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Abstract
Modern science is dependent on imaging on the nanoscale, often achieved through

processes that detect secondary electrons created by a highly focused incident charged
particle beam [1, 2]. Scanning electron microscopy is employed in applications such as
critical-dimension metrology and inspection for semiconductor devices [3], materials
characterization in geology [4], and examination of biological samples [5]. With its
applicability to non-conducting materials (not requiring sample coating before imag-
ing), helium ion microscopy (HIM) is especially useful in the high-resolution imaging
of biological samples such as animal organs [6, 7], tumor cells [8], and viruses [9, 10].
However, multiple types of measurement noise limit the ultimate trade-off between
image quality and the incident particle dose, which can preclude useful imaging of
dose-sensitive samples. Existing methods to improve image quality do not fundamen-
tally mitigate the noise sources [11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17]. Furthermore, barriers
to assigning a physically meaningful scale make these modalities qualitative. Here
we introduce ion count-aided microscopy (ICAM), which is a quantitative imaging
technique that uses statistically principled estimation of the secondary electron yield.
With a readily implemented change in data collection, ICAM nearly eliminates the
influence of source shot noise—the random variation in the number of incident ions
in a fixed time duration. In HIM, we demonstrate 3× dose reduction; based on a good
match between these empirical results and theoretical performance predictions, the
dose reduction factor is larger when the secondary electron yield is higher. ICAM
thus facilitates imaging of fragile samples and may make imaging with heavier parti-
cles more attractive.

In secondary electron imaging (SEI), a beam of charged particles (electrons or ions) is
raster scanned across the sample being imaged. At each scan location, the incident beam
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is held in place while it excites secondary electrons (SEs) that are detected by a secondary
electron detector (SED). A detected signal intensity is converted to a pixel brightness value.
Scanning over a rectangular grid forms the final image of the sample. The ideal SE image
would be a map of the sample’s SE yield η, i.e., the mean number of SEs generated per in-
cident particle. However, since SEDs do not have sufficient energy resolution to count SEs,
and the gain and efficiency of the detector are generally unknown to the user, conventional
SE images are merely qualitative—they cannot be directly mapped to pixelwise SE yields.

The quality of SEI is affected by three sources of noise: random variation in the number
of incident particles (source shot noise), in the number of emitted SEs for each incident
particle (target shot noise), and in the signal produced by the SED in response to SEs
(detector noise). These noise sources limit the image quality achievable in SEI at any
given imaging dose. For rugged materials such as gold or copper, the image quality can be
improved by increasing dose. However, for fragile, radiation-sensitive materials, increase in
dose also increases the damage imparted during imaging. This type of damage is especially
significant for HIM as compared to SEM because of the greater mass of helium ions.

One approach to improving the quality of SEI has been the implementation of digital
SE count imaging using the inherent pulse counting capabilities of the SED [18, 19, 20].
While this technique improves imaging signal-to-noise-ratio at low SE yields, it cannot
be directly applied at higher yields where multiple SEs may be detected simultaneously.
Post-processing methods to reduce noise, such as Gaussian/Poisson deconvolution [11, 12],
compressed sensing [13, 14, 15], inpainting [16], and adaptive scanning [17], rely on as-
sumptions about the underlying image structure rather than on the statistics of the particle
source or SE emission. Where applicable, these types of post-processing can be combined
with more fundamental physics-based improvements.

In this work, we introduce ion count-aided microscopy (ICAM), which uses novel data
processing to nearly eliminate source shot noise. The target shot noise is inherent to the
measured beam–sample interactions, and the detector noise can be reduced by altering the
choice of detector technology; thus, ICAM approaches the accuracy limits of SEI. We
demonstrate ICAM with a helium ion microscope to achieve quantitative, nanoscale SE
yield metrology. Building upon a time-resolved measurement concept developed under an
assumption of perfect SE observation [21, 22, 23], we use the full waveform of the SED
signal to infer ion incidence events. Using the number of observed ion incidence events
improves SE yield estimation significantly; we demonstrate reduction of the dose required
for a given image quality by up to a factor of 3. Theoretical analysis suggests that the dose
reduction factor provided by ICAM is approximately equal to the SE yield η and thus can
be much larger for other incident particles and samples [24].

Data collection to allow incident ion counting
Figure 1 shows a schematic of our imaging setup. We used a Zeiss Orion Plus helium
ion microscope operated at 30 keV beam energy in our experiments. We outcoupled both
the SED and the beam scan signals into a 12-bit, 100 MHz digitizer (Gage RazorExpress
1642), which sampled both signals at 10 ns. Figure 1 shows a 20 µs snapshot of the SED
voltage signal. The SED is typically an Everhart–Thornley detector [25], which consists
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Figure 1: Schematic for ion count-aided microscopy in secondary electron imaging. The
signal from the secondary electron detector on a helium ion microscope was outcoupled onto
a digitizer for analysis. The heights Ũi and number M̃ of the SE voltage pulses in the detector
signal were used to create both conventional and ICAM images. ICAM images consistently
showed lower noise than conventional images.

of a scintillator followed by a photomultiplier. The signal generated by the SED consists
of a series of voltage pulses of varying heights, where each pulse corresponds to a burst
of detected SEs [26]. The mean full width at half maximum (FWHM) of the pulses is
160 ns [27]. In our experiments we used a beam current Ib = 0.11 pA (measured with a
picoammeter connected to a Faraday cup), which was low enough to make pulse pile-up
effects manageable.

To create images, we collected the SED voltage and beam scan signals at pixel dwell
times td varying between 2 µs and 32 µs for a 512× 512-pixel image. These settings
correspond to an incident dose λ = Ibtd/e between 1.4 and 22 ions per pixel, where e is
the elementary charge. The maximum image size and dwell time were set by the available
memory of the digitizer. Next, using custom MATLAB scripts [28], we extracted the SED
voltage pulse heights Ũi and the number of pulses M̃ for each pixel. Neglecting pulse pile-
up, M̃ would be the number of incident ions that produced one or more detected SEs. To
account for pile-up, we divide the raw value of M̃ by a correction factor that accounts for
the probability of pulse overlap to yield a value M̃corr [see Methods].

Secondary electron yield estimation
We used the measurements (M̃, Ũ1, Ũ2, . . . , ŨM̃

) to create two pixelwise maps of η: con-
ventional, which models typical SEI; and ion count-aided (ICA), which implements our
source shot noise-mitigated estimator. While typical SEI uses only V =

∑
i Ũi, the perfor-

mance of ICAM demonstrates the value of using M̃ as well.
From its definition as the number of SEs generated per incident particle, it is natural for
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an estimate of SE yield η to be framed as

η̂ =
estimated number of SEs

estimated number of incident particles
. (1)

In bulk estimates of SE yield, measurements of the beam and sample currents may be
used to calculate the numerator and denominator of this expression [29]. Our nanoscale
mapping of η uses this intuitive expression with numerator and denominator estimated from
(M̃, Ũ1, Ũ2, . . ., ŨM̃

).
Estimating number of SEs. If we knew the mean voltage cµ produced by the detector

in response to one SE, Ŷ = V/cµ would be an unbiased estimator for the number of SEs.
As detailed in figs. S1, S2, and S3, we found that a linear probabilistic model accurately
describes the statistics of the SE pulses. In this model, the number of incident particles
and the number of emitted SEs both follow Poisson distributions, and the response of the
detector to one SE follows a Gaussian distribution. By fitting this model to the pulse height
distributions from samples with different η, we computed cµ = 0.163V for the microscope
imaging settings used. We also computed the standard deviation of the detector’s voltage
response to one SE, cσ = 0.097V. We used the estimate Ŷ in the numerator of eq. (1) for
both the conventional and ICA estimators.

Estimating number of incident particles. Conventionally, any estimate of the number
of incident particles M could depend only on the dose per pixel λ, since the number of
discernible incidence events is not counted. In that case, since the model specifies M ∼
Poisson(λ), the value of λ itself is the best estimate of M . In our method, we estimate
M using the count of ions that produced at least one SE, M̃ , corrected for pulse-pileup
effects. Under our standard statistical assumptions, E

[
M | M̃

]
= M̃ + λe−η. The λe−η

term optimally accounts for cases of 0 SE detection and can be a significant fraction of
M̃ (∼ 16% at η = 2, on average). Using this expression as an estimate of M lowers the
variance of the denominator of eq. (1) by a factor of e−η [see Supplementary Information].

Combining these observations, we can write the expressions for the conventional (η̂conv)
and ion count-assisted (ICA, η̂ICA) estimators:

η̂conv =
V/cµ
λ

(2)

and

η̂ICA =
V/cµ

M̃corr + λe−η̂ICA

. (3)

Note that the second of these is not a formula to evaluate but rather an equation to solve
computationally. Figures S5 and S6 show theoretical and experimental calculations of the
variance for both η estimators, demonstrating the reduction in imaging noise possible with
our improved estimate of M . We also show in Figures S7 and S8 that the images produced
by the conventional estimator are equivalent to those produced by the microscope software
with suitable scaling.
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Images with reduced source shot noise
Figure 2 shows comparisons between conventional and ICAM images of a scratch on a
silicon chip at doses of λ = 4.1, λ = 8.2, and λ = 22 ions per pixel. All images have
288 × 512 pixels and a 10 µm horizontal field-of-view. These images are SE yield maps;
instead of an arbitrary scale, gray-scale values correspond to physically meaningful values
of η as indicated by the colorbar. We can see that for each dose, the ICAM images appear
less noisy than the conventional images due to source shot noise mitigation. The ICAM
image at a dose of 8.2 ions/pixel (Figure 2B2) appears visually similar to the conventional
image at a dose of 22 ions/pixel (Figure 2A3). Figure 2C is a plot of the standard devi-
ation measured over all the pixels as a function of the imaging dose for the conventional
(×) and ICAM (◦) images. In addition to the three imaging noise components (source shot
noise, target shot noise, and detector noise), this standard deviation has a contribution from
variations in the features in the sample. As the dose increases, we expect all three imaging
noise components to reduce, so at high doses the standard deviation should asymptotically
approach the inherent feature standard deviation. This is the behavior we observe in Fig-
ure 2C. At low doses, both the conventional and ICAM standard deviations vary inversely
with the dose (straight line on a log-log plot), and they show saturation at higher doses.
The horizontal gaps marked in Figure 2C indicate that ICAM images have the same stan-
dard deviations as conventional images at 2- to 3-times the dose, and the doses selected for
Figure 2A and B illustrate this as well.

Further evidence of the reduction in noise is provided by a calculation of Thong’s
signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) for both images [30]. This metric aims to calculate SNR for
a single SEM image (without knowledge of ground truth) by separating the contributions
of signal and noise to the image’s autocorrelation. We calculated this SNR to be 5.6 for
the ICAM image and 2.8 for the conventional image at λ = 22. Figure S9 presents a
calculation of imaging resolution using Fourier ring correlation [31, 32, 33, 34] at the 1/3
threshold [35, 36] for both images; the ICAM image shows a 21% improvement in resolu-
tion.

Figure 3, A and B, shows the conventional and ICAM images of a patterned silicon
substrate with 1 µm gold squares. The ICAM image again appears to be smoother and
less noisy than the conventional image, especially in the brighter regions that correspond
to gold. The lower noise in the ICAM image is also reflected in Thong’s SNR: the ICAM
image has an SNR of 2.12, while the conventional image has an SNR of 1.61.

Since this sample has two types of pixels, it provides a good platform for further nu-
merical characterization of the advantages of ICA estimation. Figure 3, C and D, are image
histograms with bin width 0.1 for two subsets of pixels in this sample—the darker, silicon
pixels, and the brighter, gold pixels—at the same imaging dose. The histograms plot the
frequency of occurrence of different pixel SE yields. Figure 3C shows the conventional and
ICAM histogram for the dark (silicon) pixels, and Figure 3D for the bright (gold) pixels.
For the silicon pixels, we measured a mean SE yield of 1.82. We can see that the histogram
for the ICAM image is narrower than that for the conventional image at the same dose of
λ = 21. The width of the ICAM histogram at a lower dose of λ = 15.8 is comparable to
that conventional image histogram. In other words, comparable image quality was attained
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Figure 2: ICAM of a silicon sample. (A1-A3) Images created using the conventional SE
imaging estimator at doses of 4.1, 8.2, and 22 ions/pixel. (B1-B3) Images created using ICAM
at the same doses as the conventional images. (C) Standard deviation of conventional (×) and
ICAM (◦) images as a function of dose. ICAM lowers the dose required to achieve a given
standard deviation by a factor between 2 and 3.
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Figure 3: ICAM imaging of nanofabricated gold-on-silicon sample. The total field-of-view
is 2 µm. (A) Conventional image. (B) ICAM image. (C) Histograms of pixel SE yields for
darker, silicon pixels for conventional (—) and ICAM images (- - -) at the maximum imaging
dose of λ = 21. Since the histograms are computed over pixels with a common composition,
their widths indicate imaging noise. ICAM imaging reduces dose requirement by a factor of
1.33, as indicated by the match between ICAM at reduced dose (· · · ) and the conventional
imaging result. (D) Histograms of pixel SE yields for brighter, gold pixels for conventional and
ICAM images. ICAM imaging reduces dose requirement by a factor of 1.78.
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using the ICA estimator at a dose that was lower than that for the conventional estimator
by a factor of 1.33. For the gold pixels, we measured a mean SE yield of 2.75. The dose
improvement factor in this case was 1.78.

Other performance quantifications for the images in figs. 2 and 3 also support the con-
clusion that ICAM improves upon conventional image formation [see Supplementary In-
formation].

Theoretical predictions
The reduction in imaging noise in Figures 2 and 3 agrees with Monte Carlo performance
predictions computed from our model of the imaging process. Figure 4, A and B, compares
the theoretical standard deviation as a function of dose with the experimental values we
measured for the silicon and gold pixels in Figure 3, for both conventional and ICA estima-
tors. Unlike the plots in Figure 2C, we expect no saturation since each square in Figure 3 is
almost featureless; this is exactly what we observe in Figure 4, A and B. The experimental
standard deviations agree closely with the theoretical values for all doses. We also see a
bigger gap between the standard deviations of conventional and ICAM images at higher SE
yield, as expected from the histograms in Figure 3, C and D. As SE yield rises, an increas-
ing fraction of incident particles produce detected SEs, making the estimate of M in eq. (3)
more accurate and improving source shot noise mitigation by the ICAM estimator.

The experiments and performance predictions from simulations are consistent with the-
oretical analysis through Fisher information (FI). FI is a measure of the sensitivity of noisy
data to the parameter to be estimated; higher FI indicates proportionately lower imaging
noise. Figure 4C shows the ratio between the FI from ICAM and conventional measure-
ment at λ = 21 as a function of cσ/cµ, the standard deviation of the contribution of one
SE normalized by its mean, for η = 2.75 (solid black curve) and η = 1.82 (dashed black
curve). The ratio cσ/cµ is a measure of the non-ideality of the SED—the larger this ra-
tio, the more the SED deviates from ideal SE counting. As cσ/cµ approaches zero, the FI
ratio is simply (η + 1)(1 − ηe−η), a strictly increasing and approximately linear function
of η [22]. We can see that the ratio of the FIs of ICAM and conventional measurement is
greater than 1 for the entire range of cσ/cµ, suggesting that ICAM images remain less noisy
even for highly non-ideal detectors.

The non-ideality of the detector contributes additional noise to the image, leading to
degradation in the FI ratio with increasing cσ/cµ. For our system cσ/cµ = 0.6, and at this
value we get FI ratios of about 2.1 for η = 2.75 and 1.4 for η = 1.82. Due to the additive
property of Fisher information, we consequently expect a dose reduction by a factor of
2.1 at η = 2.75 and 1.4 at η = 1.82. These numbers are close to the experimental dose
reductions we obtained for the sample in Figure 3.

The SE yield values we report here are not absolute, but are implicitly multiplied by the
SED’s detection quantum efficiency (DQE) [37]. We measured the DQE to be about 0.88
[see Supplementary Information]. Therefore, all SE yield values quoted here should be
divided by this number for absolute SE yields. For example, the DQE-corrected mean SE
yield for the sample in Figure 2 is 3.62, which is in agreement with theoretical predictions
of the He-ion SE yield for silicon at 30 keV [38].
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Figure 4: Alignment of theoretical predictions and experimental results for noise reduc-
tion due to ICA estimation. (A) Standard deviation of conventional and ICAM imaging as a
function of imaging dose for η = 1.82, corresponding to the silicon pixels in Figure 3. Note
that both axes are on a logarithmic scale. The theoretical curves (- - - for conventional and - - -
for ICAM) are close to the experimental values (× for conventional and ◦ for ICAM). (B) Stan-
dard deviation of conventional and ICAM imaging as a function of imaging dose for η = 2.75,
corresponding to gold pixels in Figure 3. (C) Ratio of Fisher Information for conventional and
ICAM imaging for η = 2.75 (—) and η = 1.82 (- - -), as a function of cσ/cµ. For the SED in
our HIM, cσ/cµ = 0.6, and the dose reduction predicted by the FI ratio at this value closely
matches our results in Figure 3.
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Conventional estimates of SE yield require precise measurement of beam current. We
observed that the beam current value measured by the picoammeter fluctuated by up to 10%
for the same nominal setting of 0.11 pA. As seen in eq. (2), the conventional estimate is
inversely proportional to λ. Therefore, a 10% uncertainty in the value of the beam current
results in a 10% uncertainty in η̂conv. In contrast, the ICAM SE yield measurement is
much less sensitive to precise knowledge of λ because it uses the observed count of ions in
addition to knowledge of λ to estimate η as seen in eq. (3). At η = 2.75, a 10% variation in
λ causes 0.8% variation in η̂ICA [see Supplementary Information]. This reduced sensitivity
to precise knowledge of the beam current could be used for removal of stripe artifacts that
result from beam current variations [39].

Discussion and outlook
Ion count-aided microscopy differs from other techniques for image denoising and dose
reduction in secondary electron imaging. Popular methods include image filtering de-
convolution [11, 12, 40, 41], adaptive scanning [17], and sparse scanning and inpaint-
ing [14, 15, 16]. These methods do not attempt to model the SE generation and detec-
tion statistically, and they work as post-processing after conventional SE image generation.
The ICAM method introduced here is based on statistical modelling of the SE detection
process to improve initial image formation, and it can be combined with various types of
post-processing.

Electron count imaging from scintillator-photomultiplier-based detectors has also been
demonstrated to increase image SNR and temporal resolution in scanning transmission
electron microscopy [42, 43, 44]. In this case, incident electrons that get scattered as they
travel through the sample are detected. Therefore, at low beam currents, each detected
pulse corresponds to one electron, similar to the case of high-energy SEM. These count-
resolved methods are currently limited by pulse pile-up at higher beam currents. Since
the distribution of heights of piled-up single electron pulses would be identical to that of a
single multi-electron pulse, the methods presented here could be applied to model pile-up
in these systems to further improve image SNR.

As shown in Figure 3, the reduction in noise with the ICA estimator increases with
increasing SE yield. In fig. S6B, we present theoretical calculations of the variance for
η between 0 and 3.5, and we notice that noise reduction only occurs above an SE yield of
about 1. This limitation would make our method less applicable to SEM at energies above ∼
2 keV. However, these estimators could still be used for low-voltage SEM, where SE yields
can be high [45, 46]. Imaging with heavier ions, such as neon [47], would also increase
SE yield over helium and consequently produce lower-noise images [see Supplementary
Information]. Further, these techniques could also be used for secondary ion imaging and
mass spectroscopy with helium and neon beams due to the high sputtering yield [48].

As shown in Figure 4C, the ratio of FI of ICAM and conventional imaging reduces with
increasing cσ, i.e., increasing variance in the detector’s response to each SE single SEs.
Though the large value of cσ/cµ that is typical for Everhart–Thornley detectors limits the
performance of ICAM imaging, we were still able to demonstrate a significant improve-
ment. Reduction in the variance of the SED’s response, by, for example, implementation of

10



solid-state SE detectors [49], would improve both conventional and ICAM imaging while
increasing the improvement factor of ICAM.
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Methods
Experimental setup

We used a Zeiss Orion Plus HIM operating at 30 keV and a beam current of 0.11 pA to
collect all our data. The beam current was set to the lowest stable value to reduce pulse
pile-up. This beam current corresponds to a dose rate of 0.68 ions per µs. Assuming a
focused probe diameter of 1 nm2 and a pixel dwell time of 32 µs as in Figure 2 of the
main paper, we get a dose of 2.2× 1015 ions/cm2. We outcoupled the voltage signal from
the SED into a Gage RazorExpress 1642 CompuScope PCIe Digitizer. The signal was
sampled at 100 MS/s (10 ns sampling period). We chose these parameters based on prior
experience with SED outcoupling [20]; the SE pulses typically have a FWHM of 160 ns, so
these parameters ensure they are accurately sampled. We typically outcoupled 256 × 106

samples, corresponding to a total collection time of 2.5 s. This signal was then processed
using custom Matlab scripts that counted the pulses and detected their peak voltages [28].

Linear Probabilistic Model for SEI

In our model, we denote the (random) number of incident ions at a given pixel by M .
The ith ion generates Xi SEs; the total number of SEs generated from the pixel is Y =∑M

i=1Xi. Both the number of ions M and the Xis are described as Poisson distributed
random variables. The mean of M is known as the dose λ. The mean of Xi is the SE yield
η and is the quantity we wish to estimate. Elementary calculations give E[Y ] = λη and
var(Y ) = λη(η + 1).

Both M and the Xis (or, equivalently, Y ) are not observed directly in the instrument.
We refer to the number of detected SEs as X̃i, which is described by a zero-truncated
Poisson distribution since it is impossible to distinguish between an incident ion producing
zero SEs and there being no incident ion at all. Finally, X̃i is mapped to a voltage Ũi.
We assume that given Xi = n, Ũi is a Gaussian-distributed random variable described by
N (ncµ, nc

2
σ). Here cµ and c2σ are the mean and variance of the voltage produced by the

SED in response to one SE, with such voltages being independent and additive. An earlier
work [23] uses the less evocative (c1, c2) in place of (cµ, c

2
σ). Overall, the probability

density for Ũi is given by

f
Ũi
(u ; η, cµ, c

2
σ) =

∞∑

j=1

P
X̃
(j; η)fZ(u ; j, cµ, c

2
σ)

=
∞∑

j=1

e−η

1− e−η

ηj

j!
fZ(u ; j, cµ, c

2
σ), (4)

where fZ(u ; j, cµ, c
2
σ) is the PDF of a N (jcµ, jc

2
σ) random variable. We assume that λ,

cµ, and cσ are known.
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Measurement of SED response parameter cµ

To characterize the detector’s response to SEs and measure cµ, we imaged a featureless
silicon chip to ensure that SE emission was uniform over the scan region. Further, we
defocused the beam by 5mm to reduce beam-induced damage and mitigate variations in
SE yield η due to local contamination or topography. Since cµ and cσ are properties of
the detector, we expect them to remain unchanged with variations in the sample; i.e., our
measurements of cµ and cσ should be constant for samples with variable η. Therefore,
we found it useful to be able to continuously vary η to validate our measurements. This
variation of η would be difficult to accomplish with physical samples; instead, we varied
the collector bias on the Everhart–Thornley SED to change the effective SE yield at the
detector. Everhart–Thornley detectors typically have a positively-biased metal cage at the
front to attract SEs. The default bias on the cage was 500 V; we varied this collector bias
between 0 V and 500 V to get different effective values of η.

In our model, cµ is the mean voltage produced by the detector per SE. Therefore, the
most direct method for measuring cµ would be to have exactly one SE incident on the
detector many times and compute the mean voltage produced by the SED. Unfortunately,
such deterministic irradiation of the SED is not possible, since the production of SEs is a
Poisson process. One could imagine placing the SED under an electron beam produced
by an electron gun, as was done in [26]. However, such an experiment requires significant
modification of the microscope, which was not possible on our tool.

Instead, we measured cµ by imaging a sample with low SE yield η. At sufficiently low
SE yield, the probability that the incident particle will excite more than one SE is small.
Therefore, we can assume that most detected pulses are excited by one SE. Under these
conditions, if our model is accurate, we would expect the pulse height distribution (PHD),
i.e., the histogram of the peak voltages of the SE pulses, to be approximately Gaussian with
a peak at cµ. Using this technique, we extracted cµ = 0.163 V from a histogram measured
at η̂ = 0.58. In the Supplementary Materials, we describe the use of the probabilistic model
to fit experimental PHDs at various values of η̂.

Correcting M̃ for pulse pile-up

As discussed in the paper, ions arriving consecutively in a short time frame can generate
overlapping pulses, a phenomenon known as pulse pile-up. Consequently, the number of
local maxima in a voltage signal can be an underestimation of M̃ . One way to correct for
missed detections due to pile-up is by introducing a multiplicative factor:

M̃corr =
M̃

γτ (Λ, η)
, (5)

where
γτ (Λ, η) = exp(−Λ(1− e−η)τ) (6)

is the probability that two pulses arrive within time τ of each other, and Λ = λ/td is the
dose per unit time. We chose τ = 0.13 µs; more details on the choice of τ can be found in
the Supplementary Materials.
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S1 Distribution of pulse interarrival times
Figure S1A shows a 50 µs example of the outcoupled voltage signal. As preliminary evidence for our probabilistic
model, Figure S1B shows a histogram of the interarrival times between successive pulses for the same dataset as Fig-
ure S1A. This data was obtained from the silicon sample by setting the SED collector bias to 0 V. If M̃ follows a
Poisson distribution as discussed in Section S3.5, the interarrival times should be exponentially distributed with pa-
rameter λ(1−e−η). As indicated by the linearity of the interarrival time distribution on the semilog plot in Figure S1B,
the interarrival times indeed follow an exponential distribution. The parameter of the distribution was obtained from a
linear fit (solid orange line) to be 0.275 per µs. With λ = 0.625, we use eq. (S13) to get η̂

M̃
= 0.58. Such estimates

provide a useful benchmark for the characterization of other ICA estimators, as detailed in Section S3.6.

S2 Fitting pulse-height distributions using η estimates
We fitted the distribution of pulse heights at different values of η to the probabilistic model described in Methods. This
fitting yields the parameter cσ , the variance of the SED’s response to one SE. While cσ does not enter into estimate
computations, it is critical in performance predictions.

(A) SED signal (B) Inter-arrival time distribution

Figure S1: Initial characterization of SED signal. The interarrival time distribution follows an exponential distribution
and allows estimation of η.
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(A) Linear, η̂ICA = 0.58 (B) Log, η̂ICA = 0.58

(C) Linear, η̂ICA = 1.1 (D) Log, η̂ICA = 1.1

Figure S2: Pulse height distribution (blue circles) and model fit (solid orange line) for various values of η on linear
(left) and log (right) scale. Caption indicates the ICA and fit η values. In all cases, the fits used cµ = 0.163 V ad
cσ = 0.097 V .

Figures S2 and S3 show the experimental PHD (◦) and the voltage probability distribution from our model (—) for
various values of η. Recall that the value of η was varied by changing the SED collector bias (from 0V for the lowest
η to 500V for the highest); the physical sample is silicon in all cases. For each value of η, the left panel shows the
PHD and model fit on a linear scale, and the right panel shows the same fits on a log scale. The figure captions also
indicate the ICA estimate of η used for these fits. We note that in obtaining these fits, we added a zero-mean Gaussian
component to fit the low-voltage noise in the PHD. For all fits, this component had a relative amplitude between 0.76
and 0.78 compared to the signal, and a constant standard deviation of 0.02. We see that for all values of η, the PHD
is very well described by the model with cµ = 0.163V and cσ = 0.097V. For low values of η (Figure S2), the entire
PHD is fit by the model. At higher values of η (Figure S3), a high-voltage feature emerges in the PHD around 1.6V,
which causes deviations between the PHD and the model fit. This feature can be seen most clearly in the log plots.
We expect that this feature occurs because of pulse height saturation. The maximum voltage the SED produced in all
of our experiments was 1.8V, which corresponds to about 11 SEs. As η increases, the probability of producing more
than 11 SEs increases, and these pulses get saturated at or near 1.8V causing the feature seen in the PHD. Inclusion
of such saturation in our model would improve the fits at higher values of η.
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(A) Linear, η̂ICA = 2.1 (B) Log, η̂ICA = 2.1

(C) Linear, η̂ICA = 2.57 (D) Log, η̂ICA = 2.57

(E) Linear, η̂ICA = 3.25 (F) Log, η̂ICA = 3.25

Figure S3: Same as Figure S2 for higher values of η. Deviation between model and experimental PHD can be seen at
higher voltages due to pulse saturation.
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S3 Estimators for Ion Count M and SE Yield η

As discussed in the paper, an intuitive form for SE yield estimators is

η̂ =
number of SEs detected

number of incident particles
. (S1)

In this section, we introduce and analyze several estimators of this form. They differ in how the ion count M is
estimated for use in the denominator of eq. (S1). Since some estimators for M have dependence on η, which is
unknown, the substitution can yield an equation to solve for η̂.

S3.1 Oracle-aided estimator
If Y and M were provided by an oracle, with M > 0, η could be estimated as

η̂oracle =
Y

M
. (S2)

Conditioned on M being greater than 0, this is an unbiased and efficient estimate of η. Though not implementable
from measurements we have available, it will serve as a useful theoretical bound on the performance of other, more
practical, estimators.

S3.2 Conventional estimator
For estimating Y , suppose the sum of the peak voltages from all the pulses generated by the ions incident on the pixel
within the dwell time is V =

∑
Ũi. Then, V ∼ N (cµY, c

2
σY ). Thus, V/cµ is the maximum likelihood (ML) estimator

for Y , and it has conditional variance c2σy/c
2
µ given Y = y. As discussed in the paper, λ is an unbiased estimate of

M . Therefore, the variance (and mean-squared error (MSE)) of this estimate is given by

E
[
(M − λ)2

]
= λ. (S3)

Substituting these estimates into eq. (S1), we arrive at the conventional estimator:

η̂conv =
V/cµ
λ

. (S4)

It is unbiased and has MSE

E
[
(η − η̂conv)

2
]
=

η(η + 1 + c2σ/c
2
µ)

λ
. (S5)

This MSE expression shows the contribution from SED noise (cσ > 0). Having quadratic (rather than linear) depen-
dence on η is a manifestation of source shot noise [1].

We note that the form of this estimator differs from the way SE imaging is conventionally performed. Typically,
SEI does not aim to directly estimate η; instead, the aim is to create an image that qualitatively represents variations in
η over the sample. Therefore, eq. (S1) is not directly involved in conventional imaging. Instead, the voltage waveform
is sampled at a constant rate. Each of the detected pulses has a FWHM of ∼ 160 ns, and the sampling time needs
to be lower than this width to ensure that each pulse is accurately sampled. In practice, a sampling time of 100 ns is
typically used. This sampled voltage is quantized to (usually) 8 bits by an ADC. Other unspecified operations may
also be applied to the SED voltage signal before quantization. The final image is a map of this ‘pixel brightness’.

We found that our conventional estimator and ‘true’ conventional imaging had almost identical performance in
terms of imaging noise, after the true conventional image was appropriately scaled. In Section S4, we show images
created by both methods; their appearances and histograms are close to identical. Therefore, it is appropriate to use
the conventional estimator to represent the performance of existing SEI, as done in the main paper.
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S3.3 Quotient-mode estimator
In the previous section, we described how V/cµ is the ML estimator for Y . We also found the variance for using λ as
an estimate of M to be equal to λ. To improve the estimation of M , we notice that in addition to the peak voltage of
each pulse, we also know the total number of detected pulses, M̃ . Since each pulse corresponds to events from one
incident ion, we can use M̃ as an estimate of M . We note that this estimator will be biased, since it does not account
for the cases where an incident ion produces 0 SEs, and therefore it underestimates M . The MSE for this estimator is
given by

E
[
(M − M̃)2

]
= λe−η(1 + λe−η). (S6)

For large η, this expression becomes very small, indicating that the MSE from this estimate will be lower than that in
eq. (S3). However, for small η, this MSE is approximately λ(1 + λ), which is larger than that in eq. (S3).

Using M̃ as an estimator for M , we get the quotient-mode (QM) estimator:

η̂QM =
V/cµ

M̃
. (S7)

The accuracy of M̃ as an estimate of M given in eq. (S6) is reflected in the MSE of η̂QM. At low η, many incident
ions produce 0 SEs, and therefore M̃ significantly underestimates M and results in high MSE. At high η, almost all
incident ions produce at least one detected SE, and therefore M̃ is an accurate estimate of M and results in low MSE.
An abandoned patent application [2] contains a description similar to the quotient-mode estimator, though this was
apparently not implemented in any product. This may be due to its poor performance at low η.

S3.4 Maximum likelihood-inspired estimator

Inspired by the QM estimator, we could try to improve upon M̃ as an estimate of M . Such an estimator should depend
on M̃ , but must also somehow include a correction for the cases in which 0 SEs are detected. Since the mean number
of incident ions is λ, and the number of SEs emitted per ion has a Poisson distribution with mean η, the expected
number of ions that result in 0 SEs is λe−η . Therefore, M̃ + λe−η should be an improved, unbiased estimator for M .
Indeed, through more rigorous arguments detailed in [3], this quantity is the minimum MSE estimator for M . The
MSE for this estimator can be calculated as

E
[
(M − (M̃ + λe−η))2

]
= λe−η, (S8)

which is uniformly lower than the expression in eq. (S3) by a factor of e−η . Using this estimate of M in eq. (S1), we
get

η̂MLI =
V/cµ

M̃ + λe−η̂MLI

. (S9)

This equation can be solved with a suitable root-finding algorithm. We refer to this estimator as ML-inspired (MLI),
rather than ML, because a true ML estimator would require maximization of the likelihood for the joint observation
(V, M̃) under the probabilistic model described in Methods. Such an estimator cannot be expressed using a simple
analytical expression. Because we are using efficient estimators for both Y and M , we expect the performance of
η̂MLI be close to a true ML estimator, and we confirmed through Monte Carlo simulations that this is indeed the case.
This estimator is also more computationally tractable than a true ML estimator for large datasets.

Correcting the MLI estimator for pulse pile-up: As described in Methods, we accounted for pulse pile-up by
introducing M̃corr:

M̃corr =
M̃

γτ (Λ, η)
, (S10)

where
γτ (Λ, η) = exp(−Λ(1− e−η)τ) (S11)
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(A) Bias at different η and τ (B) Bias at τ = 0.13

Figure S4: Bias of the count-corrected ML-inspired estimator η̂CCMLI, defined in eq. (S12), obtained through Monte
Carlo simulation with 10 000 trials. The rate Λ is 0.625 ion/µs. The line in (A) is τ at which the absolute bias is
minimized at each η.

is the probability that two pulses arrive within time τ of each other, and Λ = λ/td is the dose per unit time [3].
Substituting M̃ by M̃corr in eq. (S9) yields the count-corrected ML-inspired estimator:

η̂CCMLI =
V/cµ

M̃/γτ (Λ, η̂CCMLI) + λe−η̂CCMLI

. (S12)

One remaining challenge is choosing an appropriate τ . In addition to the inter-arrival time, both widths and heights
of the pulses determine whether a given set of pulses overlap and merge into one large pulse. The pulses have randomly
varying widths and heights, the latter of which depends on the number of SEs generated, which further depends on
unknown η. Nevertheless, as shown in Figure S4, choosing τ around 0.12 µs to 0.14 µs yields an estimator η̂CCMLI

with a small bias for η ∈ [1, 8], a suitable range of interest for HIM. These plots were computed using a Monte
Carlo simulation whose details are described in Section S3.6. For all the results in the paper, we chose τ = 0.13 µs.
Figure S4B shows the bias in the CCMLI estimator for this choice of τ ; in absolute value, it remains below 0.02 for
the range of η imaged in the paper.

The count-corrected MLI estimator was used to compute all the ICAM images in the paper. In the paper, the
estimator is referred to simply as the ion count-aided estimator η̂ICA because we do not wish to compare different ion
count-aided estimators there (one could argue that η̂QM and η̂MLI without count correction are also ion count-aided
estimators because they use knowledge of M̃ ). In the subsequent sections of this document, we return to the use
of η̂ICA to refer to this estimate, which incorporates our modeling insights without introducing high computational
complexity through full use of the probabilistic model or the possibility of an η-dependent τ value.

S3.5 Pulse-count estimator
All the practically implementable η estimators described so far require knowledge of cµ, the mean voltage produced
by 1 detected SE. However, it would be good to validate the η estimates from these estimators against an independent
measurement of η that does not rely on knowledge of cµ. We could potentially measure η indirectly from the sample
current from the silicon sample, but such a measurement cannot be expected to agree with η measured at the SED due
to non-ideal detection quantum efficiency (DQE) [4, 5].
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(A) Mean vs. η (B) Variance vs. η

Figure S5: Performance of ICA, QM, and conventional η estimators for different values of η. The mean values of the
ICA and the conventional estimators agree with the baseline η̂

M̃
, while the variance of the ICA estimator is lower than

that of the conventional estimator for η > 1. The QM estimator’s variance is lower than the ICA, but it has a large
bias.

Instead, we will use just the count of SE pulses M̃ to estimate η. Since M is modeled as Poisson(λ) and the count
is thinned by ion incidences that produce no detected SEs, M̃ ∼ Poisson(λ(1− e−η)). If we observe M̃ pulses, we
can estimate η as

η̂
M̃

= − log

(
1− M̃

λ

)
. (S13)

The properties of this estimator are discussed in [3]. Briefly, we expect this estimator to be accurate at low η, where it
is very likely to have M̃ < λ. At high η, almost all the incident ions will produce at least one SE. Therefore, M̃ will
be pretty close to λ and might even exceed it if M > λ in some experiments. The estimate in eq. (S13) is likely to be
highly inaccurate in this case. However, at low η, the estimator will be accurate, and we will use it to benchmark the
results of other estimators in Section S3.6.

S3.6 Validation and comparison of estimators on bulk samples
We used the measured cµ to implement the conventional, QM, and ICA SE yield estimators. As discussed earlier, we
used η̂

M̃
as a benchmark for the other η estimators at low η, where η̂

M̃
is reliable. This benchmarking allowed us to

be more confident in the η estimators at high η, where η̂
M̃

is not reliable. As discussed earlier, we collected 2.5 s of
data from featureless silicon samples, and we varied the effective η by changing the SED collector bias. For the results
described below, we used a pixel dwell time of 25 µs and a beam current of 0.11 pA, resulting in λ = 17.2 ions/pixel.
For counting pulses and measuring their peak voltages, we used a threshold voltage of 0.07V to filter out noise peaks.

Figure S5 shows the performance of the QM, ICA, and conventional estimators for η values between 0 and 3.2.
In Figure S5A, we compare the benchmark measurement of η, i.e., η̂

M̃
(- - -), with the conventional (◦), ICA (×),

and QM (⋄) estimates. We see that the conventional and ICA estimates are close to the benchmark values for the
whole range of η. It should be noted that η̂

M̃
becomes increasingly unreliable as η increases as discussed earlier, and

therefore the differences between η̂
M̃

and the other estimators at high η might be due to inaccuracies in η̂
M̃

. The QM
estimator shows a significant bias at small η, as we would expect, and converges somewhat to the conventional and
ICA estimators at higher η. The agreement between the benchmark and the conventional and ICA estimators is strong
validation for our abstract model of SE generation.
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(A) η̂conv (B) η̂ICA

Figure S6: One-dimensional imaging of a uniform silicon sample. The conventional estimate has higher variance
(0.091) than the ICA estimate (0.036), resulting in a noisier reconstruction of η.

Figure S5B shows the variance of the conventional, ICA, and QM estimators vs. η. The plot also shows theoretical
curves for the variances of each of these estimators. These curves were generated using Monte Carlo simulations of
the signal produced by the SED using our model described at λ = 17.2 ions. The voltage pulse from each burst of SEs
was modelled as a Gaussian in the time domain, with FWHM of 160ns. Pulse heights and counts were extracted from
this synthetic detector voltage provided as inputs to the η estimators described in the previous sections. The variances
of the estimators are in line with theoretical expectations; the ICA estimator has lower variance than conventional for
η greater than ∼ 1. As an example, the variance for the ICA estimator is lower than that of the conventional by a factor
of 2 at η = 3. Since the variance is inversely proportional to imaging dose, we would expect a factor of 2 reduction
in the imaging dose required for a given noise level compared to conventional imaging. This factor of dose reduction
is exactly what we had observed in the results presented in Figure 3 of the main paper. The QM estimator has even
lower variance than the ICA estimator at high η, but, as already discussed, has a relatively high bias, too. Overall, the
lower variance of the ICA estimator is experimental evidence of its success in lowering noise in imaging.

Figure S6 presents a different perspective on the reduction in variance from the ICA estimator. Figure S6A is the
conventional estimate of η in a one-dimensional scan over the uniform silicon sample (at an SED voltage bias of 500
V). The mean value of η here is 3.15. Since the sample is uniform, all variations in η are due to randomness in M , Y ,
and V ; the variance of the estimate is 0.091. Figure S6B is the ion count-aided estimate of η using the same dataset.
We can see that the noise in this estimate is lower than the conventional estimate; the variance of the ICA estimate is
0.036. Lower imaging noise results in increased resolution at the same dose.

S4 Similarity of Conventional Estimator and Software Images
As discussed in the main paper, we used the conventional estimator to represent typical SEI. Figures S7 and S8 show
two examples of images produced by our conventional estimator alongside images produced by the SEI software on
the microscope. For the purposes of this comparison, we scaled the conventional image to have the same mean as the
software image, since the two images are originally on different scales. Figure S7 compares the (A) software and (B)
conventional images of the same sample that was used in Figure 2 in the paper. Note that due to the rescaling of the
conventional image, the grayscale does not reflect SE yields anymore. We can see that the two images appear to be
very similar. The visual similarity is confirmed by the image histograms of the two images in Figure S7C. Figure S8
compares the software and conventional images of a sample of agglomerated silver nanoparticles. Again, the two
images and their histograms are nearly identical.
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Figure S7: Conventional and software images of a scratch on silicon. (A) Image generated by microscope imaging
software. (B) Image generated using conventional estimator. The images are visually similar. (C) Pixel intensity
histograms of the two images. The two histograms are nearly identical.
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Figure S8: Conventional and software images of agglomerated silver nanoparticles. (A) Image generated by micro-
scope imaging software. (B) Image generated using conventional estimator. The images are visually similar. (C) Pixel
intensity histograms of the two images. The two histograms are nearly identical.
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S5 Performance Metrics for Conventional and ICAM Images

Figure S9: Fourier Ring Correlation for conventional (red) and ICA (blue) estimators. The 1/3 criterion resolution is
46 nm for conventional and 36 nm for ICAM.

Silicon scratch sample: In the paper we calculated Thong’s SNR metric for the conventional and ICAM images
of the silicon scratch sample. In addition to this metric, we can also calculate SNR using Saxton’s method [6]. Saxton
proved that the SNR could be computed from the normalized cross-correlation of two independently acquired, zero-
mean images of a ground truth sample. To implement this SNR metric, we divided our dataset into two halves, and
we created conventional and ICAM images from each half-dataset independently. Next, we computed the normalized
cross-correlation at zero offset between these half-dataset images after subtracting their means, and used the result
to compute the SNR. We repeated this calculation for 1000 different half-dataset divisions of the full dataset. We
obtained an average SNR of 1.17 for the conventional image, and 2.11 for the ICAM image, again indicating an SNR
improvement by a factor of 2.

The Fourier Ring Correlation (FRC) [7, 8, 9] is a resolution metric commonly used in cryo-electron microscopy [10].
This metric attempts to find the highest spatial frequency at which the Fourier spectrum of the image contains use-
ful signal by looking at the normalized cross-correlation between the Fourier transforms of two half-dataset images,
computed within rings of increasing spatial frequency. The resolution is defined as the inverse of the spatial frequency
at which the FRC is greater than a pre-decided threshold. A number of different thresholds are used for defining
resolution [10, 11]. Here, we will use 1/3 threshold. Similar to our calculation of Saxton’s SNR metric, we repeated
our calculation of the FRC for 1000 independent half-dataset divisions. Figure S9 shows the average FRC curves for
the conventional (red curve) and ICA (blue curve) estimators, along with error bars that correspond to the standard
deviation of each FRC value over the 1000 dataset divisions. The 1/3 resolution criterion is indicated by the horizontal
black dashed line. The resolution is 46nm for the conventional estimator and 36nm for the ICA estimator.

Gold on silicon sample: In the paper, we characterized this sample by calculating Thong’s SNR, as well as the
dose reduction for the silicon and gold regions. We can further exploit the binary nature of this sample to define a
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distinguishability metric D between the bright and dark levels as

D =
|η1 − η2|√

σ1σ2
,

where η1 and η2 are the mean SE yields and σ1 and σ2 are the standard deviations of the SE yield values for the two
pixel types. A higher value of this metric would imply greater ability to distingush between gold and silicon pixels,
and consequently, higher image quality. We get D = 1.87 for the ICAM image and D = 1.50 for the conventional
image.

S6 Calculation of SED Detector Quantum Efficiency
As discussed briefly in the paper, our measured SE yield values are not absolute, since we did not separate the effect
of non-ideal detective quantum efficiency (DQE) from the calculation. The DQE is defined as the fraction of emitted
SEs that produce a signal on the SED [4, 5]. Since the DQE of the SED can depend on several factors, such as the
relative placement of the sample and the SED, the working distance, and the type of detector (in-lens vs. in-chamber),
we only quoted the as-measured SE yield values in the paper.

Nevertheless, the DQE for a particular experimental geometry can be measured. Our measurement of the SE yield
through the methods described in the paper are equivalent to measuring the average number of detected SEs. If we can
independently measure the average number of emitted SEs, we can calculate the DQE. For this purpose, we used the
setups depicted in Figure S10, A and B. We placed an annular copper electrode above a featureless silicon sample, and
we measured the sample current IpA at various electrode voltages using a picoammeter. When the electrode voltage
Vg is highly positive, as depicted in Figure S10A, we expect IpA to be the sum of the beam current Ib and the SE
current ISE . When Vg is highly negative, SEs are repelled away from the electrode and back to the sample, and IpA
will be equal to Ib. Therefore, the SE yield is given by η̂ = (IpA+/IpA−) − 1. Figure S10C is a plot of IpA as a
function of the applied electrode voltage, measured at Ib = 1pA. We can see that, as expected, when Vg is highly
negative, IpA = Ib, and when the grid voltage is highly positive, IpA is higher than Ib. From these measurements, we
extract η̂ = 2.51. For this sample, the ICA estimator gave η̂ = 2.20. From the ratio between these numbers, we get
DQE = 88%.

S7 Beam Current Sensitivity of Conventional and ICA Estimators
From the expressions for the estimators, we can compute their sensitivities to changes in the incident current (equiva-
lently, changes in dose λ). From eq. (S4), it is straightforward to conclude that

∂η̂conv
η̂conv

= −∂λ

λ
.

Therefore, 10% fluctuation in λ causes the the conventional SE yield estimate to fluctuate by 10%. For the ICA
estimator, we can use eq. (S9) to write

∂η̂ICA

η̂ICA
= −∂λ

λ

(
e−η̂ICA

M̃/λ− e−η̂ICA(η̂ICA − 1)

)

≈ −∂λ

λ

(
1

eη̂ICA − η̂ICA

)
.

Here the first equality follows from differentiating eq. (S9) with respect to λ. We approximate M̃ by its mean value
of λ(1 − e−η) to get the final expression. At η = 2.75, a 10% fluctuation in λ causes the ICA SE yield estimate to
fluctuate by only ∼ 0.8%.
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Figure S10: Measurement of bulk sample SE yield. (A) When electrode voltage Vg is highly positive, emitted SEs are
drawn away from the sample. The total measured sample current is the sum of the beam and SE currents. (B) When
Vg is highly negative, emitted SEs are repelled back towards the sample. The measured sample current is just the beam
current. (C) Plot of sample current as a function of electrode voltage.

S8 Relative Error Dependence on Scaling of SE Yield
The use of ICAM in SEI creates quantitative estimates of SE yield η, replacing the qualitative nature of most SEI.
Nevertheless, there are possibilities for scaling of η that prompt us to comment on how the size of η affects imaging
performance. For example, varying SED collector bias will change the effective η (see Section S3.6), and replacing
helium with heavier ions at the same velocity will generally increase η [12]. We argue below that ICAM makes having
large values of η favorable, whereas conventional imaging gives little to no benefit for large η.

For simplicity, let us assume noiseless SED (cσ = 0). Then eq. (S5) gives

MSEconv =
η(η + 1)

λ
. (S14)

As a scale-invariant accuracy metric, consider relative error defined by normalizing the root mean-squared error by
the quantity of interest:

REconv =

√
MSEconv

η
=

√
η(η + 1)

η
√
λ

=

√
1 + 1/η√

λ
. (S15)

(Since the estimator is unbiased, this quantity may be familiar as the coefficient of variation.) For comparison, in
the idealized case of noiseless SED, we can expect the performance of ICAM to follow predictions from Fisher
information calculations [1]. These suggest

MSEICA =
η

λ(1− ηe−η)
, (S16)

which yields relative error

REICA =

√
MSEICA

η
=

(1− ηe−η)−1/2

√
η
√
λ

. (S17)

To compare eqs. (S15) and (S17), first note that the numerators satisfy

(1− ηe−η)−1/2 <
√
1 + 1/η for all η > 0, (S18)
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Figure S11: Comparison of relative errors for conventional and ICA estimation [see eqs. (S15) and (S17)].

with
lim
η→∞

(1− ηe−η)−1/2 = 1 and lim
η→∞

√
1 + 1/η = 1. (S19)

Additionally, the denominator of eq. (S17) shows that REICA decays as η−1/2 with increasing η. The relative errors
are plotted in Figure S11 for λ = 100. Notice that the relative error for conventional image formation approaches
a floor of λ−1/2 = 0.1 whereas the relative error for ICAM is always lower and exhibits the expected η−1/2 decay
(slope of −1/2 on a log-log plot).

This analysis shows that the computational methods for image formation generate significantly different behaviors:
under conventional image formation, there is little to no benefit to increasing η, whereas ICAM produces images of
better accuracy when η is increased. The improvement in relative error with increasing η creates a new trade-off
between image quality and sample damage that could change the incident particle type and energy for optimal imaging
resolution.
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