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Using scanning tunneling microscopy-induced luminescence (STML), the optical properties of two-
dimensional (2D) semiconductors may be investigated at the nanoscale. This is possible because the
tunneling current under the tip is an extremely localized electrical excitation source. However, in
most STML applications, the spatial distribution of the emission relative to the excitation point is
unresolved. Yet this distribution contains key information about how the interaction of excitons with
injected charge carriers affects the luminescence of these materials, and about exciton transport.
Resolving this spatial distribution at the nanoscale is relevant both for a fundamental understanding
of exciton physics and for device applications; yet it remains a significant challenge. In this work, we
resolve the spatial distribution of the emission beyond the diffraction limit of light by deconvolving
real-space optical microscopy images of the STML using an iterative algorithm, i.e., Richardson-
Lucy (RL) deconvolution. To showcase this technique, we apply it to the STML of monolayer
tungsten diselenide (WSe;) and tungsten disulfide (WS,). Thus, we highlight hitherto ignored
or misunderstood aspects of STML on 2D semiconductors related to exciton and charge carrier
transport, namely the dependence of the spatial distribution of emission on the tunnel current
setpoint and the origin of the emission from hot spots located micrometers from the excitation

source.

I. INTRODUCTION

The two-dimensional (2D) geometry of monolayer van
der Waals materials is the source of their unique optical
and electronic properties [1-6]. These properties are ex-
tremely sensitive to their immediate environment and can
be tuned to an unprecedented extent via external stresses
and fields [7-9]. Such control opens up exceptional pos-
sibilities for applications in the fields of ultrasensitive
sensors [10-14] and tunable optoelectronic devices [15-
25].Having materials of near-atomic thickness also offers
new opportunities for fundamental research. In particu-
lar, the effects of quantum confinement and reduced di-
electric screening on the dynamics of excitons (Coulomb-
bound electron-hole pairs) have been extensively studied
in 2D semiconductors such as monolayer transition metal
dichalcogenides (TMDs) [26-34]. Furthermore, the 2D
geometry of these materials makes it possible to directly
probe and manipulate elementary optical and electronic
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processes in real space at the nanoscale. This may be
carried out using a near-field technique such as scanning
probe microscopy (SPM) [35]. Atomic force microscopy
combined with photoluminescence (PL) spectroscopy has
been used to locally control exciton excitation and emis-
sion processes in monolayer TMDs on the nanoscale via
tip-induced electromagnetic, electronic and mechanical
stress effects [36-41]. Scanning tunneling microscopy
(STM) is also increasingly used in combination with op-
tical spectroscopy to locally induce electroluminescence
from monolayer TMDs via inelastic tunneling effects and
to correlate emission properties with nanoscale topogra-
phy [42-51].

However, what these techniques combining SPM and
optical detection produce are in the vast majority of cases
optical signal maps. To obtain such a map, the tip scans
the sample while the emitted light, spatially integrated
over the entire field of view, is recorded. The result-
ing maps are fundamentally different from optical mi-
croscopy images. Although the tip-sample interaction is
localized on the nanoscale, the obtained maps provide no
information on the spatial distribution of emitters. This
drawback concerns most of the SPM-based optical ex-
periments on TMDs reported so far. The exceptions are
those based on the combination of SPM with wide-field
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optical microscopy, where an optical microscopy image is
recorded [43, 47, 52]. However, without dedicated image
analysis, resolving the spatial distribution of emitters us-
ing diffraction-limited imaging tools is challenging, espe-
cially when exciton diffusion lengths are shorter than the
resolution limit of the optical microscope. Iterative de-
convolution algorithms based on empirical knowledge of
the point spread function (PSF) have been widely used,
e.g., to improve the spatial resolution of conventional flu-
orescence microscopy images beyond the diffraction limit
in life sciences [53-56]. However, these algorithms have
never been applied to experiments coupling SPM and op-
tical microscopy so far, presumably due to the difficulty
of defining and measuring the PSF in such SPM-based
experiments.

In the present article, we investigate the STM-induced
excitonic luminescence (STML) of monolayer tungsten
diselenide (WSe,) and tungsten disulfide (WS,) in an air-
operated STM coupled to an optical microscope, and we
analyze the resulting real-space optical microscopy im-
ages in order to resolve the spatial distribution of radia-
tively recombining excitons around the excitation source.
The image analysis involves deconvolving the optical mi-
croscopy images by the theoretical PSF of the optical
microscope using an iterative algorithm, i.e., Richardson-
Lucy (RL) deconvolution [57, 58]. In the present case,
the PSF is well defined because the emitters are identi-
fied as spin-allowed bright (neutral and charged) excitons
in the TMD monolayer, thanks to their emission spec-
trum [43, 47] (see the STML spectra shown in Figure S1
of the Supporting Information). Thus, the PSF is numer-
ically calculated by simulating the image of an in-plane
electric dipole source emitting circularly polarized pho-
tons and by taking into account the experimentally mea-
sured spectral distribution of the emitted light. We use
this method to demonstrate the current-dependence of
the spatial distribution of emitters around the excitation
source in monolayer WSe, and to resolve the emission
from hot spots microns away from the excitation source
in monolayer WS,.

II. METHODS
A. STM and optical experiments

A commercial STM head from JPK Instruments
(NanoWizard 3) is mounted on an inverted optical mi-
croscope (Nikon Eclipse Ti-U) which is equipped with an
oil-immersion objective (Nikon CFI Apochromat 100x
1.49NA TIRF objective) [59]. The resulting light from
STML and PL experiments is collected through the
transparent substrate. Real-space images are recorded
using a water-cooled charge-coupled device (CCD) cam-
era (Andor iKon-M). PL from the sample is excited using
a continuous-wave argon-ion laser emitting at a wave-
length of 465.8 nm, under wide-field episcopic illumina-
tion in normal incidence. The laser power at the sam-

ple is about 0.01 —0.02 W cm™2. A longpass filter from
A =491 nm is used. The STM tips used are prepared
by electrochemical etching of tungsten wires and have a

radius of curvature at the apex of approximately 30 nm
(see Fig. S2 in Ref. [60]).

B. PSF calculation

Spin-bright excitons in semiconducting monolayer
TMDs have their transition dipole moment oriented in
the plane of the monolayer and their radiative recom-
bination yields circularly polarized photons [61, 62]. To
model the emission of circularly polarized photons, we co-
herently sum the emission of two in-plane electric dipoles
oriented perpendicular to each other and phase-shifted
by /2, which are located at the same point and oscillate
at the same frequency. The oscillation frequency in the
model corresponds to the radiative emission of neutral
excitons in the experiment. The substrate is modeled
as an 85 nm thick dielectric layer, corresponding to the
ITO layer, on a semi-infinite space that has the dielec-
tric permittivity of glass (i.e., 2.28). For the dielectric
layer corresponding to ITO, the dielectric permittivity
used is 2.48 + 0.066¢ (measured at Ao = 750 nm by ellip-
sometry on our ITO-coated glass slides) when simulating
the experiments conducted on WSe,, and 2.95 + 0.0544¢
(measured in the same way at A9 = 610 nm) when deal-
ing with WS,. In the model, the point source is located
at a distance of 1 nm from the air-substrate interface.
The spatial-frequency distribution of the complex elec-
tric field vector in the far field is calculated using Fresnel
coeflicients and a plane-wave decomposition of the dipole
emission (see Chap. 10 in Ref. [63]). A spatial-frequency
short-pass filter is applied to this distribution in order
to simulate the limited angular acceptance of the mi-
croscope objective (NA = 1.49). This spatially-filtered
distribution is Fourier-transformed and we calculate its
square modulus to obtain the simulation of the real-space
optical microscopy image of a single emitter, i.e., the PSF
of the microscope for the specific case of this experiment.
To account for the spectral width of the emission, we
consider a weighted sum of real-space images calculated
at different oscillation frequencies, where the weighting
factors of the sum and the oscillation frequencies are ob-
tained from the experimentally measured STML spectra,
shown in Supporting Information for WSe, and taken
from a previous work [47] for WS,.

C. Image deconvolution

In general, experimental optical images are both
blurred, due to convolution of the object with the PSF of
the imaging system, and noisy, due to the photon statis-
tics of the light source and electronic noise of the de-
tection device. Given a blurred and noisy image I(z,y),
RL deconvolution algorithms estimate the most likely ob-



ject O(z,y), knowing the PSF (noted H below) and the
statistical noise distribution [57, 58]. In the absence of
noise, the image may be expressed as I = O = H, where *
stands for the 2D convolution. Assuming that the noise
has Poisson distribution and is spatially uncorrelated, the
statistics of the noisy image, i.e., the probability that it
equals I knowing O % H, reads:

O*H)I LeOxH

(
PO+ H) = g T (1)
where [], , is the product over all pixels of the image

and I! is the factorial of I, i.e., of the number of counts
measured in each pixel of the image I(x,y). Maximizing
the likelihood of the object estimate comes to maximize
P(I), or equivalently, to minimize a functional J(O) =
—In (P(I|O = H)), which reads:

J(O)=>O0+H-1-n(0O*H) (2)

z,y

where ¥, is the sum over all pixels of the image. J
being a convex function of O, its minimum corresponds
to a zero of its derivative V.J, which reads:

I
O+H

v.J(0) - [1 ] cHT (3)

where HT (x,y) = H(-z,-y). We use the so-called mul-
tiplicative solution of the RL deconvolution problem,
which uses the fact that the estimated object is expected
not to change between iteration n and n + 1 once the al-
gorithm has converged, i.e., O, = O,;1. This yields the
following iterative solution:

oml:on-[( d )*HT] (4)

O, H

Alternatively, Eq. 4 can be written as follows, where the
use of the Fourier transform replaces the 2D convolution
with products [64]:
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FIF(O,) -f(H)]) F(H )]

(5)
where F and F~! stand for Fourier transform and in-
verse Fourier transform, respectively. In this work, we
use two different versions of the RL algorithm, based
on Eq. 4 (script 1) and Eq. 5 (script 2), respectively.
Both scripts are programmed in Python and are adapted
from code available on the GitHub platform [65, 66]. We
show that using one version or the other does not yield
the same computational artifacts and that using script 2
yields better results than script 1 for the deconvolution
of upsampled images. The Python code used, as well as
all the raw data corresponding to the results presented
in this article, are freely available online [67].

Ops1 = O, - F1 [7(

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
A. Demonstration of principle

Figures 1(a) and 1(b) schematically show the princi-
ple of the experiment. The experimental setup consists
of an air-operated STM head mounted on top of an in-
verted optical microscope [59]. The sample is a mechan-
ically exfoliated TMD microflake deposited onto an in-
dium tin oxide (ITO)-coated glass coverslip using a dry
transfer method [68] (ITO thickness 85 nm). A bright-
field microscopy image of a monolayer area of a WSe,
sample is shown in Figure 1(c). The STM tip is an elec-
trochemically etched tungsten wire. The emitted light
is detected in transmission through the substrate using
an oil-immersion microscope objective that has a high
numerical aperture (NA = 1.49). As represented in Fig-
ure 1(b), the electrical excitation due to the tunneling
current is extremely localized. However, the excitons
created by the inelastic tunneling current may diffuse
away from the excitation source before radiatively decay-
ing [69-71]. Photon mapping, i.e., the most widely used
imaging mode in STML experiments [72], is insensitive
to this spatial distribution of emitters (i.e., of emitting
excitons) around the excitation source. In photon map-
ping, where the tip scans the sample while the optical
signal is simultaneously recorded, the total number of
detected photons at each position of the tip is assigned
to a pixel of the photon map, irrespective of the position
of the emitters. This is why we used a different tech-
nique, i.e., wide-field optical microscopy, to visualize the
spatial distribution of the emitted light in real-space [43].

Figure 1(d) shows the real-space optical microscopy
image of the light emitted from the WSe, sample when
it is excited by the tunneling current from the STM tip
located in the center of the square monolayer area delin-
eated by a dotted line. The STM tip is in the tunnel-
ing regime in constant-current mode, at a sample bias
voltage of 3 V and a setpoint current of 0.5 V, and is
not scanning. The inset in Figure 1(e) shows a zoomed
image of the STML emission spot seen in the optical mi-
croscopy image shown in Fig. 1(d). Figures 1(e) and 1(f)
show the spatial distribution (black curve) of the emit-
ted light along a line crossing this emission spot along
the x and y axes, respectively. The shape and width
of the emission spot in the optical microscopy image re-
sults from the convolution of the spatial distribution of
the emitters by the point spread function (PSF) of the
optical microscope. Thus, the spatial distribution of the
emitters may be retrieved from an image deconvolution
procedure.

In order to take into account the frequency and
polarization-dependence of the PSF, we model the PSF
of the optical microscope as the image of a single point
source that has the emission properties of a spin-bright
exciton in monolayer WSe, (see Methods). To decon-
volve the experimental optical microscopy images with
the PSF discussed above, we use a type of iterative algo-
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FIG. 1. (a) Schematic of the experiment: the sample is a WSe, flake on an ITO-coated glass coverslip, placed between the
tungsten tip of an STM and a high-NA microscope objective. (b) Schematic of the local electrical excitation of excitons in
monolayer WSe, using the tunneling current from the STM tip, and the diffusion of these excitons before they radiatively
decay. (c) White-light transmission optical microscopy of the sample: a flake of monolayer (1L) WSe,. (d) Optical microscopy
image of the STM-induced luminescence (STML) of the same area as in (¢): the STM tip is located at a fixed lateral position,
i.e., where the bright spot is observed, and is in the tunneling regime (sample bias Vz = 3.0 V, current setpoint Iy = 0.5 nA). (e)
Intensity profiles obtained from the image shown in (d) (black curve), a numerical simulation of the point spread function (PSF)
(blue curve), the image deconvolved using the Richardson-Lucy algorithm (red curve) and fitted using a Gaussian function
(dashed orange curve), and the 2D convolution of the deconvolved image with the PSF (dashed magenta curve) along the x
axis. Inset: zoomed image of the area delineated by a dotted line in (d). (f) Same as in (e) along the y axis. (g) Zoomed
images of (from left to right) the STML data, the simulated PSF, the deconvolved image, and the 2D convolution of the latter
with the PSF, using two different versions of the Richardson-Lucy algorithm (see Methods). In (g), the native pixel sampling
of the STML image is used. (h) Same as (g), where a 10x upsampled version of the STML image is used.
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rithm, i.e., Richardson-Lucy (RL) deconvolution [57, 58],
which was initially developped in astronomy and has
since been widely used in the life sciences to enhance

spatial resolution in fluorescence microscopy [73-80] (see
Methods).

Figure 1(g) shows a zoomed version of the experimen-
tal image shown in Fig. 1(d) and of the simulated PSF
of the optical microscope, both plotted with the native
pixel sampling of the experimental image. The size of a
pixel is about 87 nm, which is smaller than the resolu-
tion limit or PSF width of the optical microscope. Abbe
diffraction limit is equal to A\g/2NA = 0.25 um at the con-
sidered emission wavelength (Ao = 748 nm, NA = 1.49).
The results obtained after 280 iterations of two differ-
ent versions of the RL deconvolution algorithm are also
shown. In the first script, for each iteration of the algo-
rithm the 2D convolution of the PSF with an estimate of
the object is computed. In the second script, the 2D con-
volution is replaced by the product of the Fourier trans-
forms of the PSF and object estimate (see Methods). The
goal of this comparison is to identify which of the two
scripts is less prone to artifacts and convergence issues.
To evaluate the performance of the deconvolution, the
deconvolved images are convolved once again with the
PSF (i.e., the inverse operation of deconvolution is per-
formed) and compared to the initial experimental image.
This operation reveals that on images with native pixel
sampling and for the iteration number considered, RL
deconvolution using the first script yields a more accu-
rate result than using the second script. This is because
the latter method underestimates the width of the emit-
ter distribution. Moreover, for both methods, we find
that the native pixel sampling of the experimental image
is insufficient to accurately determine the deconvolved
images and estimate the width of the emitter distribu-
tion. This is especially true for RL deconvolution using
the second script, where the deconvolved image shown in
Fig. 1(g) consists of a single bright pixel surrounded by
a few near-dark pixels. In such an undersampled image,
the accurate estimation of a distribution width via the fit-
ting of intensity profiles with (e.g.) Gaussian functions is
not possible. Below, we demonstrate that the estimation
of the emitter distribution width may be improved by ap-
plying the RL deconvolution to 10x upsampled versions
of the experimental images and the PSF. The upsampled
data is obtained by data interpolation using the ImageJ
software [81].

Figure 1(h) shows a set of images similar to Figure
1(g), except that the experimental STML data and the
simulated PSF are upsampled by a factor of 10. Start-
ing from upsampled images, the two scripts yield emitter
distributions that are much more similar to each other
as compared to images with native pixel sampling when
considering the profile of these distributions along the
x and y axes, as shown in Figures 1(e) and 1(f) (red
curve). Moreover, due to the finer sampling, a more ac-
curate estimation of the distribution width by fitting a
Gaussian function is possible, as shown in Figures 1(e)

and 1(f) (orange dashed curve). Along the x and y axes,
the standard deviations of the emitter distributions esti-
mated from the two versions of the RL algorithm differ
by less than 10%. Moreover, for both scripts used, the
RL deconvolution reveals that the asymmetric tail of the
STML spot in the undeconvolved image results from the
presence of two secondary emission spots 0.4 to 0.5 pm
from the lateral tip position. However, we find a conver-
gence issue for the RL algorithm using the first script,
which yields that the central spot in the deconvolved im-
age tends to take a cross shape beyond a certain number
of iterations, as can be observed in Figure 1(h) and in
the zoomed version of the image shown in Figure S2 of
the Supporting Information. This convergence issue and
resulting artifact are not observed for the RL algorithm
using the second script. Using the latter algorithm, from
the Gaussian fit of the central spot we find that the es-
timated distribution of emitters has a full width at half
maximum (FWHM) equal to about 0.12 pm along the
x axis and 0.13 pum along the y axis. Note that these
values of FWHM correspond to less than two pixels in
the raw data (in the native pixel sampling) and about
half the Abbe diffraction limit Ag/2NA = 0.25 pm at
the considered emission wavelength. Now that we have
demonstrated our approach in principle, we use it below
to highlight some poorly understood aspects of STML
on 2D semiconductors, which are related to exciton and
charge carrier diffusion.

B. Applications
1. Spatial distribution of emitters versus tunnel current

Figure 2 highlights the dependence of the spatial emit-
ter distribution on the current setpoint in STML exper-
iments on TMD monolayers. Optical microscopy images
of STML are obtained using different current setpoints
(but the same bias voltage Vi = 2.8 V) on the same
area of the monolayer WSe, sample as shown in Fig-
ure 1. These images are then deconvolved using the RL
algorithms described above after 10x upsampling. The
FWHM of the estimated emitter distribution, obtained
from the Gaussian fit of profiles obtained along the x and
y axes, is plotted as a function of the measured tunneling
current (which is equal to the setpoint current to within
2%). Figure 2 reveals that the width of the emitter dis-
tribution around the excitation source increases with the
tunneling current amplitude. At a setpoint current of
0.5 nA, FWHMs similar to those measured in Figure 1
(i.e,, 0.12 pm and 0.13 pm) for the same current are
found, namely 0.13 pm along the x axis and 0.10 pm
pm along the y axis using the first script, and 0.14 pm
and 0.12 pum using the second script, respectively. At
2.0 nA, an increase of 65 to 80% of these FWHMSs is ob-
served. The analysis of the data by linear fit shows that
to a first approximation the FWHM increases linearly
with the tunneling current with a slope between 0.05 and
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FIG. 2. Effect of the tunneling current on the spatial distri-
bution of emitters in STML experiments on monolayer WSe,.
The full width at half maximum (FWHM) of this distribution
is determined by fitting Gaussian intensity profiles to decon-
volved optical microscopy images of STML measured for var-
ious current setpoints on the same sample area. The obtained
FWHM is plotted as a function of the current setpoint. Inten-
sity profiles obtained from the same deconvolved images along
the x and y axes are considered in (a) and (b), respectively.
Two different versions of the Richardson-Lucy deconvolution
algorithm are compared. In the first script (black squares)
2D convolution between object and PSF is computed at each
iteration, while in the second script (red dots) this operation
is replaced by the product of object and PSF Fourier trans-
forms (see Methods). The dashed lines are linear fits of the
data. Sample bias is 2.8 V for all data.

0.06 um nA~! (depending on the axis considered).
Based on order of magnitude reasoning, we hypothe-
size the following about the origin of the dependence on
the current observed in Fig. 2. For the STM parameters
used, the quantum efficiency of STML on this sample
is of the order of 107 photons per tunneling electron.
The radiative quantum yield of monolayer semiconduc-
tor TMDs on ITO in ambient air, previously measured in
PL [52], is of the order of 107 to 1072 (emitted photons
per absorbed photon). We assume that an exciton is cre-
ated for each absorbed photon in the PL. measurements.
Therefore, in the STML experiments, we estimate that
10™* to 1073 excitons (neutral or charged) are generated
per tunneling electron under the STM tip, which at the
considered currents corresponds to 10% to 107 excitons
per second. Given the sub-nanosecond lifetime of bright

excitons, we can exclude that the broadening of the emit-
ter distribution with current under the STM tip is due to
exciton-exciton interactions, in contrast to focused laser
PL experiments[71] (where the density of generated exci-
tons is several orders of magnitude higher). Instead, we
propose that the effect observed in Fig. 2 results from
the interaction of excitons with the radial electric field
and the potential gradient around the tip, both of which
are current-dependent. At a given bias voltage, the elec-
tric field in the biased tip-sample junction increases with
the tunneling current, because the tip-to-sample distance
decreases when the current setpoint is increased. The ra-
dial potential gradient experienced by the excitons in the
semiconductor also increases with the current. Indeed, at
the positive sample biases at which STML is observed,
electrons tunnel from the tip into the conduction band
of the semiconductor, resulting in charging and lateral
bending of the semiconductor electronic bands around
the tip position [52]. These effects become stronger with
increasing tunneling current.

2. Emission hotspots away from the excitation point

In the following, we again use deconvolution of real-
space optical microscopy images to examine another
little-studied and poorly understood effect of the STML
of 2D semiconductors involving exciton dynamics. This
time the effect may not be simply explained by exci-
ton diffusion and drift away from the tunnel junction.
In 2019, Pommier et al [43] reported the observation of
STML emission hotspots on monolayer molybdenum dis-
elenide (MoSe,), 1 to 2 ym away from the lateral position
of the STM tip. This effect was attributed to the fact
that excitons generated under the tip could diffuse over
several micrometers before radiatively recombining, the
hotspots being defects trapping the excitons. However,
the results in Fig. 2 of the present work, obtained us-
ing RL deconvolution, show that typical exciton diffusion
and drift distances in this type of STML experiments in
ambient air are of the order of a hundred nanometers for
the considered STM parameters. The reason why these
hotspots were attributed to exciton diffusion is largely
related to the misleading effect of the optical microscope
PSF, which, when convolved with the true distribution,
leads to an apparently broadened spatial distribution of
emitters. As shown in Fig. 1(e), the optical microscope
PSF is a peak function whose tail extends over more than
about a micrometer before becoming negligible compared
to its maximum intensity. After RL deconvolution, such
a tail is no longer present in the spatial distribution of
emitters [see Figs. 1(e) and 1(f)]. The apparent spatial
overlap of the tail of the emission spot under the tip and
the distant hotspots is therefore an effect of convolution
of the true distribution with the PSF and as such does
not necessarily demonstrate delocalized emission over a
micrometer-scale area due to exciton diffusion. Below,
we show this unambiguously and propose an alternative
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monolayer (1L) and multilayer areas. (c) to (e) Raw-data optical microscopy images of the STML measured on the same area
as in (a) and (b). The lateral position of the STM tip is the same in (c) to (e). STM parameters: (c) Vi =2.0 V, I = 1 nA;
(d) Ve =4.0 V, I, = 2 nA. Acquisition time is 150 s for both (¢) and (d). For comparison purposes, the data is plotted on the
same intensity scale in (c) and (d), yielding a saturated image in (d). The unsaturated image shown in (e) is the same data as
in (d), plotted on a (24 times) larger intensity scale. (f) Overlay of the (grayscale) PL image shown in (b) and the STML data
shown in (e). (g) Schematic of the local injection of electrons in monolayer WS, from the STM tip and their diffusion before
they radiatively recombine with defect-trapped holes at flake folds or edges. (h) to (k) Images based on the same data as (c)
to (f), respectively, except that the data are deconvolved using the Richardson-Lucy algorithm (script 2) on 10x upsampled
data. Moreover, a smaller area is considered in (h) to (k) as compared to (c) to (f), corresponding to the area delineated by a
dotted square in images (c) to (f). In (h), a zoom of the STML spot is shown.



explanation for these hotspots. Furthermore, it was not
known until now whether the occurrence of STML emis-
sion hotspots was specific to a particular TMD, sample,
or STM parameters. Such hotspots are not observed for
monolayer WSe, in the image shown in Fig. 1(d) and
were not reported by Pena Roméan et al for monolayer
WS, either [47]. Below, we show that STML emission
hotspots may also be observed on monolayer WS, and
that their occurrence depends on the STM parameters
used.

Figures 3(a) and 3(b) show bright-field and PL mi-
croscopy images of a WS, flake, respectively. These two
images are measured on the same area of the WS, flake.
The bright areas in the PL image correspond to where
the flake is monolayer in thickness (i.e., has a direct band
gap) and the thin dark lines on the monolayer areas are
likely due to nanofolds in the flake [43] (formed during
flake transfer). Figures 3(c) to 3(e) show optical mi-
croscopy images of the STML measured on the same area
as in Figs. 3(a) and 3(b). The lateral position of the
STM tip on a monolayer is the same in Figs. 3(c) to 3(e)
and corresponds to the position of the bright spot indi-
cated by a white arrow in Fig. 3(c). The image shown in
Fig. 3(c) is measured at V; =2 V and I; = 1 nA. Only one
emission spot is seen, at the tip position, and no hot spots
are observed. The image shown in Fig. 3(d) is measured
at Vo =4 V and I; = 2 nA and is plotted on the same in-
tensity scale as the image shown in Fig. 3(c). The same
data but plotted on an unsaturated intensity scale are
shown in Fig. 3(e). A series of hot spots microns distant
from the excitation source is seen, the most distant being
located about 8.4 pm from the tip position. The unsat-
urated image in Fig. 3(e) shows that there is not a one-
to-one relationship between the distance of the hot spots
from the excitation source and their intensity. In addi-
tion, some hot spots are (up to 2.5 times) more intense
than the emission spot under the tip. These observations
contradict the idea that the hot spots are the emission
of excitons generated under the tip and propagating over
several micrometers before radiatively recombining, since
a decay-like distance dependence with an intensity max-
imum under the tip would be expected in this case. The
superposition of the STML data and the PL image (in
grayscale), shown in Fig. 3(f), reveals that the most in-
tense hot spots are close to nanofolds, corroborating the
observations made by Pommier et al [43]. This also in-
dicates that the largest observed distance separating the
hot spots from the excitation source is not limited here by
the exciton (or charge carrier) diffusion length, but by the
geometry of the sample, i.e., the presence of nanofolds.

Based on our observations, we propose a mechanism
for STML emission hotspots which is schematized in
Fig. 3(g). As discussed above, the observed intensity and
distance distribution of the hotspots with respect to the
excitation source is inconsistent with a mechanism based
on exciton diffusion. Therefore, we propose the following
origin for the observed hot spots [see Fig. 3(g)]: electrons
injected from the tip into the semiconductor conduction

band diffuse laterally away from the tip before recom-
bining radiatively with holes localized at defects of the
monolayer. This radiative recombination may occur via a
defect-trapped exciton formation step at the defect sites.
Monolayer TMDs deposited on ITO have been shown to
be n-doped [43, 47, 52, 82, 83], which may explain why
the injection of electrons into the conduction band does
not activate the luminescence of the whole monolayer
area, since holes are not available in the semiconduc-
tor valence band for the injected electrons to recombine
with. However, defects may act as minority carrier (i.e.,
hole) traps. Moreover, the electronic transport proper-
ties of monolayer TMDs are known to be sensitive both
to electronic band bending and external electric fields in
the in-plane direction, the amplitude of which is current-
and voltage-dependent in STM-based experiments. This
may explain why the appearance of hot spots is only ob-
served at sample biases as high as 4 V and not at 2 V
for example, without this having any connection to the
threshold bias voltage necessary for generating excitons
(i.e., via inelastic tunneling) [47].

Finally, we consider an area of interest framed with a
dashed line in Figs. 3(c) to 3(e), and deconvolve it using
the RL algorithm applied to 10x-upsampled versions of
the raw images. The measured STML spectrum of mono-
layer WS, is used to simulate the PSF [47]. From here
on, we only use the second script for the RL algorithm
(see Methods), which we have shown produces the fewest
artifacts [see Fig. 1]. The resulting deconvolved images
are shown in Figs. 3(h) to 3(j). Zooming in on the emis-
sion spot in Fig. 3(h) we can see more finely the spa-
tial distribution of emitters; the central peak is of asym-
metric shape and has a FWHM equal to approximately
0.105+0.005 pm along the long axis and 0.065+0.005 pm
along the short axis and has one or more satellite spots
of lower intensity. Expressed in terms of fractions of the
emission wavelength (Ag = 610 nm) [47], the latter values
of FWHM correspond to A\o/5.8 £ 0.3 and \g/9.4 + 0.7,
respectively. This is two to three times smaller than the
Abbe diffraction limit A\g/2NA = X0/2.98 = 0.205 pm at
the considered emission wavelength.

The deconvolution of the image recorded at V5 =4 V
and the overlay with the PL image shown in Fig. 3(k)
confirm the presence of multiple hot spots, contained
in an area of the monolayer delimited by the nearest
nanofolds. The most intense hot spots appear aligned
with the edges of the nanofolds. RL deconvolution makes
it possible to distinguish many hot spots in Figs. 3(i)
and 3(j), which are spatially unresolved in the raw image
shown in Fig. 3(e) due to the diffraction-limited resolu-
tion of the optical microscope. Figure 4 shows intensity
profiles obtained from some of the STML emission spots
of the deconvolved image shown in Fig. 3(j) [also shown
in Fig. 4(a)]. The first intensity peak in Fig. 4(b) corre-
sponds to the emission spot under the STM tip, while the
other peaks in Figs. 4(b) to 4(d) correspond to distant hot
spots. Note that the two leftmost peaks in Fig. 4(c) and
the rightmost peaks in Fig. 4(d), which are perfectly sep-
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FIG. 4. (a) Optical microscopy image of STML measured on monolayer WS,, deconvolved using Richardson-Lucy algorithm on
10x upsampled data [same data as in Fig. 3(j)]. (b) to (d) Intensity profiles obtained along the dotted lines in the deconvolved
image shown in (a) (red lines) and in the corresponding raw (not deconvolved, not upsampled) image shown in Fig. 3(e) (black
lines). The FWHM values shown in (b) to (d) are obtained from a 1D Gaussian fit of the presented profiles and are given to

an accuracy of 0.005 pum.

arated in the deconvolved data, are not resolved (i.e., dis-
tinguishable from each other) in the undeconvolved data.
These peaks are separated by 0.295 and 0.305+0.005 pm,
respectively, and the resolving power of the microscope,
generally defined by the Rayleigh criterion 0.61\y/NA,
is equal to 0.250 pm here. These peaks are therefore
not resolved without deconvolution because they are the
image of spatial emitter distributions that have a finite
width (while point emitters are assumed in the definition
of the Rayleigh criterion). The effective spatial resolu-
tion achieved locally in the deconvolved image is there-
fore better than the FWHM of the emission spots in the
deconvolved images.

Most of the hotspots visible in Fig. 4(a) have an asym-
metric shape, with those along a nanofold being elon-
gated in the direction parallel to the nanofold. Therefore,
profiles (b) and (c¢) in Fig. 4 obtained along nanofolds
give the FWHM of the hotspots in the direction in which
they are elongated. These FWHM values range from
0.100 to 0.165 pm (i.e., A\g/6.1 and X\g/3.7). In the di-
rection orthogonal to the nanofold, the hotspots have a
smaller FWHM, between 0.090 and 0.105 pm (i.e., be-
tween Ag/6.8 and Ag/5.8).

C. Final discussion

The anisotropy discussed above cannot be unambigu-
ously interpreted as an anisotropy in the spatial distri-
bution of emitters at these nanofolds, because a single,
uniform, and anisotropic spatial resolution (or effective
PSF) cannot be defined for the entire deconvolved im-
age. Since RL algorithms have been used in astronomy
for decades, it is known that the effective spatial reso-
lution achieved by these deconvolution methods for the
image of two nearby emitters is lower along the axis cross-
ing these two emitters than along the direction orthog-
onal to this axis [84, 85]. Moreover, the FWHM values
extracted from the deconvolved images should be con-

sidered as upper limits to both the width of the emitter
spatial distribution and the local effective spatial reso-
lution. Here, due to the principle of the RL algorithms,
the effective spatial resolution is limited by the noise level
and the number of photons detected in the experiment,
as well as by the convergence criteria of the algorithm.
With these precautions in mind, the information on
the spatial distribution of emitters around and away from
the excitation source extracted from the RL deconvolved
images is valuable for understanding the mechanisms
of STML and, more broadly, the elementary electronic
and excitonic processes involved in the operation of tun-
neling current-driven TMD-based light-emitting nanode-
vices. We anticipate that this type of information will
be used in future studies for the development of models
that better integrate the spatial aspect of these mecha-
nisms and elementary processes. This type of informa-
tion may only be obtained here because the STM ex-
citation is combined with wide-field optical microscopy.
The spatial distribution of emitters around the excita-
tion source is simply not resolved in experiments based
on photon mapping, i.e., scanning the STM tip over the
sample and simultaneously recording the optical signal.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, the spatial distribution of radiatively re-
combining excitons around the excitation source in the
STML of WSe, and WS, monolayers was determined
with sub-diffraction spatial resolution. This was achieved
by combining STM with real-space optical microscopy
and by applying an iterative image deconvolution algo-
rithm, using an analytical dipole model of the optical mi-
croscope PSF. We showed that the width of the spatial
distribution of emitters around the tip position increases
with the current setpoint. We also demonstrated that
the appearance of emission hotspots located a few mi-
crometers from the excitation source is bias-dependent



and likely results from electron diffusion and recombina-
tion with holes trapped by defects in the semiconductor.
Such results may not be obtained in conventional STML
experiments where the optical signal is acquired in an
imaging mode based on STM tip scanning, i.e., using
photon mapping. In future work, this technique could
be used to study how exciton drift and diffusion prop-
erties depend on external electric fields and mechanical
stresses, spatially heterogeneous doping (e.g., via mul-
tiple gate electrodes), or in lateral junctions of van der
Waals materials, or hybrid heterostructures of nanopar-
ticles or nanowires on 2D semiconductors.
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FIG. S1. Comparison of the photoluminescence (PL) and STM-induced luminescence (STML)
spectra measured in the same area of the sample. (a) PL spectrum: continuous-wave laser excita-
tion at a wavelength of 488 nm, i.e., a photon energy of 2.54 eV (wide-field illumination in normal
incidence, laser power 0.01 W cm ™2, acquisition time 60 s). (b) STML spectrum: sample bias 3.0 V,
current setpoint 0.5 nA, acquisition time 120 s. The same grating (150 lines/mm) and the same
slit width (40 pm) were used for the PL and STML spectra. (a) and (b) Black curve: experimental
data corrected for the detection efficiency of our setup. Blue curve: fit of the high-energy side
of the emission peak with a Gaussian function; this contribution is assigned to neutral excitons
(X0). Red curve: residue of the fit, which highlight contributions of charged excitons (trions, T')
and localized or defect-bound excitons (L). The latter contribution is not present in the STML

spectrum because the tunneling-induced excitation is spatially much more localized.
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(a) Script 1 (b) Script 2

FIG. S2. Zoom of the two deconvolved images shown in Figure 1(h) of the article, which were
obtained using two different versions of the Richardson-Lucy (RL) algorithm. Script 1 used in
(a) requires computing 2D convolution between object and point spread function (PSF) at each
iteration, while in script 2 used in (b) this operation is replaced by the product of their Fourier
transform (see Methods in the article). A convergence issue is found for the RL algorithm using
script 1, which yields that the central spot in the deconvolved image tends to take a cross shape

beyond a certain number of iterations.
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