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Abstract By working out the Bethe sum rule, a boundary condition that takes the form of a linear
equality is derived for the fine structure observed in ionization edges present in electron energy-loss spectra.
This condition is subsequently used as a constraint in the estimation process of the elemental abundances,
demonstrating starkly improved precision and accuracy and reduced sensitivity to the number of model
parameters. Furthermore, the fine structure is reliably extracted from the spectra in an automated way,
thus providing critical information on the sample’s electronic properties that is hard or impossible to obtain
otherwise. Since this approach allows dispensing with the need for user-provided input, a potential source of
bias is prevented.
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1 Introduction

Electron energy-loss spectroscopy (EELS) is a pow-
erful technique which measures the energy-loss distri-
bution of high-energy electrons after interaction with
matter. The energy-loss reflects the inelastic scatter-
ing probability for the electron, providing informa-
tion about the elemental abundances and electronic
structure of the material of the sample. The tech-
nique is frequently utilized in combination with scan-
ning transmission electron microscopy (STEM) en-
abling elemental and electronic structure mapping on
the atomic scale.

Even though EELS has been around for multi-
ple decades, quantification of the data remains chal-
lenging and heavily dependent on user input, thus
risking (unwitting) user bias. For example, in the
standard background subtraction method presented
in [Egerton, 2011a], the user chooses a suitable pre-
edge background estimation window, and the re-
sult is quite sensitive to this choice as pointed out
by [Egerton and Malac, 2002, Liu and Brown, 1987,
Su and Zeitler, 1993], among others. Furthermore,
different choices of background functions are provided,
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thus further increasing user influence.

To relieve such issues a statistical model-
based approach was developed in the 2000s by
[Verbeeck and Van Aert, 2004]. It aims at retrieving
elemental concentrations by fitting a model to the
experimental data. This model initially consisted of
a power-law background, energy-dependent atomic
cross sections for each recorded edge, and a convo-
lution with a zero-loss peak recording to account for
multiple scattering. Hence, the model is a function
of various parameters, in particular the elemental
abundances.

An important benefit of statistical parameter
estimation theory is the availability of the so-called
Cramér-Rao bound (CRB), which defines a lower
bound on the variance of the estimated model
parameters [van den Bos and den Dekker, 2001,
Bertoni and Verbeeck, 2008] in the absence of bias.
This concept can thus be used to derive an expression
for the highest attainable precision with which, for ex-
ample, the elemental concentrations can be estimated.
The CRB can be used to either design an optimal
experimental setup—so-called statistical experimen-
tal design, see for example [den Dekker et al., 2013,
Van den Broek et al., 2019]—, verify if the estimator
attains its full potential at best precision, or as the
error estimates of the estimation procedure.
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Realistic EEL spectra feature fine structure: fine de-
tails in the spectra that are due to the atoms’ chemical
environment and are hence not accounted for by the
more smooth atomic cross section models from above.
Fitting procedures typically deal with this fact by ex-
cluding from the fit the energy-loss near-edge struc-
ture (ELNES) region, where fine structure effects are
strongest and which extends 30 to 50 eV from the edge
onset; [Rez, 2004, Egerton, 2011b]. As we will show,
this is not optimal in terms of precision of the elemen-
tal abundance estimates because it removes the region
with the strongest signal-to-background ratio, and in-
troduces a bias because the fine structure effects linger
on far beyond the typically excluded energy range.

Hence, the model was improved further by
[Verbeeck et al., 2006] by adding a multiplicative fine
structure to the atomic cross sections. This model con-
sists of a heuristic piece-wise linear function, whose co-
efficients have to be independently estimated. Under
some mild assumptions the multiplicative fine struc-
ture approximately equals the unoccupied density of
states in a crystal relative to the density of states of a
free atom. Access to the fine structure is hence impor-
tant as it provides critical information on the elements’
electronic surroundings.

[Cueva et al., 2012] replaced the single power-law
background with variable exponent with a linear com-
bination of power-laws with fixed exponents. By doing
away with the variable exponent, the only non-linear
parameter is removed from the model, and the estima-
tion process has a guaranteed minimum and becomes
faster and more robust. To ensure that the fitted back-
ground is non-negative, descending and convex over
the entire energy range, [Van den Broek et al., 2023]
formulated linear inequality constraints that were im-
posed through quadratic programming. The result is a
background model that outperforms the conventional
power-law approach.

In this work, an additive fine structure model is
added to the atomic cross sections. It has the advan-
tage of allowing the formulation of a physically mean-
ingful linear equality constraint on the fine structure
that is derived from the Bethe sum rule. By imposing
said constraint with quadratic programming, the fit is
more robust, and has improved precision. Compared
to conventional, non-model-based, estimation proce-
dures, the accuracy improves as well.

The proposed technique leads to a starkly reduced
need for user input, and hence improved objectivity of
the results. While conventional EELS methods need
an initial visual inspection of the spectra to decide on
parameters important for subsequent processing—for
instance the width of the background window or the
excluded fine structure range mentioned above—, this
novel method only needs information on which ele-
ments are present, and can set up the rest of the esti-
mation problem autonomously from the experimental
settings available in the spectra’s meta-data.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2 the
linear equality constraint on the fine structure is de-

rived; Sec. 3 presents a treatment of model-based
EELS, quadratic programming and the Cramér-Rao
lower bound for constrained estimation problems; in
Sec. 4 the performance of the constrained optimiza-
tion approach is compared to three other common ap-
proaches with the aid of simulations and experiments,
and the influence on the elemental maps of a TbScO3

sample is illustrated, as is the estimation of the fine
structure of Si versus SiO2; in Sec. 5 alternatives to
the equality constraint and the bias of the method are
discussed; finally, in Sec. 6 the conclusions are drawn.

2 Theory

In Appendix A it is shown that∫ ∞

0

Eσin(E)

log
(
1 + β2

θE(E)2

)dE = constant. (1)

This expression states that the integral of the inelastic
cross section, σin, with weights depending on energy-
loss, E, collection angle, β, and characteristic inelas-
tic scattering angle, θE , is constant and holds for any
shape of the inelastic cross section dictated by the
chemical environment of the atom. Eq. 1 hence does
not depend on the atom’s surroundings, be it vacuum
or any type of chemical bonds.

The derivation starts from the Bethe sum rule and
uses the following approximations:

1. non-relativistic Schrödinger equation;

2. the contribution from occupied states is indepen-
dent of the atomic environment;

3. the particular shell electron wavefunctions are or-
thogonal to all other electrons;

4. the collection angle is small (dipole approxima-
tion), leading to a constant generalized oscillator
strength (GOS), [Crozier and Egerton, 1989].

We include additive fine structure through some set
of basis functions, gi(E), defined on the energy range
were the fine structure occurs,

σin(E) =

m∑
i=1

bigi(E) + σA(E), (2)

with bi the fine structure coefficients that need es-
timation and σA the atomic inelastic cross section.
While the physical interpretation of the additive model
is not immediately obvious, we show in Appendix B
the mathematical equivalency with the multiplicative
form in [Verbeeck et al., 2006], which in turn has a
clear interpretation as the approximate unoccupied
density of states in a crystal relative to the density
of states of the free atom.

As Eq. 1 holds for all physical inelastic cross sec-
tions, we use it to compare σA and σin from Eq. 2,
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leading to the equality,∫ ∞

0

EσA(E)

log
(
1 + β2

θE(E)2

)dE
=

∫ ∞

0

E
(
σA(E) +

∑
bigi(E)

)
dE

log
(
1 + β2

θE(E)2

) dE. (3)

Next, the integral is broken into two parts. The first
region [0, Emax] includes most of the fine structure
while the second region [Emax, ∞) has negligible fine
structure contributions and is therefore almost iden-
tical to the atomic cross section. In practice Emax

must be chosen sufficiently large, but lie below the on-
set of the closest following edge, typically ranges of
100-500 eV yield good results.
The cross sections σA and σin have equal integral

over the second region, [Emax, ∞), hence only the con-
tribution of [0, Emax] remains and the integral simpli-
fies to ∑

i

bi

∫ Emax

0

Egi(E)

log
(
1 + β2

θE(E)2

)dE = 0. (4)

The integrals in the summands depend only on known
parameters so that they can be calculated off-line.
This means that Eq. 4 constitutes a linear equality
constraint on the fine structure coefficients, bi, that in
this work is imposed on the fitting solution through
quadratic programming.
Note that in this treatment the atomic cross section

σA contains the contribution of excitations to unoc-
cupied discrete bounded states and continuum states.
The fine structure term can be physically interpreted
as a redistribution, which is why the Bethe sum rule
bounds its integral to zero through Eq. 4.
Although the derivation so far assumed plane wave

illumination, also convergent probes can be treated;
see Appendix C.

3 Methods

3.1 Model-based Methodology

In this section a description of the entire model is pro-
vided. The intensity I is given as,

I(E) = bg(E) +

Z(E)⊗
n∑

k=0

(
m∑
i=0

bi,kgi,k(E) + akσA,k(E)

)
, (5)

with bg the background, Z the zero-loss peak, ⊗ indi-
cating a convolution, the index k runs over the edges
present in the spectrum, i enumerates the fine struc-
ture basis functions, gi,k, while the parameter ak de-
notes the elemental abundances and σA,k is the inelas-
tic atomic cross section of edge k. In the remainder
of this section, the different terms of this equation are
worked out.

The background signal bg(E) is modeled as

bg(E) =

4∑
j=1

cjE
−rj , (6)

where the exponents rj equal 1, 2.33, 3.67 and 5. Con-
ventionally, the background is modeled with a single
power-law, whose exponent needs fitting as well, mak-
ing for a non-linear estimation process. Adoption of
the current background model makes the whole model
linear, thus enabling a linear weighted least squares fit
with guaranteed minimum, and improved speed and
robustness. Lastly, in [Van den Broek et al., 2023],
it is demonstrated that this background model de-
scribes experimental backgrounds better than the con-
ventional single power-law. An example is shown in
Fig. 1(a).

The atomic cross sections, σA, are calculated with
Eq. 15 using the GOS from [Zhang et al., 2024a]. As
an example, the Si K-edge is shown in Fig. 1(b). For
most users the pre-factors to the atomic cross sections,
the parameters ak, are of most importance as these
reflect the elemental abundances.

The fine structure basis functions, g(E), are chosen
as top-hats, although other choices are valid as well,

gi,k = H(E − Ei)−H(E − (Ei +∆E)), (7)

where H is the Heavyside step function. The value for
Ei follows the recursive relation: Ei = Ei−1+∆E, and
the initial value E0 is set to the known onset energy
of the kth edge. ∆E determines the resolution and
is set to a similar value as the width of the zero-loss
peak. The number of basis functions,m, is chosen such
as to make the fine structure span an energy range
of maximum 500 eV, or to end 10 eV ahead of the
next edge. In this way ∆E and m are determined
automatically and no end-user input is needed.

A convolution of fine structure and atomic cross
section with the low-loss signal, Z(E), is required
to account for multiple scattering. The background
is not convolved to reduce artifacts related to the
Fourier transform’s periodic boundary conditions; see
[Verbeeck and Van Aert, 2004] for an in-depth discus-
sion.

The model-based approach lends itself well to an
analysis of bias and precision of the estimated param-
eters, here applied to elemental abundances in par-
ticular. The bias is defined as the deviation of the
average estimate of a parameter from its true value; it
is hence related to accuracy, as high accuracy implies
low bias. Precision is defined as the standard devia-
tion of the estimates of a parameter. A good estimate
is said to have a high precision, which corresponds to
a low standard deviation.

3.2 Quadratic programming

Quadratic programming (QP) provides the
minimizer of a multivariate quadratic func-
tion, subject to linear equality and inequal-
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Figure 1: Graphical representation of the model-based approach used in this work. (a) The background model
as described by Eq. 6 and consisting of four terms. (b) The atomic cross section of the Si K-edge. (c) The cross
section convolved with the low-loss signal. (d) The fine structure components which in this case are multiple
rectangular functions described by Eq 7 and (e) shows the convolved result. (f) An experimental Si K-edge
signal is shown in black. The resulting fit for the different components (a,c,e) is shown as well; no constraints
are imposed on the fine structure. (g) Similar to (f), but the equality constraints of Eq 4 are applied to the
fine structure. Note that for visualization purposes the experimental edge in (f,g) was broadened by 8 eV to
decrease the required number of fine structure functions.

ity constraints; see [Goldfarb and Idnani, 1983,
Nocedal and Wright, 1999].
The criterion being minimized here is,∑

i

1

Wi
(I(Ei)− Ji)

2
, (8)

with I(Ei) the model from Eq. 5 evaluated in energy
bin i, Ji the measured intensity in said bin, andWi the
weight obtained from a preliminary background fit to
the recorded spectrum. This expression, in turn, can
be reformulated as a QP, as has been described in full
detail by [Van den Broek et al., 2023] in the context
of model-based EELS. The respective equality and in-
equality constraints are described in the following two
paragraphs.
We enforce non-negativity of elemental abundances

by demanding that the parameters ak in Eq. 5 be pos-
itive or zero. Furthermore, the so-called ‘sufficient’ in-
equality constraints on the parameters cj in the back-
ground are taken from [Van den Broek et al., 2023] to
ensure a non-negative, monotonic decreasing and con-
vex background.
Adherence to the Bethe sum rule is imposed by pro-

viding to the QP the linear constraint of Eq. 4 on the
fine structure coefficients b in Eq. 5, using the Quad-
prog Python package by [McGibbon, 2021].
In Fig. 1, the fitting procedure is illustrated on

an experimental Si K-edge. The unconstrained fit in
Fig. 1(f) results in all-positive fine structure compo-
nents, while the constrained fit in Fig. 1(g), yields a

more physical result. Note the severe impact on the
estimated elemental abundances, visible as a notably
different amplitude of the atomic cross sections.

The all-positive result of the unconstrained fit il-
lustrates the problem’s initial ill-conditionedness, as
different noise realizations could just as well produce
all-negative results. The physically valid result of
the constrained fit demonstrates the relief of the ill-
conditionedness provided by the constraint.

3.3 Cramér-Rao lower bound

The Cramér-Rao lower bound (CRB) is a lower bound
on the variance of the estimated model parameters
in the absence of bias, see [Rao, 1945, Cramér, 1946,
Lehmann and Casella, 2006]. For a sufficient number
of measurements the precision of the maximum likeli-
hood estimator attains the CRB.

In this work, the CRB is used to investigate the in-
fluence of the number of parameters in the fine struc-
ture model, and to verify that the precisions on the
elemental concentrations estimated with the investi-
gated fitting methods approach their theoretical lower
bound.

In Appendix D the precision of the maximum likeli-
hood estimator with linear equality constraints is de-
rived under assumption of Poisson noise, resulting in
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the following expression for the covariance matrix,

covp =



w1∑
i

1
fi

∂fi
∂pj

∂fi
∂pk

...

wN

w1 . . . wN 0



−1∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
1···N,1···N

(9)

Here, f is the model for the measurements, the in-
dex i runs over the energy bins, and p is the vector
containing all N model parameters. The parameters
w represent the weights in the linear constraint and
equal zero whenever the associated model parameter
is not involved in the constraint.
Applied to the problem at hand, namely the model

of Eq. 5, fi equals Ii; the parameters ak and bi,k, and
cj from Eq. 6 constitute the vector p; and the non-
zero entries of w equal the value of the integral in the
summands of Eq. 4.
In the absence of constraints Eq. 9 reduces to the

conventional, constraint-free form for the CRB as
given in Eq. 44. This fact combined with the state-
ment by [Moore, 2010] that “... the asymptotic vari-
ance of the [maximum likelihood estimator] equaling
the CRB lends credence to the claim that the asymp-
totic variance of the [constrained maximum likelihood
estimator] should equal ... the CRB under equality
constraints ...”, indicates that Appendix D presents
an alternative derivation for the CRB under Poisson
noise that can handle linear equality conditions. For
these reasons, we denote the expression in Eq. 9 as a
CRB for constrained estimation problems, and refer
to it accordingly in the remainder of this paper.
Linear inequality constraints, too, play an impor-

tant role in modelling the background and the elemen-
tal abundances, and including them into the CRB in
a formal way is not obvious. We posit that when the
estimates lie far from the boundaries the inequality
constraints define in search space, so that said con-
straints are hardly ever active, their influence on the
lower bound is negligible. This is accomplished by
an appropriate setup of the model for the simulation
studies in Sec. 4.2: the background exactly matches a
single term in Eq. 6 and the elemental abundance is
set high enough for the rate of negative estimates to
be negligible.
In this work a weighted linear least squares fitting

is used which, despite being a good approximation to
the maximum likelihood estimator, is expected to yield
a precision slightly larger than dictated by the CRB.
This is indeed born out in Sec. 4.2.

4 Results

This Section features four different optimization meth-
ods that are listed here for reference.

• Constrained. The model is given by Eq. 5, with
all components described in Sec. 3.1. Further-

more, all constraints discussed in Sec. 3.2 apply:
non-negativity, descent and convexity of the back-
ground; non-negativity of the elemental abun-
dances; and the linear equality constraint on the
additive fine structure.

• Unconstrained. The model is given by Eq. 5,
and with the exception of the linear equality con-
straint on the fine structure, the same constraints
as in the method Constrained apply; this name
thus refers to the treatment of the fine structure
specifically. The fine structure energy window is
the same as that of Constrained, as is ∆E and the
number of basis functions g.

• Excluded. The model does not include fine struc-
ture, but the other components are present. The
same constraints apply, except of course that of
the fine structure. An energy range immediately
following the edge onset, the so-called fine struc-
ture window, is excluded form the fit, as this is
common practice to mitigate the unaccounted-for
effects in the ELNES region where fine structure
effects are strongest.

• Conventional. This is the usual background sub-
traction method where a single power-law back-
ground is fitted in a pre-edge window, extrapo-
lated under the edge and then subtracted. Next,
the signal is integrated over a post-edge window
and the result compared to the theoretical cross
section (which is convoluted with the low loss)
to get the elemental abundance estimate. The
pre- and post-edge window widths are difficult
to standardize, as they depend on preceding and
succeeding edge onsets. This necessitates heavy
user involvement which in turn opens the door
for user bias. In this work, we have chosen these
parameters to the best of our abilities to aim for
as-good-as-possible results.

The optimization of the methods Constrained, Uncon-
strained and Excluded is carried out with quadratic
programming.

The Conventional method is not underpinned by
the linear least squares optimization that enables the
other three methods, as such a quantitative compar-
ison to these other methods is cumbersome. Hence,
Conventional is only included as an example for the
elemental maps in Section 4.4.

4.1 Cramér-Rao Lower bound investi-
gation

We use the CRB to investigate the influence the lin-
ear equality constraints on the fine structure have on
the precision of the elemental abundance estimates of
Unconstrained, Constrained and Excluded.
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∆E [eV] # unknowns σunc [%] σcon [%]
0.5 270 16.6 2.7
1.0 137 11.7 2.7
2.0 71 8.3 2.7
4.0 37 5.9 2.6
8.0 21 4.2 2.5
16.0 12 3.0 2.3

Table 1: The relative errors, σunc and σcon, of
the abundance estimates of Unconstrained and Con-
strained, respectively, have been computed with the
CRB-formalism for various values of ∆E and associ-
ated number of unknowns. The relative error of Ex-
cluded (with a fine structure window of 50 eV) came
out as 2.9%.

Consider the toy model,

fi =


• cE−r

i , if Ei < EO

• aE−2.5
i +

∑
j

bjgj(Ei)

+ cE−r
i if Ei ≥ EO.

(10)

where the index i runs over the n energy bins, cE−r

describes a background, EO is the ionization energy
and hence denotes the onset of the associated ioniza-
tion edge, which in turn is modeled as aE−2.5, and the
last term describes the additive fine structure with bj
the coefficients and gj the basis functions from Eq. 7.
Furthermore, we have the equality constraint∑

j

wjbj = 0, (11)

acting on the fine structure, with wj the values of the
weights.
The following values were set for the model pa-

rameters: r = 3, a = 1.12 × 109, bj = 0 for all
j, c = 1.25 × 1011, EO = 500 eV, the dispersion is
0.125 eV, and the energy axis runs from 433 to 633 eV.
These choices yield an expected electron count of 1000
at the edge onset, and a signal-to-background-ratio of
0.2.
The conventional power-law background with vari-

able exponent is used to impose non-negativity, de-
scent and convexity through the model instead of
through inequality constraints, and the signal-to-
background-ratio is high enough that a negligible num-
ber of negative abundance estimates are expected. As
a result, the CRB with and without fine structure
equality constraints holds for the Constrained and Un-
constrained methods, respectively, while the CRB of
the model without fine structure and exclusion of a
post-edge window, holds for Excluded.
∆E form Eq. 7 was varied from 0.5 to 16 eV in six

steps, and the weights wj were set accordingly to the
energy value on which the respective basis function gj
is centered. For each ∆E the CRBs of the elemen-
tal abundance, a, for Unconstrained and Constrained
were calculated. The CRB for Excluded is computed
too, but is independent of ∆E, as its model does not

contain fine structure. The results are summarized in
Table 1. The fine structure windows of Unconstrained
and Constrained are set to 133 eV, and that of Ex-
cluded to 50 eV.

The relative error of Constrained is always lower
than that of Unconstrained, and depends only very
weakly on the number of unknowns: it stays virtually
constant while the unknowns vary with a factor of 24.
Excluded yields an error that, although it mostly im-
proves on Unconstrained, is always larger than that
of Constrained. The relatively large error of Excluded,
considering its low number of fitting parameters, is at-
tributed to it excluding the most intense and lowest-
noise part of the spectrum from the fitting procedure.
Furthermore, it is shown in Sec. 4.2 that in general
Excluded yields biased results.

4.2 Simulation Study

4.2.1 Influence of electron dose

To illustrate the advantage of our method in terms of
accuracy and precision we compare the Constrained,
Unconstrained and Excluded method. The fine struc-
ture windows of the three methods are set to 50 eV.
∆E is set to the width of the zero-loss peak, and 110
fine structure basis functions are used.

By using simulated data the methods’ accuracy can
be evaluated because the ground truth is known, which
is difficult if not impossible for experimental EEL spec-
tra. Furthermore, as detailed in Sec. 3.3, this gives us
the opportunity to set up the model such that the
influence of the inequality constraints is negligible, re-
sulting in meaningful CRBs.

The simulated core-loss spectrum consists of a back-
ground, a carbon K-edge atomic cross section, fine
structure and low loss spectrum. The background is
modelled as cE−3, The fine structure derived from an
experimental diamond K-edge on which Eq. 4 is en-
forced, and an inelastic mean free path of 0.3 is cho-
sen for the plasmons in the low loss spectrum. The
full width half maximum of the zero-loss peak is 2 eV.

In Fig. 2(a), the simulated spectrum is shown. For
twenty noise levels, ranging from 450 to 2.5× 108 ex-
pected electrons, two thousand Poisson noise realiza-
tions each are simulated, and subsequently processed
with the three proposed methods. The expected num-
ber of electrons was set through a scaling factor of the
linear model parameters.

As can be seen from Fig. 2(b), no bias is observed
for Constrained or Unconstrained. A bias of approx-
imately 6% is observed for Excluded. From Fig. 2(c)
Constrained has best precision. Preliminary results
showed that for Excluded, precision can be traded off
for bias through the exclusion window width, with a
precision approaching that of Constrained at the cost
of an even larger bias.

In Fig. 2(c), the precisions on the estimates from the
noisy spectra are compared to the CRBs. It is shown
that of all estimation methods, Constrained has the
lowest lower bound, and that all methods reach the
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Figure 2: (a) Simulated EEL spectrum with the background, atomic cross section and fine structure. The fine
structure is modelled in such a way that Eq. 4 holds. The 50 eV wide gray area indicates the fine structure
window for Excluded. (b) The average value of carbon content as a function of the number of electrons for the
three methods. (c) Standard deviation and CRB on the carbon quantification as a function of the number of
electrons.

Figure 3: (a) The average elemental abundance as a
function of fine structure window for Unconstrained,
Constrained and Excluded. The dotted horizontal line
indicates the expectation value. The dash-dotted ver-
tical line indicates the end of the simulated fine struc-
ture region. (b) The standard deviation of the elemen-
tal abundance as a function of fine structure window
for the three methods.

CRB, which is remarkable for the Excluded method,
as it is biased.

4.2.2 Influence of fine structure width

To illustrate the influence of the choice of fine struc-
ture energy window on the Constrained, Uncon-
strained and Excluded methods, the window is var-
ied from 50 to 280 eV with the other components of
the model kept constant. Again two thousand Poisson
noise realizations of the model with true fine structure
region of 110 eV (same as Fig. 2) are generated, and
the average and standard deviations on the estimated
elemental abundance are plotted in Fig. 3.

For Unconstrained, the precision is best for small-
est fine structure energy windows, where the bias is
largest. The bias can be reduced by extending the
fine structure window, but this comes at the cost
of a steadily degrading precision. The Constrained
method, on the other hand, shows a steady precision
that is independent of fine structure window width,
and a bias that is lower than Unconstrained ’s. For
both methods the bias vanishes once the fit encom-

passes the complete true fine structure window of
110 eV. For Excluded the bias is highest, and the pre-
cision lies between that of the other two methods.

This illustrates the importance of selecting a proper
fine structure window for Unconstrained and Excluded.
The optimal choice is not known a priori and it is up to
the user to make a judgement call in trading off bias
versus precision. No such issue is present with the
Constrained method that combines lowest bias with
best precision and an insensitivity to the width of the
fine structure window.

4.3 Experimental Data

Unconstrained, Constrained and Excluded are tested
on 5000 EEL spectra of the Si K-edge, recorded on an
amorphous Si3N4 sample. All spectra stem from the
same area, and a parallel beam was used to maximize
illuminated area while minimizing beam damage and
contamination. Hence, the spectra are as identical as
experimentally possible and differ only in their noise
realization. In Fig. 4(a), the average and a typical
single spectrum of the Si K-edge are shown.

The acceleration voltage is 300 keV, convergence
and collection semi-angle are 0 and 50 mrad, respec-
tively. The energy loss ranges from 1620 to 2475 eV,
with a dispersion of 1 eV.

The fitting model is described in Eq. 5, and has a
single atomic cross section corresponding to the Si K-
edge located at 1839 eV. For the fine structure window
of Unconstrained and Constrained ∆E equals 4 eV
with 125 basis functions, yielding a window of 500 eV,
while Excluded ’s fine structure window equals 200 eV.

In Fig 4(b,c), the performance of Unconstrained and
Constrained are illustrated on a single spectrum. The
former underestimates the atomic Si K-edge, indicated
by the blue area, and compensates with a too-intense
fine structure. The latter, however, does show a sub-
stantial atomic signal, combined with a fine structure
that follows the equality constraint in Eq. 4, as can
be gauged visually from the approximately zero fine
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Figure 4: (a) The solid and dotted line show the average of 5000 spectra and one single spectrum acquired
on the Si K-edge, respectively. (b) Visualization of a single fit with Constrained and the fitted atomic cross
section in blue. (c) Same as (b) but with Unconstrained. (d) Same as (b) but with Excluded, the green region
indicates the excluded 200 eV fine structure window. (e) The histograms of the elemental abundance estimates
of Unconstrained (blue), Constrained (red) and Excluded (green).

Figure 5: The average Si (a) and standard deviation
(b) as a function of energy width used for fitting of
the fine structure.

structure integral. The result of Excluded is illustrated
in Fig. 4(d).

A statistically significant result is produced by an-
alyzing all spectra and plotting the elemental abun-
dances in a histogram in Fig. 4(e). Unconstrained pro-
duces a sharp peak at zero, caused by QP enforcing
non-negativity. The spreads produced by Constrained
and Excluded are much smaller and the non-negativity
constraints on the abundances do not come into play.

Next, sensitivity to the width of the fine struc-
ture windows is investigated, by varying them from
60 to 540 eV in steps of 60 eV. The spectra are fitted
with the three methods and the mean and standard
deviation of the Si-abundances are shown in Fig 5.
For Unconstrained and Constrained the width, ∆E,
of the basis functions is kept constant at 4 eV.

For Unconstrained and Excluded the mean abun-
dances vary with 25% as a function of window width,
and for Constrained with 6%. The standard deviation
increases by a factor of 4 for Unconstrained and Ex-
cluded, while only a small increase of a factor of 1.2
is observed for Constrained. Moreover, also the abso-
lute precision of Constrained is better over the entire
investigated energy width.

It is thus shown that contrary to Unconstrained
and Excluded, mean and precision of Constrained are
hardly affected by the exact choice of fine structure
window. This makes it a suitable method to reduce

Figure 6: The average and single EEL spectrum of
TbScO3. The spectrum has been split in two parts for
visualization purposes.

Sc [%] O [%] Tb [%]
Constr. 26.1± 0.7 56.4± 0.7 17.6± 0.7
Unconstr. 26.6± 1.9 53.5± 2.2 19.9± 1.0

Excl. 24.7± 1.4 57.0± 1.6 18.4± 0.9
Conv. 26.3± 2.4 47.5± 4.3 26.2± 2.4

Table 2: Average of the renormalized elemental abun-
dances of the TbScO3-sample estimated with Con-
strained, Unconstrained, Excluded and Conventional.
The method Constrained attains lowest standard de-
viation across the elements.

user interaction, as the needed parameter values can
be set beforehand with hardly any negative conse-
quences on the results.

4.4 Elemental Mapping of TbScO3

The results of all four methods, Constrained, Uncon-
strained, Excluded and Conventional are compared by
producing experimental elemental maps of a TbScO3

crystal in the [001] direction. The microscope was op-
erated at 300 kV with a convergence and collection
semi-angle of respectively 25 and 30 mrad. Since the
incoming beam was convergent, the constraint on the
fine structure from Eq. 27 were used. The energy-loss
ranges from 300 to 2300 eV, with a dispersion of 1 eV.
In Fig. 6 the data is illustrated.

The lengths of the fine structure windows of Ex-
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Figure 7: The elemental maps of TbScO3 produced by the four investigated methods.

Figure 8: The ternary plots [Ikeda, 2024] of the three elements for each method. The results of Constrained
have smallest spread and smallest correlation between elemental abundances.
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cluded are set to 50 eV, corresponding to the typical
width of the ELNES region, except for the Tb M4,5-
edge, where 120 eV is used to encompass the strong
white lines.

The elemental maps of the four methods are shown
in Fig. 7. Visual evaluation indicates that Constrained
produces the best overall result, as it reveals atomic
contrast in all three elemental maps, even for oxygen.
Although Excluded attains an atomic contrast O-map
as well, its Sc-map is much noisier. And while Con-
ventional has excellent contrast for the Sc-map, its
O-map is predominantly noise, because the O K-edge
is close to the tail of the Sc L-edge (see Fig. 6(a)), thus
strongly reducing the number of data points available
for background estimation, leading to considerable ex-
trapolation noise.

To achieve a more quantitative evaluation, we take
the average of the elemental abundances within each
unit cell. These unit cells are identified by finding
the positions of the Tb atom columns via the Stat-
Stem open-source software [De Backer et al., 2016],
and using these as seeds to create Voronoi dia-
grams, [Virtanen et al., 2020], which are known to
approximate well the unit cells in the sample, see
[Rosenauer et al., 2011].

The next step is to correct the average elemental
abundances per unit cell by renormalizing the three
estimates to a unit sum. This step is needed to cor-
rect for thickness inhomogeneities. We now assume
further that the true elemental abundances are the
same for each unit cell, and hence that the precision
on the abundance estimates is given by the standard
deviation between unit cells.

In Table. 2, the averages and standard deviations
of the elemental abundances thus obtained are shown.
It is clear that of all four methods Constrained yields
the smallest standard deviation for the three elements.
Furthermore, we cannot comment on the accuracy of
the elemental abundance estimates because the dy-
namical scattering due to the sample’s zone axis ori-
entation modifies the apparent abundances. Treating
the associated channeling falls outside of the scope
of this work and we refer to [Allen et al., 2015] and
[Lobato et al., 2016] for a thorough treatment of the
subject.

Further insight is gained with the ternary plots in
Fig 8, that provide a two-dimensional representation
of the three-dimensional joint probability distribution
of the Tb, Sc and O abundances. Not only is the
distribution narrowest for Constrained, neither does it
show the strong correlation between abundances from
which the other three methods suffer.

4.5 Fine structure of Si and SiO2

In this section it is demonstrated how Constrained re-
trieves the fine structures associated with the Si K-
edge in a Si-SiO2 sample, and that the result is a
differentiator between the respective compounds and
could hence be used to generate phase maps, for exam-

ple with the aid of clustering algorithms like k-means
clustering [Lloyd, 1982]. Note that since the low-loss
spectrum is included in the model, the fine structure
estimate is corrected for thickness effects and multiple
scattering.

The acceleration voltage was 300 kV, convergence
and collection semi-angles were 20 and 40 mrad,
respectively, and the energy axis ranged from
1200 to 2400 eV with a dispersion of 0.42 eV. In
Fig. 9.a) the Si elemental map is shown and the re-
gions used for further processing are indicated. Due
to the sample’s uniform thickness, the SiO2 part has
lowest intensity. This property serves as ground-truth
knowledge to distinguish between the two components
and assures us that the stark difference in fine struc-
ture corresponds to a different electronic environment
for Si. Fig. 9.b) displays the averaged, normalized
and background-subtracted spectra, and Fig. 9.c) the
averaged additive fine structures. Finally, Fig. 9.d)
presents the fitted model which consists of the atomic
cross section and the fitted fine structure.

5 Discussion

The analysis of the simulations in Sec. 4.2 showed
that neither Constrained, Unconstrained nor Excluded
suffer from bias once the fine structure window is large
enough, and for small windows Constrained ’s bias is
clearly lowest. Unfortunately, this behavior could not
be reproduced with the experimental data in Sec. 4.3:
although the variability of the estimated average con-
centration was still lowest for Constrained, the esti-
mation did not level off for large energy windows. A
possible cause might be a residual discrepancy between
the atomic cross section model and reality. While the
used models are state-of-the-art, they do not include
excitations to the bound unoccupied states, although
formally that is a prerequisite for the validity of the
Bethe-sum-rule-based equality constraint.

6 Conclusion

In this work we showed how the Bethe sum rule leads
to a linear equality constraint on the additive fine
structure of EELS ionization edges. Imposing this con-
straint on the fine structure estimate with quadratic
programming improves the precision of the estimated
elemental abundances. Furthermore, the precision is
proven close to optimal, as it approaches the CRB.
Compared to current estimation methods, be it the
model-based approach with exclusion of the ELNES
region or the conventional background extrapolation
method, the accuracy improves as well.

Analysis beyond mere elemental abundance maps
becomes possible because in the process the fine struc-
ture is estimated automatically and the result cor-
rected for thickness and multiple scattering. Since
it reflects the crystal’s unoccupied density of states,
the fine structure provides information about the el-
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Figure 9: (a) Si elemental map, the upper area contains SiO2 and the lower area Si. (b) Normalized,
background-subtracted spectra, averaged over the respective regions of interest in (a). (c) Additive fine struc-
ture, normalized with the atomic cross section. (d) The fitted fine structure and atomic cross section, note
the resemblance with the experimentally measured edge in (c).

ements’ chemical environment. Thus, the spectrum
data is used to its full potential, as relevant informa-
tion is retrieved instead of discarded.
Lastly, the results are insensitive to the exact values

of the hyper-parameters, in particular the fine struc-
ture’s range and the number of basis functions used to
describe the fine structure. Because of this behavior
the estimation problem can be set up automatically
and no other user input than the elemental content of
the sample is needed as all other parameters, like for
instance edge onsets, acceleration voltage or disper-
sion, are either tabulated or can be found in the spec-
tra’s metadata. Hence an important source of user
bias is eliminated.

A Applying Bethe sum rule to
cross sections

In this section the constraint imposed on the fine struc-
ture in Eq. 4 is derived. This is done by starting with
the Bethe sum rule which states that when the system
receives momentum q, the transferred energy, summed
over all internal modes of excitation, is the same as the
energy transferred to Z free electrons at rest:∑

n,l

∫ ∞

0

dfn,l(E, q)

dE
dE = Z, (12)

where Z is the total number of electrons in the tar-
get atom and dfn,l/dE is the generalized oscillator
strength (GOS) of each sub-shell with principal quan-
tum number of n and angular quantum number of l,

defined as,

dfn,l(E, q)

dE
=

∆E

R

∑
f |⟨f |eiq·r|i⟩|2

(qa0)2
δ(∆E − E), (13)

where |i⟩ is the initial state, |f⟩ is the final state of tar-
get orbital electron and ∆E is the transferred energy
between |i⟩ and |f⟩. Note that Eq. 12 assumes non-
relativistic wave functions; we refer to [Cohen, 2004]
for an extension to the relativistic case.

Since only the inner-shell excitation’s are of interest
in this work, the sum rule is rewritten for a single
sub-shell as, ∫ ∞

0

dfn,l(E, q)

dE
dE = Zn,l, (14)

with Zn,l the number of electrons in the sub-shell; for
example, for K-edges Z1,0 = 2, and for L2,3-edges
Z2,1 = 6. Here, following [Inokuti, 1971], the wave
functions for the different sub-shells are approximated
as independent.

We now follow [Crozier and Egerton, 1989]. The
cross section of the sub-shell σin(E) associated with
the quantum numbers n and l is given by:

σin(E) =
4a20R

2

ET

∫ β

0

2πθ

θ2 + θE(E)2
dfn,l(E, q)

dE
dθ,

(15)
where a0 is the Bohr radius, β the collection angle,
R the Rydberg energy, T the effective incident energy
and θE the characteristic angle given by,

θE(E) =
E

2γT
. (16)
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For small collections angles, the GOS is approximated
by a constant and brought outside of the integral,
yielding:

σin(E) =
4πa20R

2

ET
log
(
1+

β2

θE(E)2

)dfn,l(E, 0)

dE
. (17)

Moving all the factors dependent on E to the left,
except for the GOS, and integrating over the energy
loss yields,∫ ∞

0

E · σin(E)

log
(
1 + β2

θE(E)2

)dE
=

4πa20R
2

T

∫ ∞

0

dfn,l(E, 0)

dE
= constant.

(18)

The left hand side is constant and holds true
for arbitrary cross sections, independent of the
system’s internal states, so also for atomic
cross sections for free atoms, σA. The latter
are theoretically calculated and known well —
see [Leapman et al., 1980, Segger et al., 2022,
Zhang et al., 2024a, Zhang et al., 2024b] — and
hence are used as a reference to arrive at the result in
Eq. 4.

B Linear and Multiplicative
Fine Structure

Here follows a rigorous derivation of the equivalence of
a multiplicative and linear fine structure model. The
cross section in the multiplicative approach is given
as,

σ(E) =
∑

ai · gi(E) · σA(E), (19)

and for the additive approach as,

σ(E) =
∑

bi · gi(E) + σA(E). (20)

The functions g are orthogonal fine structure basis set.
The first step is to equate both expressions, multiply

by gi(E) and sum over the entire energy range.

ai
∑
En

gi(En)
2σA(En)

= bi
∑
En

gi(En)
2 +

∑
En

σA(En)fi(En)
(21)

bi =
1∑

En
gi(En)2

(
ai
∑
En

gi(En)
2σA(En)

−
∑
En

σA(En)gi(En)

) (22)

By using Dirac delta functions as a basis set, gi(E) =
δ(E − Ei), the following result is obtained

bi = aiσA(Ei)− σA(Ei) = σA(Ei)(ai − 1), (23)

which provides a convenient transformation between
the multiplicative and the linear approach.

C Equality constraints for Con-
vergent Incoming Electron
Beam

The derivation in Appendix A assumes that the in-
coming electrons are described by a plane wave. How-
ever, in many experimental setups, a convergent beam
is used. In this appendix, the equality constraints for
the convergent incoming beam will be derived. In the
work by [Kohl, 1985], the effective cross section is de-
rived and following result is obtained:

σin(E) =
4a20R

2

ET

dfin(E, 0)

dE

×
∫ β+α

0

F (θ)
2πθ

θ2 + θE(E)2
dθ

(24)

This is similar to Eq. 15, but an extra factor F (θ)
is added which is a correction factor that takes the
convergence angle of the incoming beam into account
and is given by the expression:

F (θ) =



• min(1, β2/α2), for 0 ≤ θ ≤ |α− β|,
• (1/π)

[
arccos(x)+

(β2/α2) arccos(y)−
(1/2α2)

√
4α2β2 + (α2 + β2 − θ2)2

]
,

for |α− β| < θ ≤ α+ β,

(25)
where

x =
α2 + θ2 − β2

2αθ
,

y =
β2 + θ2 − α2

2βθ
.

(26)

A derivation similar to Appendix A yields∑
i

bi

∫ Emax

0

Egi(E)∫ β+α

0
F (θ) 2πθ

θ2+θE(E)2 dθ
dE = 0, (27)

where the integral in the denominator of is evaluated
numerically instead of analytically.

D Covariance matrix for max-
imum likelihood estimation
with linear equality con-
straints

Assuming the measurements, gi, for bin i are random
draws from a Poisson distribution with expectation
value fi, where f is a model depending on the N pa-
rameters in the vector p, constrained minimization of
the negative log-likelihood is written as,

argmin
p

∑
i

fi(p)− gi ln(fi(p)),

subject to
∑
j∈C

wjpj = 0,
(28)
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where C is the set of indices indicating the elements
of p that partake in the linear equality constraint, wj

for j ∈ C are the known weights, for example given by
the integral in the summands of Eq. 4 and wk = 0 for
k /∈ C. The problem is solved by finding the stationary
points of the Lagrangian,

L(p;λ) =
∑
i

fi(p)− gi ln(fi(p)) + λ
∑
j∈C

wjpj , (29)

as a function of the N parameters in p and the mul-
tiplier λ. In other words, for the estimation problem
the system of N + 1 equations,

Fℓ =
∂L
∂pℓ

= 0, for ℓ = 1, . . . , N, (30)

FN+1 =
∂L
∂λ

= 0, (31)

must be solved. A new vector q = (p, λ)T containing
all parameters including λ is defined. The explicit
expressions for the functions F are,

∂L
∂pk

=
∑
i

(
1− gi

fi

)
∂fi
∂pk

, for k /∈ C, (32)

∂L
∂pj

=
∑
i

(
1− gi

fi

)
∂fi
∂pj

+ λwj , for j ∈ C,(33)

∂L
∂λ

=
∑
j∈C

wjpj . (34)

Fortunately, an expression for the covariance matrix
can be retrieved without explicitly solving the system.
Consider that the covariance matrix of the parameters
q is given by the standard expression for the propaga-
tion of errors,

covq =
∂q

∂g
covg

∂q

∂g

T
∣∣∣∣∣
g=f

, (35)

which, following [Barlow, 1991], is evaluated in the
true values for gi, namely fi. The covariance matrix
covg is given by diag(f), and for the partial derivatives
the implicit function theorem is invoked:

∂q

∂g
=

(
∂F

∂q

)−1
∂F

∂g
. (36)

Working this out yields,

∂Fℓ

∂qk

∣∣∣∣
g=f

=
∑
i

1

fi

∂fi
∂qℓ

∂fi
∂qk

for ℓ, k = 1 . . . N,(37)

∂Fk

∂λ

∣∣∣∣
g=f

= 0 for k /∈ C or k = N + 1, (38)

∂Fj

∂λ

∣∣∣∣
g=f

= wj for j ∈ C. (39)

For the derivatives with respect to gi we have,

∂Fℓ

∂gi

∣∣∣∣
gi=fi

=
−1

fi

∂fi
∂qℓ

for ℓ = 1 . . . N, (40)

∂FN+1

∂gi

∣∣∣∣
gi=fi

= 0, (41)

which yields,(
∂F

∂g
diag(f)

∂F

∂g

T
)

j,k

=
∑
i

1

fi

∂fi
∂qj

∂fi
∂qk

(1− δj,N+1)(1− δk,N+1),

for j, k = 1 · · ·N + 1.

(42)

Finally the covariance matrix, covq, is ob-
tained and represented in a more visual form as,



w1∑
i

1
fi

∂fi
∂pj

∂fi
∂pk

...

wN

w1 . . . wN 0



−1

0∑
i

1
fi

∂fi
∂pj

∂fi
∂pk

...

0
0 . . . 0 0





w1∑
i

1
fi

∂fi
∂pj

∂fi
∂pk

...

wN

w1 . . . wN 0



−1T

, (43)

where we recall that the vector p contains the N
model parameters, and that the weights wk equal zero
for the parameters not partaking in the equality con-
straint, i.e. for k /∈ C.
The extension to more than one equality constraint

is trivial.

Eq. 43 provides the covariance matrix of q, i.e. of all
parameters including λ, although in the current con-
text the multiplier is a mere help-variable and neither
its exact value nor precision is of interest to us. Nu-

merical tests indicate that the covariance matrix of the
model parameters, p, is given by the first N rows and
N columns of the first factor in Eq. 43, thus yielding
the final result in Eq. 9.

It is interesting to note that in the absence of the
equality constraint, the last row and column of the
individual factors are not present, so that the expres-
sion reduces to the conventional, constraint-free form
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of the Cramér-Rao lower bound under Poisson noise:(∑
i

1

fi

∂fi
∂p

∂fi
∂p

)−1

. (44)

The linearity of the constraints comes into play via
Eq. 33, since derivatives of this function with respect
to the parameters in p and with respect to λ both
remove the multiplier from the problem.

Data availability

Access to the source code for Constrained and the
TbScO3 dataset is provided in [Jannis et al., 2024b]
and [Jannis et al., 2024a], respectively.
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