arXiv:1910.01376v1 [physics.optics] 3 Oct 2019

Quantum correlation measurement with single photon avalanche diode arrays

Gur Lubin,^{1, ∗} Ron Tenne,^{1, ∗} Ivan Michel Antolovic,^{2, ∗} Edoardo Charbon,^2 Claudio Bruschini,^{2, †} and Dan Oron^{1, ‡} 1Department of Physics of Complex Systems, Weizmann Institute of Science, Rehovot, Israel 2School of Engineering, cole Polytechnique Fdrale de Lausanne (EPFL), Neuchtel, Switzerland

Temporal photon correlation measurement, instrumental to probing the quantum properties of light, typically requires multiple single photon detectors. Progress in single photon avalanche diode (SPAD) array technology highlights their potential as high performance detector arrays for quantum imaging and photon number resolving (PNR) experiments. Here, we demonstrate this potential by incorporating a novel on-chip SPAD array with 55% peak photon detection probability, low dark count rate and crosstalk probability of 0.14% per detection, in a confocal microscope. This enables reliable measurements of second and third order photon correlations from a single quantum dot emitter. Our analysis overcomes the inter-detector optical crosstalk background even though it is over an order of magnitude larger than our faint signal. To showcase the vast application space of such an approach, we implement a recently introduced super-resolution imaging method, quantum image scanning microscopy (Q-ISM).

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum imaging is an emerging field in optical microscopy attempting to overcome the classical limitations of imaging in terms of precision and spatial resolution[8, 26, 42, 46, 53, 55]. While quantum imaging methods differ in the illumination, imaging optics and data analysis procedures, they all rely on characterization of a quantum state of light at the imaging port[16, 27, 42, 52]. A critical component for a quantum microscope, therefore, is an imaging detector capable of analyzing quantum signatures of the output light. Measuring the second order correlation with a Hanbury-Brown and Twiss (HBT) intensity interferometer is the prevailing method to probe non-classical properties of light[23]. In a standard setup a beam is equally split onto two detectors and their outputs are correlated (Figure 1(a)). However, the standard HBT setup is inherently a single pixel measurement not suitable for widefield quantum imaging methods.

An alternative approach, compatible with imaging techniques, uses the diffraction limit of the imaging system to split the optical signal between several detectors in an array, and correlates their output[16, 27, 46, 51] (Figure 1(b)). While commercial low light cameras such as intensified cameras and electron multiplying charge coupled devices (EMCCD) are natural candidates to perform such tasks, they operate only at relatively low ∼ kHz frame rates. Measuring photon correlation is a single-shot-per-frame experiment, i.e. your signal level is at most a single reading (e.g. a simultaneous photon pair) per frame per diffraction limited spot[46, 52, 56]. As a result, an imaging detector with a ∼ MHz readout rate is extremely beneficial to acquire the quantum contrast within reasonable exposure times.

Over the past two decades, progress in complementary metaloxidesemiconductor (CMOS) processing of sin-

∗ These authors contributed equally to this work † claudio.bruschini@epfl.ch ‡ dan.oron@weizmann.ac.il

FIG. 1. Photon correlation setups. a. Hanbury Brown and Twiss intensity interferometer. A beamsplitter splits the incident photons to two correlated detectors. A single photon emitter source will be characterized by a dip at the zero time delay of the second order photon correlation. Higher order correlations demand more beamsplitters and detectors. b. The SPAD array photon correlation setup. A SPAD array is positioned at the image plane of a scanning confocal microscope, resulting in the splitting of the beam by diffraction onto 23 detectors. Inset. An optical image of the SPAD array.

gle photon avalanche diode (SPAD) array technology has positioned them at the forefront of time resolved imaging[5, 15, 36]. Advancements in array dimensions, detection efficiency and low dark count rates (DCR), along with the inherent single photon sensitivity and sub nanosecond time resolution, enable a plethora of low light level and time-resolved applications[10]. A CMOS SPAD array is therefore a natural candidate for imaging quantum correlations[3], especially for low light applications such as biological microscopy.

In addition to the single pixel limitation, a standard HBT setup is also restricted to the measurement of two simultaneous photons at the most. Measurement of higher photon numbers requires extending the HBT scheme to include multiple detection ports and becomes quite cumbersome[18]. Therefore, characterizing the photon number distribution, termed photon number resolving (PNR) detection, is a challenge that can also benefit from performing HBT measurements with a CMOS

SPAD array. PNR detection schemes can be classified into two categories: a single PNR detector and multiplexed (temporally or spatially) single photon detectors. Single detector PNR schemes, such as visible light photon counters (VLPC)[30, 59], superconducting transition edge sensors (TES)[13, 40] and nano-structured transistor devices[22, 35], rely on the proportionality of the output signal to the number of photons. While these techniques allow high efficiency detection with very low noise levels[34], they demand cryogenic cooling[18], have a limited saturation rate[25] and often require optical coupling through a cavity which limits their usefulness for spatially and spectrally multimode signals[34]. Time multiplexing of a single photon detector is typically achieved by splitting the signal to different fiber delay lines[2, 21, 39]. Although this approach enables PNR with only one inexpensive single-photon detector, it requires the use of very long fibers and is currently limited to single spatial mode signals. Finally, spatial multiplexing can be achieved by utilizing a two dimensional detector array, such as a CMOS SPAD array, and the diffraction of light as a natural beamsplitter onto an arbitrarily large number of detectors[17, 19, 29, 56].

However, implementation of both PNR detection and quantum imaging techniques with a CMOS SPAD array requires overcoming the effect of the characteristic crosstalk between neighbouring detectors in the array[44]. While crosstalk has a negligible effect on intensity measurements, it directly competes with the shorttime photon correlation signal, and is typically of a much larger scale.

In this work, we use a novel 23 pixel SPAD array (see Figure 1(b) inset and ref [4]) with minimized crosstalk, fabricated in CMOS image sensor technology, to measure photon correlations from faint sources by statistically compensating for crosstalk artifacts. To demonstrate the PNR capabilities of the detector array we measure second and third order photon antibunching in the photoluminescence of a single quantum dot. By placing the detector array in the imaging plane of a confocal microscope we were able to implement quantum image scanning microscopy (Q-ISM), a recently introduced quantum imaging technique that was already demonstrated in biological imaging[51], with a substantially simplified detection scheme.

II. CROSSTALK CHARACTERIZATION

Recent progress in the design and manufacturing processes of CMOS based SPAD arrays led to sub-megapixel arrays[54], low DCR and improved photon detection efficiency (PDE)[24, 57]. This has been achieved by a synergy between innovative SPAD designs, process improvements and 3D integrated circuit (IC) technology advancements. In this work we focus on small arrays, optimized for confocal microscopy consisting of 23 pixels positioned in a 2D hexagonal lattice with a period of 23 μm, feeding a field-programmable gate array (FPGA)[4]. These SPAD arrays feature an average room-temperature DCR lower than 100 counts per second (cps) per pixel. On average, less than 2% of the pixels are considered hot - with a DCR of over 1000 cps (the array used in this work had one hot pixel). The maximum measured count rate with passive recharge is limited to around 10 Mcps per pixel, the afterpulsing probability is 0.1% and the dead time is ∼100 ns (at a passive quenching resistance of 50- 500 kΩ). For the detector used here we estimated the photon detection efficiency (PDE), by comparison with an independent EMCCD measurement, to be 42% at 515 nm and 7 V excess bias. While PDE, DCR, dynamic range and afterpulsing are often depicted in the literature, only few works discuss the issue of inter-pixel crosstalk[6, 20, 28, 44, 60]. While both afterpulsing and crosstalk generate artificial correlations, afterpulsing artifacts are avoided here altogether by disregarding the autocorrelation of any single detector, as typically done in HBT experiments.

SPAD crosstalk can be both electrical and optical. Electrical crosstalk can be caused by charge diffusion from electronics and adjacent pixels. This effect is eliminated by using substrate isolated SPAD designs[57]. Optical crosstalk is caused by spontaneous photon emission within the few nanoseconds avalanche duration, detected by another detector in the array[44]. It can be minimized by reducing the amount of charge flow through the SPAD by active quenching and implementing opaque deep trench isolation around the SPAD. In such an optimized SPAD implementation, optical crosstalk occurs only by photon scattering from structures around the SPAD, usually metal connections. In the remainder of this section we describe in detail the characterization procedure of the inter-pixel optical crosstalk and its results.

To characterize crosstalk, the SPAD array was illuminated with spatially homogeneous, white light illumination, produced by a halogen lamp. The thermal state of light generated by the lamp leads to positive correlations (photon bunching) at the scale of the coherence time, τ_c ≈ 10 fs, much shorter than the FPGA timing resolution (t_{clk} = 10 ns) and the SPAD jitter (∼120 ps). Correlations measured with a t_{clk} temporal resolution should thus present only a minute deviation from those of a classical coherent state, 10^{−6} with respect to the signal, well below the noise. As a result, we can treat this light source as effectively uncorrelated, and the second order correlation (G^{(2)}(τ)) of photon arrival times for such a source should result in a flat line. However, as is evident from Figure 2(a), the G^{(2)} of two neighbouring detectors in the array shows a distinct peak at a zero time delay (for a detailed description of the G^{(2)} data analysis see section A). These extra photon pairs are attributed to inter-detector optical crosstalk. Despite the short time scale of optical crosstalk, due to small differences in clock timings for different detectors, some positive correlation is also present at τ = ±10 ns (see Figure 2(a)). Since the magnitude of this effect is much smaller than the excess correlation at

FIG. 2. SPAD array crosstalk characterization. a. Typical second order correlation of photon arrival times for two nearest-neighbour detectors in the array, in response to homogeneous illumination by a thermal source (analyzed from 10^7 detections over ∼43 s). Note the sharp peak at zero time delay attributed to crosstalk. b. Crosstalk linearity in detection rate. Each colored set of markers represent a different nearest neighbour detector pair. Lines of corresponding color represent a linear fit for each pair. c. Characterization of crosstalk dependence on detector distance. Each bar shows the crosstalk probability averaged over all detector pairs at a certain distance. Error bars represent one standard deviation of the distribution over these pairs. The values suggest that crosstalk is significant mostly for nearest neighbour detectors. Inset. Visualization of neighbour rank. A photon (green arrow) is absorbed in the upper left detector. The neighbouring detectors are ranked by distance from the excited detector. Nearest neighbours are rank 1.

zero delay, we neglect this contribution in the following analysis.

The above mentioned mechanism for optical crosstalk implies linearity of the crosstalk correlation term with respect to the number of detections, up to the detector saturation effects. To test this linearity of optical crosstalk, Figure 2(b) presents the crosstalk rates for three different detector pairs versus the rate of detected photons (circles). Linear fits of the data (lines of corresponding color) show that at illumination levels well below the detector saturation, optical crosstalk is indeed linear with the number of detections. We can therefore define the crosstalk probability p^{CT}_{i,j} as the probability that a detection in pixel i will lead to a false detection at detector j. The crosstalk probabilities for each detector pair can be inferred from the G^{(2)} analysis of a single ‘classical light’ measurement according to p^{CT}_{i,j} = G^{(2)}_{i,j} (0) − ⟨ G^{(2)}_{i,j} (∞) ⟩ n_i + n_j

, (1)

where ⟨G^{(2)}_{i,j} (∞)⟩ is an average of G^{(2)}_{i,j} (the second order correlation of pixels i and j) excluding −1, 0 and 1 clock delays and n_k is the total number of photons measured in detector k. Note that we assume here that crosstalk probabilities are symmetric to the exchange of i and j; i.e. the probability of a photon detection in pixel i resulting in a crosstalk detection in pixel j is equal to that of a photon detection in pixel j leading to a crosstalk detection in pixel i.

Figure 2(c) presents the mean values of these probabilities over all pairs at four inter-detector distances in the array. The probability for a false detection pair is (1.45±0.16)×10^{−3} for nearest neighbor pixel pairs, while the corresponding value for next nearest neighbors is lower by a factor of ∼ 6. Note that these values are well below the typical values reported in the literature for SPAD arrays (∼ 1%)[6, 20, 28, 60], while conventional SiPM detectors usually have higher probabilities of 4 − 20%[43]. Compared to SiPMs, SPAD arrays usually have a smaller capacitance and consequently a smaller charge flowing through the SPAD. In our design, the SPAD is capacitively isolated from the rest of the circuit by a pixel-level inverter. Additional experiments, presented in section B, show that there are no noticeable short or long-term temporal variations in the crosstalk probabilities.

III. SECOND ORDER PHOTON ANTIBUNCHING

While optical crosstalk generates unwanted correlations at short time scales, its linear dependence on the number of detections allows us to pre-characterize it and subtract an estimated correction from any photon correlation measurement. In the following, we employ the SPAD array as a confocal microscope detector in order to test its ability to characterize a quantum state of light in a photon-starved microscopy application by applying a crosstalk correction to the measured G^{(2)} function.

For this purpose we have built a custom confocal setup around a commercial inverted microscope (Eclipse Ti- U, Nikon). A pulsed diode laser (LDH-P-C-470B, PicoQuant) provides a collimated beam at a wavelength of 470 nm and a repetition rate of 2.5 MHz. The beam is focused by a high numerical aperture (NA) oil immersion objective lens (×100, 1.3 NA, Nikon) which also collects the resulting fluorescence light. Back-scattered laser light is filtered out by a dichroic mirror (505 LP, Chroma) and a long pass dielectric filter (488 LP, Semrock). Finally a relay lens images the fluorescence onto the SPAD array with a total magnification of ×190, so that the full width at half maximum (FWHM) of the point spread function

FIG. 3. Second order photon correlations. Second order photon arrival time correlations (G^{(2)}(τ )) for: a. Classical light (large ensemble of QDs), b. same as a after crosstalk correction, c. single QD and d. single QD after crosstalk correction. All values are normalized by the total number of measured photons (Np). The correlation peaks are centered at integer multiples of the laser inter-pulse separation (400ns) broadened by the QDs emission lifetime (∼26 ns). In panel a and c, the high crosstalk peaks at zero time delay can be clearly seen. In panel b the zero delay peak is featureless with respect to non-zero peaks, as expected for classical light sources following Poissonian statistics. The zero delay peak in panel d is significantly lower than the non-zero delay peaks, as expected from an antibunched light source. Classical and single QD correlation curves were analyzed from 10^7 detections over ∼103 s and 8×10^6 detections over ∼105 s respectively. e. Histograms of the normalized second order correlation function at zero time delay (g^{(2)}(0)) after crosstalk correction for 19 single QD measurements, utilizing the SPAD array (top panel) and on a similar sample with a standard HBT setup using two separate SPADs and a split optical fiber (bottom panel). Note the very good agreement of the distributions’ mean value and width. The mean value is much smaller than 0.5, indicative of single photon emitters.

(PSF) corresponds to ∼ 2.8 pitch periods in the detector plane, and over 96.5% of the collected light falls within the detector array.

As an initial test, we generate classical light, following Poissonian statistics, by exciting a drop of a dense solution of core/shell/shell CdSe/CdS/ZnS quantum dots (QDs) (see section C). In order to estimate the second order correlation function, G^{(2)}(τ), we histogram photon pairs from the entire detector array according to the time difference between the two detections. An analysis of a photon trace from the whole SPAD array produced during a ∼103 s exposure is shown in Figure 3(a). At non-zero time delays one can observe correlation peaks centered at integer multiples of the laser inter-pulse separation broadened by the QDs emission lifetime. In contrast, a narrow crosstalk peak is dominant at zero time delay. Although the probability for crosstalk is much smaller than unity, this peak overwhelms the photon correlation features since the occurrence of crosstalk is more probable than that of two separate photon detections in any specific time delay. To correct for the effect of optical crosstalk and estimate the light-only second order correlation we define the corrected second order correlation function G^{(2)}corr as follows:

G^{(2)}_{corr}(τ) ≡ G^{(2)}_{meas}(0) − ∑ i≠j n_i · p^{CT}_{i,j} τ = 0 G^{(2)}meas(τ) τ ≠ 0 , (2)

where G^{(2)}_{meas} is the as-measured correlation function, G^{(2)}corr is the corrected correlation function excluding crosstalk effects and the summation is over all detector pairs excluding the diagonal terms (i = j). The correction term for the zero delay point applies the precharacterized crosstalk probabilities p^{CT}_{i,j} discussed in section II.

The corrected second order correlation function (G^{(2)}corr), shown in Figure 3(b), presents a featureless peak at zero time delay similar in height and width to the neighboring peaks. The normalized value of the second order correlation function, g^{(2)}(0), is estimated as the ratio between the area under the zero time delay peak and the mean area under all other peaks in G^{(2)}corr (see section A). It matches the expected value of 1 for classical light, deviating by less than 0.1%. The agreement with theory indicates that with appropriate crosstalk correction the SPAD array performs well as an HBT setup in low light conditions.

To demonstrate the applicability of an on-chip SPAD array as a detector of quantum light, we measure individual QDs sparsely dispersed in a spin coated film on a glass cover slip (see section C). QDs are well-known as single-photon-at-a-time emitters; the emission of two photons within the same radiative lifetime is strongly inhibited[38]. Figure 3(c) presents a photon correlation analysis of such a measurement. As in Figure 3(a), here too, the zero delay crosstalk feature is the most prominent one. However, once the crosstalk estimate is subtracted (Figure 3(d)), we can notice that the correlation peak around zero delay is considerably lower than the non-zero delay peaks, as expected from an antibunched source of light. Figure 3(e) shows the distribution of g^{(2)}(0) for 19 single QD measurements in two measurement setups. The histogram in the top panel was measured with the SPAD array setup, while the bottom in a standard HBT experiment, employing two commercial SPAD detectors (COUNT-20B, Laser Components) and a split optical fiber as a beamsplitter. The average error in the estimate of g^{(2)}(0) for individual QDs is ≈ 0.008 and ≈ 0.004 for the SPAD array and standard HBT measurements, respectively; much smaller than the distributions’ standard deviations. We therefore interpret the antibunching distributions as a sample of the various values within the synthesis products. The agreement between the mean and standard deviation values measured with the two setups suggests that properly corrected SPAD array data does not introduce an appreciable bias to the g^{(2)}(0) measurement. The mean value is much smaller than 0.5, indicative of single photon emitters.

IV. THIRD ORDER PHOTON ANTIBUNCHING

Realizing an HBT setup with an on-chip SPAD array offers flexibility and scalability in the measurement of photon correlations. An example of this advantage is the possibility of measuring photon correlation of orders higher than two. A measurement of the third order photon correlation would typically require upgrading the experimental setup to include further optical elements, detectors and time-to-digital converting channels[49, 50]. An on-chip SPAD array used in a confocal setup offers the opportunity to split the light between multiple channels without any modifications to the experimental setup. In fact, the same data set used to produce the G^{(2)}corr(τ) curves shown in Figure 3(b) and 3(d) is used to analyze the third order correlation function, G^{(3)}_{corr}(τ_1, τ_2), shown in Figure 4(a) and 4(b) respectively. To generate these figures, we histogram photon triplets according to the difference in their arrival times, τ_1 and τ_2 being the delays between the arrival of one (randomly selected) photon of the triplet and the arrival times of the other two photons respectively.

Note that the triplets lying on the τ_1 = 0, τ_2 = 0 and τ_1 = τ_2 include two simultaneous detections whereas the origin point τ_1 = τ_2 = 0 contains three detection within t_{clk}. In order to correctly evaluate G^{(3)}corr(τ_1, τ_2) at the above mentioned time bins, it is imperative to subtract the contribution of crosstalk at these points. For brevity, we leave the full mathematical form of this correction for section D, and qualitatively describe in the following the different crosstalk terms that need to be accounted for. At the origin point, in particular, one has to consider three types of crosstalk events leading to false positive detection triplets, schematically shown in Figure 4(c). In the first type, following a coincidental pair of photo-induced avalanches, crosstalk from one of them may lead to a detection in a third detector (i). Additionally, an event in which only one of the three detections is due to a signal photon can occur in one of two ways, termed here serial (ii) and parallel (iii). In a serial event, a detected photon leads to crosstalk detection in a second detector, which in turn results in crosstalk detection at a third detector. A parallel third order crosstalk event consists of a single photo-detection leading to the emission of light detected by two neighboring pixels.

After proper subtraction of the estimate of all these contributions, we obtain the crosstalk corrected G^{(3)}corr function (Figure 4). Since a single QD preferentially emits only one photon at a time, peaks centered on the axes and the τ_1 = τ_2 diagonal are highly attenuated (by a factor of g^{(2)}(0)), as seen in Figure 4(b). The further attenuation of the zero delay peak around the origin suggests that the detection of three simultaneous photons is even less probable than that of a simultaneous photon pair. While third-order antibunching in single QDs is expected to be lower than the second-order value [31], it is possible that the appearance of a lower peak in this case is due to a contamination by background fluorescence which contributes more to the background of g^{(2)}(0) than to that of g^{(3)}(0, 0)[45]. Figure 4(d) summarizes the estimates for the normalized third order correlation, g^{(3)}(0, 0), for 19 different QDs. The distribution around zero value demonstrates that third order antibunching is evident in all our measurements.

V. QUANTUM IMAGE SCANNING MICROSCOPY

To showcase the system’s applicability to quantum optics and imaging science, we demonstrate an implementation of the recently introduced Q-ISM technique[51]. This super-resolution scheme utilizes the measurement of quantum correlations in an image scanning microscopy (ISM) architecture. In an ISM scan, the standard pinhole and detector of a confocal microscope are replaced with a detector array[41]. Merging the scanned images generated by each detector according to their spatial offsets, one can achieve the resolution enhancement of a narrow confocal pinhole while retaining the collection efficiency of a wide confocal pinhole[41, 48]. In Q-ISM, photon detections in each pair of detectors in the array are correlated during the confocal scan, to generate multiple

FIG. 4. Third order photon correlations. Crosstalk corrected third order photon correlations for: a. Classical light (large ensemble of QDs), b. single QD. Photon triplets are histogramed according to the difference in their arrival times, τ1 and τ2 being the delays between the arrival of one (randomly selected) photon of the triplet and the arrival times of the other two photons respectively. The colorbar represents number of triplets in histogram bin (t_{clk} = 10 ns binning in both axes). Negative values are a result of crosstalk over-correction due to noise. The observed grid of peaks corresponds to the 2.5 MHz frequency of the pulsed excitation. The peaks’ profile match the fluorescence lifetime of the QDs. Note the decimation of peaks along the two axis and one of the diagonals in panel b, indicating photon antibunching (low g^{(2)}(0)). Insets are the second order correlation estimations attained by full vertical binning of the G^{(3)} values. c. The three possible pathways for crosstalk to form false G^{(3)}(0, 0) triplets from incident photons (green arrows) and crosstalk events (blue arrows). d. Histogram of crosstalk corrected g^{(3)}(0, 0) values from 19 different QDs.

ΔG^{(2)} = ⟨G^{(2)}corr(∞)⟩ − G^{(2)}corr(0) images. Imaging photon pairs (or rather missing photon pairs at zero time delay) instead of single photons, results in a narrower effective PSF [51]. The ΔG^{(2)} images are merged together as in the ISM technique, to form a super resolved image. This image surpasses the resolution of standard ISM by violating the classical light assumption at the basis of Abbe’s diffraction limit[1].

Figure 5 shows images constructed from a 1 μm × 1 μm scan around an isolated QD with a 50 nm step size and a 200 ms pixel dwell time. Figure 5(a) shows the result of summing counts of all detectors in the SPAD array for every point in the scan. This is analogous to a confocal laser-scanning microscope (CLSM) with a broad pinhole. Note that due to fluctuations in the fluorescence intensity, some excess noise is obscuring the PSF (see section E). Figure 5(b) and 5(c) show the ISM and Q-ISM images respectively, attained by the method described above from the same data set. Figure 5(d) presents a comparison of cross sections for the different techniques - showing the PSF narrowing achieved by Q- ISM. The estimated resolution is enhanced by a factor of 1.4 and 1.9 for ISM and Q-ISM images respectively, in agreement with a √ 2 and 2 enhancement factor expected from theoretical considerations[51]. To estimate the resolution enhancement we compare the FWHM of the ISM and Q-ISM images shown in Figure 5(b) and 5(c) with the FWHM of the CLSM image of a 20 nm diameter fluorescent bead (see section F). Further improvement of the resolution can be achieved by deconvolving the Q-ISM image, obtaining a ∼2.6 enhanced resolution (see section F). The implementation of Q-ISM with an on-chip SPAD array yields a simple, compact and cheap setup as compared to the original fiber bundle camera, highlighting the benefits of using SPAD arrays in quantum imaging schemes.

VI. DISCUSSION

Compared with previous PNR solutions, the approach of spatial multiplexing with on-chip SPAD arrays has a few advantages and disadvantages. First, the implementation of this approach is relatively simple for the enduser as it does not require cryogenics as is the case for TES and VLPC detectors[18]. In comparison with time multiplexing approaches it is not necessary to manufacture complex and costly fiber systems, typically compatible only with single spatial mode operation[2, 21, 33]. In fact, the detector array used here can be mounted in the image plane of any confocal microscope making it an attractive solution for quantum based imaging and

FIG. 5. Narrowing the point spread function with Q-ISM. A 1 μm × 1 μm confocal scan of a single CdSe/CdS/ZnS QD. a. CLSM image - summing counts over all detectors for each scan position. b. ISM image - the intensity image generated by each detector is shifted before summation. c. Q-ISM image - ΔG^{(2)} for each detector pair is shifted and then summed. d. Cross-sections for the different analyses: CLSM (blue circles, dashed line), ISM (red triangles, dotted line) and Q-ISM (yellow diamonds, dash-dot line). The values for the CLSM cross section were radially averaged to reduce blinking artifacts. These artifacts do not affect ISM and Q-ISM images. Scale bar: 0.25 μm.

quantum spectroscopy of nano-structures.

In addition, this method is quite robust to the temporal characteristics of the signal. While time multiplexed detectors require short pulses with a low repetition rate, TES has a temporal resolution of tens of nanoseconds[34] and both VLPC and TES typically operate up to a 100 kHz repetition rate[18]; the temporal resolution of CMOS SPAD arrays is limited only by the subnanosecond temporal jitter of the SPADs[11, 12, 58]. The repetition rate, as in any multiplexing method, is limited by the detection saturation (or pile-up) effect[33, 37]; two or more photons can impinge on the same pixel (or time bin) yielding only a single ’click’, interpreted as one photon. However, this becomes observable only at ∼4 Mcps per pixel[4]. Even at the modest number of pixels presented here this allows reliable measurements at up to ∼80 Mcps, and this can be further enhanced by scalingup the number of detectors in the array. The number of pixels in this work was chosen to best fit ISM[14]. However, the compatibility of the manufacturing process of on-chip SPAD arrays with CMOS technology offers an affordable path to scale-up the number of pixels to hundreds, with small changes to the design and performance[10]. The combination of scalability with low DCR can offer a higher PNR dynamic range than any of the current methods.

Scaling-up the number of pixels beyond a few hundreds on a single-chip is also possible, but dictates a change of the readout scheme. The parallel readout implemented here requires an independent chip pad for each pixel. The typical pad size, 50-100 μm, results in a trade-off between chip size and pixel number. The two other most frequently used readout schemes are address outputting [61] and frame based readout[54], enabling up to^1_4 megapixels at ∼ 10^5 frames per second. Address outputting is usually done at the column level, each column is shared by the pixels that are identified by the row ID. The drawback of this scheme are possible collisions on the column. The frame based readout features memory elements in each pixel. These memories are read out sequentially. Usually, this memory has been a 1-bit memory and hence the time it takes to read the frame becomes the dead time of each pixel. Thus, scaling-up the number of pixels should be accompanied by application-specific requirements, ensuring that the pixel dead time is not significantly increased due to the readout scheme.

A clear disadvantage of the current CMOS SPAD array, with respect to quantum communication protocols, is that the spectral peak of detection efficiency is at 500 nm[9]; apart of some unique designs[7], such devices cannot operate at a telecom wavelength. This disadvantage stems both from the typically shallow junction (p+/n well) depths and the silicon absorption coefficients. Hybrid structures and 3D IC technology are expected to enable detection spectra shifted towards the near infrared. Similarly to other PNR detectors, suffering from inter-detector crosstalk, the subtraction or correction of the crosstalk signal introduces an additional source of noise[32]. As discussed in section II, the background term in the zero delay correlation functions is much larger than the signal term. As a result, the main source of error for the estimation of g^{(2)}(0) and g^{(3)}(0, 0) is the shot noise on the number of simultaneous photon pairs or triplets respectively (further discussion of the SNR can be found in section G).

In recent years the application of quantum technologies such as quantum sensing, quantum imaging and quantum communication has attracted significant interest. Many of the demonstrated methods in all three areas rely on sensitive multi-port detection of light for the characterization of quantum states of light. A CMOS SPAD array offers a low-noise, compact and cost effective way of performing such measurements. The demonstration of super-resolution imaging based on the concept of Q-ISM shown in this work is an example of one of several concepts that have recently emerged in the field of quantum imaging. These include the enhancement of super-resolution microscopy based on localization microscopy[27], structured illumination[16] and optical centroid measurement[52, 55], as well as surpassing the classical limits for phase[26, 42] and absorption sensitivity[8]. To our knowledge this is the first demonstration of a quantum microscopy modality applying an on-chip detector array. It is a step towards the realization of these methods in a scaled-up, widefield version with an inexpensive detector enabling their application in lifescience imaging. Apart from quantum imaging, the few pixel detector used in this work can be used for characterization of nano-scaled sources of quantum light such as quantum dots, organic molecules and solid-state defects. Also, in addition to any quantum state characterization, a SPAD array can in parallel perform the standard measurements of a time correlated single photon counting system, such as lifetime and intensity measurements.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

We have demonstrated the applicability of CMOS SPAD arrays as a scalable, easy to integrate detection array for photon correlation measurements. The implementation of this technique allowed us to measure second and third order photon correlation in the fluorescence of single quantum dots, as well as acquire super-resolved images with the Q-ISM technique. Performing such photon correlation measurements with a simple-to-use and cost-effective detector array can enable widespread use of optical quantum sensing approaches. Scaling up this approach to already existing sub-megapixel CMOS SPAD arrays can pave the way for the application of quantum microscopy in a widefield imaging scenario; thus removing one of the main obstacles in the application of quantum technologies in life-science imaging. FUNDING INFORMATION

This work was supported by the Minerva Foundation and the European Research Council (ERC) consolidator grant ColloQuantO.

DISCLOSURES

The authors have filed a patent application on the presented method.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors thank Dr. Stella Itzhakov for synthesizing the quantum dots used in this work and Dr. Samuel Burri for the FPGA Spartan 6 readout board.

[1] E. Abbe. Beiträge zur Theorie des Mikroskops und der mikroskopischen Wahrnehmung. Archiv für mikroskopische Anatomie, 9(1):413–418, 1873.

[2] D. Achilles, C. Silberhorn, C. Sliwa, K. Banaszek, and I. A. Walmsley. Fiber-assisted detection with photon number resolution. Optics Letters, 28(23):2387–2389, 2003.

[3] M. Agnew, R. Warburton, I. Gyongy, N. Dutton, R. Henderson, D. Faccio, and J. Leach. Imaging quantum correlations with a single-photon detector array. In Imaging and Applied Optics 2016, page IT4E.4, Washington, D.C., jul 2016. OSA.

[4] I. M. Antolovic, C. Bruschini, and E. Charbon. Dynamic range extension for photon counting arrays. Optics Express, 26(17):22234, 2018.

[5] I. M. Antolovic, S. Burri, C. Bruschini, R. A. Hoebe, and E. Charbon. SPAD imagers for super resolution localization microscopy enable analysis of fast fluorophore blinking. Scientific Reports, 7(March):1–11, 2017.

[6] B. F. Aull, D. R. Schuette, D. J. Young, D. M. Craig, B. J. Felton, and K. Warner. A study of crosstalk in a 256 × 256 photon counting imager based on silicon Geigermode avalanche photodiodes. IEEE Sensors Journal, 15(4):2123–2132, 2015.

[7] G. Brida, I. P. Degiovanni, F. Piacentini, V. Schettini, S. V. Polyakov, and A. Migdall. Scalable multiplexed detector system for high-rate telecom-band singlephoton detection. Review of Scientific Instruments, 80(11):116103, 2009.

[8] G. Brida, M. Genovese, and I. R. Berchera. Experimental realization of sub-shot-noise quantum imaging. Nature Photonics, 4(4):227–230, apr 2010.

[9] D. Bronzi, S. Tisa, F. Villa, F. Zappa, and A. Tosi. SPAD Figures of Merit for Photon-Counting, Photon-Timing, and Imaging Applications: A Review. IEEE Sensors Journal, 16(1):3–12, 2015.

[10] C. Bruschini, H. Homulle, I. M. Antolovic, S. Burri, and E. Charbon. Single-photon SPAD imagers in biophotonics: Review and Outlook. Light: Science & Applications, 8(1):87, dec 2019.

[11] S. Burri, C. Bruschini, and E. Charbon. LinoSPAD: A Compact Linear SPAD Camera System with 64 FPGA- Based TDC Modules for Versatile 50 ps Resolution Time- Resolved Imaging. Instruments, 1(1):6, 2017.

[12] S. Burri, H. Homulle, C. Bruschini, and E. Charbon.

LinoSPAD: a time-resolved 256×1 CMOS SPAD line sensor system featuring 64 FPGA-based TDC channels running at up to 8.5 giga-events per second. Optical Sensing and Detection IV, 9899(April 2016):98990D, 2016.

[13] B. Cabrera, R. M. Clarke, P. Colling, A. J. Miller, S. Nam, and R. W. Romani. Detection of single infrared, optical, and ultraviolet photons using superconducting transition edge sensors. Applied Physics Letters, 73(6):735–737, 1998.

[14] M. Castello, C. J. R. Sheppard, A. Diaspro, and G. Vicidomini. Image scanning microscopy with a quadrant detector. Optics Letters, 40(22):5355, nov 2015.

[15] M. Castello, G. Tortarolo, M. Buttafava, T. Deguchi, F. Villa, S. Koho, L. Pesce, M. Oneto, S. Pelicci, L. Lanzanó, P. Bianchini, C. J. R. Sheppard, A. Diaspro, A. Tosi, and G. Vicidomini. A robust and versatile platform for image scanning microscopy enabling superresolution FLIM. Nature Methods, 16(2):175–178, 2019.

[16] A. Classen, J. von Zanthier, M. O. Scully, and G. S. Agarwal. Superresolution via Structured Illumination Quantum Correlation Microscopy (SIQCM). Optica, 4(6):580, jun 2017.

[17] A. Divochiy, F. Marsili, D. Bitauld, A. Gaggero, R. Leoni, F. Mattioli, A. Korneev, V. Seleznev, N. Kaurova, O. Minaeva, G. Gol’Tsman, K. G. Lagoudakis, M. Benkhaoul, F. Lévy, and A. Fiore. Superconducting nanowire photon-number-resolving detector at telecommunication wavelengths. Nature Photonics, 2(5):302–306, 2008.

[18] M. D. Eisaman, J. Fan, A. Migdall, and S. V. Polyakov.

Invited Review Article: Single-photon sources and detectors. Review of Scientific Instruments, 82(7), 2011.

[19] P. Eraerds, M. Legré, A. Rochas, H. Zbinden, and N. Gisin. SiPM for fast Photon-Counting and Multiphoton Detection. Optics Express, 15(22):14539–14549, 2007.

[20] A. Ficorella, L. Pancheri, G. F. Betta, P. Brogi, G. Collazuol, P. S. Marrocchesi, F. Morsani, L. Ratti, and A. Savoy-Navarro. Crosstalk mapping in CMOS SPAD arrays. European Solid-State Device Research Conference, 2016-Octob:101–104, 2016.

[21] M. J. Fitch, B. C. Jacobs, T. B. Pittman, and J. D. Franson. Photon-number resolution using time-multiplexed single-photon detectors. Physical Review A - Atomic, Molecular, and Optical Physics, 68(4):6, 2003.

[22] E. J. Gansen, M. A. Rowe, M. B. Greene, D. Rosenberg, T. E. Harvey, M. Y. Su, R. H. Hadfield, S. W. Nam, and R. P. Mirin. Photon-number-discriminating detection using a quantum-dot, optically gated, field-effect transistor. Nature Photonics, 1(10):585–588, oct 2007.

[23] C. C. Gerry and P. L. Knight. Introductory quantum optics. Cambridge University, 2005.

[24] I. Gyongy, N. Calder, A. Davies, N. A. W. Dutton, R. R.

Duncan, C. Rickman, P. Dalgarno, and R. K. Henderson. A 256×256 , 100-kfps, 61% Fill-Factor SPAD Image Sensor for Time-Resolved Microscopy Applications. IEEE Transactions on Electron Devices, 65(2):547–554, feb 2018.

[25] R. H. Hadfield. Single-photon detectors for optical quantum information applications. Nature Photonics, 3(12):696–705, 2009.

[26] Y. Israel, S. Rosen, and Y. Silberberg. Supersensitive Polarization Microscopy Using NOON States of Light. Physical Review Letters, 112(10):103604, mar 2014.

[27] Y. Israel, R. Tenne, D. Oron, and Y. Silberberg. Quantum correlation enhanced super-resolution localization microscopy enabled by a fibre bundle camera. Nature Communications, 8:1–5, 2017.

[28] S. Jahromi and J. Kostamovaara. Timing and probability of crosstalk in a dense CMOS SPAD array in pulsed TOF applications. Optics Express, 26(16):20622, aug 2018.

[29] L. A. Jiang, E. A. Dauler, and J. T. Chang. Photonnumber-resolving detector with 10 bits of resolution. Physical Review A - Atomic, Molecular, and Optical Physics, 75(6):2–6, 2007.

[30] J. Kim, S. Takeuchi, Y. Yamamoto, and H. H. Hogue.

Multiphoton detection using visible light photon counter. Applied Physics Letters, 74(7):902–904, 1999.

[31] V. I. Klimov, A. A. Mikhailovsky, D. W. McBranch, C. A.

Leatherdale, and M. G. Bawendi. Quantization of Multiparticle Auger Rates in Semiconductor Quantum Dots. Science, 1011(2000):1011–1014, 2008.

[32] J. Kröger, T. Ahrens, J. Sperling, W. Vogel, H. Stolz, and B. Hage. High intensity click statistics from a 10× 10 avalanche photodiode array. Journal of Physics B: Atomic, Molecular and Optical Physics, 50(21):214003, 2017.

[33] R. Kruse, J. Tiedau, T. J. Bartley, S. Barkhofen, and C. Silberhorn. Limits of the time-multiplexed photoncounting method. Physical Review A, 95(2):1–5, 2017.

[34] A. E. Lita, A. J. Miller, and S. W. Nam. Counting nearinfrared single-photons with 95% efficiency. Optics Express, 16(5):3032–3040, 2008.

[35] W. Luo, Q. Weng, M. Long, P. Wang, F. Gong, H. Fang, M. Luo, W. Wang, Z. Wang, D. Zheng, W. Hu, X. Chen, and W. Lu. Room-Temperature Single-Photon Detector Based on Single Nanowire. Nano Letters, 18(9):5439– 5445, 2018.

[36] R. Lussana, F. Villa, A. D. Mora, D. Contini, A. Tosi, and F. Zappa. Enhanced single-photon time-of-flight 3D ranging. Optics Express, 23(19):24962–24973, 2015.

[37] F. M. Miatto, A. Safari, and R. W. Boyd. Explicit formulas for photon number discrimination with on/off detectors. Applied Optics, 57(23):6750, 2018.

[38] P. Michler, A. Kiraz, C. Becher, W. V. Schoenfeld, P. M. Petroff, L. Zhang, E. Hu, and A. Imamolu. A quantum dot single-photon turnstile device. Science, 290(5500):2282–2285, dec 2000.

[39] M. Mičuda, O. Haderka, and M. Ježek. High-efficiency photon-number-resolving multichannel detector. Physical Review A - Atomic, Molecular, and Optical Physics, 78(2):1–4, 2008.

[40] A. J. Miller, S. W. Nam, J. M. Martinis, and A. V.

Sergienko. Demonstration of a low-noise near-infrared photon counter with multiphoton discrimination. Applied Physics Letters, 83(4):791–793, 2003.

[41] C. B. Müller and J. Enderlein. Image scanning microscopy. Physical Review Letters, 104(19):1–4, 2010.

[42] T. Ono, R. Okamoto, and S. Takeuchi. An entanglement-enhanced microscope. Nature Communications, 4(1):2426, dec 2013.

[43] A. N. Otte, D. Garcia, T. Nguyen, and D. Purushotham.

Characterization of three high efficiency and blue sensitive silicon photomultipliers. Nuclear Instruments and Methods in Physics Research, Section A: Accelerators, Spectrometers, Detectors and Associated Equipment, 846:106–125, feb 2017.

[44] I. Rech, A. Ingargiola, R. Spinelli, I. Labanca, S. Marangoni, M. Ghioni, and S. Cova. Optical crosstalk in single photon avalanche diode arrays: a new complete model. Optics Express, 16(12):8381, 2008.

[45] A. Rundquist, M. Bajcsy, A. Majumdar, T. Sarmiento, K. Fischer, K. G. Lagoudakis, S. Buckley, A. Y. Piggott, and J. Vučković. Nonclassical higher-order photon correlations with a quantum dot strongly coupled to a photonic-crystal nanocavity. Physical Review A, 90(2):023846, aug 2014.

[46] O. Schwartz, J. M. Levitt, R. Tenne, S. Itzhakov, Z. Deutsch, and D. Oron. Superresolution microscopy with quantum emitters. Nano Letters, 13(12):5832–5836, 2013.

[47] O. Schwartz, R. Tenne, J. M. Levitt, Z. Deutsch, S. Itzhakov, and D. Oron. Colloidal quantum dots as saturable fluorophores. ACS Nano, 6(10):8778–8782, oct 2012.

[48] C. J. R. Sheppard. Super-resolution in confocal imaging.

Optik, 80(2):53–54, 1988.

[49] M. J. Stevens, S. Glancy, S. W. Nam, and R. P.

Mirin. Third-order antibunching from an imperfect single-photon source. Optics Express, 22(3):3244, 2014.

[50] H. Ta, A. Kiel, M. Wahl, and D. P. Herten. Experimental approach to extend the range for counting fluorescent molecules based on photon-antibunching. Physical Chemistry Chemical Physics, 12(35):10295–10300, 2010.

[51] R. Tenne, U. Rossman, B. Rephael, Y. Israel, A. Krupinski-Ptaszek, R. Lapkiewicz, Y. Silberberg, and D. Oron. Super-resolution enhancement by quantum image scanning microscopy. Nature Photonics, 2018.

[52] E. Toninelli, P.-A. Moreau, T. Gregory, A. Mihalyi, M. Edgar, N. Radwell, and M. Padgett. Resolutionenhanced quantum imaging by centroid estimation of biphotons. Optica, 6(3):347, mar 2019.

[53] M. Tsang. Quantum limits to optical point-source localization. Optica, 2(7):646, jul 2015.

[54] A. C. Ulku, C. Bruschini, I. M. Antolovic, Y. Kuo, R. Ankri, S. Weiss, X. Michalet, and E. Charbon. A 512 × 512 SPAD image sensor with integrated gating for widefield FLIM. IEEE Journal of Selected Topics in Quantum Electronics, 25(1):1–12, jan 2019.

[55] M. Unternährer, B. Bessire, L. Gasparini, M. Perenzoni, and A. Stefanov. Super-Resolution Quantum Imaging at the Heisenberg Limit. Optica, 5(9):1150, sep 2017.

[56] M. Unternährer, B. Bessire, L. Gasparini, D. Stoppa, and A. Stefanov. Coincidence detection of spatially correlated photon pairs with a monolithic time-resolving detector array. Optics Express, 24(25):28829, dec 2016.

[57] C. Veerappan and E. Charbon. A Substrate Isolated CMOS SPAD Enabling Wide Spectral Response and Low Electrical Crosstalk. IEEE Journal of Selected Topics in Quantum Electronics, 20(6):299–305, nov 2014.

[58] F. Villa, B. Markovic, S. Bellisai, D. Bronzi, A. Tosi, F. Zappa, S. Tisa, D. Durini, S. Weyers, U. Paschen, and W. Brockherde. SPAD smart pixel for time-of-flight and time-correlated single-photon counting measurements. IEEE Photonics Journal, 4(3):795–804, 2012.

[59] E. Waks, K. Inoue, W. Oliver, E. Diamanti, and Y. Yamamoto. High-efficiency photon-number detection for quantum information processing. IEEE Journal of Selected Topics in Quantum Electronics, 9(6):1502–1511, 2003.

[60] D.-R. Wu, C.-m. Tsai, Y.-h. Huang, and S.-d. Lin.

Crosstalk Between Single-Photon Avalanche Diodes in a 0.18-μm High-Voltage CMOS Process. Journal of Lightwave Technology, 36(3):833–837, feb 2018.

[61] C. Zhang, S. Lindner, I. M. Antolovic, J. Mata Pavia, M. Wolf, and E. Charbon. A 30-frames/s, 252 × 144 SPAD Flash LiDAR with 1728 Dual-Clock 48.8-ps TDCs, and Pixel-Wise Integrated Histogramming. IEEE Journal of Solid-State Circuits, 54(4):1137–1151, apr 2019.

Appendices

These appendices describe in further detail the data analysis procedures, detector crosstalk and sample characteristics. Appendices are in order of their reference in the main text: extraction of second and third order photon correlations from the raw data, crosstalk probability temporal stability, quantum dot sample preparation, explicit crosstalk correction terms, quantum dot (QD) fluorescence blinking, resolution enhancement estimate analysis for quantum image scanning microscopy (Q-ISM) and signal to noise ratio.

Appendix A: Raw data analysis

This section describes the data analysis flow, from digitally logged timestamps to temporal correlations.

The raw data (received from the FPGA) is in the form of a trace of 13 bit integer timestamps with the FPGA’s resolution (t_{clk} = 10 ns). The 13 bit size, results in a ‘wraparound’ of the timestamps every t_{wrap} = 2^{13} ·t_{clk} = 81.92 μs. For example, a detection occurring (2^{13} +1)·t_{clk} after the beginning of the measurement will be logged with the timestamp 0. Hence, the first step is to unravel the wraparounds by adding t_{wrap} between every two nonascending consecutive timestamps. (This may lead to an artifact whenever count rates for the whole array are similar or below 1/t_{clk} ≈ 12 kcps, where wraparounds are ’missed’ and detections appear to be closer together. This value is easily surpassed, even when measuring faint sources such as a single QD in it’s ‘grey’ state (section E). Future FPGA firmware will include more bits per time stamp avoiding this issue all together.)

For the second order correlation (G^{(2)}) analysis, pairs of timestamps were binned according to their relative delay. For the G^{(3)} analysis, detections from every photon triplet that arrived within the histogram delay range were randomly assigned the numbers 0, 1 & 2. The triplets were then binned according to τ_1 = t_1 − t_0 and τ_2 = t_2 − t_0. This random assignment is needed, as in contrast to standard ‘beam-splitting’ HBT setups (such as the one depicted in Figure 1(a)), the detectors here are spatially variant. The randomization averages any asymmetry induced by non-uniform illumination of the SPAD array. The results of this step are the as-measured G^{(2)}meas and G^{(3)}meas. Following this step, the effects of optical crosstalk are corrected according to the scheme detailed in section D to derive G^{(2)}_{corr} and G^{(3)}_{corr}.

To assess the degree of antibunching of the measured light we calculate the zero delay time normalized second order correlation, g^{(2)}(0). For this purpose we analyze

G^{(2)} at the resolution of the excitation pulse train:

G̃^{(2)}(T ) ≜ +^{Tpulse}_2∫

−^{Tpulse}_2 dτ · G^{(2)}_{corr}(T + τ)

| T = k · T_{pulse} , k ∈ Z (A1)

G̃^{(2)}_{DC} = N_p · DCR · T_{pulse} · N^d − 1 N_d (A2)

g^{(2)}(0) =

G̃(2)(0) − G̃^{(2)}_{DC} ⟨ G̃(2)(T ) ⟩ T ≠0 − G̃^{(2)}_{DC} , (A3)

where G̃^{(2)}(T ) is the second order correlation in pulse period resolution, T_{pulse} is the pulse repetition period (400 ns in the data shown here), Z is the set of all integers, G̃^{(2)}_{DC} is the number of detection pairs induced by dark counts within a T_{pulse} delay window; a constant background signal in G̃^{(2)}(T ). N_p is the total number of detected photons, DCR is the dark count rate summed over the entire detector array, N_d is the number of detectors in the array and ⟨⟩_{T ≠0} is an average over all non-zero T ’s (often signified as T = ∞). In practice the averaging was done over a window of |T | ≤ 400 (translating to delays up to ±160 μs). This gave an accurate estimation of G̃^{(2)}(∞), due to the averaging, while avoiding correlations at longer time scales (stemming from factors such as light source fluctuations or most of the QD blinking). Indeed, G̃^{(2)}(T ) has an almost constant value in this window (except for, in non-classical sources, T = −1, 0, 1), representing the desired statistics of a memory-less Poissonian source.

Similarly, the normalized third order correlation, g^{(3)}(0, 0) is given by

G̃^{(3)}(T_1, T_2) ≜ +^{Tpulse}_2∫∫

−^{Tpulse}_2 dτ_1 · dτ_2 · G^{(3)}_{corr}(T_1 + τ_1, T_2 + τ_2)

| T_{1,2} = k_{1,2} · T_{pulse} , k_{1,2} ∈ Z (A4)

G̃^{(3)}_{DC} (T ) = G̃^{(2)}(T ) · DCR · T_{pulse} · N^d − 2 N_d (A5)

g^{(3)}(0) =

G̃(3)(0, 0) − G̃^{(3)}_{DC} (0) ⟨ G̃(3)(T_1, T_2) ⟩ T_{1,2} ≠0 ∧ T_1 ≠T_2 − ⟨ G̃^{(3)}_{DC} (T ) ⟩ T ≠0 (A6)

where in addition, G̃^{(3)}(T_1, T_2) is the third order correlation in pulse resolution and G̃^{(3)}_{DC} (T ) is the number of false triplets induced by dark counts within a T_{pulse} delay window (which is now different for T = 0 and T ≠ 0).

FIG. 6. Crosstalk temporal stability. Standard deviation of crosstalk probability versus the averaging window used to to estimate it (Allan Deviation) over a measurement of ∼47 s (blue circles), and the expected Allan Deviation from shot noise (black line). The close agreement indicates stability of the crosstalk probability.

Appendix B: Crosstalk stability

The short-term temporal stability of crosstalk probabilities was verified by estimating p^{CT}_{i,j} with various time window durations from a ∼47 s measurement of a classical light beam (halogen lamp). Figure 6 shows the results of an Allan Deviation analysis of this measurement for two nearest neighbour detectors. A crosstalk probability estimate is calculated for each temporal window period. The probability variance over the entire trace is plotted versus the time window duration. The good agreement between the experimental results and a shot noise model for p^{CT}_{i,j} indicates a high degree of short-term temporal stability of the crosstalk process.

While short-term crosstalk probability stability is crucial to the feasibility of the technique, the simplicity of crosstalk calibration as described in the manuscript (a quick calibration that can be done repeatedly), means long-term stability is not a prerequisite. However, the crosstalk probability is stable also over longer time scales, simplifying the measurement procedure. This was assessed by comparing two crosstalk measurements, as described in section II, made at different times. The measured values were very close, with differences distributions matching the expected distribution due to the error in crosstalk probability estimation (shot noise on the number of detected photon pairs), even for measurements taken 8 months apart. Similar difference distributions were observed when comparing two consecutive measurements.

Appendix C: Sample preparation

CdSe/CdS/ZnS QDs were prepared in a colloidal synthesis. Details of the synthesis can be found in the supporting information of Ref [47]. This resulted in ∼6 nm × 6 nm × 10 nm nanoparticles with a fluorescence peak around a 617 nm wavelength. For the ’classical light’ samples, a drop of a solution of QDs dissolved in Toluene was dropped on a glass coverslip and measured before substantial drying occurred. Samples of isolated QDs used as quantum light sources were prepared by dispersing the same QDs in a 3wt% solution of poly(methylmetacrylate) (PMMA) in toluene, and spincoating the solution onto a glass coverslip.

Appendix D: Crosstalk corrections

This section describes the explicit crosstalk correction terms for G^{(2)} and G^{(3)}.

1. Second order correlation correction

As crosstalk happens only at zero t_{clk} time delay (neglecting the small ‘leakage’ to ±t_{clk}), there is no crosstalk contribution to the second order correlation at non-zero time delays, hence:

G^{(2)}_{corr}(τ) = G^{(2)}_{meas}(τ) | τ ≠ 0 , (D1)

where G^{(2)}corr is the corrected second order correlation function excluding crosstalk effects and G^{(2)}_{meas} is the asmeasured second order correlation function. For zero time delay, the crosstalk contribution from each pixel i would be: ∑ j n_i · p^{CT}_{i,j} | j ≠ i , (D2)

where n_i is the intensity measured in pixel i, p^{CT}_{i,j} is the probability of a measured crosstalk event in pixel j given a detection in pixel i and the sum is over all the pixels in the array, except for pixel i. The total crosstalk contribution is just the sum over all pixels i:

G^{(2)}_{corr}(0) = G^{(2)}_{meas}(0) − ∑ i≠j n_i · p^{CT}_{i,j} . (D3)

2. Construction and correction of Q-ISM images

Quantum image scanning microscopy (Q-ISM) images are constructed by evaluating the magnitude of the antibunching dip in G^{(2)}_{corr} for every position in the sample. To perform this evaluation, we first correct for the excess amount of simultaneous detection pairs due to optical crosstalk by subtracting a correction term for each scan step and detector pair G^{(2)}_{i,j (corr)}(x, y, 0) = G^{(2)}_{i,j (meas)}(x, y, 0) − (n_i + n_j ) · p^{CT}_{i,j} , (D4) where G^{(2)}_{i,j (meas)}(x, y, 0) is the number of simultaneous detection pairs in detectors i, j during a single scan step at position [x, y]. We then temporally integrate G^{(2)}_{i,j (corr)} to calculate the second order correlation function at the resolution of the excitation laser pulse train as done in Equation A1.

G̃^{(2)}_{i,j} (x, y, T ) ≜ +^{Tpulse}_2∫

−^{Tpulse}_2 dτ · G^{(2)}_{i,j (corr)}(x, y, T + τ)

| T = k · T_{pulse} , k ∈ Z (D5) The antibunching scan image for each detector pair can then be calculated using

ΔG^{(2)}_{i,j} (x, y) = ⟨ G̃^{(2)}_{i,j} (x, y, T ) ⟩ T ≠0 − G̃^{(2)}_{i,j} (x, y, 0) (D6)

where ⟨G̃^{(2)}_{i,j} (x, y, T )⟩_{T ≠0} is the average of G̃^{(2)}_{i,j} (x, y, T ) for non-zero pulse delays.

Finally, to construct a Q-ISM image we perform the pixel re-assignment procedure described in reference [51], i.e. shifting the images ΔG^{(2)}_{i,j} (x, y) by a pre-calibrated translation [δx_{i,j} , δy_{i,j} ] and then summing over the detector pair indices i, j (i ≠ j)

3. Third order correlation correction

When correcting the third order correlation function, the quasi-instantaneous nature of the crosstalk feature leads to:

G^{(3)}_{corr}(τ_1, τ_2) = G^{(3)}_{meas}(τ_1, τ_2) | τ_1 ≠ 0 ∧ τ_2 ≠ 0 ∧ τ_1 ≠ τ_2 , (D7)

where τ_1, τ_2 are as defined in section A, G^{(3)}_{corr} is the corrected third order correlation function excluding crosstalk effects and G^{(3)}_{meas} is the as-measured third order correlation function. The lines τ_1 = 0, τ_2 = 0 and τ_1 = τ_2 (excluding the point τ_1 = τ_2 = 0) count the number of two coincidental detections, with the third detection at some non-zero time delay from them. For points on these lines the derivation of the second order correlation correction (section D 1) holds almost as is:

G^{(3)}_{corr}(τ_1, τ_2) = G^{(3)}_{meas}(τ_1, τ_2) − ∑ i≠j≠k n_i · p^{CT}_{i,j} | τ_1 = 0 ⊕ τ_2 = 0 ⊕ τ_1 = τ_2 , (D8) where the sum now is over all pixel trios with three unique indices, k being the pixel with a detection at non-zero time delay from the others.

Next, the correction for the point τ_1 = τ_2 = 0 is estimated from the measured intensities and corrected second order correlations.

G^{(3)}_{corr}(0, 0) = G^{(3)}_{meas}(0, 0) − ∑ i≠j≠k [ G^{(2)}_{(i,j) corr}(0) · p^{CT}_{j,k} + n_i · p^{CT}_{i,j} · ( p^{CT}_{j,k} +^1_2 p^{CT}_{i,k} ) ] , (D9)

where G^{(2)}_{(i,j) corr}(0) is the corrected second order correlation at zero time delay for detectors i & j and n_i is the total number of detections in detector i. The first, second and third terms in the sum correspond to pathways (i), (ii) and (iii) in Figure4c of the main text respectively. The third term is proceeded by^1_2 , as identical elements are present twice in the summation ((i, j, k) & (i, k, j)) The correction of both the second and the third order correlation are subject to noise as discussed in section G. This may result in some negative values, especially in higher order correlations, where the signal is comparable to the noise induced by crosstalk. These typically average out when integrating over pulse duration as in section A, but might still be present in the final outcome in some fraction of the measurements (leftmost bin in the histogram in Figure 4(d)).

Appendix E: Quantum dot blinking

Fluctuations in the luminescence intensity is typical to many types of nano-sized light emitters, including colloidal quantum dots (QDs) such as those used in this work. The digital fluctuation between a dark ’off’ state and a bright ’on’ state is termed blinking. Figure 7 presents a typical time trace for the fluorescence of a single QD, as measured with the confocal setup described in the main text, employing a CMOS SPAD detector array. Here, we can also observe a short lived, intermediate intensity state commonly referenced in the literature as a ’grey’ state.

These fluctuations manifest as excess noise in the confocal laser scanning microscopy (CLSM) image of a single QD, presented in Figure 5(a) of the main text. The ISM and Q-ISM pixel re-assignment procedures substantially reduce this noise contribution. In these images the value of each pixel is the sum of contributions from different detectors in the array which sample the QD at different times. Therefore, this sum averages the fluorescence intensity of the QD on a time window of a few seconds, smoothing the noise generated by blinking.

At the low detection rates of a dark state, detections may often be separated by more than one wraparound, giving rise to the artifact discussed in section A. Consequently, periods with such low rates will appear shorter than in reality. While this may affect the appearance of the blinking curve it should not have an impact on the antibunching data, especially since both the ’grey’ and ’on’ state are well above the rate of one detection per wraparound.

FIG. 7. Single quantum dot (QD) blinking. The fluorescence intensity measured from a static single QD with constant illumination presents three distinct fluorescent states: A bright ’on’ state, a dark ’off’ state and an intermediate intensity ’grey’ state.

Appendix F: Resolution estimate analysis

The following contains a detailed description of the analysis of resolution enhancement estimate provided in the main text. We begin by estimating the resolution obtained with the confocal laser scanning microscopy technique (CLSM) in our experimental setup. For this purpose we use a sparse sample of 20 nm mean diameter fluorescent beads (F8786, Invitrogen), drop casted from solution onto a glass cover slip. By using a non-bliking fluorescent object we avoid additional image noise due to temporal fluctuations in the emitter’s QY which may contribute to widening of the analyzed point spread function (PSF). A CLSM image is obtained from the data of a 1 μm × 1 μm area scan containing an isolated single bead (50 nm step size, 200 ms pixel dwell time) by summing the number of detections over the entire array for every step in the scan (Figure 8(a)). This analysis is equivalent to a confocal scan taken with a wide pinhole and its resolution is limited to the width of the laser PSF. The image is fit with a 2D Gaussian function I(x, y) = A · e^− (x−x0)2 2·σ2x · e −^{(y−y0 )2} 2·σ2y + B , (F1)

where A, B, x_0, y_0, σ_x and σ_y are the fit parameters and I(x, y) is the scan image. The width of the 2D Gaussian can then be defined as σ = √ σ^2_x + σ^2_y . In the case of the CLSM bead image we obtain σ_{CLSM} ∼ 160 nm.

FIG. 8. Estimating the resolution enhancement in Q- ISM. Scale bars are 250 nm

While temporal fluctuations in the fluorescence can degrade the CLSM image, both the ISM and Q-ISM analyses overcome short term fluctuations; multiple detectors, sampling the emitters at different times, contribute to the same pixel in the image. As a result, we can construct images of the ISM and Q-ISM PSFs from a scan of a single isolated blinking QD. Figure 8(b) and 8(c) present the ISM and Q-ISM analysis of such a scan. By repeating the fit procedure described above we obtain σ_{ISM} ∼ 115 nm and σ_{Q-ISM} ∼ 83 nm as the width estimate for the ISM and Q-ISM PSFs respectively. In comparison to the CLSM resolution, ISM achieves a ∼ 1.4 resolution enhancement whereas Q-ISM yields a ∼ 1.9 resolution enhancement.

Finally, the resolution of Q-ISM can be further enhanced by performing image deconvolution. By implementing a Wiener filter procedure, as described in the supplementary information of Ref [51], we construct the Fourier re-weighted (FR) Q-ISM image shown in Figure 8(d) presenting further narrowing of the PSF. Following the same fit procedure the width of the Gaussian is estimated as σ_{FR Q-ISM} ∼ 62 nm, reflecting an enhancement by a factor of ∼ 2.6 compared with the CLSM PSF.

Appendix G: Signal to noise ratio

Signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) is a key issue for many super-resolution techniques and Q-ISM in particular. Since the antibunching signal is much weaker than the fluorescence signal, even when measured with shot noise limited detectors image acquisition typically requires an order of magnitude longer exposure than a confocal image of the same scene [51].

Observing the calculation of ΔG̃^{(2)}_{i,j} (0) in Equation D6, we note that since the first term is averaged over many pulse delays it carries a negligible contribution to the noise. As a result, the noise of the antibunching image can be approximated as that of the first term, G^{(2)}_{i,j} (0),

V [ G^{(2)}_{i,j (corr)}(0) ] = V [ G̃^{(2)}_{i,j (meas)}(0) ] + V [ (n_i + n_j ) · p^{CT}_{i,j} ] , (G1)

where V [..] stands for the variance of a random variable. G̃^{(2)}_{i,j (meas)} is the as-measured photon correlation function

integrated to the resolution of the laser pulse excitation train, in a similar manner to Equation D5. Assuming only a shot noise contribution, both n_i and G̃^{(2)}_{i,j (meas)}(0) variance terms can be estimated as the mean of their corresponding distribution. We note that the mean of latter is a sum of two terms:

⟨G̃^{(2)}_{i,j (meas)}(0)⟩ = n_i · n_j 2N_{pul} ·g^{(2)}(0)+(n_i + n_j )·p^{CT}_{i,j} , (G2)

where N_{pul} is the total number of pulses in an acquisition and g^{(2)}(0) is the actual value of the measured light’s second order correlation function (rather than its estimate given by Equation A3). The number of uncorrelated photon pairs was estimated here as ⟨G^{(2)}_{i,j (corr)}(∞)⟩ =^{ni·nj}_{2Npul} .

Plugging the expression from Equation G2 into Equation G1 we obtain V [ G^{(2)}_{i,j (corr)}(0) ] = n_i · n_j 2N_{pul} · g^{(2)}(0) + (n_i + n_j ) · p^{CT}_{i,j}

+ (n_i + n_j ) · [ p^{CT}_{i,j} ]_2 . (G3)

Since we assumed that p^{CT}_{i,j} is a known constant matrix, the third term in Equation G3, the error on the cross-talk correction term, has a negligible contribution and can be dismissed.

The first term in equation Equation G3 is the standard shot noise for the number of simultaneously measured photon pairs and is therefore only dependent on attributes of the emitter and the detectors’ quantum yield (QY). An additional source of noise occurs due to the presence of the cross-talk feature and is highly sensitive to specifics of the detector array. Although on average we factor out the contribution of crosstalk, it still generates additional noise in the measurement of antibunching and the images constructed from the antibunching contrast.

The rest of this section is devoted to calculating the errors in a precise estimation of the antibunching of a single photon emitter as measured with a SPAD array. In this case the correlation function at zero delay is summed over all possible detector pairs

G^{(2)}_{(corr)}(0) = 1 2 ∑ i≠j G^{(2)}_{i,j (corr)}(0) (G4)

and its variance follows V [ G^{(2)}_{(corr)}(0) ] ≈ g^{(2)}(0) ·

N^2_p 2N_{pul} + 6 ⟨p^{CT} ⟩ · N_p, (G5)

where N_p is the total number of photons, ⟨p^{CT} ⟩ is an average value of nearest-neighbor cross-talk probability and the factor of 6 is the number of nearest-neighbors per detector in a hexagonal array.

The performance of a single photon emitter is assessed according to the normalized second-order correlation function at zero delay.

g^{(2)}_{(est)}(0) =

G^{(2)}_{(corr)}(0)

G^{(2)}(∞)

(G6)

Since the value at infinite delay can be average over many delays the only error contribution stems from the nominator. Using Equation G5 we estimate the error (square root of the variance) as

δ [ g^{(2)}_{(est)}(0) ] = 1 √ G^{(2)}(∞) √ g^{(2)}(0) + 12 ⟨p^{CT} ⟩ p_{ph} , (G7)

where p_{ph} ≡^{Np}_{Npul} and G^{(2)}(∞) =^1_2 N_{pul}p^2_{ph}.

The pre-factor in Equation G7 is the standard expression of a shot noise limited measurement; the relative error reduces with square root of the number of collected photon pairs. Therefore without cross-talk the error is inversely proportional to the photon detection probability and the square root of the measurement time. The presence of detector cross-talk and introduces additional error. For a perfect single photon emitter (g^{(2)}(0) = 0) the error is a product of the standard term and the square root of the ratio between the probability of cross-talk and the probability to detect a photon in a pulse. For the system presented in this work 6 ⟨p^{CT} ⟩ ≈ 0.01.

Considering a typical measurement of a colloidal quantum dot with a 20 MHz laser repetition rate and a signal level of 10^5 counts per second, a three minute measurement is enough achieve an error below 0.01 in the estimate of g^{(2)}(0).