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ABSTRACT

Localization microscopy often relies on detailed models of point spread functions. For applications
such as deconvolution or PSF engineering, accurate models for light propagation in imaging systems
with high numerical aperture are required. Different models have been proposed based on 2D Fourier
transforms or 1D Bessel integrals. The most precise ones combine a vectorial description of the
electric field and precise aberration models. However, it may be unclear which model to choose, as
there is no comprehensive comparison between the Fourier and Bessel approaches yet. Moreover,
many existing libraries are written in Java (e.g. our previous PSF generator software) or MATLAB,
which hinders the integration into deep learning algorithms. In this work, we start from the original
Richards-Wolf integral and revisit both approaches in a systematic way. We present a unifying
framework in which we prove the equivalence between the Fourier and Bessel strategies and detail
a variety of correction factors applicable to both of them. Then, we provide a high-performance
implementation of our theoretical framework in the form of an open-source library that is built on
top of PyTorch, a popular library for deep learning. It enables us to benchmark the accuracy and
computational speed of different models, thus allowing for an in-depth comparison of the existing
models for the first time. We show that the Bessel strategy is optimal for axisymmetric beams while
the Fourier approach can be applied to more general scenarios. Our work enables efficient PSF
computation on CPU or GPU, which can then be included in simulation and optimization pipelines.

Keywords point spread function · localization microscopy · vectorial field propagation · open-source library

1 Introduction

The point spread function (PSF), also referred to as the impulse response, is a fundamental concept that encapsulates the
key features of an optical microscope. Its monitoring and assessment have been long-standing routines in microscopy,
supported by the development of specific tools [1, 2, 3] and the creation of a consortium to standardize best practices [4].
Detailed characterization of the PSF is essential to design computational imaging processes, such as single-molecule
localization microscopy [5] and super-resolution microscopy, including 3D deconvolution microscopy [6, 7], structured
illumination microscopy (SR-SIM) [8, 9], fluctuation microscopy [10, 11], stimulated emission-depletion microscopy
(STED) [12], and MINFLUX [13]. The PSF is at the heart of these localization techniques to achieve a spatial resolution
beyond the optical diffraction limit.
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The PSF can be measured experimentally from a z-stack of tiny fluorescent beads [6, 14]. However, a theoretical
PSF is often required. Here, the challenge lies in the accurate model of light propagation for imaging systems with
high numerical aperture (NA). Detailed models have been proposed [15, 16, 17, 18] to (a) go beyond simple paraxial
approximations, (b) take into account the vectorial nature of the electric field, and (c) include various aberration factors,
such as Gibson-Lanni aberrations due to refraction at different planar interfaces [19]. Several software packages have
been developed to generate precise theoretical 3D PSFs that include various features and different aberrations. Among
these, the Huygens PSF software2 is well-known in the microscopy community, and our Java-based ImageJ/FIJI plugin,
PSF Generator [20], has also been widely used, though it is now outdated in terms of implementation and software
design. Other open-source alternatives include MATLAB-based solutions [21, 3, 22] as well as Python-based tools
[23, 24].

These computational PSF models have been applied in various applications in fluorescence microscopy. For example,
fitting a theoretical PSF to a measured one can improve accuracy [20, 25]. Detailed models enable quantification of
3D uncertainty [26] and PSF engineering takes full advantage of parametric PSF models [27, 28, 29]. They are a key
component to create for example high-quality SMLM images [30, 31], including single-particle tracking [32, 33], and
virtual SMLM microscopes [34, 35].

Existing approaches to compute the PSF can be categorized into two classes: those based on 2D Fourier transforms
[16, 3] or 1D integrals of Bessel functions [15, 36, 17, 18]. These two classes of models have different assumptions
(Bessel models being more restrictive) and bring different computational trade-offs. Most of these works focus on one
of the two approaches, and the relationship between them remains unclear. For instance, the Gibson-Lanni aberrations
[19] or the apodization factor [15] are only applied to the Bessel case, even though they could be generalized to both.
To the best of our knowledge, there has not been a systematic benchmark of the two strategies yet in terms of accuracy
and computational speed.

In this work, we propose a unifying framework for PSF models, in which we show the equivalence between the Fourier
and Bessel approaches as different parametrizations of the same propagation integral. This enables us to generalize
diverse correction factors and apply them to both models. Eventually, the choice is simplified to scalar versus vectorial
models, optionally with additional correction factors. We then distribute an open-source PyTorch-based library, called
psf-generator, which inherits all the functionalities of PyTorch and allows for a seamless integration with modern
learning-based algorithms. We benchmark the two classes of models on CPU and GPU and show that the Bessel
model is advantageous for axisymmetric PSFs while the Fourier one is more general, and thus more suitable for
applications such as PSF engineering. Our benchmark can be updated regularly to follow the latest hardware and
software developments.

2 Background

Electromagnetic waves in optical systems are fundamentally described by the Helmholtz wave equations yet solving
these equations in full generality is computationally intractable. Various approximations and integral formulations
have thus been developed. The cornerstone for precise PSF models in high-NA systems is the Richards-Wolf integral
[15], which can be viewed as a vectorial extension of the Debye integral [37]. The conditions of validity for the
Richards-Wolf integral have been thoroughly discussed by [38]. While alternative light propagation models exist, the
Huygens-Fresnel approach has been shown to be equivalent, to some extent, for PSF calculations [39].

This has been the basis of a line of work for PSF models based on Bessel functions, which we will later refer to as
the spherical parametrization of the Richards-Wolf integral. This approach includes simpler formulations like the
Kirchhoff model and more sophisticated vectorial representations [17, 18]. These models have progressively been
refined by incorporating various correction factors to account for additional physical processes: the Gibson-Lanni
model for spherical aberrations due to refractive index mismatch [19] (later generalized in [40, 36]), apodization factors
for energy conservation [15], and Fresnel transmission coefficients for accurate interface modeling [17]. Models using
this spherical parametrization have been implemented in various software libraries in Java [20] and Python [23], which
makes it widely accessible to researchers, albeit with some limitations in computational efficiency and integration with
deep-learning frameworks.

Another line of work on PSF modeling is based on Fourier transforms, both in scalar [41] and vectorial [16] formulations.
These models are based on a Cartesian parametrization of the underlying Richards-Wolf integral and they represent
a more general counterpart of the spherical parametrization. Recently, these high-NA Fourier models have been
implemented in MATLAB [3] and Tensorflow as part of a PSF fitting library [42]. Adequate sampling of the Fourier
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Figure 1: Geometry of the focusing of optical fields. An incident field einc is transformed by a focusing element into
a converging spherical wave e∞. These fields are parametrized by a unit vector s, either in Cartesian coordinates
(sx, sy, sz) or spherical coordinates (θ, ϕ). The focus field E is parametrized by ρ = (x, y, z), rewritten here to
introduce cylindrical coordinates ρ and ϕ.

transform is crucial for obtaining high-resolution PSFs and avoiding aliasing. A common trick based on the chirp Z
transform is usually implemented to achieve it [16, 3, 29].

3 Theory

3.1 The Richards-Wolf Model

As depicted in Fig. 1, the PSF is obtained by computing the propagation of light after going through a focusing element,
typically a microscope objective or lens. The incident field einc(s), also called pupil function, is represented by a disk
with a maximal cut-off angle defined by the NA of the imaging system. The focusing element transforms the incident
field into a spherical wave, e∞(s), evaluated on the Gaussian reference sphere. This corresponds to an ensemble of
far fields propagating with direction s all converging to the focal point O. Our goal is to compute the focused electric
field E(ρ) around the point O. Thanks to the reciprocity of light propagation, this model can also be extended to the
emission of a point source to the back focal plane of a microscope objective but this is not the focus of the current study.

The model introduced by [15] is the starting point that allows us to derive all the precise PSF models described in
previous works. The focal field is given by a sum of plane waves with direction s = (sx, sy, sz):

E(ρ) = − ifk

2π

∫∫
Ω

e∞(s) exp {iks · ρ}dΩ (1)

where ρ = (x, y, z) = (ρ cosφ, ρ sinφ, z) is the position vector in the focal region of the lens, s = (sx, sy, sz) =
(sin θ cosϕ, sin θ sinϕ, cos θ) is a unit vector describing the direction of an incoming ray, f is the focal length of the
lens, k = 2πn

λ is the wavenumber, λ is the wavelength, n is the refractive index of the propagation medium, and e∞(s)
describes the field distribution on the Gaussian reference sphere. We integrate over set Ω of solid angles defined on a
region s2x+ s2y ≤ s2max, where smax = NA

ni
is the cut-off determined by the NA. The angle θ is defined in the immersion

medium. Correction factors are typically introduced in this expression but we will first describe the different classes of
models based on this simplified concise equation.

3.2 Scalar Models

As a first step, it is common to employ a scalar approximation to simplify calculations, especially in low-NA scenarios.
In this case, the far field is equal to the incident field, i.e. e∞(s) = einc(s) and the focal field is given by:

E(ρ) = − ifk

2π

∫∫
Ω

e∞(sx, sy) exp {iks · ρ}dΩ. (2)

This expression involves a two-dimensional integral over the pupil disk. Two possible parametrizations that yield the
two classes of models described previously can be employed.

3
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The Cartesian parametrization utilizes both sx and sy coordinates with dΩ = dsxdsy/sz , resulting in:

E(ρ) = − ifk

2π

∫∫
s2x+s2y≤s2max

e∞(sx, sy)

sz
exp {ikszz} exp {ik(sxx+ syy)}dsxdsy. (3)

In this form, the focused field at a given transverse plane is given by the 2D inverse Fourier transform of
(e∞(sx, sy) exp {ikszz}/sz), where sz =

√
1− s2x − s2y. Thus, the Cartesian parametrization of the Richards-Wolf

integral leverages the speed and efficiency of the Fast Fourier Transform (FFT) algorithm.

Alternatively, the spherical approach parametrizes the problem with two angles θ ∈ [0, θmax] (the maximum angle
θmax is determined by the NA) and ϕ ∈ [0, 2π], as depicted in Figure 1. With ρ = (x, y, z) = (ρ cosφ, ρ sinφ, z) and
dΩ = sin θdθdϕ, the field in the focal region can be rewritten as:

E(ρ) = − ifk

2π

∫ θmax

0

dθ

∫ 2π

0

dϕe∞(θ, ϕ)

exp {ikρ sin θ cos(ϕ− φ)} exp {ikz cos θ} sin θ. (4)

Eq. (4) can be further simplified if one assumes that the pupil function is axisymmetric (rotational invariant), i.e.
e∞(θ, ϕ) = e∞(θ). In this case the integral over ϕ in Eq. (4) can be computed explicitly using the Bessel function J0

3:

E(ρ) = −ifk

∫ θmax

0

dθe∞(θ)J0(kρ sin θ) exp {ikz cos θ} sin θ. (5)

Defocus is included in these models using the defocus phase factor exp {ikszz} = exp {ikz cos θ} where z is the
defocus distance. This expression, also known as angular spectrum propagation [41], accurately models the propagation
of electric field in a homogeneous medium.

3.3 Vectorial Models

As the electric field is a vectorial quantity, vectorial propagation models are necessary to accurately account for the
propagation and crosstalk between the different components of the vector field. Employing these precise vectorial
models is crucial for high-NA systems in which case the need to consider high angles arises.

In the vectorial model, the far field e∞(s) now has a more complex dependence on the incident field einc(s) as we need
to perform the basis change from a cylindrical to a spherical coordinate system:

e∞(θ, ϕ) =

[
qs(1− cos 2ϕ) + qp(1 + cos 2ϕ) cos θ

(−qs + qp cos θ) sin 2ϕ
−2qp cosϕ sin θ

]
exinc(θ, ϕ)

2
(6)

+

[
(−qs + qp cos θ) sin 2ϕ

qs(1 + cos 2ϕ) + qp(1− cos 2ϕ) cos θ
−2qp sinϕ sin θ

]
eyinc(θ, ϕ)

2

where einc = [exinc, e
y
inc, 0]. Fresnel transmission coefficients qs and qp have been introduced to account for partial

reflection at interfaces, which depend on the polarization state and incidence angle. For each of the s and p polarizations,
they correspond to the product of all transmission coefficients for each interface from medium j to j + 1:

qjs =
2nj cos θj

nj cos θj + nj+1 cos θj+1
, (7)

qjp =
2nj cos θj

nj+1 cos θj + nj cos θj+1
. (8)

3The spherical parametrization often uses the following identities where Jn is the Bessel function of nth-order of the first kind:∫ 2π

0

cos(nϕ) exp {ix cos(ϕ− φ)}dϕ = 2π(i)nJn(x) cos(nφ)∫ 2π

0

sin(nϕ) exp {ix cos(ϕ− φ)}dϕ = 2π(i)nJn(x) sin(nφ)

4
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The Cartesian parametrization of the vectorial model consists of the following integral:

E(ρ) = − ifk

2π

∫∫
s2x+s2y≤s2max

e∞(sx, sy)

sz
exp {ikszz} exp {ik(sxx+ syy)}dsxdsy, (9)

which essentially boils down to computing the inverse Fourier Transform of (e∞(sx, sy) exp {ikszz}/sz), similar to
the scalar case.

Using coordinate transformations similar to the scalar case, we can derive the spherical parametrization of the field in
the focal region:

E(ρ) = − ifk

2π

∫ θmax

0

dθ

∫ 2π

0

dϕ e∞(θ, ϕ)

exp {ikρ sin θ cos(ϕ− φ)} exp {ikz cos θ} sin θ. (10)

Inserting (6) into (10) and using the axisymmetric assumption of the incident field, we can obtain a simplified expression
for the focal field as follows:

E(ρ) = − ifk

2

 [Ix0 − Ix2 cos 2φ]− Iy2 sin 2φ
−Ix2 sin 2φ+ [Iy0 + Iy2 cos 2φ]

−2iIx1 cosφ− 2iIy1 sinφ

 (11)

where

Ia0 (ρ, z) =

∫ θmax

0

eainc(θ) sin θ(cos θ + 1)J0(kρ sin θ) exp {ikz cos θ}dθ (12)

Ia1 (ρ, z) =

∫ θmax

0

eainc(θ) sin
2 θJ1(kρ sin θ) exp {ikz cos θ}dθ (13)

Ia2 (ρ, z) =

∫ θmax

0

eainc(θ) sin θ(cos θ − 1)J2(kρ sin θ) exp {ikz cos θ}dθ (14)

with a ∈ {x, y} and einc(θ) = [exinc(θ), e
y
inc(θ), 0].

3.4 Correction Factors

Precise PSF models commonly include several physical effects which may affect the PSF. They are added as amplitude
factors a(s) and phase factors W (s) in the original integral over solid angles in Eq. 1:

E(ρ) = − ifk

2π

∫∫
Ω

a(s) exp {iW (s)}e∞(s) exp {iks · ρ}dΩ. (15)

Eq. (15) enables us to express these correction factors with full generality: in both vectorial and scalar models, for both
Cartesian and spherical parametrizations. We present a detailed list of these correction factors in Section 3.4.1-3.4.4
and a graphical description of them in Figure 2.

3.4.1 Aberrations Due to Refractive Index Mismatch

Microscopes typically have stratified layers of different refractive indices. The biological sample is usually aqueous,
on top of which we place a coverslip made of glass, and the whole sample is then put in a water or oil immersion
medium to increase the numerical aperture. The microscope objectives are designed to provide aberration-free images
in a specific setting with design values for refractive indices and thicknesses of the different layers. Any mismatch
introduces spherical aberrations due to refraction at the different layers. These aberrations can be computed using the
following formula4:

W (s) =
2π

λ

(
ts

√
n2
s − n2

i sin
2 θ + ti

√
n2
i − n2

i sin
2 θ − t∗i

√
n∗
i
2 − n2

i sin
2 θ

+tg

√
n2
g − n2

i sin
2 θ − t∗g

√
n∗
g
2 − n2

i sin
2 θ

)
(16)

4Correction factors will be expressed in spherical coordinates. sin θ is computed in the Cartesian case using sin θ =
NA
ni

√
s2x + s2y .
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Figure 2: Correction factors and associated physical effects. Top: phase correction factors, either introduced on the
incident field or due to refraction at different planes. Bottom: amplitude correction factors, to model an incident
envelope or apodization factor for energy conservation.

where ns, ni, ng are the refractive indices of the sample, immersion medium, and glass respectively, ts, ti, tg are the
thicknesses of the sample, immersion medium, and glass respectively, and their counterparts with stars are the design
conditions.

A particular case proposed in [19] is commonly encountered: it is difficult in practice to assess the thickness of the
immersion medium. Since this distance is manually tuned to obtain an optimal focus of a point emitter at depth ts on
the camera, this focusing condition gives the following relation:

ti = ts + ni

(
− ts
ns

− tg
ng

+
t∗g
n∗
g

+
t∗i
n∗
i

)
(17)

which can be inserted in Eq. 16. This particular expression has first been derived for the spherical scalar case in [19]
and extended to the spherical vectorial case in [40, 36].

3.4.2 Arbitrary Phase Aberrations

More general aberration models can be introduced to describe imperfections in the optical system for PSF engineering
or wavefront shaping. They can be introduced experimentally via a phase mask or a spatial light modulator at the pupil
plane. These aberrations are often parametrized by Zernike polynomials (a set of orthonormal polynomials defined on
the pupil disk) or a direct fixed phase mask to obtain desired PSFs. We write it in the most general case:

W (s) =

K−1∑
k=0

ckZk(s) +W0(s). (18)

Eq. (18) is composed of an inner product of the first K Zernike polynomials and their corresponding coefficients ck
and an additional term W0 which can be used to include special cases not covered by the Zernike polynomials, e.g. a
vortex phase ramp that leads to a donut PSF, typically used in stimulated emission depletion microscopy.

Note that arbitrary phase aberrations described in Eq. (18) may not necessarily be axisymmetric, hence, they can only
be applied to the most general, Cartesian parametrization.

3.4.3 Apodization Factor

The apodization factor is an amplitude correction factor to ensure energy conservation during the change of basis from
cylindrical coordinates (incident field einc) to spherical coordinates (far field e∞), which matters especially for high-NA
objectives. Since areas of cross-sections are modified, the field is also rescaled accordingly. Such rescaling ensures that
the differential areas dA1 on the plane and dA2 on the sphere, as shown in Fig. 2, remain consistent under the change
of coordinates. The corresponding correcting factor is

A(s) =
√
cos θ (19)

when going from cylindrical to spherical in the focusing configuration of Fig. 1.

6
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3.4.4 Gaussian Envelope

The incident illumination can also depart from a perfect uniform plane wave. In particular, we often assume a Gaussian
envelope which can be expressed as

A(s) = exp

{
− sin2 θ

s2env

}
(20)

where the constant senv determines the size of the envelope.

4 Implementation

4.1 Design and Usage

We provide a high-performance open-source PyTorch library psf-generator5 to generate 2D and 3D PSFs. The
library implements the four PSF models described in Section 3:

• ScalarCartesianPropagator,
• ScalarSphericalPropagator,
• VectorialCartesianPropagator, and
• VectorialSphericalPropagator.

In our unifying framework, these models encompass all previously proposed PSF models. Vectorial models are
recommended for precise computations in high-NA scenarios. The Cartesian and spherical propagators perform
equivalent integral computations, resulting in the same PSF. Both are proposed in our library as they differ in terms of
computational efficiency and applicability. The spherical propagators are based on the axisymmetric assumption as
described in Section 3.2. This includes all correction factors but the arbitrary phase aberrations introduced in Subsection
3.4.2.

Users can choose between various propagator types, configure physical parameters (e.g., numerical aperture, wavelength,
and field of view), numerical parameters (e.g., image dimensions and number of z-planes). Our library also allows
the users to freely apply any kind of correction factors tailored for their microscope on any chosen propagator. The
propagators use these parameters to first define the far field (pupil) and propagate it to obtain the focus field (PSF).
Finally, the user can visualize, save and export the generated PSF using our built-in utility functions. Written in PyTorch,
the library easily integrates into deep learning workflows, leveraging PyTorch’s native features such as automatic
differentiation. We use the ZernikePy library6 to generate Zernike polynomials.

4.2 Code Optimization

We have designed our library to follow the convention of PyTorch to benefit from its performance optimization to load
data and parallelize computation. Namely, any tensor corresponding to a field has a shape of the form (z, channel,
x, y), which corresponds to the typical PyTorch convention (batch, channel, x, y). Here, x and y correspond
to the transverse sizes of 2D images. As computations are typically performed plane by plane, the batch dimension
corresponds to the z axis. This enables efficient parallelization of Fourier transform for Cartesian models and numerical
integration for spherical models. Finally, akin to grayscale versus RGB images, the channel dimension is equal to 1
for scalar models and 3 in the vectorial case.

The Cartesian parametrization relies on multiple calls of 2D Fourier transforms with efficient sampling to obtain the
desired field of view and pixel size. Padding zeros and using the Fast Fourier Transform (FFT) directly would be
inefficient and significantly increase computational costs, as the physical sizes of pixels are typically very small in
localization microscopy. We have implemented a custom variant of the 2D FFT in PyTorch, enabling arbitrary pixel
size without additional computational cost. It is based on the chirp Z-transform which can be equivalently written as a
convolution and computed using three FFTs. The computational complexity of a single plane is still O(n log(n)) with
n the size of the transverse plane. The size of the Fourier transform is doubled as we only keep the valid convolution
range. This method has been introduced in previous studies of the Cartesian models [16, 3, 29]. This approach also
eliminates any artifacts caused by periodic boundary conditions, which are common with FFTs [3].

On the other hand, the spherical parametrization relies on fast and accurate evaluation of multiple one-dimensional
integrals that involve the Bessel function of first order J0 over the interval [0, θmax] for a range of angles θ defined in Eq.

5https://github.com/Biomedical-Imaging-Group/psf_generator
6https://pypi.org/project/ZernikePy/

7

https://github.com/Biomedical-Imaging-Group/psf_generator
https://pypi.org/project/ZernikePy/


A PREPRINT

(5) for the scalar case. To maximize speed, we vectorize the computation of the batch of 1D integrals at different defocus
distances via torch.vmap. Then, for each 1D integral, we adopt the composite Simpson’s rule [43] to benefit from its
high accuracy, good numerical stability and minimal computational overhead. This is not applicable to the Cartesian
case because the disk-shaped support of the pupil function introduces a discontinuity, which prevents the application of
numerical integration acceleration. More details and a comparison with other methods will be presented in Figure 6 and
Section 5.2.2. The computational complexity in this case is merely O(n) with n the number of integration steps in the
interval [0, θmax]. Additionally, note that automatic differentiation of the Bessel functions is not natively supported
by PyTorch as of version 2.3, so we also provide a differentiable version of the Bessel functions in our library as it is
essential to learning-based tasks.

5 Results

5.1 PSF Gallery

We provide a gallery of PSFs to showcase different outputs of our library in Figure 3 and Figure 4. We use a wavelength
of 632 nm, circular polarization for the vectorial models, and display the amplitude (in arbitrary units) of the beams
for better contrast. Different 2D slices of the same 3D beam share the same dynamic range. We first compare the 3D
unaberrated beams computed by the scalar and vectorial propagators for low- and high-NA. Two representative slices,
one x − y plane at the focus, the other z − y plane through the center of the PSF, and vertical line profiles through
the FOV center are shown in Figure 3. In the low-NA case, the resulting PSFs from both propagators are similar. The
beams differ more from each other, as expected, in the high-NA case: the rings are blurred out as the energy is spread
into different components of the focus field.

In Figure 4, we present other PSFs, computed using the vectorial propagator in the high-NA setting. The impact of
the Gibson-Lanni correction factor on a beam is shown in Figure 4 (a)-(c). The values of the refractive indices and
thicknesses of the sample, immersion medium and glass coverslip (c.f. Eq. (16)) are: ns = 1.3, ni = 1.5, ng = 1.5,
ts = 1 µm, tg = 170 µm, and ti is computed using Eq. (17). We observe that the spherical aberration it introduces
degrades the quality of the focus. We also show the donut PSF, which has a vortex phase mask in the pupil plane, (Figure
4 (d)-(f)) and the half-moon PSF, which has a π-jump in its pupil phase (Figure 4 (g)-(i)). Finally, we demonstrate
an example of arbitrary phase aberrations using the Zernike polynomials in Figure 4 (j)-(l). Here, some amount of
astigmatism is introduced, as is often done to encode defocus information [44], and we show the evolution of the beam
shape along the z-axis.

5.2 Computational Performance

5.2.1 Speed Benchmark

We benchmark the runtime to compute a single 201 × 201 2D PSF image against the size of the pupil. The image
is captured at focus and all input parameters take default values in our library. We compare the runtime of all four
propagators on CPU and GPU and show the results in Fig. 5. The benchmarking was performed on a machine with an
Intel i9-10900X CPU and an NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090 GPU.

We observe that the runtime of all propagators increases with the size of the pupil on CPU. The Cartesian propagators
(red) are faster than the spherical ones (blue) on smaller sizes (<512 pixels) but slower on large sizes. This illustrates
the difference in computational complexity of the different methods. Scalar propagators (dotted) are faster than their
vectorial counterparts (solid), by roughly 1.5 times for Cartesian and 3 times for spherical cases. On GPU, Cartesian
propagators are faster than on CPU at the same grid size and the curves (red) behave similarly; spherical propagators,
however, exhibit a flat curve (blue) which indicates that they efficient benefit from the GPU parallelization. The speed
improvement between scalar and vectorial propagators is small, especially for the Cartesian case. Hence, vectorial
propagators should be preferred over the scalar ones as the accuracy gain does not come at a high computational cost.
Moreover, Cartesian propagators are recommended if one works with images of small sizes for both scalar and vectorial
cases; while spherical propagators should be preferred for large sizes, especially when GPU is available.

5.2.2 Accuracy Benchmark

We benchmark the accuracy of both Cartesian and spherical scalar propagators with the analytic Airy disk for asymptotic
limit (the Fourier transform of a perfect circular aperture):

FAD(ρ) =
2J1(ρ)

ρ
, (21)
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Figure 3: Comparison of an unaberrated PSF generated by the scalar ((a)-(d)) and vectorial with circular polarization
((e)-(h)) Cartesian propagators in the case of low-NA (0.5) (first two rows) and high-NA (1.3) (last two rows). (a), (e),
(c), and (g): a slice of the x− y plane. (b), (f), (d), and (h): a slice of the z − y plane. (i)-(l): comparison of intensity
profiles along a vertical line through the center of the PSFs. The x-axis represents the relative distance to the center
of the image in micrometers. Scale bars represent 3 µm and 0.6 µm in the low- and high- NA cases, respectively. For
images of z − y planes ((b), (f), (d), and (h)), scale bars for the y and z axis are indicated by the horizontal and vertical
bars, respectively.

where J1 is the Bessel function of the first order of the first kind. As the Airy disk is the Fourier transform of a perfect
unit modulus circular aperture, an additional factor sz = cos θ is introduced in Eqs. (3) and (5). This corresponds to a
paraxial approximation.

The spherical integral is computed using two numerical integration rules: the Riemann rule (a first-order method) and
the Simpson’s rule (a fourth-order method). The error is the L2-norm of the difference between the output electric field
E of the propagator and FAD

δ = ∥E − FAD∥2. (22)

We observe in Figure 6 that the error decreases as the number of points in the integration domain increases in all cases.
The spherical propagator has a linear convergence rate using the Riemann rule (green) and 4th-order convergence rate
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Figure 4: Examples of PSFs with different phase aberrations generated by the vectorial Cartesian propagator with high
NA (1.3). ((a), (d), and (g)): Introduced phase masks at the pupil plane. ((b), (e), and (h)): Slice of the x− y plane at
z = 0. ((c), (f), and (i)): Slice of the z − x plane at y = 0. ((j)-(l)): PSF with vertical astigmatism at three z-planes: at
focus (k), 500 nm above (j), and below (l) focus. All PSFs generated with circular polarization, except the Half-Moon
PSF where x-axis linear polarization is being used. The scale bars in all images represent 0.6 µm.

using Simpsons’ rule (blue), which correlates well with their expected accuracy. The Cartesian propagator, which is
based on our custom FFT, shows a convergence rate between first- and second-order.

6 Conclusion

In this work, we have introduced a unifying theory for accurate PSF models, revisiting previous approaches and
generalizing correction factors. This framework demonstrates the equivalence of Cartesian and spherical methods as
different parametrizations of the same propagation integral, providing a simplified understanding of light propagation in
high-NA systems.
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Figure 5: Speed benchmark. Time to generate a 201 × 201 PSF for different numerical sizes of the pupil, for the
different four propagators, on CPU (a) and GPU (b). Each data point in the plots is averaged over 10 runs.

We have also developed a high-performance implementation in PyTorch, which is open-source and supported by
comprehensive documentation. This library allows for efficient CPU/GPU computation of PSFs, with functionalities
such as automatic differentiation that make it particularly suitable for optimization pipelines.

In practice, the choice of propagators depends on the symmetry of the pupil function. Based on our benchmark, for
axisymmetric pupil functions, spherical propagators are recommended thanks to their high accuracy and scalability.
They are also particularly amenable to GPU parallelization. For non-axisymmetric cases, such as those involving
Zernike aberrations or specialized phase masks, Cartesian propagators are required. In all these cases, the difference in
computational time is relatively modest for pupil sizes up to a few hundreds. Hence, the vectorial Cartesian propagator
could be a solid default choice in most applications.

We hope for our Pytorch library to contribute to the rapidly growing field of applying deep neural networks on physical
imaging models [45]. Learning-based methods have demonstrated their effectiveness in various applications, such as
deconvolution [46, 47, 48] and 3D SMLM [49], with state-of-the-art deep-learning tools such as DeepSTORM [50]
and DECODE [51]. For instance, some use cases of our framework include generating large reference datasets to train
networks or adapting images based on physical rules to enable learning in self-supervised inversions [52] and generative
adversarial networks [53].
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