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We use a novel scanning electron Mach-Zehnder interferometer constructed in a conventional transmission
electron microscope to perform inelastic interferometric imaging with free electrons. An electron wave function
is prepared in two paths that pass on opposite sides of a gold nanoparticle, where plasmons are excited before
the paths are recombined to produce electron interference. We show that the measured spectra are consistent
with theoretical predictions, specifically that the interference signal formed by inelastically scattered electrons
is pi out of phase with respect to that formed by elastically scattered electrons. This technique is sensitive to
the phase of localized optical modes because the interference signal amounts to a substantial fraction of the
transmitted electrons. We thus argue that inelastic interferometric imaging with our scanning electron Mach-
Zehnder interferometer provides a new platform for controlling the transverse momentum of a free electron and
studying coherent electron-matter interactions at the nanoscale.

Introduction.— Free electrons in a transmission electron
microscope (TEM) are ideal for probing individual, nanoscale
plasmonic systems [1] due to their ability to couple with elec-
tromagnetic fields and form high resolution images. These
interactions can be measured with electron energy-loss spec-
troscopy (EELS), which is sensitive to the photonic local den-
sity of states (i.e., the field intensity of the probed optical
modes) but insensitive to the phase of the excited fields [1].
In general, polaritonic excitations (plasmons) and their radi-
ated fields are phase coherent, and passing free electrons can
scatter and preserve the plasmon’s phase information. Thus,
scattered free electrons are viable quantum probes for manip-
ulating and measuring nanoplasmonic systems [2]. Here we
explore the relationship between the phase of both free elec-
trons and the plasmons they generate.

Several experiments in TEMs have exploited this phase co-
herence associated with inelastic electron-matter interactions.
In particular, inelastic holography is an interferometric tech-
nique using an electrostatic biprism to interfere different parts
of an electron wave after interacting with the sample, specif-
ically looking at the coherent interference of the inelastically
scattered electrons. This approach has measured the coher-
ence properties of bulk and surface plasmon excitations [3, 4],
as well as the loss of coherence due to the electromagnetic
interaction with thermally populated material excitations [5].
However, inelastic holoography requires a high degree of elec-
tron spatial coherence. The partial coherence of the elec-
tron source and the production of multiple final scattering
states after electron-sample interactions complicate the analy-
sis and interpretation of measured signals [6–8]. An alterna-
tive method to holography is wavefront matching. The wave-
front of a single electron can be shaped to match the spatial
extent and phase of the plasmonic near field. Then, post-
selecting the coherently scattered wavefront in the far field
can be used to spectrally filter for specific plasmonic modes.
A successful demonstration of wavefront selection consisted
in filtering the dipolar localized plasmon resonance (LPR)
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from the quadrupolar LPR of a metallic nanorod [9]. This
method has also been proposed to measure the transfer of or-
bital angular momentum [10]. However, post-selecting wave-
fronts is very inefficient and requires precise alignments in the
mode matching and selection apertures that limit acquisition
of high-quality images in real-time. Alternatively, plasmonic
interactions can be resonantly enhanced by temporally and
spatially matching pulses of probe electrons with plasmonic
near fields excited by an external optical pump [11]. This res-
onance enhancement method has successfully excited a plas-
mon and detected the plasmonic near field using a matched
longitudinal electron wave function [12], but requires highly
specialized TEMs and ultrafast optical systems. The robust
electron Mach-Zehnder interferometer described in this letter
can improve on many of these approaches due to its ability
to scan spatially separated paths, tune the phase, and create
discrete, co-propagating outputs. The novel inelastic inter-
ferometer opens doors to a diverse range of interferometric
experiments that were not possible before.

Mach-Zehnder interferometers for electrons have existed
for quite some time [13–15] and were recently implemented in
a TEM using monolithic crystals [16, 17]. More recently, im-
provements in the fabrication of electron apertures featuring
efficient phase gratings [18] have enabled the implementation
of a flexible and tunable two-grating electron Mach-Zehnder
interferometer (2GeMZI) in a conventional TEM [19]. The
2GeMZI is constructed with an amplitude-dividing beamsplit-
ter grating [20] forming tightly focused probes to interrogate
a sample. After interaction with the sample, the probes pass
through a second grating, recombining the separate paths for
co-propagation to a detector. With flexible control over the
relative probe positions and phases, the 2GeMZI can con-
veniently match plasmon resonance modes. Co-propagation
in the interferometer output allows for complete interference,
mitigating the need for post-selection apertures, reducing the
complexity of the analysis, and dramatically increasing the in-
terference signal to order unity. Probing the scattering from a
plasmonic near field using the 2GeMZI as an inelastic inter-
ferometer combines the concepts of transverse beam-shaping
and inelastic holography, gaining all the capabilities of these
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individual techniques while mitigating their faults. All of this
can be accomplished by simply modifying two apertures in a
conventional TEM.

In this Letter, we use a two-probe 2GeMZI to image the in-
terference of coherent superpositions of electrons inelastically
scattered by the self-induced LPR excitations of an individual
spherical gold nanoparticle (NP). The interferometer output
is collected by an EELS system where the plasmon scattered
electrons can be spectrally resolved from the zero loss peak
(ZLP) (Fig. 1). The relative phase between the two-probes in
the interferometer output can be arbitrarily tuned by shifting
the incident image of the input grating (G1) with respect to
the output grating (G2), or by passing the probes through a
spatially varying electrostatic potential. We tune the interfer-
ometer phase to enhance and suppress the dipole LPR spectral
peak in the interferometer’s output, which we show is pi out
of phase with the elastically scattered signal. The constructive
and destructive interference of the inelastic signal as a func-
tion of the interferometer phase demonstrates that electrons
in a coherent superposition of paths can interact inelastically
with the sample and still retain coherence.

IZLP

Idipole

Λ

e−

x0

|ψi〉
HI

|ψ f 〉

Sample Plane

G1 Magnetic Lenses G2

Spectrometer

FIG. 1. Illustration of experiment. An electron is split by a grat-
ing (G1) with pitch Λ = 2π/|k0|, preparing it in the superposition
state |ψi〉. The separated paths are focused and steered by magnetic
lenses to interact with the dipolar plasmon of a gold nanoparticle
(interaction Hamiltonian HI) giving the final state |ψ f 〉. The paths
are then recombined using a second grating (G2 with the same pitch
Λ) that is continuously translatable by x0. The position x0 of G2
provides a way to tune the relative path phase in the interferometer
output as ∆φint = 2k0 · x0. The output of the interferometer is then
dispersed in a spectrometer to resolve the elastic ZLP (green) and a
dipole plasmon-scattered peak (orange).

Dipolar Interactions in the 2GeMZI.— The 2GeMZI sep-
arates the electron wavefuntion into two parts, as depicted
in Fig. 1. The incident electron state |ψi〉, is prepared
such that there are two-focal-spots at the sample plane that
are physically created using the first grating, G1. The fi-
nal state of the electron |ψ f 〉 is post-selected after inter-
acting with the sample by means of a second grating, G2,
and the entrance aperture of the electron energy analyzer.
Near the sample plane, we can write the real-space repre-
sentation of the incident electron wave function as ψi(r) =
〈r|ψi〉 =

[
χi(r− r1)+ eiφi χi(r− r2)

]
/
√

2, where χi is a nor-
malized function describing each of the two nonoverlapping
spots (centered at positions r1 and r2, respectively) and φi
is a relative phase shift produced by stray potentials or any

other differences between the two electron paths, such as the
alignment of grating G1 relative to the optical axis (see be-
low). Ignoring off-axis diffracted beams after grating G2, the
state |ψ f 〉 takes the same functional form as the time rever-
sal of |ψi〉 (i.e., it can be regarded as the mirror image of
|ψi〉 through the sample plane, but with the electron traveling
backwards). Consequently, we can write ψ f (r) = 〈r|ψ f 〉 =[
χ f (r− r1)+ eiφ f χ f (r− r2)

]
/
√

2. Additionally, for a lateral
displacement x0 of grating G1 (or G2) along a direction across
the grooves, we have that φi (or φ f ) is modified by a term
2k0 · x0, where |k0| = 2π/Λ is the wavenumber of the grat-
ings with pitch Λ. This terms arises directly from the phase
difference between the two first-order diffraction orders intro-
duced by a translation of the grating mask.

In the absence of a sample, the arguments above allow us
to write the measured electron intensity output of the interfer-
ometer (i.e., the ZLP) as

IZLP ∝ |〈ψ f |ψi〉|2 ∝ cos2(∆φ/2), (1)

where the total relative path phase ∆φ = ∆φint+∆φext receives
contributions from the interferometer alignment ∆φint = 2k0 ·
x0 and the noted path-related phases ∆φext = φ f −φi. In con-
trast, when a sample is inserted, the inelastic signal becomes
∝ ∑e |〈ψ f |〈e|HI |g〉|ψi〉|2, where HI is the electron-sample in-
teraction Hamiltonian, |g〉 represents the initial sample ground
state, we sum incoherently over all final excited sample states
|e〉, and each term in the sum involves a different final elec-
tron energy. However, the electron wave function can still
be approximated by ψ f (r) for each |e〉 (i.e., the energy loss
does not significantly affect electron propagation, other than
in the spectral separation performed at the analyzer [21]). For
a dipolar sample excitation of transition dipole p placed at a
position rc = (r1 + r2)/2 (the sample is centered between the
two electron spots) and oriented along the interspot direction
r2− r1, we have HI(r) ∝ p · (r− rc). So, for a small spot size
compared to rc, the inelastic signal becomes

Idipole ∝ sin2(∆φ/2). (2)

In general, for an excitation characterized by an angular mo-
mentum number m, we have HI(r) ∝ eimϕ , where ϕ is the az-
imuthal angle relative to rc. Following the same procedure
as above, the resulting inelastic signal is then ∝ cos2[(∆φ +
m∆ϕ)/2], where ∆ϕ = ϕ2−ϕ1 is the relative azimuthal angle
between the two electron positions with respect to rc. By di-
rectly applying this analysis to each multipole of a spherical
particle, we find an inelastic plasmon 2GeMZI signal

Isphere(∆φ) ∝
e2

h̄ωc

∞

∑
l=1

l

∑
m=−l

CE
lmIm{tE

l (ω)}K2
m

(
ωR
vγ

)

× cos2[(∆φ +m∆ϕ)/2]

(3)

if the two spots are each at a radial distance R from the
sphere’s center (see in SI [22]). In this expansion we only re-
tain electric modes (E) that dominate the response of the NP,
and in particular the l = 1 terms are due to the dipole excita-
tion, with |m|= 1 corresponding to the sample-plane-oriented
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dipole and m = 0 denoting the along-the-beam dipole. Fur-
thermore, we define the interference part of the inelastic sig-
nal

Iinterference = Isphere(∆φint = 0)− Isphere(∆φint = π) (4)

(see below).
Experimentally, we probe spherical NPs with a ≈ 60 nm

diameter and an 80 nm path separation in the 2GeMZI. With
these experimental parameters, the l = 1 dipole mode in Eq.
(3) is dominant and the higher order terms can be safely ne-

glected. Additionally, we have recently shown that multi-
probe imaging with the 2GeMZI induces sample charging that
can cause significant relative phase shifts between the interfer-
ometer paths [19]. This external phase shift can be effectively
modeled for the probes at transverse positions R1 and R2 pass-
ing through an electrostatic potential produced by the sample
charging as ∆φext = σ [Vz(R2)−Vz(R1)], where σ = e/h̄v is
the first-order interaction parameter of an electron with v the
electron velocity and Vz(R) =

∫
dzV (r) is the projected po-

tential [23] (see in SI [22]).

(a)

(b)

(c) (d) (g)

∆φint = π ∆φint = 0 ∆φint = π ∆φint = 0

(e) (h)
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FIG. 2. Demonstration of inelastic interferometry. (a) Dark field STEM image of a 60 nm gold nanoparticle (NP) isolated on the edge of
a carbon substrate. (b) Sketch of the two-grating electron Mach Zehnder interferometer (2GeMZI), consisting of a STEM with two gratings
used as beamsplitters. The first grating (G1) prepares electrons in a superposition of two separate paths, each of them interacting with the NP
sample, with some probability of losing energy to a plasmon resonance (orange). (c,d) The electron paths are then recombined using the second
grating (G2), which can be positioned for (c) destructive (blue borders) and (d) constructive (green borders) interference, conversely modifying
the elastic and inelastic signals. Incidentally, two NPs are observed in the image because of the two-spot beam configuration, with the central
frame selecting the interference region (i.e., each beam passing by one side of the NP). (e,f) For both alignment schemes, we integrate over
the plasmon (yellow-shaded) and ZLP (red-shaded) regions of the energy loss spectra (f) at every scan location to create the spectral images
shown in (e). The raw spectra in (f) correspond to the dotted positions in (e). (g,h) We simulate the experiment with an external potential Vz(R)
(g) and show that the calculated results (h) are qualitatively consistent with the experimental spectral images (e). (i) Interference term of the
loss probability, obtained as the difference of the plasmon-integrated spectral images from the two different interferometer alignments in (e)
and (h) [Eq. 4].

Description of the Experiment.— The 2GeMZI was con-
structed in an image corrected 80-300 keV FEI Titan TEM
by placing the input grating G1 in the condenser 2 aperture
holder above the specimen plane and the output grating G2
in the selected area aperture holder below the specimen plane,

detailed description in [19]. The TEM was operated at 80 keV
in µprobe mode, such that the STEM probe convergence angle
was tunable from 1 to 10 mrad. Both G1 and G2 consisted of
a 6×6 array of 30 µm diameter, 300 nm pitch binary diffrac-
tion gratings milled into a 30 nm thick free-standing Si3N4
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membrane. These gratings were optimized to maximize in-
tensity in the ±1 diffraction orders while yielding a minimum
in the zeroth diffraction order. Approximately 30% of the to-
tal transmitted intensity was placed in each of the ±1 orders,
and no more than 6% in any other diffraction order. The con-
denser 3 aperture [19] was used to define the beam with a
3 mrad convergence angle, selecting a single grating from the
array for G1. The Lorentz lens in the image corrector was then
used to project a focused image of G1 onto G2. In addition,
the post-G2 projection lenses were used to project a real-space
image of the interferometer output into the entrance aperture
of the EELS system. The natural energy spread of the emis-
sion source convolved with the point spread function (PSF)
of the optical system of the spectrometer gave a measure of
the full width at half maximum of the ZLP of 0.8 eV. In this
configuration, the scan and descan coils were used to raster
the probes in the specimen plane while keeping the image of
G1 on G2 and the interferometer output on the EELS entrance
aperture both stationary for up to a 200×200 nm2 scan region.
The probe widths were 5 nm with a probe separation of 80 nm
between the ±1 diffraction orders.

Although the LPR intensity for a gold NP is more limited by
spectral overlap with interband transitions than in other noble
metals such as silver [24], gold was chosen for its resistance
to form oxides, offering long stability, availability, and ease of
sample preparation. A commercial 60 nm diameter monodis-
perse gold NP solution was dropcast on a lacey carbon grid,
allowed to air dry, and then placed in the specimen plane of
the TEM. A single NP was isolated on an edge of the carbon
such that the two electron paths could pass on either side of
the NP through vacuum [Fig. 2(a,b)]. The two-probe scan re-
gions were selected such that the probes were on either side
of the NP with ∆ϕ ≈ π [Fig. 2(c,d)]. Then, spectral images
were recorded for both destructive and constructive interfer-
ometer outputs [Fig. 2(e)]. The imaging procedure was as
follows: A larger-area bright-field scan was recorded to select
a smaller region and collect a spectral image. The spectral
image scan region was scanned while the interferometer out-
put was collected by a 2 mm EELS entrance aperture with the
spectrometer magnetic prism set to have an energy dispersion
of 0.03 eV/channel on the CCD collecting the spectrum. The
non-dispersing direction on the CCD was binned to 1 pixel
and for each scan location 20 spectra were summed with each
spectrum integrated for 0.01 seconds, giving a total integra-
tion time of 0.5 seconds per scan location. Once the spectral
images were recorded, they were post-processed in two steps.
First, each spectrum was smoothed with a 4-pixel standard de-
viation Gaussian convolution to remove high frequency noise.
Second, 4 iterations of the 1D Richardson-Lucy deconvolu-
tion algorithm were run using the HyperSpy Python library on
each spectrum. A vacuum-collected spectrum that was iden-
tically smoothed was used as the deconvolution kernel to par-
tially remove the PSF of the spectrometer. This significantly
narrowed the tails of the ZLP, effectively removing the back-
ground in the 1-3 eV region where the plasmon signals of in-
terest were observed [25]. Finally, the post-processed spectra
were integrated over an energy range (-1,1) eV for the ZLP
and (1.5,4) eV for the plasmon peaks, as shown in Fig. 2(f).

Results and Discussion.— Figure 2(a) shows that the car-
bon support has a much larger surface area than the NP and
there is a small angular offset between the carbon edge and the
horizontal diffraction direction of the scanning probes. Con-
sequently, we model the contribution of the carbon edge to be
30 times stronger than that from the NP in the approximate
external potential, and further account for a 5◦ angular mis-
alignment between the probes and the carbon edge [Fig. 2(g)].
We use this simulated potential to generate spectral images via
Eq. (3) that are in excellent qualitative agreement with the ex-
perimental results [Fig. 2(h)]. By taking the difference of the
plasmon-integrated spectrum images with the destructive and
constructive interferometer alignments, we can find the spa-
tially resolved interference term in the energy-loss spectrum
[Eq. (4)] which shows the same structure as the simulated
result [Fig. 2(i)].

FIG. 3. Measured and modelled ZLP and plasmon intensities as a
function of total relative probe phase.

To show the converse interference relation between the ZLP
and plasmon signals more quantitatively, we assign a rela-
tive probe phase to each pixel with probes passing through
vacuum in Fig. 2(e) by normalizing the ZLP intensity, and
then, we find the relative phase by inversion of Eq. (1). The
normalized integrated ZLP and plasmon intensities of each
pixel are plotted as a function of the assigned relative probe
phase in Fig. 3. For clarity, we also show the mean values
binned by every π/12 relative phase interval along with the
theoretically predicted values for ∆ϕ = π . To account for our
lack of knowledge of whether or not the minimum and max-
imum ZLP intensities correspond to the exact actual ∆φ = π
and ∆φ = 0 points, we give a π/12 systematic error to the
standard deviation of the binned values added in quadrature.
Since we definitionally assigned the relative phase to the in-
tegrated intensity of the ZLP peak, we do not give an error
for this integrated intensity. The error given for the mean in-
tegrated plasmon intensities is the standard deviation for each
binned region and the phase error is assumed to be the same
as the mean ZLP data. Deviation of the measured ZLP inten-
sity from the theoretical prediction is well understood by the
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small, but nonzero contributions of the higher-order probes
from G1 causing a loss of fringe visibility. This does not have
a substantial effect on the visibility of the plasmon interfer-
ence because the higher-order probes are further away from
the NP than the main ±1 probes and the plasmon loss proba-
bility is exponentially suppressed for large impact parameters
[i.e., Km(x) ∼ e−x

√
π/2x for large x]. We made additional

measurements on a separate gold NP that has an angular mis-
alignment in the opposite direction. This dataset shows the
spatial interference due to a skewed potential that is consis-
tent with the opposing angular alignment and converse dipole
interference relation (see in SI [22]).

Similar conditional interference relations exist between the
ZLP and the higher-order modes in the multipole expansion,
dependent on the geometry and symmetry of the mode’s spa-
tial distribution and probe positions, but the multipole plas-
mon peaks for a spherical gold NP of this size are not spec-
trally resolvable. In particular, the peak widths are much
larger than the peak spacings in the loss spectrum. However,
multiple plasmon mode peaks can be resolved with strongly
anisotropic NPs [26], chains of spherical NPs [27], or by us-
ing less lossy materials [28]. These relations could be ex-
plored with this apparatus, but may require constructing an-
other 2GeMZI in a monochromated TEM with an energy res-
olution below 100 meV. Incorporation of a cathodolumines-
cence collection system with a 2GeMZI could provide infor-
mation about the correlation between the phase-coherent su-
perpositions of scattered electrons to the radiated light from
the dipole plasmon [29, 30]. Alternatively, this 2GeMZI could
serve as an indirect way to measure the transfer of orbital an-
gular momentum [31–33]. Finally, we note that inelastic free
electron interference in the 2GeMZI is not exclusive to plas-
mon scattering and can be used to probe other types of po-

laritons, as well as different condensed-matter quasiparticle
excitations [12].

Conclusion.— We have demonstrated phase-sensitive inter-
ference between coherent superpositions of inelastically scat-
tered free electrons within a two-probe 2GeMZI from plas-
monic excitations of a single gold NP. The excitation of a plas-
mon introduces a relative π phase difference between the two
interferometer paths of the inelastically scattered electrons,
which is well-described by a dipolar interaction. Elastically
scattered electrons do not receive this phase shift. Thus the
interferometer output of the plasmon loss channel is the com-
plement of the ZLP channel. Isolating this interferometer out-
put provides a robust way to detect dipole-excitations, even
theoretically at energies lower than the energy resolution of
the microscope.

Beyond applications in probing nanoplasmonic systems,
the high throughput, flexibility, scanning capabilities, and ease
of operation in a conventional scanning TEM of this technique
provides an exciting platform for probing quantum mechan-
ics at the nanoscale, and additionally allows us to gain con-
trol over the transverse momentum of the free electron wave
function. Further development of the techniques presented in
this Letter could lead to tests of quantum complementarity for
free electrons [34], explorations of decoherence theory [35],
as well as the manipulation of free electrons with unprece-
dented versatility [2].
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S1. RELATIVISTIC ENERGY-LOSS PROBABILITY FROM A SINGLE FREE-ELECTRON PROBE

R0

a

r0(t)
R̂

ẑ

ϕ̂

FIG. S1. Geometry for a STEM probe with path described by r0(t) at an impact parameter R0 relative to a spherical metallic NP with
radius a in a cylindrical coordinate system.

We consider a free-electron (FE) scanning transmission electron microscopy (STEM) probe passing near a spherical
nanoparticle (NP) with radius a at an impact parameter R0, as illustrated in Fig. S1. The probability of the FE losing an
amount of energy h̄ω by exciting a localized plasmon resonance while travelling at a velocity v along a straight vertical
trajectory r0(t) = (R0 cos(ϕ0),R0 sin(ϕ0),z0− vt) can be written as

Γ(ω,r0,r1) =
e

π h̄ω

ˆ

dt Re
{

e−iωtv ·Eind
r1
(r0(t),ω)

}
, (S1)

where the electric field is induced by the dielectric response of the NP due to the external electric field of a FE following
a the path r1(t). Here, we have introduced different paths r1(t) and r0(t) for the exciting and the excited parts of the
electron, respectively, which will be needed to describe the two-spot configuration in the 2GeMZI. For a conventional
single-focus configuration, we need to take r1(t) = r0(t). A fully relativistic analytical solution to Eq. (S1) can be found
by expanding the induced electric field in terms of multipoles characterized by total and azimuthal angular momentum
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numbers l and m, respectively. More precisely,

Γ(ω,r0,r1) =
e2

h̄ωc

∞

∑
l=1

l

∑
m=−l

Km
(
qγ R0

)
Km
(
qγ R1

)
Im
{[

CM
lmtM

l (ω)+CE
lmtE

l (ω)
]

× e−im(ϕ0−ϕ1)−iω(z0−z1)/v
}
,

(S2)

where Km are modified Bessel functions of the second kind, qγ = ω/vγ with γ = 1/
√

1− v2/c2 the Lorentz factor and c
the speed of light in vacuum, CM

lm and CE
lm are magnetic and electric coupling coefficients that depend on v but not on ω ,

and tM
l and tE

l are the scattering matrix elements obtained from Mie scattering theory and explicitly given by

tM
l (ω) =

− jl(ρ0)ρ1 j′l(ρ1)+ρ0 j′l(ρ0) jl(ρ1)

h(+)
l (ρ0)ρ1 j′l(ρ1)−ρ0[h

(+)
l (ρ0)]′ jl(ρ1)

,

tE
l (ω) =

− jl(ρ0)[ρ1 jl(ρ1)]
′+ ε[ρ0 jl(ρ0)]

′ jl(ρ1)

h(+)
l (ρ0)[ρ1 jl(ρ1)]′− ε[ρ0h(+)

l (ρ0)]′ jl(ρ1)
,

(S3)

where ρ0 = ωa/c, ρ1 = ωa
√

ε/c, ε is the dielectric function of the NP (taken from numerically tabulated measurements
for gold [1] in our calculations), jl and h(+)

l are spherical Bessel and Hankel functions, respectively, and the primes denote
differentiation with respect to the argument. A full derivation of these expressions including closed forms for the coupling
coefficients CM

lm and CE
lm can be found in Ref. [2]. In particular, for the dominant electric dipole terms in our formalism,

we have CE
10 = (6/π)(c/vγ)4 and CE

1,±1 = (3/π)(c4/v4γ2). For a gold NP with 30 nm radius and electrons of 80 keV
energy, CE

lmIm{tE
l }�CM

lmIm{tM
l } in the 1-6 eV spectral region, so we can safely neglect the magnetic contribution in the

following analysis. In particular, the loss probability for the single-probe configuration reduces to

Γ{1p}(ω,R0) =
e2

h̄ωc

∞

∑
l=1

l

∑
m=−l

Km
(
qγ R0

)2 CE
lmIm{tE

l (ω)}=
∞

∑
l=1

Γ{1p}
l (ω,R0), (S4)

where the {1p} subscript stands for one probe, and the l = 1,2, . . . terms correspond to the dipolar, quadrupolar, . . .
contributions to the loss probability. The different multipole components of the energy loss probability for this gold NP
are plotted in Fig. S2, showing that the LPR multipole peaks around 2.4 eV are not spectrally resolvable, and the dipole
mode (l = 1) produces the largest contribution to the spectrum.

FIG. S2. Calculated single-probe energy-loss probability for a gold NP of a = 30 nm radius excited from a STEM probe at an impact
parameter R0 = 1.2a.

In the two-focus configuration, we have r0(t) 6= r1(t), but we take z0 = z1, so Eq. (S2) reduces to

Γ(ω,r0,r1) =
e2

h̄ωc

∞

∑
l=1

l

∑
m=−l

Km
(
qγ R0

)
Km
(
qγ R1

)
CE

lmIm{tE
l (ω)eim(ϕ0−ϕ1))}

≡ Im{A(ω,R0,R1)}.
(S5)



3

A complex loss function A is implicitly defined in this expression, admitting the general form

A(ω,R0,R1) =−
4e2

h̄

ˆ

dz
ˆ

dz′eiω(z−z′)/v Gzz(ω,R0,z,R1,z′) (S6)

in terms of the component Gzz = z ·G · z of the electromagnetic Green tensor [3].

Γ(ω)

d Γ(ω)
dp⊥

d Γout(ω)
dp⊥

Γout(ω)|0

m = · · · , −2,−1, 0, 1, 2, · · ·

EELS

EELS

(a) (b)

FIG. S3. (a) Geometry of two STEM probes, with wave function ψ(r) = (ψ−1(R) + ψ+1(R))eikzz, incident on a metallic NP
in the 2GeMZI. (b) Diagram of inelastically scattered electrons propagating through the 2GeMZI. Energy-loss probability at the
specimen, Γ(ω), transverse momentum-resolved loss probability immediately before and after the interferometer output grating, dΓ(ω)

dp f⊥

and dΓout(ω)
dp f⊥

respectively, and the loss probability in the m = 0 output order of the interferometer, Γout(ω)|0.

S2. MULTIPLE FREE-ELECTRON PROBES IN A 2GEMZI

The input grating of a 2GeMZI creates a superposition of vertical electron probes spatially separated in the transverse
plane, each with a well-defined relative phase. The electron wave function thus admits a separation into an overall factor
standing for a plane wave along the longitudinal direction z times a superposition of foci along the transverse coordinates
R = (x,y). More explicitly, ψ(r) = eikzz ∑ j c jψ j(R), where each transverse probe wave function can be approximated as

a sharply peaked, normalized, and nonoverlapping Gaussian amplitude function ψ j(R)≈
√

2/π∆2 e−|R−R j |2/∆2
weighted

in ψ(r) by coefficients c j = |c j|eiφ j that are proportional to the Fourier coefficients attributed to the periodic shape of the
2GeMZI input grating (see below). These coefficients satisfy the normalization condition ∑ j |c j|2 = 1 if |R j−R j′ | � ∆
for every j 6= j′.

It is illustrative to consider first the EELS probability for a multi-focus configuration in which no grating is placed after
the specimen. If the inelastic signal is resolved in Fourier space (i.e., as a function of the electron wave vector p f⊥ after
interaction), following a well-established quantum-mechanical formalism [3], we find

dΓ(ω)

dp f⊥
= − e2

π2h̄
Im
{
ˆ

d3r
ˆ

d3r′ψ∗⊥(R)ψ⊥(R′)eip f⊥·(R−R′)e−iω(z−z′)/v Gzz(ω,R,z,R′,z′)
}
, (S7)

where ψ⊥(R) = ∑ j c jψ j(R) is the transverse wave function of the incident electron, whereas the transmitted electron
wave function is selected as a transverse plane wave eip f⊥·R of definite lateral momentum h̄p f⊥. The resulting momentum-
resolved EELS probability reduces to

dΓ(ω)

dp f⊥
= − 2e2

π3h̄∆2 ∑
j, j′

Im
{

c∗jc j′

ˆ

d2Re−|R−R j |2/∆2
eip f⊥·R

ˆ

d2R′ e−|R
′−R j′ |2/∆2

e−ip f⊥·R′

×
ˆ

dz
ˆ

dz′ e−iω(z−z′)/v Gzz(ω,R,z,R′,z′)
}
.

(S8)
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This expression carries interference information from the different electron foci, which allows us to investigate the non-
local optical response of the specimen, imprinted on the Green tensor for different locations R 6= R′. However, gaining
access to such information requires measuring a narrow range of transverse momenta, as demonstrated in a recent exper-
iment [4] that relied on post-selection over a small angular range of transmitted electrons. Indeed, when integrating Eq.
(S8) over p f⊥, the interference is quickly washed out, with the factor eip f⊥·(R−R′) yielding a delta function δ (R−R′),
so that only information for R = R′ is retained and the result reduces to an incoherent sum of the EELS probability for
the single-probe configuration, weighted by the electron probability distribution in the final transverse impact-parameter
plane (i.e., a sum of the probability for independent probes). We remark that momentum-resolved interferometry based
on Eq. (S8) requires a drastic reduction of the electron signal by many orders of magnitude.

In contrast, in the 2GeMZI, the second grating guarantees a post-selection of the measured electron that offers maxi-
mum overlap with the incident electron. As we argue in the main text, the final (measured) electron state adopts the same
form as the incident electron, so the interference signal has a magnitude similar to a regular single-probe EELS signal,
only limited by the ability of the two gratings to transmit electrons along the first-order diffraction beams. The EELS
probability is then given by an expression analogous to Eq. (S7), but with the transverse wave function eip f⊥·R substituted
by the final multi-focus wave function ψ̃⊥(R) = ∑ j c̃ jψ j(R), with coefficients c̃ j determined by the second grating. More
precisely,

Γ(ω) = − e2

π2h̄
Im
{
ˆ

d3r
ˆ

d3r′ψ∗⊥(R)ψ⊥(R′)ψ̃⊥(R)ψ̃∗⊥(R
′)e−iω(z−z′)/v Gzz(ω,R,z,R′,z′)

}
, (S9)

which, for nonoverlapping focal spots, readily becomes

Γ(ω)≈∑
j, j′

Im
{

c∗jc j′ c̃ j c̃∗j′ A(ω,R j,R j′)
}
, (S10)

where A is the complex loss function defined in Eq. (S6).
Regarding the wave function coefficients c j, in the weak-phase approximation, upon transmission through the first

grating, the passing electron wave function ψ is multiplied by a transmission phase-factor function eiηt(R), where η
denotes the phase shift and amplitude loss per unit thickness of the grating material, and t(R) is the periodic thickness
profile of the grating, which is a function of the transverse (along the grating plane) coordinates R. Since t(R) is periodic,
the whole transmission function can be written as the Fourier series eiηt(R) = ∑ j c je−iR·p⊥, j , where the sum runs over the
reciprocal lattice vectors of the grating, p⊥, j, each of them corresponding to a different focal spot of lateral position R j at
the sample plane after focusing by the upper lens in the sketch of Fig. 2(b) in the main text. The coefficients c̃ j produced
by the second grating can be obtained by following a similar decomposition. In our setup, both gratings are designed
with identical parameters, including the same pitch, so their associated coefficients are identical (up to fabrication and
positioning imperfections), except for a lateral variable displacement x0 that we actively introduce in the second grating
relative the first one, which yields c̃ j = c jeix0·p⊥, j . This leads to the combined product c∗jc j′ c̃ j c̃∗j′ = |c∗jc j′ c̃ j c̃∗j′ |e

i∆φ j, j′ ,
where ∆φ j, j′ = x0 · (p⊥, j−p⊥, j′). (Incidentally, this intrinsic phase difference must be supplemented by the contribution
of static potentials, see below.) Inserting this result in Eq. (S10), we find that the two-probe loss probability in the
2GeMZI then reduces to

Γout(ω)
∣∣
0 ∝ = ∑

j
|c j c̃ j|2Γ{1p}(ω,R j)+∑

j, j′
|c jc j′ c̃ j c̃ j′ |Γint(ω,R j,R j′ ,∆φ j, j′), (S11)

where Γ{1p}(ω,R)= Im{A(ω,R,R)} is the single-probe EELS probability and Γint(ω,R,R′,∆φ)= Im
{

ei∆φ A(ω,R,R′)
}

is the contribution of interference between two different probes passing by R and R′ with a relative grating-controlled
relative phase ∆φ . For the sphere, combining this result with Eq. (S5), we find the explicit expression

Γint(ω,R j,R j′ ,∆φ j, j′) =
e2

h̄ωc

∞

∑
l=1

l

∑
m=−l

Km
(
qγ R j

)
Km
(
qγ R j′

)
CE

lmIm{tE
l (ω)} cos

(
∆φ j, j′ +m∆ϕ j, j′

)

=
∞

∑
l=1

Γl,int(ω,R j,R j′ ,∆φ j, j′),

(S12)

where the last line implicitly defines a decomposition in multipolar contributions.
If the input and output gratings of the 2GeMZI are optimized to create only two probes (see Fig. S3), we have the

condition c|m|6=1 ≈ c̃|m|6=1 ≈ 0, which leads to

Γout(ω)
∣∣
0 ∝ Γ{1p}(ω,R−1)+Γ{1p}(ω,R+1)+2Γint(ω,R−1,R+1,∆φ), (S13)

where the subscripts ± refer to j =±1 and ∆φ ≡ ∆φ−1,1.
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S3. SPATIAL INELASTIC INTERFERENCE IN THE 2GEMZI BY MULTIPOLE COMPONENTS

The relative phase difference between the two 2GeMZI probes receives contributions from both the interferometer
alignment (the ∆φint ≡ ∆φ−1,1 = x0 · (p⊥,−1−p⊥,1) terms discussed above) and the external static potential traversed by
the electron ∆φext, (see below):

∆φ = ∆φint +∆φext. (S14)

Taking two interferometric images by scanning the probes over the NP with two interferometer alignments corresponding
to ∆φint = 0 and ∆φint = π , we find

Γout(ω,∆φint = 0)
∣∣
0 = Γ{1p}(ω,R−1)+Γ{1p}(ω,R+1)+2Γint(ω,R−1,R+1,∆φext),

Γout(ω,∆φint = π)
∣∣
0 = Γ{1p}(ω,R−1)+Γ{1p}(ω,R+1)−2Γint(ω,R−1,R+1,∆φext),

(S15)

so the the interference component can be expressed as

Γint(ω,R−1,R+1,∆φext) =
1
4
[
Γout(ω,∆φint = 0)

∣∣
0−Γout(ω,∆φint = π)

∣∣
0

]
. (S16)

Given that the electron probes are composed of charged particles and can induce and deposit charge on the NP throughout
a scan and that a modest amount of charge on the surface of the NP can cause a static potential resulting in a spatially
dependent external phase shift between the probes, ∆φext, we simulate interferometric images of the gold NP with a
potential Vz = vNP/R+ vedge/(y− y0) to approximate the projected potential phase shift applied to each probe for the
l = 1−4 multipole modes, originating in the surface charge on the NP and amorphous carbon support. These simulations
include interferometer phase shifts ∆φint = 0 and ∆φint = π allowing us to also show Γl,int(ω,R−1,R+1,∆φext) with a
potential assumed to have vedge/vNP = 30 (see Fig. S4). As expected, the l = 1 dipole mode dominates, but there can be
considerable contributions from higher-order modes, especially near the edge of the NP.

When the probe separation direction is parallel to the carbon support, the 1/y part of the projected potential exactly
cancels in the phase difference due to the mirror symmetry. Introducing an angular misalignment between the probe
separation direction and the carbon support tilts and skews the interference fringes in a manner that is qualitatively
consistent with the experiments. Figure S5 shows this effect for a 5◦ angular misalignment.

Figures S4 and S5 confirm two key assumptions about the two-probe inelastic interference from a LPR in a single
gold NP in the 2GeMZI when the probes are scanned on opposing sides of the NP in an aloof configuration. First, we
observe that the dipolar optical response of the NP is dominant, so that the dipolar component of the inelastic signal
is both qualitatively and quantitatively equivalent to the total signal. Second, an arbitrary external potential distorts the
spatial interference fringes, but such fringes are still 2π periodic in the relative probe phase and conversely related to the
elastic interference out of the interferometer over the scan region.
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(a) (i) (ii) (iii)

(b) (i) (ii) (iii)

(c) (i) (ii) (iii)

(d) (i) (ii) (iii)

(e) (i) (ii) (iii)

FIG. S4. Simulated interferometric images of a single a = 30 nm gold NP over a 120×120 nm2 scan region with a probe separation
of 80 nm. Spectra are integrated over the energy range 1-3 eV. Panels in rows (a-e) correspond to partial contributions of specific
orbital angular momentum transfers: (a) l = 1, (b) l = 2, (c) l = 3, (d) l = 4, and (e) sum over l = 1−4. Panels in different columns
correspond to (i) Γl(ω) spectral images for ∆φint = 0, (ii) Γl(ω) spectral images for ∆φint = π , and (iii) Γl,int(ω) spectral images. All
colorbar scales are normalized to the maximum intensity of (e)(i). The direction between the two-probe separation vector is parallel to
the carbon support.
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(a) (i) (ii) (iii)

(b) (i) (ii) (iii)

(c) (i) (ii) (iii)

(d) (i) (ii) (iii)

(e) (i) (ii) (iii)

FIG. S5. Same as Fig. S4, but with the direction between the two-probe separation vector tilted 5◦ relative to the carbon support.
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S4. INELASTIC INTERFEROMETRY ON A SECOND GOLD NANOPARTICLE

Additional experimental data on a second gold NP of 35 nm radius is offered in Fig. S6 here for a 80 nm probe separa-
tion. The angular misalignment between the probe diffraction direction and the carbon support is larger and in an opposite
direction compared to the dataset presented in the main text. This causes the tilt and skew in the projected potential phase
difference to also be in the opposite direction, consistent with charging from the carbon support. This data also displays
the converse interference relation between the ZLP and plasmon signals and is qualitatively consistent with the assumed
form of the external potential and how the orientation of the scanned probes distorts the spatial interference fringes.

(a) (b)

(c)

(d)

(e) (f)

(g)

(h)

Experiment
∆φint = π ∆φint = 0

Theory
∆φint = π ∆φint = 0
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FIG. S6. (a,b) 2GeMZI bright field images for a gold NP of 35 nm radius under destructive (a) and constructive (b) interferometer
alignments, showing spectral image scan regions. (c) Experimental spectral images. (d) EELS spectra corresponding to the blue and
green dotted scan locations in (c). (e) Simulated static projected potential Vz(x,y)/Vz,max. (f) Two-probe relative external phase due
to the simulated projected potential, ∆φext, for the metallic NP on a carbon support. (g) Simulated spectral images in the dashed box
scan region of (f) for destructive and constructive interferometer alignments. (h) Simulated spectra corresponding to the blue and green
dotted scan locations in (g).
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