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Figure S1: All SEM images that have been analyzed. The images on the left are referred to as high mag. and the larger one 
on the right is referred to as low mag.
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Figure S2: All HIM images that have been analyzed. Gold coated nanofibers are shown in the top half and pristine ones 
are shown in the bottom half. The images on the left are referred to as high mag. and the larger ones on the right are 
referred to as low mag.
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Figure S3: All AFM images that have been analyzed. Gold coated nanofibers are shown in the top half and pristine ones 
are shown in the bottom half.



4

Figure S4: All TEM images that have been analyzed. The larger image on the bottom right is referred to as low mag.

Figure S5: Exemplary AFM images in forward (left) and backward (middle) direction. The right image (contrast increased) 
is the difference between the forward and backward images illustrating the hysteresis effect. It can be seen that the effect 
is most pronounced for fibers perpendicular to the scan direction and away from crossing points, i.e. in freestanding 
regions.
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Figure S6: SEM images recorded at different levels of magnification. The nanofiber diameters have been measured by R1 
at the same locations indicated by the white lines. No significant difference was found. Note that the mean value is very 
close to the value given in Fig. 2, however, the STD is much lower (17 nm vs. 33 nm), emphasizing the finding that the 
diameters appear narrower distributed within single images than across multiple images at different sample regions.

Figure S7: Comparison of diameter distributions generated by GIFT (top) and DiameterJ (bottom). The Gaussian functions 
are fitted to the primary peak of the combined data sets. The peak maxima are given in the diagrams. In contrast to 
DiameterJ, the data generated by GIFT showed noise up until 4000 nm, which is not shown here. GIFT gave reasonable 
results only for half the HIM images of coated nanofibers. Although DiameterJ gave results for all HIM images of coated 
nanofibers, it was apparent that the overall results are highly unreliable based on both the diameter histogram and the 
image segmentations.


