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Abstract

We investigate the eigenstructure of matrix formulations used for modeling scattering processes
in materials by transmission electron microscopy (TEM). Considering dynamical scattering is funda-
mental in describing the interaction between an electron wave and the material under investigation.
In TEM, both the Bloch wave formulation and the multislice method are commonly employed to
model the scattering process, but comparing these models directly is challenging. Unlike the Bloch
wave formulation, which represents the transmission function in terms of the scattering matrix, the
traditional multislice method does not have a pure transmission function due to the entanglement
between electron waves and the propagation function within the crystal. To address this, we propose
a reformulation of the multislice method into a matrix framework, which we refer to as transmission
matrix. This enables a direct comparison to the well-known scattering matrix, derived from the Bloch
wave formulation, and analysis of their eigenstructures. We show theoretically that both matrices
are equal, under the condition that the angles of the eigenvalues differ no more than modulo 2πn for
integer n, and the eigenvectors of the transmission and scattering matrix are related in terms of a
two-dimensional Fourier matrix. The characterization of both matrices in terms of physical param-
eters, such as total projected potentials, is also discussed, and we perform numerical simulations to
validate our theoretical findings. Finally, we show that the determinant of the transmission matrix
can be used to estimate the mean inner potential.

1 Introduction

Modeling the three-dimensional atomic structure of a material is essential for studying its physical charac-
teristics and atomic electrostatic potential which can significantly aid in the process of structure retrieval
from experimental data, i.e., diffraction patterns, when observing the material in instruments such as
electron microscopes. Determining the crystalline structure of materials from diffraction experiments
is inseparable from the theory of multiple electron scattering, developed by Bethe [1]. Since then, nu-
merous formulations have been developed to model multiple scattering phenomena in crystals, including
the multislice method [2–5] and the scattering matrix obtained from Bloch waves [6, 7]. Both models
are frequently used for model-based reconstruction in transmission electron microscopy (TEM), as for
example discussed in [8–16].

Formulating the scattering matrix from the Bloch wave method essentially incorporates the superpo-
sition of many periodic waves within a crystal to solve the Schrödinger equation. Therefore, the relation
between electrostatic potential and Bloch waves within the crystal can be represented by an eigenvalue
problem. Consequently, the scattering matrix is described by its eigenvalue decomposition, with the
eigenvalues encoding parameters such as the specimen’s thickness, and the eigenvectors providing the
Fourier coefficients of Bloch waves. On the other hand, the multislice method approximates the scatter-
ing processes of an incident electron wave when interacting with the electrostatic potential of the crystal
by treating many thin slices of projected atomic potentials consecutively, with the exit wave of one slice
is used as the input wave for the following.

The relationship between Bloch waves and the multislice method has been discussed, for instance
in [17]. The scattering matrix is expressed in terms of the matrix exponential of the crystal structure
matrix, which in turn is decomposed into phase grating and propagation operator terms. However, the
challenge in separating both operators lies in the non-commutative nature of the matrix product, making
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a simple decomposition valid only by applying the first-order Taylor approximation, which is the core
idea of the multislice method. This approximation requires the slice thickness to be small, in order to
ensure sufficient accuracy.

Although the derivation of multislice is straightforward, it is difficult to quantify any differences
between the Bloch wave formulation and the multislice method when modeling scattering processes in
crystalline materials. Several approaches have been discussed to numerically compare both models, for
instance as discussed in [18–21]. However, apart from the computation time, these analyses are mainly
focused at the error in the amplitude of the specimen exit wave functions for both the Bloch wave and
the multislice methods for various crystalline materials.

While such comparisons are valid to capture the performance, accuracy and consistency of the results
of both models, it treats the model as a black box system and measures the similarity implicitly in
terms of the output only. More importantly, measuring similarity solely based on intensity only captures
the projection information, which does not provide insight into the spatial structure of the electrostatic
potentials, neither in the Bloch wave nor the multislice approach. In our study, we go a step further and,
rather than relying on the projected intensity alone, we directly evaluate the 3D electrostatic potential.

In the original formulation of the multislice method, the possibility of defining a pure transmission
functions, akin to the scattering matrix in the Bloch wave approach, is precluded due to the inherent
entanglement between the exit wave across slices and Fresnel propagation. As a consequence, a direct
comparison of the eigenstructure of the scattering matrix with the multislice method is not possible. For
this reason, we reformulate the multislice model using matrix products and achieve a crucial separation
between the input wave and the matrix that represents the transmission function of the crystal structure,
which we call transmission matrix . This reformulation enables us to model the transmission function
in a manner directly comparable to the scattering matrix by using eigenstructure analysis. Rather
than the conventional approach of comparing resulting intensities, we present a direct mathematical
comparison of the transmission matrix with the scattering matrix. Furthermore, we investigate whether
the similarity between both matrices implies that also the underlying atomic structure is the same by
evaluating diffraction data simulated by both methods. Apart from measuring the similarity between
transmission and scattering matrix, we also leverage the determinant (the product of eigenvalues) of the
transmission matrix to estimate the mean inner potential (MIP).

Summary of Contributions. We discuss the structural similarity between a matrix obtained using
the Bloch wave formulation in comparison to a matrix realized through the multislice method, which
throughout this article we refer to as scattering matrix and transmission matrix, respectively. We follow
the construction of the transmission matrix, as discussed in [15], and eliminate the dependency on, and
the entanglement with, the input wave. Hence, its eigenstructure can be evaluated and compared to
the scattering matrix of the Bloch wave method. The equivalence of both matrices is investigated by
leveraging their eigenstructures, i.e., their eigenvalues and eigenvectors. We discuss how this equivalency
provides insights into the underlying physical processes of dynamical scattering and the accuracy of the
approximations made in each method. We provide numerical simulations to generate atomic potentials
and scattering matrices, calculated directly from the multislice and Bloch wave models. Additionally,
we perform the comparison by visualizing the distribution of eigenvalues, present plane-wave diffraction
patterns and compare the estimated projected potential. We also demonstrate a novel approach to
estimate the MIP by using the product of the eigenvalues, i.e., the determinant, of the transmission
matrix.

Notations Vectors are written in bold small-cap letters x ∈ CL and matrices are written in bold
big-cap letters A ∈ CK×L for a complex field C and R for a real field. Matrices can also be written
as its element A = (akℓ), where k ∈ [K], ℓ ∈ [L]. The set of integers is written as [N ] := {1, 2, . . . , N}
and calligraphic letters are used to define functions A : C → C. Specifically, we denote the discrete two-
dimensional Fourier transform by F . For both matrices and vectors the notation ◦ is used to represent
the element-wise or Hadamard product. The AH is used to represent conjugate transpose. A matrix
is called unitary if AHA = AAH = I, where I is the identity matrix. For a matrix A ∈ CK×L, the

Frobenius norm is given by ∥A∥F =
(∑K

k=1

∑L
l=1 |akl|

2
)1/2

=
(
trace

(
AHA

))1/2
.

Code: https://github.com/bangunarya/eigenstructure_bloch_ms
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2 Background

In this section, we give a brief introduction to the three-dimensional representation of the transmission
function of crystalline materials, which is also commonly used in the TEM nomenclature.

Scattering Matrix The derivation of the scattering matrix in TEM highly depends on the theory
of dynamical electron scattering in crystals. Starting from the non-relativistic stationary Schrödinger
equation, with relativistic corrections made by Dirac, and by neglecting the spin, the Klein-Gordon
equation can be used to describe the scattering of relativistic electrons in TEM:

∆Ψ(r) + 4π2k20Ψ(r) = −8π2me

h2
V (r)Ψ (r) , (1)

where V is the electrostatic potential at three-dimensional real space coordinates r = (x, y, z)T , m is the
relativistic electron mass, h is the Planck constant, e is the elementary charge, and k0 is the relativistic
wave number. Intuitively, the goal is to find proper wave functions Ψ that fulfill the Schrödinger equation,
specifically to quantify the scattering processes in the crystal.

As discussed in [17, eq. 5.43], the strategy to solve the partial differential equation in (1) is by involving
the expansion in the Fourier space, also called reciprocal space. Firstly, the potential is expanded into
its Fourier series, as follows:

V (r) =
∑
h

Vh exp (i2πh · r) ,

where Vh is the lattice potential in reciprocal space. Secondly, the Bloch wave is incorporated, given as

Ψ (r) = c (r) exp (i2πk · r) =
∑
g

cg exp (i2π(k+ g) · r) ,

where k,g ∈ R3 are wave and reciprocal space vectors, respectively. Variable cg is the Bloch wave
coefficient in reciprocal space. By rearranging this equation and writing the wave functions and potential
in reciprocal space coordinates, we obtain the eigenvalue equation, the solution of which is the scattering
matrix formulation. For a complete derivation, we refer the interested readers to the literature, for
instance [17,22,23].

Equation (1) allows us to model the interaction of the input-wave function with the crystal as a

multiplication with the scattering matrix S ∈ CN2×N2

. In other words, it describes the transmission
function of the specimen. The scattering matrix S can be decomposed by eigenvalue decomposition, i.e.,

S := CΛC−1 ∈ CN2×N2

, (2)

where C is a unitary matrix representing the eigenvector of the matrix and Λ is a diagonal matrix
representing the eigenvalues with the diagonal elements containing the specimen thickness T , given as

(exp (2πiγ1T ), exp (2πiγ2T ), . . . , exp (2πiγN2T )) .

The elements of the eigenvector matrix C are the Bloch wave Fourier coefficients and can be written as

C =



...
...

...
...

...
c1h c2h . . . cih . . .
c1g c2g . . . cig . . .
c10 c20 . . . ci0 . . .
c1−g c2−g . . . ci−g . . .
c1−h c2−h . . . ci−h . . .
...

...
...

...
...


∈ CN2×N2

, (3)

where h ∈ R3 and g ∈ R3 represent the reciprocal lattice vectors.
The scattering matrix encodes the information of the structure matrix B ∈ CN2×N2

representing the
electrostatic potential of the underlying crystal,

S = exp (i2πTB) .
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Due to the nature of matrix exponentiation, both S and B share eigenvectors C, and γj , j ∈ [N2] are
the eigenvalues of B. Moreover, the elements of matrix B are given by

B =



...
...

...
...

...
. . . sh Vh−g Vh Vh+g V2h . . .
. . . Vg−h sg Vg V2g Vh+g . . .
. . . V−h V−g s0 Vg Vh . . .
. . . V−g−h V−2g V−g s−g V−g+h . . .
. . . V−2h V−h−g V−h V−h+g s−h . . .

...
...

...
...

...


∈ CN2×N2

, (4)

where the diagonal and off-diagonal elements represent the excitation error and, respectively, potential in
reciprocal space. In Figure 1(b) the relation between the crystal and the scattering matrix is illustrated.
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Figure 1: Visualization of a SrTiO3 crystal and the relation of its atomic structure to (a) the mathematical
notation of the multislice method and (b) the Bloch wave formulation, as well as the construction of the
respective matrices Ŝ and S. The Bloch wave method incorporates all lattice potentials V (x, y, z) within
the specimen of thickness T in a single matrix entity, while with the multislice method the calculation
is performed on projected lattice potentials Vm(x, y) of many thin slices with distance ∆m in several
matrices Om.

Transmission Matrix Apart from the Bloch wave-derived scattering matrix, the multislice method
is frequently used to model the interaction between an incident electron wave and the crystal potential.
Instead of directly deriving an analytical solution as in the Bloch wave approach, the transmission
function can be constructed using multiple infinitely thin (sub-)specimens i.e. slices, separated by free
space.

More precisely, let V (x, y, z) denote the potential energy of the crystal and set the projected potential
of the m-th slice as Vm(x, y) =

∫ zm+1

zm
V (x, y, z)dz. Then, the transmission matrix corresponding to a

crystal with M slices is given by

A =

M∏
m=1

GmOm,
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where Om ∈ CN2×N2

is the diagonal matrix representing the potential of the slice with elements

(Om)x+N(y−1),x+N(y−1) = exp (iσVm(x, y)) forx, y ∈ [N ], (5)

with the interaction constant σ for relativistic correction. The matrix Gm is the Fresnel propagator in
free space defined by

Gm := F−1
2DDmF2D ∈ CN2×N2

, m ∈ [M ], (6)

where F2D,F−1
2D ∈ CN2×N2

are two-dimensional unitary Fourier and inverse Fourier matrices, respec-

tively. The matrix Dm ∈ CN2×N2

is a diagonal matrix where each diagonal element can be written
as

(Dm)x+N(y−1),x+N(y−1) := exp (−πi∆mλQxy) forx, y ∈ [N ], (7)

where Qxy =
(
q2y + q2x

)
+2

(
qx

sin θx
λ + qy

sin θy
λ

)
. The parameters qy, qx are the discrete grid in reciprocal

space and hence represent spatial frequencies, ∆m is the distance of the wave propagation with parameters
∆m = zm+1−zm, and θx, θy are the two-dimensional tilt angles, describing the direction of the incoming
wave. An illustration visualizing the multislice method is shown in Figure 1(a).

Unlike the scattering matrix, which is defined in reciprocal space, the matrix A as reformulation of
the multislice method is set in real space. Thus, we instead consider the transmission matrix:

Ŝ = F2DAF−1
2D. (8)

The right multiplication transforms the input wave from reciprocal space back into real space, and the
left multiplication transforms the exit wave into reciprocal space to model the diffraction pattern in the
back focal plane of a TEM.

As highlighted in [2,17], the multislice method serves as an alternative to the Bloch wave formulation,
making the transmission matrix Ŝ which we have derived from the multislice method an approximate
solution to the Schrödinger equation (1). The main advantage that this reformulation offers is that the
atomic structure of a crystalline object can now be represented independently by the transmission matrix
Ŝ, without being influenced by the electron probe, which is not the case in the classical multislice model .
In addition, compared to the Bloch wave formulation, which depends on the computation complexity of
eigenvalue decomposition to construct the scattering matrix, the multislice method enables more efficient
computation of the scattering processes by leveraging the fast Fourier transform. We also provide analysis
on the computational complexity to construct both transmission and scattering matrix in the numerical
section.

3 Eigenstructure Analysis and its Applications

In the following, we will discuss the equivalence of the transmission matrix Ŝ in (8) and scattering matrix
S in (2) in terms of their eigenstructure. We will also draw a connection to estimate the mean inner
potential from the transmission matrix.

First, we investigate the eigenvalue decomposition of Ŝ = F2DAF−1
2D. By construction, we have

A =
M∏

m=1

GmOm =

M∏
m=1

F−1
2DDmF2DOm.

Matrices Dm and Om are both diagonal with unit modulus entries, and are therefore unitary. Fourier
transforms are also unitary and, consequently, A and Ŝ are unitary being products of unitary matrices.
Hence, this also implies that both are normal matrices, i.e., they satisfy AHA = AAH = I. As a
result, A admits eigenvalue decomposition A = WVW−1 with a unitary matrix W, which columns are
the eigenvectors of A, and with the diagonal matrix V with eigenvalues of Ŝ on its diagonal. Since A
is unitary, the eigenvalues are of unit modulus and can be written in terms of a complex exponential,
λk (A) = exp (i2πθk), where θk ∈ [0, 1] for k ∈ [N2].

Remark 1. Suppose we have a specific case where each slice O has an equidistant thickness ∆ of the
dimension of the specimen unit cell to generate the projected potential, i.e., ∆ = ∆1 = ∆2 = · · · = ∆M

and slice O = O1 = O2 = . . . = OM . Hence, we have the transmission function matrix as matrix power
A = (GO)

M
and the eigenvalues can be written as λk (A) = exp (i2πMθk) for k ∈ [N2] and θk ∈ [0, 1].

It should be noted that, since the two-dimensional Fourier matrices F2D,F−1
2D are unitary, the structure

of the transmission matrix Ŝ = F2DAF−1
2D does not change.
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Understanding the eigenstructure of scattering and transmission matrices is crucial for analyzing their
similarity. In the subsequent sections, we will discuss the conditions under which the matrices are equal.

Characterizing Similarity To quantify any differences, the scattering and the transmission matrix
are compared using the Frobenius norm within a metric space. This norm acts as a distance metric,
enabling the assessment of the accuracy and consistency between both matrices, as detailed below:∥∥∥S− Ŝ

∥∥∥2
F
=trace

((
S− Ŝ

)H (
S− Ŝ

))
=trace

(
SHS

)
+ trace

(
ŜH Ŝ

)
− trace

(
SH Ŝ

)
− trace

(
ŜHS

)
(a)
= 2 trace (I)− trace

(
CΛHC−1F2DAF−1

2D

)
− trace

(
F2DAHF−1

2DCΛC−1
)
,

where the equality in (a) is derived from the unitary property of both scattering and transmission matrix.
The difference between scattering matrix S = CΛC−1 and transmission matrix Ŝ = F2DAF−1

2D highly
depends on the trace of their product. In case both matrices are equal, their difference should be zero.
This condition can be directly derived by

CΛHC−1F2DAF−1
2D = F2DAHF−1

2DCΛC−1 = I .

Suppose we perform an eigenvalue decomposition on the matrix A, as follows

F2DAF−1
2D = F2DWVW−1F−1

2D,

where the diagonal matrix V and matrix W are the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of matrix A, respec-
tively. Since the eigenvectors C of the scattering matrix are the Fourier coefficients of the Bloch wave,
one possible solution is that the eigenvector W is the Bloch wave itself. This relation holds, because
each column element of the eigenvector matrix C is a Fourier coefficient of the Bloch wave. Therefore,
we can write C = F2DW, and the equation can be written as

trace
(
CΛHC−1F2DWVW−1F−1

2D

)
=trace

(
CΛHVC−1

)
(b)
=trace

(
ΛHV

)
.

The equality (b) is due to the fact that the trace is invariant under circular shifts, namely

trace
(
CΛHVC−1

)
= trace

(
ΛHVC−1C

)
.

As a result, the difference between both matrices can be expressed as∥∥∥S− Ŝ
∥∥∥2
F
=2N2 − trace

(
ΛHV

)
− trace

(
ΛVH

)
,

(c)
=2N2 −

N2∑
k=1

exp (i2π (γkT − θk)) +

N2∑
k=1

exp (−i2π (γkT − θk))


(d)
=2N2 − 2

N2∑
k=1

cos (2π (γkT − θk)) .

(9)

The equality (c) is derived from the fact that the eigenvalue of matrix S is exp(i2πγkT ) for k ∈ [N2]
and that matrix A is a unitary matrix with modulus eigenvalues of the form exp(i2πθk) for k ∈ [N2].
Therefore, the equivalence between the two matrices in terms of the Frobenius norm holds as long as the
following conditions are satisfied:

• Eigenvectors C of scattering matrix S and eigenvectors W of matrix A are related in terms of a
two-dimensional Fourier matrix, namely C = F2DW.

• The angles of both the eigenvalue matrix Λ, obtained from scattering matrix S, and the eigenvalue
matrix V, obtained from matrix A, differ by up to modulo 2πn for integers n = γkT − θk.

Remark 2. Matrix A can also be approximated by applying two-dimensional Fourier transform and
inverse Fourier transform to the scattering matrix, i.e., A ≈ F−1

2DSF2D. This is true, because the
eigenvector of the scattering matrix S is the Fourier coefficient of the Bloch wave, as discussed in (3).
Consequently, the same total projected potential can be obtained from both matrix A and F−1

2DSF2D.
We will show numerically in Section 5, that both matrices produce a very similar projected potential.
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Determinant and Mean Inner Potential Apart from characterizing similarity, we can also estimate
the mean inner potential (MIP) from the eigenstructure in terms of the determinant. The determinant
of the scattering matrix S is well-known and can be derived as

det(S) =

N2∏
j=1

exp (2πiγjT ) = exp (2πiTγtotal) ,

where T is the thickness parameter and γtotal =
∑N2

j=1 γj . For the transmission matrix Ŝ, the determinant
can be derived as follows

det
(
F2DAF−1

2D

)
= det (F2D) det (A) det

(
F−1

2D

)
= det

(
M∏

m=1

GmOm

)
= det (G1O1) det (G2O2) . . . det (GMOM ) .

(10)

The equality holds because det(F−1
2D) = 1/ det(F2D) and the determinant of a matrix product is equal

to the product of the determinants of the individual factors. Let us further expand the determinant for
each slice Om including the Fresnel matrix Gm for m ∈ [M ] ,

det (GmOm) = det
(
F−1

2DDmF2D

)
det (Om)

(a)
= exp

(
−πi∆mλ

N∑
x=1

N∑
y=1

Qxy

)
exp

(
iσ

N∑
x=1

N∑
y=1

Vm(x, y)

)

(b)
= exp

(
−i

(
π∆mλ

N∑
x=1

N∑
y=1

Qxy − σ

N∑
x=1

N∑
y=1

Vm(x, y)

))
(c)
= exp (−i (π∆mλQ− σVm))

(11)

Since det(F−1
2D) = 1/ det(F2D), we have the determinants of the diagonal matrices Dm and Om,

yielding the product of the exponential functions in their diagonal elements, as shown in (b). Equal-
ity (c), (d) are derived by combining the two exponential functions and substituting the parameters

Q =
∑N

x=1

∑N
y=1 Qxy and Vm =

∑N
x=1

∑N
y=1 Vm(x, y). The parameter Q is the sum over the whole

reciprocal space, including the tilt angle parameters given in (7), and Vm is the sum of the discrete
projected potentials for each slice. Hence, the product of M slices can be written as

M∏
m=1

det (GmOm)
(e)
=

M∏
m=1

exp (−i (π∆mλQ− σVm))

(f)
= exp

(
−i

(
πλQ

M∑
m=1

∆m − σ

M∑
m=1

Vm

))
(g)
= exp (−i (πλQT − σVtotal)) .

(12)

The equality (e) follows from combining (10) with (11). As a consequence and as shown in (f) and (g),

we can substitute T =
∑M

m=1 ∆m, which is the total thickness of the crystal, and substitute the total

projected potential Vtotal =
∑M

m=1 Vm, which is the summation of all projected potentials in all slices
given in (5) for the thickness T .

Remark 3. It can be seen that Vtotal is the total of all projected potentials in the crystal volume in the
discrete case, namely the summation is taken for all slices and all discrete grids of the potential

Vtotal =

M∑
m=1

N∑
x=1

N∑
y=1

Vm(x, y) =

M∑
m=1

N∑
x=1

N∑
y=1

∫ zm+1

zm

V (x, y, z)dz.

Generalizing for the continuous case leads to

Vtotal =

M∑
m=1

∫ zm+1

zm

∫
y

∫
x

V (x, y, z)dxdydz =

∫
z

∫
y

∫
x

V (x, y, z)dxdydz.

7



This result is a direct implication of calculating the determinant as a metric to measure the volume of a
parallelepiped, defined by the structure of the lattice vectors. Similarly, the quantity TQ is the volume
in reciprocal space for the discrete case

TQ =

M∑
m=1

∆m

N∑
x=1

N∑
y=1

Qxy =

M∑
m=1

∆m

[
N∑

x=1

N∑
y=1

(
q2y + q2x

)
+ 2

(
qx

sin θx
λ

+ qy
sin θy
λ

)]
,

where in the continuous case we can write

QT =

∫ T

0

∫
qy

∫
qx

(
q2y + q2x

)
+ 2

(
qx

sin θx
λ

+ qy
sin θy
λ

)
dqxdqydz.

If we define a constant slice thickness of the unit cell height, ∆m = ∆, and have a similar projected
potential within each slice m ∈ [M ], we have T = M∆ and Vtotal = MV for each slice potential V .

The structure of the transmission matrix allows us to estimate the MIP from its determinant. The
MIP represents the inner structure of a crystal and is calculated by taking the average of the Coulumb
potential over a unit cell, given as

V0 =
1

Ω

∫
Ω

V (r)dr.

Here the Ω is the considered volume of the crystal [1]. The MIP affects the interaction between electrons
in a material; it has been studied and estimated in numerous works [24–38].

Taking the logarithm of the determinant of the transmission matrix Ŝ = F2DAF−1
2D yields a direct

estimation of the total potential inside the material

log det
(
F2DAF−1

2D

)
= −i (πλQT − σVtotal)+2πn, (13)

where 2πn with an integer n results from the periodicity of the complex exponent. Hence, we can write
the total potential as

Vtotal =
1

σ

(
πλQT − i log det

(
F2DAF−1

2D

))
+2πn. (14)

Scaling with the volume dimension we measure, we can estimate the MIP of crystalline materials directly.
It should be noted that, unlike for the case of a thin specimen, for a thick specimen the contributing
factor such as Fresnel propagation should be removed, in order to retrieve a pure MIP. The estimation
of the MIP from the determinant for simulated and experimental data is discussed in Section 5.

4 Simulated and Experimental Datasets

In the following section, we compare Bloch wave and multislice methods using simulated datasets of three
crystalline materials: gallium arsenide (GaAs), a binary compound semiconductor, strontium titanate
(SrTiO3), a ternary oxide, and gold (Au), a single element crystal. These materials differ in terms of
total number and type (atomic number Z) of elements, and cubic unit cell dimension. Representations of
the unit cell of each material in projection along the [0 0 1] crystallographic direction and in perspective
view are shown in Figure 2.

Table 1: Simulation parameters used to generate scattering and transmission matrix with both the Bloch
wave formulation and the multislice method, respectively. Structure data for GaAs [39], SrTiO3 [40] and
Au [39] was used. For the simulated data, each slice represents the projected potential of all atoms
within one atomic layer. The Fresnel distance is the distance which the projected potential of a single
slice is required to be propagated and corresponds to the lattice spacing along [0 0 1].

Parameters GaAs (F43m) SrTiO3 (Pm3m) Au (Fm3m)

Unit cell (a,b,c) (Å) (5.6533, 5.6533, 5.6533) (3.905, 3.905, 3.905) (4.08, 4.08, 4.08)
Unit cell (α, β, γ) (°) (90, 90, 90) (90, 90, 90) (90, 90, 90)
Pixel size (Å) (0.1739, 0.1739) (0.1201, 0.1201) (0.1255, 0.1255)
Fresnel distance (Å) (1.413325, 1.413325) (1.9525, 1.9525) (2.04, 2.04)
Accel. voltage (keV) 300 300 300
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Figure 2: Unit cells of (a) gallium arsenide (GaAs), (b) strontium titanate (SrTiO3) and (c) gold (Au),
shown in [0 0 1] projection (top row) and 3D representation (bottom row), of crystals used to generate
the scattering and transmission matrix

The parameters used to generate the simulated datasets are summarized in Table 1, outlining crucial
characteristics such as unit cell dimensions, pixel size, and Fresnel distance for each material. These
parameters serve as inputs for the simulation of the electrostatic potentials and the generation of structure
matrices. The parameters as well as the implementation of the multislice and Bloch wave methods to
generate transmission and scattering matrices were adopted from [21].

For the experimental process, 2H-MoS2 sheets were exfoliated from a bulk crystal using a poly-
dimethylsiloxane elastomer film placed on a glass slide and subsequently transferred onto a holey silicon
nitride membrane for TEM analysis. The experimental data for MoS2 was gathered using a probe-
corrected Hitachi HF5000 field emission microscope in scanning TEM mode (STEM), operating at an
acceleration voltage of 200 keV with a beam current of approximately 7.4 pA. The intensities of the
diffraction patterns were recorded with a Medipix3 Merlin4EM camera, with a resolution of 256 × 256
pixels. The distance between adjacent scan points was set to 26.5 pm in both the horizontal (x) and
vertical (y) directions. Each diffraction pattern was acquired within 0.5 ms, and the data collection
employed a 6-bit dynamic range.

Table 2: Experimental STEM data acquisition parameters for MoS2

Parameters Data

Detector Merlin Medipix3
Dimension (pixel) 128, 128, 256, 256
Accel. voltage (keV) 200
Scan rotation 176◦

Semiconv. angle 32 mrad
Real space pixel size 0.26 Å

5 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we calculate the eigenstructure of the scattering and the transmission matrix, derived
from Bloch waves and multislice formulation, respectively. We also show the distribution of eigenvalues
as well as the projected potentials that result from both matrices. Additionally, we draw the connection
to how to estimate the mean inner potential of a crystal from the determinant of the transmission matrix.

Diffraction patterns. First, we evaluate the diffraction patterns as a function of the specimen thick-
ness for all three materials. The common approach to compare both matrix formulations would be the
evaluation of the specimen exit wave as well as its intensity. For the evaluation of the Bragg diffraction,

9



the product of scattering i.e. transmission matrix with the illuminating plane-wave is performed. The
amplitude of the computed Bragg diffraction patterns of the three specimens in [0 0 1]-orientation is
shown in Figure 3. The results for both scattering and transmission matrix look very similar for each

(a) (b) (c)

1 Å-1

200
220

1 Å-1

200
110

1 Å-1

1 Å-1

200
220

1 Å-1

200
220

1 Å-1

200
220

100

200
110

100

Figure 3: Diffraction patterns along the [0 0 1] zone axis calculated using the transmission matrix (top
row) and the scattering matrix (bottom row) for (a) GaAs with simulated thickness 175.2523 Å, (b)
SrTiO3 with simulated thickness 126.48 Å, (c) Au with simulated thickness 121.055 Å.

specimen, indicating that any inherent differences are only marginal. To go into more detail, we evalu-

(a) (b) (c)

(Å) (Å) (Å)

Figure 4: Bragg beam amplitude as a function of specimen thickness, calculated using the transmission
matrix (top row) and the scattering matrix (bottom row) for (a) GaAs, (b) SrTiO3, and (c) Au.

ated the propagation of several diffracted beams with increasing crystal thickness in order to compare
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their resulting amplitudes between the scattering matrix and transmission matrix. This observation
measures the similarity of both matrices in terms of intensity i.e. amplitude of the exit wave at plane-
wave illumination, and is shown in Figure 4. When propagating through the crystal, the transmitted and
the diffracted beams exhibit alternating amplitudes picturing the Pendellösung effect. Our computed
intensities using the scattering and transmission matrix are in good agreement, confirming our previous
evaluation of the diffraction patterns. However, slight differences are to be expected, e.g. a small shift
of maxima and minima in Figure 4(a, b), as we compare two different approaches.

Eigenstructure Evaluation. A much more precise assessment of the similarity of transmission and
scattering matrix can be achieved by analyzing their eigenstructure, such as eigenvalues and eigenvectors.
Since both are unitary matrices and have eigenvalues with unit modulus, as discussed in Section 3, the
comparison in terms of amplitude yields no differences. Therefore, we focus on evaluating the phase of
the eigenvalues, as presented in Figure 5. The eigenvalues are sorted by index with the maximum index
being the total dimension of the scattering and transmission matrix. Our comparison of the phase shows

P
h
a
se

 (
ra

d
)

Scattering Matrix Transmission Matrix

Index Eigenvalue Index Eigenvalue Index Eigenvalue

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 5: Phase distribution of eigenvalues from both transmission and scattering matrix for (a) GaAs
with thickness 169.6 Å and a standard deviation (SD) of 0.037 rad, (b) SrTiO3 with thickness 78.1 Å and
SD= 0.034 rad, (c) Au with thickness 102 Å and SD= 0.035 rad.

a very similar result for both methods and all evaluated datasets. While with the scattering matrix the
increase of the phase is perfectly linear, the phase obtained using the transmission matrix shows small
deviations of up to 64mrad and appear to be independent of index and matrix size.

Projected Potential. Apart from the phase distribution of the determinant of scattering and trans-
mission matrix, we have discussed the similarity of both matrices in terms of their eigenvectors and
eigenvalue, as presented in (9). The eigenvector of transmission matrix Ŝ = F2DAF−1

2D should therefore
be equal to the Fourier coefficients of the Bloch wave, and consequently, we can directly estimate the pro-
jected potential of a crystal from the scattering matrix by multiplying with the two-dimensional Fourier
and inverse Fourier matrices. Mathematically, we can write A ≈ F−1

2DSF2D. Hence, from this approxi-
mation, we can directly obtain matrix A from the scattering matrix, which can be used to retrieve the
two-dimensional projected potential, as given in Figure 6. It can be seen that, for all crystals considered,
we can retrieve a very similar projected potential, using either the scattering or the transmission matrix.

As an example for a practical application, we calculated the projected potential using the transmission
matrix for a reconstruction from experimental STEM diffraction pattern data of MoS2. Here, we leverage
the sparse matrix decomposition algorithm discussed in [15]. The resulting projected potential is shown
in Figure 7, where the hexagonal atomic arrangement of MoS2 is well resolved. Experimental parameters
are given in Table 2.
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 6: Projected potential of 2 × 2 unit cells in [0 0 1] zone axis of (a) GaAs with thickness 169.6 Å
(30 unit cells), (b) SrTiO3 with thickness 78.1 Å (20 unit cells), (c) Au with thickness 102 Å (25 unit
cells). The top row is calculated with the transmission matrix and the middle row with the scattering
matrix. Their absolute difference is shown in the bottom row.

5 Å
S Mo

Figure 7: Projected potential of a MoS2 multilayer oriented close to [0 0 0 1] zone axis. A schematic
atomic model of MoS2 is superimposed for reference. The potential was calculated from an experimental
STEM dataset reconstructed with the method in [15]. The output is presented as is; no aberration or
focus correction was applied in the reconstruction.

Mean Inner Potential. The estimation of the MIP V0 from the determinant in (14) is shown in Table
3. The comparison with existing results from density functional theory (DFT) as well as experimental
data is also provided. In general, by using the determinant up to modulo 2πn for integer n, we are
able to estimate the MIP of crystalline materials for both simulated and experimental data in very good
agreement with tabulated values.

Computational Complexity We compare the computational complexity for the construction of both
N2 × N2 transmission and scattering matrices. The construction of the scattering matrix depends on
the computation of eigenvalue decomposition of the structure matrix, which requires O

(
N6
)
. For the

transmission matrix, we perform the sequential matrix product of Fresnel matrices Gm and diagonal
potential matrices Om. We start with the first potential matrix O1. The product G1O1 is O

(
N4 logN

)
since we have to take the Fourier transform for each column of O1, multiply it with a diagonal matrix
D1 representing the reciprocal Fresnel propagator and then take the inverse Fourier transform to get
the real space result. Computing O2G1O1 is O

(
N4
)
. Repeating these steps for L slices gives the total
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Table 3: Estimation of the mean inner potential VDet
0 from the determinant of the transmission matrix

using (14) in comparison to literature values from simulated (VDFT
0 ) and experimental (VExp

0 ) data.

Material VDFT
0 (V) VExp

0 (V) VDet
0 (V)

GaAs 14.19 [25] 14.24± 0.08 [24] [25] 12.50 (sim.)
14.53± 0.17 [25,26], 13.2 [27]

SrTiO3 SrO 15.2, TiO2 17.7 [28,29] SrO 13.3, TiO2 14.6 [28,29] 19.28 (sim.)
Au 28.40 [30] 30.2 [31], 21.2 [32], 22− 27 [33] 28.37 (sim.)

16.8 [34],21.4 [35], 25 [36]
32.2 [37]

MoS2 10.6 [38] 10.4 [38] 10.83 (exp.)

complexity of O
(
LN4 logN

)
operations, which is more efficient compared to the construction of the

scattering matrix.

6 Conclusion

In this study, we discussed a new perspective for analyzing and understanding the relationship between
the multislice and Bloch wave methods. Our presented reformulation of the multislice method into a
matrix framework, which we call transmission matrix, not only enables leveraging eigenstructure analysis
to measure the similarity with the scattering matrix but also the estimation of the mean inner potential
of crystalline materials from diffraction data. By expressing the multislice method as the transmission
matrix, we have demonstrated that its structure parallels that of the scattering matrix. Firstly we
demonstrate mathematically that the eigenvalues of both matrices are equal up to an additive multiple
of 2π. Secondly, we prove that the eigenvectors are interconnected through the two-dimensional Fourier
matrix, with the eigenvector of the transmission matrix representing the Bloch wave itself in real space.
Our matrix-based approach allows the approximation of the projected potential of the material. More-
over, our numerical evaluations of plane-wave diffraction, eigenvalues, as well as projected and mean
inner potential support these theoretical results, confirming the robustness and accuracy of the theo-
retical derivation of eigenstructures for both the transmission and scattering matrix. Additionally, the
structure of the transmission matrix makes it possible to utilize the determinant, i.e., the product of all
eigenvalues, to estimate the mean inner potential of crystalline materials, thus making it a convenient
tool for the evaluation of practical experiments, particularly due to its lower computational demands
relative to the scattering matrix of the Bloch wave approach.
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A Appendix

This appendix is presented as supplement materials for the main article. We will describe the origi-
nal multislice formulation, representation of Fourier transform as a matrix, as well as more numerical
experiments.

A.1 Multislice Method

We present the classical formulation of the multislice method and briefly discuss the derivation of the
matrix formulation of multislice. The complete derivation is given in [15].

Suppose we have a matrix that represents the m−th slice from the electrostatic potential of the
specimen for a thin slice, similar to (5).

exp

(
iσ

∫ zm+1

zm

V (x, y, z)dz

)
In fact, for each combination axis x, y we collect the potential and construct it into matrix Xm ∈ CN×N

for a total slice number of m ∈ [M ]. The interaction between the first slice and the electron wave for
focused illumination at a specific scanning point s is given by

E1 = X1 ◦Ps ∈ CN×N

The exit wave is used as the source for the next slice by propagating it with the Fresnel propagator V,

Em = V (Em−1) ◦Xm ∈ CN×N for m ∈ {2, 3, . . . ,M}.

The Fresnel propagator is given in Fourier space for specific distance parameter between slices.Here we
define the Fourier space of the Fresnel propagator matrix Hm ∈ CN×N . Its elements are given in (7).
Hence, the Fresnel propagation can be written as

V (Em) := F−1 (Hm ◦ F (Em))

At the end, the intensity recorded at a specific scanning point s in the microscope’s detector plane is
given as

Is = |F (EM )|2 ∈ RN×N ,

where the absolute value is applied to each element of the matrix.
It can clearly be seen that, separating the entanglement between the electron wave and the object

is difficult. Hence, we do not have an exact representation of the transmission function of the object,
independent of the propagated exit wave starting from the probe illumination. As discussed in [15], the
reformulation by leveraging the property of element-wise or Hadamard matrix product, namely

vec (A ◦B) = diag (vec (A)) vec (B)

= diag (vec (B)) vec (A) ,
(15)

where the function vec : CN×N 7→ CN2

is used to convert matrix into vector and diag : CN2 7→ CN2×N2

is the function to construct a diagonal matrix from a vector. The vectorized intensity at scanning point
s can be written as

is =

∣∣∣∣∣F2D

(
M∏

m=1

GmOm

)
ps

∣∣∣∣∣
2

∈ RN2

for s ∈ [S]

Using this formulation we can disentangle the illumination from electron wave and the object to get pure
transmission function

A =

M∏
m=1

GmOm,

where the formulation of Fresnel matrix Gm is derived in (6).
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A.2 Matrix Representation of Fourier Transforms

We present a matrix representation of Fourier transforms. The one-dimensional Fourier transform we
can be written as a matrix-vector product. Here, the term one-dimensional Fourier matrix represents
the discrete implementation of the Fourier basis, i.e., when we sample the Fourier basis and store it as a
matrix F1D ∈ CN×N . Hence, the one-dimensional Fourier transform of vector x ∈ CN×N can be written
as

y = F1Dx,

where the one-dimensional Fourier transform is given by [41, eq.5.44],

F1D =
1√
N


e

−i2πf1x1
N e

−i2πf1x2
N . . . e

−i2πf1xN
N

e
−i2πf2x1

N e
−i2πf2x2

N . . . e
−i2πf2xN

N

... . . .
...

e
−i2πfNx1

N e
−i2πfNx2

N . . . e
−i2πfNxN

N ,

 ∈ CN×N .

Here, xj for j ∈ [N ] represents the sampling points at evenly spaced real space coordinates, and fj for
j ∈ [N ] is the sample in the Fourier space. Along the same line, the two-dimensional Fourier matrix
can be constructed using the Kronecker product between two of the one-dimensional Fourier matrices
F2D = F1D ⊗ F1D ∈ CN2×N2

. Thereby, the two-dimensional Fourier transform of matrix X ∈ CN×N

can be written as F2Dvec (X) ∈ CN2

.

A.3 Additional Numerical Experiments

In this section, we present more numerical experiments for several thickness of diffraction patterns related
to Figure 3, phase of eigenvalues as in Figure 5, as well as projected potential as in Figure 6.
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Figure 8: Projected potential of 2×2 unit cells in [0 0 1] zone axis of (a), (d) GaAs with thickness 141.33 Å
(25 unit cells) and 197.87 Å (35 unit cells), (b), (e) SrTiO3 with thickness 39.05 Å (10 unit cells) and
58.58 Å (15 unit cells), (c), (f) Au with thickness 20.4 Å (5 unit cells) and 40.8 Å (10 unit cells). Left
figure is calculated with the transmission matrix, and the right figure with the scattering matrix.
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(d) (e) (f)

Figure 9: Diffraction patterns along the [0 0 1] zone axis calculated using the transmission matrix (top
row) and the scattering matrix (bottom row) for (a), (d) GaAs with simulated thickness 62.1863 Å
and 476.9173 Å, (b) SrTiO3 with simulated thickness 44.88 Å and 330.48 Å, (c), (f) Au with simulated
thickness 42.955 Å and 316.305 Å
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(d) (e) (f)

Scattering Matrix Transmission Matrix
Index Eigenvalue Index Eigenvalue Index Eigenvalue

Figure 10: Phase distribution of eigenvalues from both transmission and scattering matrix for (a),
(d) GaAs of thickness 28.27 Å with standard deviation (SD) of 0.098 rad and thickness 282.66 Å with
SD= 0.043 rad, (b), (e) SrTiO3 thickness 19.525 Å with SD= 0.068 rad and thickness 195.25 Å with
SD= 0.0368, (c), (f) Au thickness 20.4 Å and SD= 0.06 rad and thickness 204 Å and SD= 0.05 rad.
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