the arms of the interferometer was spoiled, effectively producing two direct
imaging experiments. (K) Experimental fringe visibility realized by the polarized image
inversion microscope. (L) Fringe visibility of the control. Scale bar: 250 nm.
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Fig. 4. Experimental results. (A) The Fisher information derived from processed experimental
images of the polarized image inversion interferometer (gold) and direct imaging control (blue).
Another control in which the polarizing elements were left in place to produce a donut PSF, but
the coherence between the arms of the interferometer was spoiled is also included (green).
Transparent lines: FI computed for separation vectors oriented along each of 10 directions
between 0° and 180°. Solid lines: mean of FIs computed for different directions. (B) Apparent
photon-scaled mean-squared error for each estimator of separation compared to the ground truth
provided by triangulation from the position of a fiducial bead. Shaded regions are bounded by
the 25" and 75" percentiles, while solid lines demarcate the median. Colors are the same as in

(A).
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