A Jump Distance Distribution-based Bayesian model selection
procedure reliably extracts molecular motion features from single

molecule tracking data

Sylvain Tollis"?

' Wellcome Trust Centre for Cell Biology, University of Edinburgh, Michael Swann Building,

Max Born Crescent, Edinburgh, EH9 3BF, United Kingdom

% Institut de Biologie et Génétique Cellulaires, CNRS UMR5095, 1 rue Camille Saint-Saén -
CS61390, Université de Bordeaux - Campus Carreire, 33077 Bordeaux Cedex, France

Correspondence : Sylvain Tollis, s.simyion@wanadoo.fr

Abstract

Single-molecule tracking (SMT) methods are under considerable expansion in many fields of
cell biology, as the dynamics of cellular components in biological mechanisms becomes
increasingly relevant. Despite the development of SMT technologies, it is still difficult to
reconcile a sparse signal at all times (required to distinguish single molecules) with long
individual trajectories, which would be required for efficient Mean-Square Displacement-
based analysis, within confined regions of the cell and given experimental limitations. In this
work, we develop and implement a new mathematical analysis method of SMT trajectories,
which aims to take advantage of the (large) number of (short) trajectories that are typically
obtained with cellular systems in vivo. The method is based on the fitting of the jump
distance distribution, e.g. the distribution that represents how far molecules travel in a set
time interval; it uses a Bayesian approach to compare plausible molecule motion and extract

both qualitative and quantitative information. Finally, the method is tested on in silico



trajectories simulated using Monte Carlo algorithms, and ranges of parameters for which the

method yields accurate results are determined.



Introduction

Recent improvements in both the spatial and temporal resolution of fluorescence microscopy
imaging has allowed to detect and track individual biological molecules over time in living
cells and tissues. Single Molecule Tracking (SMT) experiments have become increasingly
popular, as illustrated by the attribution of the 2014 Nobel Prize of Chemistry to the pioneer
work of Betzig, Hell and Moerner, in a variety of fields ranging from plasma membrane
dynamics [1,2], to the high resolution imaging of internal organelles [3,4] or intracellular
transport [5]. With the development of more photostable fluorophores [6-8] and increasingly
sensitive cameras, applications of SMT have extended to fields as diverse as cellular
neurosciences [9-11], biomedicine [12,13], or fundamental cell biological studies involving for
instance the motion and spatial organization of cell surface receptors [14,15], the dynamics

of transcription factors [16] or of Calcium channel receptors [17].

Super-resolution (SR) imaging and tracking of single biological molecules was initially
designed to provide information on their local environment and transport dynamics. Indeed,
although knowledge on the static and genetic aspects of interactions among biological
molecules of interest builds rapidly, very little is known about the complementary dynamic
behaviour of these molecules. SR/SMT is therefore an appealing technique to uncover the
spatial and temporal regulation of individual and collective transport properties of proteins,
lipids... [18-28]. The key advantage of this technique over conventional microscopy is that
SMT experiments capture rare molecular events that reflect the fine features of stochastic
cellular dynamics which would be averaged out in experiments returning ensemble-averaged

guantities.

The drawback, however, is that inferring reliable information from single molecule trajectories
requires to extract meaningful signals from stochastic molecular transport. In particular, it is
crucial to develop analysis tools that fully account for trajectory variability and noise

properties in transport model evaluation [18,29]. Mathematical analysis tools able to perform



this task while overcoming experimental limitations such that the sampling rate (duration of
time frames), the total acquisition time, localization errors, trajectories crossing or the number

of trajectories [30-32] are still to be found.

Single molecule experiments provide raw data as a time series of imaged frames. Computer
algorithms are generally used to detect and localize individual molecules on each frame, and
link molecules’ positions in subsequent frames to track a given molecule over time, yielding
single molecule trajectories. In the past decade, several research groups have developed
and strongly improved powerful tracking algorithms, able to deal with fluorophore blinking,
focal drift, and the merging or splitting of trajectories for instance [1,2,29,33-36]. However,
owing to the limited optical resolution, it is still difficult to follow single molecules for a long
time while keeping the occurrence of trajectories merging or clustering to a reasonably low
level, except in artificial, controlled in vitro systems [37-39]. This is especially true when
tracked molecules are concentrated in a specific subcellular region (organelles, liposomes,
molecule clusters, polarized regions, membrane substructures ...). In addition, photo-
bleaching and blinking of the fluorophores themselves introduces physical limitations to the
length of acquired trajectories [36,40]. Hence, SMT strategies often yield quite short
trajectories (less than 100 points) that require specific analysis methods (see [40,41] and
references therein). Furthermore, biological molecules potentially experience multiple modes
of transport over the course of a “long” trajectory (>1s) [42,43]. In this situation, specific
analyses approaches are required to separate the different modes of transport and estimate
their relative contribution on individual trajectories. How can we infer, from SMT data, the
relative contributions of multiple modes of transport to the dynamics of a population of

molecules despite experimental limitations?

In the last decades, many modes of biological transport have been modelled and well-
characterized mathematically [44], including for instance passive diffusion through
homogeneous or heterogeneous medium [45] or embedded in polymer networks [46], active

motion avoiding mobile or immobile obstacles [47], or directed motion along cytoskeletal



tracks [48]. However, in practice, even in the simplest case where diffusion is essentially
Brownian the interpretation and extraction of biological information is often challenging [18]
[32,49]. In particular, there is currently a need for a robust analysis of short trajectories
obtained from SMT experiments. Despite recent works that tackled this issue [40,41], the
characterization of the underlying motion model is still broadly done through the analysis of
the mean-square displacement (MSD), e.g. the Squared Displacement (SD) of the molecule
between two points of its trajectory separated by a given time lag, averaged over all the
points of the trajectory, plotted as a function of the time lag [10,50-55]. Molecules
experiencing free Brownian diffusion yield linear MSD vs time lag plots, the slope being
proportional to the diffusion coefficient D [56]. Sublinear plots indicate constrained diffusion
and/or molecular interactions, while supralinear MSD indicates active transport processes
[56,57]. The key limitation of the MSD analysis is that fluctuations of the SD increase with the
time lag, especially when the latter represents a significant fraction of the entire trajectory; for
short trajectories, this statistical noise affects all the points of the MSD vs time lag plots,
making the determination of the motion parameters inaccurate. For instance, the distribution
of short range diffusion coefficient calculated from short trajectories is so wide that
measurements become useless [58,59]. A minimal number of 100-1000 trajectory points
seem to be typically required for meaningful MSD analysis [32,60], which is hard to achieve
experimentally. Ensemble averaging of individual MSD curves usually damps the fluctuations
and improves the accuracy of the diffusion coefficient determination [32]. However, if multiple
transport modes are present, ensemble-averaging tends to average out the less frequent
transport modes to the benefit of the dominant transport mode, whose measured parameters
are slightly altered owing to contributions of the other modes [42,61]. Despite these
limitations, MSD-based analysis of SMT data is still widely used, both in mammalian cells
[62], yeast [54] or other model organisms like C. elegans [63] [64]. How can ensembles of

short trajectories be analyzed to extract meaningful information?



Alternative measurable quantities have been considered to analyze molecular transport in
living cells. Among them, the Mean Maximal Excursion [41] and Jump Distance Distribution
(JDD) provide promising alternatives to the MSD [65-72]. The jump-distance (JD) is defined
as the distance travelled by a single molecule during a fixed time lag 1. The distribution of
these jump distances over a large population of molecules is characteristic of the underlying
transport mode(s) and quantitative features, and of the time lag. The JDD analysis takes
advantage of the fact that modern, powerful imaging systems and tracking algorithm produce
generally a large number of individual trajectories allowing to plot well-resolved JD
distributions. There exist closed-form mathematical formulations of JDDs for many motion
models [56,69,73]; conveniently, JDDs for composite populations encompassing molecules
experiencing different transport modes can be easily obtained by multiplying the JDD of each
mode by the fraction of molecules affected and summing the contributions of all
subpopulations (see Materials and Methods, M&M). To calculate the JDD, all trajectories
must be of same duration 1, which is achieved by splitting longer trajectories into sub-
trajectories of duration 1 that will be considered as an individual trajectory. This procedure
naturally separates multiple transport modes that may be experienced by a single molecule
along its entire trajectory. It is clear that in principle the JDD analysis should overcome two of
the major limitations of in vivo SMT, e.g., short trajectories, and possible multiple motion
modes, to the detriment of losing single-trajectory information. Motion parameters, such that
the diffusion coefficient, are therefore obtained at a population level. This method has been
already used successfully in various contexts [9,68,69]. However, fitting the JDD obtained
from in vivo data requires the knowledge of an underlying motion model a priori, which is in
general unknown. Then, multiple motion models can lead to satisfactorily fits of the

experimental data, hence the requirement for a model selection procedure.

Model selection can be achieved through the minimization, with respect to model
parameters, of the mean squared error between experimental data and model prediction for

a given guantity (such that the MSD, JDD ...). Models can be classified according to their



least square difference to the experimental data, a smaller error being interpreted as a better
model. This procedure generally selects overly complex models (with more parameters),
which usually produce better fits, while the particular features of a given measurement might
only reflect stochastic variations of a simple underlying transport mechanism [32,44,58,74].
Getting biophysical insight on molecular mechanisms from SMT is a matter of great debate in
the community, as there is no consensus on the best method to extract meaningful
information. Various methods have tackled this problem in the past few years, via for
instance the definition of adequate information criteria [75] or maximal likelihood estimators
[40], or the use of probabilistic graphical models [76]. Recently, approaches based on
Bayesian inference have been introduced to discriminate between competing motion models
[75,77-80]. The Bayesian inference method evaluates the likelihood of a given underlying
motion model given a set of measured quantities, and has proven successful in handling
noise and experimental limitations in other biological applications including fluorescence
correlation spectroscopy [76,81-85]. However, to the best of our knowledge, Bayesian
methods for motion model inferring from SMT data have been mostly restricted to the MSD-
based analysis, and might therefore be inaccurate to analyze short trajectories and/or long

trajectories encompassing multiple transport modes [18,44,74,77].

In this article, we derive a Bayesian approach for motion model selection, based on the fitting
of the Jump Distance Distribution. Our procedure yields probabilities of tested models to be
the “true” underlying motion model, given an actual experimental JDD. We demonstrate
mathematically that for typical SMT experiments, those probabilities can be calculated by
integrating motion model probabilities over a narrow subregion of their parameter space,
centred around the set of model parameters that minimize a generalized least squared error
function (see M&M for details). Integration over the parameter space is crucial to deal with
the uncertainty on model parameter measurement that arise from biological noise, and was
shown to favour simple models to the detriment of overly complex models [77]. To test the

reliability of our approach and estimate its accuracy, we perform model parameters



determination and model selection on sets of trajectories simulated using Monte Carlo
methods for free diffusion (model D), anomalous diffusion (model A), noisy directed motion
(model V), and composite models encompassing two subpopulations of trajectories
corresponding to different motion modes (models DD, DV, DA), with simulation and motion
parameters varying over orders of magnitude. For each model and set of parameters tested,
20 JDDs were generated, analyzed via our generalized least square fitting approach, yielding
an estimate of the typical error that may be expected when measuring model parameters.
This error was used to define a “confidence range” for each parameter measured by least
square fitting for each model. Numerical integration of model probabilities over parameter
values within their respective confidence range allows to average out the effects of stochastic
variations on model parameters determination and to estimate the overall model probability
given the observed JDD, reducing the risk of selecting overly complex models, a general

property of Bayesian inference [77-80,84-86].

The paper is organized as follows: first, we use simulated JDDs to systematically determine
the accuracy of parameter determination as a function of trajectory length, number of JDD
bins, number of simulated trajectories, and model parameters for all 6 models introduced
above. We show that our fitting procedure is accurate for all motion models and for large
parameter ranges, even for short trajectories, and we determine the parameter ranges under
which the accuracy is reduced. Then, for particular sets of biological parameters
representative of these ranges, we estimate the accuracy of the JDD-based Bayesian model
selection procedure and show that composite populations are correctly identified in

biologically-relevant situations.



Results

Characterizing single molecule transport using the Jump Distance Distribution

The method described in this article was developed to analyze a set of N individual planar

trajectories, or fraction of trajectories, labelled with the index j = 1..N. All trajectories are
assumed to have an identical duration T = M4t and comprise of M + 1 points of planar
Cartesian coordinates x}’ and yjp, p=1..M + 1; 6t is the time step between two consecutive
measurements of single molecules’ positions. For each trajectory, the jump distance, e.g. the

geometrical distance between its first and last points, is defined by:

= \/(ij+1 —x}) "+ -y )

The experimental jump distance distribution (JDD) is defined by classifying the N jump

distances in N, ordered bins of fixed size (see Figure 1A and M&M for details). The
distribution is therefore defined by the set of integer numbers {Ni,i = 1..Nb,Z§V=blNi =N}

corresponding to the number of trajectories in each bin for the analyzed dataset.

To illustrate the power of the method, we have chosen to fit this experimental JDD with 6
two-dimensional motion models which correspond to established biological transport modes
[10,43,57,62,87]: a free diffusion model, denoted with the letter ‘D’ in the following,
characterized by a single parameter, the diffusion coefficient D; a noisy directed motion
model, denoted with the letter V', parametrized by the velocity V of the directed transport
along linear tracks and the variance k of the molecule position at each step around its mean
position governed by the directed motion [5,43]; a model of anomalous (sub)diffusion,
denoted with the letter ‘A" and parametrized by the anomalous diffusion coefficient D, and
the power exponent a < 1 [56,88,89]; and finally 3 composite models, encompassing a
fraction f, of molecules transported through free diffusion and a fraction 1 — f;, that follows

either free diffusion with a larger diffusion coefficient D, (model ‘DD’), or directed transport



(model ‘DV’) or anomalous subdiffusion (model ‘DA’) ; these composite models are

characterized by the parameters needed for each submodel in addition to the fraction fp.

Mathematical closed form expressions for the probability for a molecule to jump a distance n;
during the time t have been derived for various motion models in the past (jump distance
probability, see M&M), including free diffusion with or without a linear bias corresponding to
directed motion, confined diffusion [73], anomalous subdiffusion [56,90] or superdiffusion [91]
including with Levy flights [92]. The theoretical jump distance distributions {N”>"4,i = 1..N, }
are easily obtained by multiplying the probabilities by the number of molecules. Figure 1B
shows that long tails in the JDD (e.g., longer than for pure Brownian motion, dashed black
curve) can be the consequence of both a faster (pure) diffusion (dark blue), directed
transport (green), or anomalous diffusion (red). Generally speaking, anomalous subdiffusion
tends to be characterized by a main peak shifted towards the small distances in the JDD,
while the tail at large distances is enhanced and extended compared to pure diffusion. In
contrast, directed transport is characterized by a Gaussian-like peak, whose peak distance
increases linearly with the transport velocity, and the spreading characterizes the (positional)

noise in the directed motion.

The theoretical JDD for models mixing two subpopulations of molecules including a fraction

fp of molecules diffusing freely are readily obtained:
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In the following, we show that model optimization, e.g. the search for model parameters that
correspond to the maximum likelihood of observing the actual experimental data given a

putative motion model X, is obtained through the minimization of the generalized squared

- 2 o . . .
error Z?’z”l wi(Nl-X — Nl-) with some specific weights w; that we derive analytically.

Bayesian approach for model selection on JDD data



For K competing models M, (here, K =6, k = 1..K), and a set of observed data {N;}, the
probability of each model to be the actual underlying motion mode that produced {N;} is
given by the Bayes theorem [77]:

P({N;}IM}) P(M)
YR PAN M )P (My)

P(Mi{N;}) =

With no a priori knowledge on the underlying motion model, which is generally the case when

SMT analysis begins, all the models considered are equiprobable a priori. In this case, the

latter expression simplifies to:

P({N;}| M)

P(Mil{N;}) = Yho PAN M)

Where the marginal probability P({N;}|M,) is obtained by expanding over the model

param eter space:
PANJIMY) = f PN M, BOP (B IMy) dBy

Here, B denotes the entire set of model parameters. The way P(B|M;) is estimated is

detailed in M&M.

To calculate P({N;}|M,,B), we assume that the jump distance for different trajectories are
independent random variables. Given a motion model M;, with its parameters Sy, for a single
trajectory of duration t the probability p; that the jump distance falls in the it" bin is, by

definition, deduced from the JDD of the corresponding model:

ka
i = EN'— . Since the jump distances of different trajectories are assumed to be independent

variables, the probability P({N;}|My,B;) satisfies a multinomial distribution:

N!
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with the usual constraint Z?’lei = N, and where the probabilities p; depend on the model
and its parameters. Although exact, this expression is untractable in numerical computations,
so we proceeded to approximate P({N;}|M,Bx) using the Stirling formula to express
factorials, followed by a Laplace saddle-point approximation. Details of the calculations are

provided in M&M, and we readily obtain:

V2rN  _NyNpLi=p)*
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where y; = N i/ N represents the experimental data, the reference probabilities p; depend on

the model M, and its parameter(s) Sx.

As a first consequence of this latter expression, for each model M, the parameters g, that
maximize the likelihood of the observed configuration are those which minimize the
generalized squared error Z’ivjlwi(yi—pi)Z where the squared error at each point is
weighted by the inverse of its variance w; = 1/p;. To the leading (second) order in y; —p; we
can set w; = 1/y; and the weights are then independent on model parameters. The
minimization of Z'ivz”lwi(yi—pi)z is then performed using standard weighted least squares
method based on the Newton-Gauss algorithm. This procedure yields a set of optimal
parameters ﬁ,? that maximize the likelihood of observing the jump distance distribution that
was actually observed given a specific model, and can therefore be interpreted as the

measured model parameters (see [77]).

Owing to the stochastic nature of molecular transport, parameters measurements have a
limited accuracy, and the measured parameters £ might deviate from the “true” in vivo value
by some uncertainty 6§ 8. In other words, a finite sample of ~1000 trajectories for instance
can seem to diffuse faster than another sample from the same cell collected over the same

period of time. The Bayesian method allows managing uncertainties with scientific insight.



Following the procedure described in [77], we used uniform prior distributions for P(S|M;)
within a certain range B™ < B, < Bi** and P(B,IM,) = 0 elsewhere; thus the integration
over parameters 3 represents a simple averaging of the peaked probability P({N;}|M, Bi)
over an integration range [ﬁ,:”"”, ﬁ,@”“"] defined as a symmetric interval centred in 2, the
maximum likelihood estimation of S, and with a width proportional to the uncertainty 64, on
parameter determination. This procedure provides an opportunity to penalize models with too
many parameters, and also models for which parameters may be measured inaccurately. In
summary, with P({N;}|M,,B:) defined analytically and P(B,|M;) defined using adequate
integration boundaries, the marginal probabilities of each tested model are completely

known.

To estimate both the accuracy of parameters measurements on which the method relies, and

the uncertainties 6B, that define the integration ranges, we have performed generalized

squared error minimization on simulated trajectories.
Monte Carlo Simulation of single molecule trajectories

Planar single molecule trajectories were simulated using in house Matlab (Mathworks) scripts
(see M&M). Free diffusion was simulated by a two dimension random walk with fixed time
steps 8t = 20ms, in agreement with the typical time resolution of SMT experiments [54], and
space steps sampled from a Gaussian distribution of variance 2D4t in both directions of
space, where D is the diffusion coefficient. Directed motion (model V') was simulated using
the same fixed time steps and space steps comprising of a linear jump of length V6t in a
random direction and a random step sampled from a Gaussian distribution of variance ky in
both directions of space to account for positional noise along the directed motion tracks.
Anomalous subdiffusion was simulated using a Continuous Time Random Walk [56]. Waiting
times between steps were sampled from a distribution comprising a short tail at short times
t < 6t = 0.01ms and a long Pareto-like tail at larger times, while space steps were sampled

from a Gaussian distribution of variance 2D,6t'* in both directions of space [56]. This



algorithm, with long tailed waiting times distributions, yields anomalous diffusion at large
times 7 [93]. This is due to an overall balance between molecules having significant
probabilities both to wait for long times without moving or to do many Brownian moves in a

short window of time, yielding a JDD that is shifted towards smaller distances but also

includes a longer tail towards large distances compared to free diffusion (Figure 1B).

Composite models (‘DD’, ‘DV’, and ‘DA’) were simulated by choosing the motion mode
randomly for each simulated molecule, with a probability f, for free diffusion. Hence, two
simulations with the same parameter f;, can have slightly different numbers of freely diffusing
molecules, as expected from the stochastic observation of a part of the total pool of

molecules in vivo.

An overall working precision of 10~¢ was chosen for numerical computations, in particular to
calculate the generalized squared error Zlivz”lwi(yi —p;)?and to calculate integrations over
the parameter space using Simpson quadrature in Matlab (routine quadv). This choice
represents a compromise between the large CPU time needed for high precision
computations and the requirement that the numerical error on gzg’lwi(yi—pi)z is much
smaller than unity, with typically 1000 < N < 10000. The influence of the number of bins N,

motion model parameters and the time lag (e.g., the number of trajectory points) on model

parameters determination is analyzed below.

Performance of parameters measurement on simulated trajectories

For each model and parameter set, a total of 20 simulations (in silico experiments) were

performed. Unless otherwise specified, the following parameters were used for each in silico

experiment:

- Trajectories and analysis parameters: N = 3000, N, = 30, 7 = 0.14s
- Motion models parameters: D = 0.02 um?/s,V = 1.2 um/s, ky, = 0.0008 um*/s?,D, =

0.02 um?/s%, a = 0.5, and f, = 0.5.



Examples of simulated trajectories are shown on Figure 1A. Since our purpose is to
demonstrate that our method is efficient to extract relevant information from short
trajectories, we have chosen to use the default time lag 7 = 0.14s that, given our time
resolution, corresponds to trajectories of only 8 points, throughout the study, unless

otherwise specified.

The JDD produced by each in silico experiment was analyzed using a fitting algorithm based
on the Gauss-Newton method, which finds the minimum of the generalized squared error
function Z?Z’lwi(yi —pi(Br))? ) by slightly modifying the parameters B iteratively along the
gradient of the function, which is recalculated at each iteration. Starting values for the
parameters S, were estimated automatically from the localization of the peak(s) in the JDD.
The convergence of the algorithm was decided as soon as the relative change in generalized
squared error Z?':bl w; (v; — p;)? between two successive iterations was less than the working
precision. This condition was not always achieved, owing to the oscillatory behaviour of
some fitting functions and numerical uncertainties. In this case, a maximal number of
iterations of 100000 (models ‘D’, ‘V, ‘DD’, ‘DV’) or 5000 (models ‘A, ‘DA’) was used instead,
and convergence was visually checked. Computations were performed on a MacBook Pro

laptop hosting a 2.53 GHz (P8700) Intel Core 2 Duo CPU.

Results of these tests are displayed on Figure 2, where the relative error to which model
parameters are measured is shown as a function of N, with constant N (2A), N, with
constant N/N, (2B), time lag (2C), and model parameters (2D), for the models D, V, and A.
Figure 2A shows that increasing the number of bins while keeping the number of trajectories
constant decreases the accuracy of the optimal diffusion coefficient, both for D and A
models. This in a consequence of the statistical noise in the distribution of jump distances,
that becomes predominant when the condition N/N, > 1 is not fulfilled. In contrast, the
velocity parameter is measured with a great accuracy over the entire range of bin numbers

for the V model. Figure 2B shows that, in contrast, increasing the number of bins while



keeping the ratio N/N, constant was less affecting the estimated diffusion coefficient. This
demonstrates that increasing the resolution of the JDD (number of bins) without reducing the
accuracy of the fitting procedure can be done by simply increasing the number of trajectories,
which is always possible, at least technically. In addition, Figure 2C shows that, for the
default parameters chosen in this study, the time lag, or equivalently here the number of
trajectory points, does not influence the accuracy of parameter determination for the non-
composite motion models. Finally, Figure 2D shows that broad ranges of motion model
parameters are measured with a typical accuracy of less than 10%, even for the very short 8-
points trajectories simulated for testing the method, confirming that the JDD is an excellent
measurable quantity to characterize molecular transport with the typical experimental
limitations. It is noteworthy that the fitting accuracy is significantly decreased for very low
directed transport velocities (green line) and anomalous diffusion with large power exponent
a (dashed magenta line), where, respectively, transport is dominated by the diffusion-like
noise term and the anomalous character vanishes (a = 1represents pure diffusion). Thus,
regimes where parameters of the A and V models are less well determined correspond to
parameter regimes where these models behave as pure diffusion. In contrast, the anomalous

power exponent o is measured more accurately in this large o regime (Supplementary Figure

S1).

Then, we estimated the ability of the least squares parameter measurement procedure to
accurately separate contributions from subpopulations experiencing different modes of
transport in a given realization of the JDD. In this purpose, we performed Monte Carlo
simulations of composite models, computed the simulated JDDs and fitted them with the
closed form expressions for the theoretical JDDs given previously. Results of these tests are
displayed on Figure 3 for the DD model (3A), DV model (3B) and DA model (3C). Figure 3A
shows that the contributions of two subpopulations of freely diffusing molecules with different
diffusion coefficients D; and D, can be reliably distinguished (error on their relative fraction

less than 0.2, red and blue regions of the diagram) whenever D,y > 2 — 3D, (,) (left panel).



Therefore, in practical applications, it will be possible to distinguish organelle-bound proteins
(with typical diffusion coefficient D; < 0.1 um? /s) from cytosolic proteins (with typical diffusion
coefficient D, > 1 um?/s). As for the simple models, increasing the bin number without
increasing the number of trajectories used to build the JDD is detrimental to the fitting
accuracy (right panel, black line), while it does not significantly affect the error on
subpopulation fractions when the number of trajectories is also increased (light grey).
Furthermore, modifying the time lag does not change the fitting accuracy in this situation
(dark grey). It is noteworthy that this right panel was obtained with D; = 0.02 um? /s and
D, = 0.1 um?/s, e.g. in a parameter regime where the subpopulation fractions are accurately
measured using the default parameters (see left panel). In contrast, increasing the number of
bins (and, together, the number of trajectories), might be useful to discriminate between two
subpopulations with quite similar diffusion coefficients (data not shown). Similarly, Figure 3B
(left panel) shows that two subpopulations experiencing respectively pure diffusion and
(noisy) directed transport can be generally distinguished with a high accuracy (error on their
relative fraction less than 0.2, red and blue regions of the diagram). For a diffusion coefficient
D =0.01 — 0.04 um?/s, consistent with in vivo measurements on membrane-associated
proteins [55] [63], directed transport can be identified as soon as the transport velocity
exceeds 0.5 —0.7 um/s , which is in the range of myosin motor proteins-mediated transport
velocity [94] [43]. This accuracy decreases for larger D = 0.08 — 0.15um?/s, a regime
relevant in some biological contexts [10]; in these cases, subpopulation fractions are well
determined only for V > 1 — 1.5 um/s (for our default analysis parameters), requirement that
is also achieved in vivo [94]. In addition, the Figure 3B right panel shows that increasing the
time lag (dark grey) improves the determination of the subpopulation fractions very
significantly were we to distinguish fast diffusion from slow active transport. This reflects a
simple scaling argument: the position of the diffusion and directed transport peaks in the JDD
scale with the square root of the corresponding MSD with a timeshift equal to the chosen

time lag t, respectively v/ and 7. Thus, increasing 7 tends to separate these peaks, and



therefore the contributions of the two subpopulations to the JDD, which makes them easier to
identify. Surprisingly, increasing the number of bins didn’t improve the fitting accuracy (black,
light grey). Finally, we analyzed the ability of the generalized least squares fitting procedure
to separate the contributions of pure and anomalous diffusion in a composite DA simulated
JDD. Similarly to the tests performed on DD and DV models, Figure 3C (left panel) shows
that freely and anomalously diffusing subpopulations can be distinguished accurately as
soon as the diffusion and anomalous diffusion coefficients are significantly different (error on
their relative fraction less than 0.2, red and blue regions of the diagram). In contrast with the

DD model though, where the “worst case scenario” is achieved when D;~D,, the D —
D, parameter range for which the subpopulation fractions are inaccurately measured
depends on the anomalous power exponent a. Figure 3C shows that for « = 0.5, the
fractions are more likely to be well determined for D < D,, D~D, and D > D, (see left of the
diagram), while for D > D, the peaks corresponding to the two subpopulations overlap and
parameter measurement is less accurate. Contrary to the DV model, increasing the time lag
is detrimental to the fitting accuracy (see Figure 3C, right, dark grey). As described for other
models, increasing the number of bins (for instance, to discriminate between two
subpopulations whose peaks in the JDD partially overlap) tends to reduce the accuracy in

the other parameter ranges (black line). As previously, increasing the number of trajectories

as well restores partially the accuracy of the fractions determination (light grey line).

In summary, we have proven that automated least squares-based fitting of simulated JDD
reliably extract the fraction of two subpopulations for the composite models DD, DV, and DA,
over broad ranges of parameters. For composite models, the total JDD is the sum of
individual models JDDs, weighted by the fraction of each subpopulation in the total
population. Therefore, the overall JIDD might exhibit one or two distinct peaks depending on
how different the subpopulations motion parameters are. While it might be required to
increase the number of bins to resolve close peaks, this operation generally increases the

noise of the JDD (as each bin “contains” a smaller number of trajectories), and therefore



reduces the fitting accuracy if the peaks are resolvable. Thus, an optimal number of bins
might be required, depending on the ranges of motion parameters. Increasing the number of
trajectories improves the accuracy for a larger number of bins. Furthermore, while increasing
the time lag allows separating free diffusion from directed transport, it is generally detrimental
if one wants to resolve free from anomalous diffusion, indicating that an optimal time lag

might also be required.

How well are motion parameters measured for the simulated composite models? For all the
parameter ranges shown on Figure 3 (bins number with or without different number of
trajectories, time lags, simulated motion parameters), and for different input fractions in the
simulated population, the automated least squares fitting provided estimates of the
underlying motion parameters. However, owing to the large number of simulations
performed, we chose not to represent the relative error on measured parameter as a function
of all other parameters as this would have yielded dozens of plots similar to Figure 2, and
blurred the main message. Instead, we generated scatter dot plots showing, for each
composite model, the relative error on measured parameter as a function of the error on the
estimated subpopulation fraction for the same simulated JDD (see Figure 4).
These plots show that, in most cases, motion parameters are reliably measured (relative
error less than 0.2, vertical axis) when the subpopulations fractions are also accurately
determined (error less than 0.2, horizontal axis). Thus, conclusions drawn on the ability of the
least squares fitting to distinguish between subpopulation fractions (Figure 3) generally
extend to the estimation of underlying motion parameters. In contrast, situations where the
method is unable to determine the fraction often correspond to an erroneous measurement
of motion parameters. This is especially true for the determination of the free diffusion
coefficients, (Figure 4A-C, light blue and Figure 4A, dark blue), directed transport velocity
(Figure 4B, dark green) and anomalous diffusion coefficient (Figure 4C, magenta). The
positional variability parameter k, for the DV model (Figure 4B, light green) and the

anomalous power exponent for the DA model (Figure 4C, orange) are more likely to carry



larger errors despite an accurate determination of the subpopulation fraction. In agreement
with the conclusions of [69], for uneven composite simulated subpopulations the motion
parameters are always well determined for the dominant fraction, with a relative error smaller
than 0.3 in the worst case scenario (Figure S2). In addition, the error on most motion
parameters decreases with an increasing fraction of the corresponding subpopulation (free
diffusion coefficients D for all DD, DV, DA models in light and dark blue, anomalous power
exponent for the DA model in orange and, to a lesser extent, transport velocity V for the DV
model in dark green). Thus, the method yields an accurate determination of motion
parameters for the dominant fraction of a composite population, which is further improved as

the fraction becomes more dominant.

In addition to providing a significant test of the reliability of JDD fitting to estimate parameter
values for several motion models, this first series of tests allowed to estimate the accuracy
level to which a given motion model parameter can be measured by the generalized least
square fitting, in presence of statistical noise. For each model parameter 3, the value 8
measured by the least square analysis averaged over 20 in silico experiments was compared

to the simulated value B,. For each parameter S, the typical amplitude of the difference
|E—[)’0| was used to define the range for integration of model probabilities over model

parameters, as detailed in [77]:

B = B0+ 10|8 - Bol -

With these estimates in hand, in silico tests of the reliability of the JDD-based Bayesian

method for model selection could be performed.

Performance of Bayesian model selection on simulated trajectories

In the previous section, we determined the accuracy of fitting the JDD with a given motion
model. However, when analyzing actual data, most of the time there is little — if any —

knowledge on the underlying motion model. How must different fits with different possible



motion models be compared, and how can we determine the motion model that is most likely
to have generated the observed data? The Bayesian model selection procedure described
above was next tested, with test results represented on Figures 5 and S3. In this purpose, for
each motion model discussed in this article, and for motion parameters representative of the
different parameter ranges discussed in the previous section, 10 JDDs were simulated and
analyzed with the Bayesian model selection procedure together with parameter fitting (as
described in M&M). This analysis yields, for each of those 10 runs, a probability that each
tested model is «true ». When no model got a probability larger than 75%, the run was
counted as « undetermined ». The output of this analysis was represented as bar charts
showing the occurrence, over 10 runs, of determined motion models for each input model
and parameter range. Figure 5A shows that irrespective of the diffusion coefficient, free
diffusion is rarely mistaken with other types of transport (first two bars from left to right). In
the presence of low to moderate noise, pure V model is also well determined (third and fourth
bars), although it might be, in the small velocity regime, interpreted as a DV with a very small
freely diffusing subpopulation, comparable with the typical error on f; in this parameter
regime (Figure 3B left panel). Thus, after qualitative inspection of the result, the analyst still
recognizes a pure directed transport model. Similarly, significant subdiffusive character
(small @) is accurately extracted, though the DA model does not seem strongly penalized by
the selection procedure so that a simple A model might be mistaken with a DA model with
small f, , comparable to the typical fitting error. Here again, qualitative inspection of the result
is sufficient to recover the actual nature of the underlying motion (pure A model). Our
Bayesian model selection procedure is even more efficient when applied to JDDs simulated
using composite models. Indeed, in the parameter regimes where f, and motion parameters
are very well determined by the automated least square fitting, the right model is determined
in almost 100% of the test runs (Figure 5B). It is noteworthy that in the motion parameter
regimes where the least squares fitting procedure does not provide accurate values for the
parameters, the Bayesian selection procedure can lead to significant deviations between the

simulated and estimated models (Figure S3). In some cases, increasing the number of bins



(and the number of trajectories) significantly improves motion model determination (V model
with large V and high noise, A model with large D, large «) ; in contrast, in other cases (V
model with small V and high noise, A model with small Da and large a) there is an apparent
strong contribution of free diffusion that do reflect the fact that slow directed transport might
be drowned in high noise (Figure S3A, small V/high noise and S3B, large gap high noise),
while a weak anomalous character (a~1) might be underestimated (Figure S3A, small D,

large a), or even missed (see model DA, large gap large a on Figure S3B).



Discussion

Single Molecule Tracking experiments offer, in principle, the possibility to probe the local
environment of molecules of interest, and therefore to gain considerable insight on their
individual motion, interactions, and overall intracellular dynamics. For these reasons, SMT is
increasingly used in a variety of biological contexts [11,13,16,62,63,95,96] [63]. However,
despite recent progress in fluorophores engineering [97,98] and tracking algorithms, it is still
difficult to follow single molecules for a long time while keeping photo-bleaching, trajectories
merging or clustering to a reasonably low level, especially when the labelled molecules are
clustered in small subcellular regions. Hence, the trajectories obtained are usually short, and
in this limit current analysis methods fail to accurately determine motion features
[32,40,41,60]. In addition, we still lack a method suitable to discriminate between multiple

transport modes experienced by a single molecule along an individual trajectory.

In this work, we have derived a new method to analyze quantitatively SMT data and extract
key motion features and parameters. The method was carefully derived mathematically from
rigorous statistical considerations on a variable directly measurable from individual
trajectories, the Jump Distance (Figure 1) [69]. We show than combining an analytically
derived generalized least squares fitting of the Jump Distance Distribution by particular
motion models with a Bayesian model selection procedure, offers a good alternative to Mean
Square Displacement-based analysis that is also efficient for short trajectories, where the
latter fails [32]. By taking advantage of the (large) number of (short) trajectories that are
typically obtained with cellular systems in vivo to the detriment of losing single-trajectory
information, the JDD analysis overcomes the experimental limitations of SMT listed above.
Specifically, we first performed generalized least square fitting of simulated JDDs
corresponding to uniform populations experiencing free diffusion (model D), anomalous
diffusion (model A), or noisy directed motion (model V), and to composite populations
encompassing two subpopulations with different motion modes (models DD, DV, DA), over a

broad range of motion and trajectory parameter values. We showed that in most parameter



regimes, measurements of the input motion parameter values were accurate, with typically
less than 20% error using realistic trajectories length and number. The fitting method was
efficient both for uniform and composite populations (Figures 2-4 and S1-S2). In both cases,
the Bayesian model selection procedure was able to determine the underlying motion
mode(s) from almost all simulated JDDs (Figure 5). Note that parameters relative to
anomalous diffusion were overall measured with less accuracy than for other motion modes.
This may be attributed to the fact that the closed form formula for the anomalous jump
distance probability was derived for Continuous Time Random Walks in the limit of infinitely
small space-time steps. As a consequence, a finite trajectory consists in an infinitely large
number of steps, which allows an accurate sampling of the entire distribution of waiting
times. However, in practice CTRWs were simulated with finite steps, leading to an
incomplete sampling of the distribution of waiting times and to sensible differences in the low
distance end of the simulated JDD compared to the ideal one. Improving the simulation

algorithm for anomalous diffusive motion would strengthen the tests of our analysis method.

We also identified parameter regimes in which the subpopulation fractions of composite
trajectory samples were less accurately extracted (Figures 2-4). This yielded significant
deviations between the simulated transport mode and the determined transport mode (Figure
S3). For clarity and conciseness, we obviously couldn’t report tests of all possible parameter
values; however, our analysis was sufficient to extract general trends on how to use our
JDD-based Bayesian method to analyze real samples, depending on the information or

insight we have on the system. This « cooking recipe » is explained below.

The JDD of a uniform population has a peak, whose position scales as \/W(r) , Where t is
the (chosen) time lag. Different motion modes correspond to different dependence of the
MSD on 7 [77]: thus, for free diffusion the peak position scales as vDt, while for anomalous
diffusion it scales as W and for directed transport, as Vt. Discriminating between

different subpopulations will be easier for well separated peaks, and therefore distinguishing

directed transport from free or anomalous diffusion will require larger time lags, while



distinguishing free from anomalous diffusion will necessitate either large or short time lags

(regimes where the functions v and v/ diverge from each other). Tuning the time lag can
be achieved both by choosing the frequency of imaging, and by selecting the adequate
number of points in the trajectories (or fractions of split trajectories). Once the time lag is
chosen, the obtained JDD extends over a given range of jump distances: the choice of the
number of bins depends then on this range and on the resolution needed to resolve the
different peaks, making sure that there is, on average, at least 100 trajectories per bin in the

sample to prevent noise in the distribution.

The methodology detailed above and in the article can be straightforwardly applied to a
broad range of systems, including in vitro experiments. In addition, the analytical formulation
of the method can be formally extended without new derivation to include any kind of motion
mode for which there exist a closed form expression for the jump distance probability
distribution {p;}, like for instance confined diffusion [73], fractional diffusion [90] or
superdiffusion [91] including with Levy flights [92]. We have restricted the numerical tests to
D, V, and A motion modes only for conciseness, and because of their relevance for proteins,
or lipid vesicles, moving in heterogeneous media [89,99] and their established contribution to
cellular dynamics [10,43,57,62,87]. Note that stricktly speaking, the method is limited to
trajectory sets where the jump distances of individual trajectories are statistically independent
variables (uncorrelated). This would, for instance, not be the case if a given set includes the
trajectories of two interacting proteins imaged at the same time (like for instance a dimer
where the two monomers are simultaneously visualized). However, the use of switchable
fluorophores (like the mEOS) for which a very small number of molecules are simultaneously
visualized limits the probability of observing correlated motions. Correlations might also
appear when short trajectories are obtained from the splitting of long non-markovian
trajectories. In this case, correlations extend over a certain fraction of the entire trajectory

(the length of the « memory » kernel), and therefore increasing the time lag (the number of



points on the individual trajectories) above the correlation length should limit correlation

effects.

Finally, the method can be readily extended to include composite populations encompassing
3 or more motion modes; this would require adding new terms to the linear combination
defining jump distance distributions for composite models, with new subpopulation fractions
as additional parameters. The projected creation of a user friendly interface that will allow the
user to choose the motion modes to include, the number of subpopulations to search for and

the expected ranges of motion parameters will make the method accessible to a broader

audience.
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Figure legends

Figure 1: Construction of the Jump Distance Distribution. (A) Examples of planar single
molecule trajectories of equal duration (or, equivalently, number of points), gathered to the
same starting point. Shown are trajectories from simulated free diffusion (black, blue for
respectively slow and fast diffusion), anomalous subdiffusion (red), and noisy directed motion
(green). From the unique starting point of the trajectories, circular bins are plotted (bins of
size dr around 1;,i = 1..N,), and trajectories are classified in the bins according to the
position of their ending point, yielding the Jump Distance Distribution (see M&M). (B)
Examples of JDDs obtained for a homogeneous population of freely diffusing molecules
(black), and composite populations including freely diffusing molecules and: anomalously
diffusing molecules (red), another pool of fast freely diffusing molecules (blue), and
molecules transported along (noisy) linear tracks (green). Although these three transport
modes all contribute to a long tail in the JDD, they provide unique, characteristic features that

allow their distinction.

Figure 2: Automated least squares fitting of the JDD reliably extracts molecular motion
parameters. Relative error on measured motion parameters as a function of the number of
bins with constant trajectory number (A), constant N/N, ratio (B), as a function of the time
lag (C), and of simulated motion parameters (D). Shown motion parameters are the diffusion
coefficient D for the D model (cyan), the transport velocity V and positional variance ky for
the V model (dark and light green respectively), and the anomalous diffusion coefficient
D, and power exponent « for the A model (magenta and orange, respectively). For panel (D),
dark green and magenta dashed lines indicate the errors on estimated V and D, as a
function of varying ky and a respectively, while plain lines represent the errors on estimated
parameters for different input values of the same parameter. Simulated parameters are given

in units of default parameters (see main text), except for a (dashed magenta line) where data



points correspond to « = 0.3,0.4,0.5...0.9, from left to right. Each data point was obtained

after averaging over 20 simulations.

Figure 3: Automated least squares fitting can separate contributions to the JDD of
molecule subpopulations experiencing different motion modes. Error on the estimation
of the fraction f;, of freely diffusing molecules for composite DD model (A), DV model (B) and
DA model (C), with simulated f, = 0.5. Diagrams on the left represent the absolute error on
fp as a function of motion model input parameters (horizontal and vertical axis) as color
maps, whose legend is given above each diagram. Plots on the right represent the absolute
error on the fraction f, as a function of the number of bins with constant N (black), with
constant N/N, = 100 (light grey), and as a function of the time lag (dark grey). Each data

point was obtained after averaging over 20 simulations.

Figure 4: Motion parameters are well measured when estimated subpopulation
fractions are accurate. Scatter dot plots showing, for all the motion model and trajectory
parameters tested, the relative error on motion parameters measurements (y axis) as a
function of the error on the measured freely diffusing subpopulation fraction f, (x axis) for the
DD (A), DV (B) and DA (C) models. Shown motion parameters are the diffusion coefficient of
the freely diffusing fraction (cyan, A-C), the (fast) diffusion coefficient of the other freely
diffusing fraction for the DD model (dark blue, A), the velocity and positional variance for the
DV model (dark and light green respectively, B), and the anomalous diffusion coefficient and
power exponent for the DA model (magenta and orange respectively, C). Each data point

was obtained after averaging over 20 simulations.

Figure 5: A Bayesian model selection procedure extracts underlying transport mode
from simulated JDD. Bar charts showing the output of the Bayesian model selection
procedure for various input (simulated) motion models and parameter ranges. Simple and
composite input motion modes are represented on panels (A) and (B) respectively. Possible

outputs motion modes are: D (cyan), V (light green), A (red), DD (dark blue), DV (dark



green), DA (purple), and undetermined (for simulated JDDs for which all model probabilities
provided by the Bayesian procedure are below 75%, grey). Note that special undetermined
situations, where the probabilities of V and DV models almost sum to 1 and where the
probabilities of A and DA models almost sum to 1, were represented with light to dark green
and magenta to purple colour gradients for illustration purposes. For simple input models for
which some runs showed a significant probability (larger than 25%) for the corresponding
composite model (either larger than 75% - in this case, the run contributes to the occurrence
of the composite model — or between 25 and 75% - in this case the run is undetermined), the
average fraction of the “correct” input model in the mix was computed and is shown in white.
For instance, the f, = 0.82 indicated in the top (green gradient) fraction of the 4™ bar chart on
panel B means that over the (10%) of the runs for which the procedure yielded an
undetermined motion model with models V and DV probabilities summing to almost 1, the
average fraction f,, = 1 — f;, of the directly transport population obtained when fitting with the
DV model is 0.82. Thus, as expected the contribution of the (input) V motion mode in the

procedure output dominates over the D motion mode.



Supplementary Figurelegends

Supplementary Figure S1: Measurement of additional motion parameters from
automated least squares fitting of the JDD. Relative error on measured motion
parameters as a function of simulated motion parameters. Shown measured parameters are
the positional variance ky, for the V model (light green), and the anomalous power exponent
a for the A model (orange). Light green and orange dashed lines indicate the errors on
estimated k, and a as a function of varying V and D, respectively, while plain lines represent
the errors on estimated parameters for different input values of the same parameter.
Simulated parameters are given in units of default parameters (see main text), except for a
(plain orange line) where data points correspond to @« = 0.3,0.4, 0.5 ...0.9, from left to right.

Each data point was obtained after averaging over 20 simulations.

Supplementary Figure S2: The accuracy of motion parameter measurement increases
with the subpopulation fraction for composite input models. Relative error on measured
motion parameters as a function of the input subpopulation fraction for the composite
models. Shown motion parameters are the diffusion coefficient of the (slowly) freely diffusing
fraction (cyan, 3 lines corresponding to DD, DV and DA input models), the (fast) diffusion
coefficient of the other freely diffusing fraction for the DD model (dark blue), the velocity V
and positional variance ky for the DV model (dark and light green respectively, B), and the

anomalous diffusion coefficient D, and power exponent « for the DA model (magenta and

orange respectively, C).

Supplementary Figure S3: Limits of the Bayesian model selection procedure and
partial improvement with increasing number of trajectories. Bar charts showing the
output of the Bayesian model selection procedure for various input (simulated) motion
models in parameter ranges for which the least squares fitting is less accurate. Simple and

composite input motion modes are represented on panels (A) and (B) respectively. The



colour coding of possible outputs and the simple model fractions in composite and

undetermined output models in Panel A are defined as in Figure 5.
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Materials and Methods

Characterizing single molecule motion using the Jump Distance Distribution

The method described in this article was developed to analyze a set of N individual planar

trajectories, or fraction of trajectories, labelled with the index j = 1..N. All trajectories are
assumed to have an identical duration T = Md§t and comprise of M + 1 points of planar
Cartesian coordinates x}’ and yjp, p=1..M + 1; 6t is the time step between two consecutive
measurements of single molecules’ positions. For each trajectory, the jump distance, e.g. the

geometrical distance between its first and last points, is defined by:

= \/(ij+1 —x}) "+ -y )

The experimental jump distance distribution (JDD) is defined by classifying the N jump

distances in ordered bins of fixed size (see Figure 1A). In this work, we have chosen to

control the number of bins, denoted N,. Hence, the bin size is ér = %(l’) By definition, a
b

trajectory is added to the i™ bin if and only if r,—d&r/2 <1 j<1n+6r/2 where r; =
(i — 1/2)6r is the median point of the bin. The distribution is therefore defined by the set of
integer numbers {Ni,i = 1..Nb,Z’iV=”1Ni = N} corresponding to the number of trajectories in

each bin for the analyzed dataset.

For the simple models D, V and A considered in this study, closed for formulas have been
derived mathematically in the past for the theoretical jump distance probability distribution
(JDP) [56,73,90-92]. The corresponding jump distance distributions for the simple models
{NPYA i = 1..N,} are easily obtained by multiplying the JDPs by the number of molecules,

i )

and we get respectively:

72

~ ri R
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2Dt
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where the averaging over the directed tracks (assumed to be distributed isotropically with
respect to the plane of the plasma membrane) has been performed, Mky is the variance of
the molecule position over the M supposedly independent steps of a trajectory with M + 1
points, and I, is the modified Bessel function of the first kind. IV{“ is defined by an inverse

Laplace transform:
NA — Ti (T4 e (p)T (r_l i a/z)
N{ =N ér b J-iy-c0 € - K, \/D_a(lp) dp,

where K, is the modified Bessel function of the second kind, and the cutoff y is small. Unless
otherwise specified, for numerical evaluations of N/ the cutoff y was set to the working
precision of our computations, and the integral boundaries were set to +300 for « > 0.5, and
(300) %5/« for a < 0.5. Indeed, the slow decrease of the Bessel function with p for small

values of @ makes it necessary to integrate over a broader range to get a good estimate of

the inverse Laplace transform.

The theoretical JDD for models encompassing two subpopulations of molecules experiencing

different motion modes are readily obtained:
NPP = fp NP+ (1= fp) NiDZ ,

NPV =fp NP+~ fp) N,

NiDA =/p NiD +@ - fp) NiA ,

where f, denotes the fraction of molecules diffusing freely. In the following, we show that
model optimization, e.g. the search for model parameters that correspond to the maximum
likelihood of observing the actual experimental data given a putative motion model X, is
obtained through the minimization of the generalized squared error Z?’zblwi(NiX —Ni)2 with

some specific weights w; that we determine.



Bayesian approach for model selection on JDD data

For K competing models M, (here, K = 6, k = 1..K), and a set of observed data {N;}, the
probability of each model to be the actual underlying motion mode that produced {N;} is
given by the Bayes theorem [77]:

P({N;}IM}) P(My)

P(MiI{N;}) = YK_ PANIMOP (M)

With no a priori knowledge on the underlying motion model, which is generally the case when
SMT analysis begins, all the models considered are a priori equiprobable. Hence, P(M;) =
1/K and this remains the case as long as the user includes all plausible underlying motion
models. The following approach remains valid if one wants to add information on the motion
mode to the analysis by specifying non equal priori probabilities P(M;), e.g. by “preferring”

such or such model, for instance based on the qualitative visual observation of the JDD.
As a consequence, model probabilities reduce to:

P({Ni}I1My)
Y1 PAN3IM,)

P(Mil{N;}) =

The marginal probability P({N;}IM,) is obtained by expanding over the model parameter

space:

PANJIM,) = f PN My B)PBe M) dBy

where the (multiple) integration is performed over the entire range of values of model
parameters B,. Here, B denotes the entire set of model parameters. P(B,|M;) will be

specified later in the following.

To calculate P({N;}IM,,pB;), we assume that the jump distances along different trajectories

are independent random variables. Given a motion model M;, with its parameter set 3, for a



single trajectory of duration 7 the probability p; that the jump distance falls in the it" bin is, by

definition, deduced from the JDD of the corresponding model:

ka
pi = BI'V— . For instance, if the model M, is the free diffusion with the single parameter S

r2

NP S SE . , ,
being the diffusion coefficient D, p; = NT‘ = 6r%re‘4fn. Since the jump distances of different

trajectories are assumed to be independent variables, the probability P({N;}IMy, B;) satisfies

a multinomial distribution:

!

P{{N;}|My,By) = ,2911\’11)21\’2 ---PNbNN”

N;!Ny! ... Ny, !

with the usual constraintZ?’lei = N, and where the probabilities p; depend on the model
and its parameters. Although exact, this expression is untractable in numerical computations,
so we proceeded to approximate P({N;}|M,B;) using the Laplace’s saddle-point
approximation.

N
Starting with the Stirling formula for large integers (larger than a few units), N!~+/2nzN (g) :

with NV = eNInN gnd using the renormalized bin populations y; = N i/ N We get:

V2nN _Y.N: , N . V21N _ T PP .
P({Ni}le,ﬂk)'vHi— meNlnN 2iNi In Nj+X; Ny In p; =me NQ{yiIny;-y;Inp]) —

In(v2rN) ¥;ln /21tNyi)
T

e—N(Zz[yi In y;—y; Inp;] m

where we used the fact that }};y; = 1.

In the latter expression, y;, p;, are of order of unity,

In(+/2ZN Y.iln /2N y; .
n N” ) and & Y are of respective

N

orders Y

and Nbl;(N), both « 1 provided that the number of bins is small compared to the

number of trajectories, N, which is a large number (typically, several thousands). Therefore,
P({N;}|My,B) is maximal for F({y;}) = Xi[yiIny; — y;Inp;] minimal and decreases very fast,

owing to the factor e, as soon as F({y;}) deviates from its minimal value. As a



consequence it is sufficient to calculate P({N;}|My,B,) for configurations {y;} such that
F({y;} is close to its minimum, given an underlying model and its parameters that fix the
jump distance probabilities {p;}. For other configurations, P({N;}|My,B) ~0. The minimization
of F({y;}) with respect to {y;} under the constraint G({y;}) =2,y —1=0 is achieved if
VF = ¢VG where ¢ is a Lagrange multiplier, which yields Vi 1 + Iny; — Inp; = ¢ from which
we derive y; = p;e?"1. The normalization condition Y;y; =Y;p; = 1 imposes ¢ =1 and

finally we get y; = p;, or in vector formulation y = p.

F({y;}) is then expanded around the minimum:
- —> - - - 1 - N\ T - —>
F(y)=F@) + VF.(y —p) +§(y—p) AF(y —p),

where the gradient VF and the Hessian matrix AF are evaluated at the minimum ¥ = 3.
F(ﬁ) =0, V)F (}-} - ﬁ) = 21(1 +1n Di — In pl) (yl - pl) = Ziyi — Zipi =0, while the Hessian

matrix is diagonal and AF;; = S

Finally, we obtain:

N <Np(yi—pd?
VERN _ oo

_vemy '
[I;/2nNp;

P({N}IMy, Bir)~

with y; = N i/ N represents the experimental data, and the reference probabilities p; depend

on the model M, and its parameter(s) S.

Minimization of the argument in the exponential function of the previous expression yields the
parameters that maximize the likelihood P({N;}IMy, Bi)|max = P({N:}|My.B2) to observe the
experimental JDD given the putative model M, (the “measured” parameters, 7, see main
text). Simulations have allowed us to estimate the accuracy &8 to which the motion model
parameters could be measured. Following the procedure described in [77], we defined the

parameter range [BM", B"%*| over which the probability P({N;}|My,B,) is integrated as a



symmetric interval centred in 82, the maximum likelihood estimation of S, and with a width
proportional to the uncertainty § 8, on parameter measurement. This procedure provides an
opportunity to penalize models with too many parameters, and also models for which

parameters may be measured inaccurately.
Monte Carlo simulation of single molecules trajectories

Stochastic two-dimensional single vesicle trajectories were simulated using random walks

corresponding to the different motion models considered in this study.

Pure diffusion (model “D”) was implemented by generating random, Gaussian distributed
independent moves (steps) in the two directions of space at every time point (with a time
increment corresponding to the observation time, e.g. §t = 20ms), using the randn function in
Matlab. The only parameter of the model, e.g. the diffusion coefficient D, is related to the

variance < Ax? >=< Ay? > of the space steps by < Ax2 >= 2Dét.

Directed motion (model “V’) was implemented by generating, for each trajectory, random
displacements which include: a directed component §x; = VS8tcos8, §y, = Vét sin 8 which
corresponds to a vesicle being transported at the velocity V along an actin track of random
orientation 8 during the time increment §t; a “noise” component, to account for fluctuations of
the vesicle position around the actin track, modelled by Gaussian distributed (randn)
additional displacements in the two directions of space with variance < Ax? >=< Ay? > ky,.
Typically, ky, scales as 2Dét, where D is the apparent diffusion coefficient of the Brownian
motion around the “mean” directed motion of vesicles along the tracks. This model is

therefore described by 2 parameters, V and ky,.

Anomalous diffusion (motion model “A”) was implemented using a continuous time random
walk with waiting times (CTRW, [56,93]). Similar to the pure diffusion process, random space
steps were generated from a Gaussian distribution of variance < Ax? >=< Ay? >. However,

each move was being attributed a random time, sampled from a long-tailed distribution,



which do not necessarily correspond to the observation times spaced by é§t. In this purpose,
we calculated the cumulative distribution of waiting times (probability that the vesicle moves
before a certain date t), which varies from O att =0to 1 at t = . Then, we generated a
random number between 0 and 1, and by identifying this number to the cumulative
distribution we obtained the date of the next move. The position of the vesicle at the
observation times was inferred from its position immediately before the next move. For the
distribution of waiting times, we chose a distribution with a Pareto-like tail (decrease as
(1/t)e*t1 at large times > 6t ), and a linear increase with time at short times t < §t’, with
o6t' = 6t/2000 = 0.01ms, for regularization. This distribution yields anomalous diffusion at
large time lags, with an anomalous exponent a and an effective diffusion coefficient D, =<
Ax,y? >/2(6t")* [56,93]. Composite models DD, DV, DA were implemented by generating a
fraction fj, of free diffusion trajectories, and a fraction 1 — f;, of trajectories of the D, V or A

type respectively.



Free diffusion (fast)

—— Free diffusion (slow)
——— Anomalous (sub)diffusion

Directed transport

N W b~ OO0 OO N 00 ©

Jump distance distribution (a.u.)

Individual molecule trajectories jump distance r (um)

Tollis et al., Figure 1



<

020

0.15F
0.10F
0.05
0.00
-0.05
-0.10
-0.15

Jajeweled uonow Uo Joie aAleeY

-0.20

0.30

1
0
N
o

1 1 1
o o
N Q

-0.05
-0.10
-0.15
-0.20 -

| |
o o
< <Q
o o o o o

Jajoweled uonow Uo Jois aAleeYy

-0.25

-0.30

20 30 40 50 60 70 80
Number of bins

10

80 100

60

0

4
Number of bins

20

0.0

| u

]
-
Q@

Jajeweled UOIOW UO JoJIS BAljEY

4

N
Q@

1
™
<?

<
<Q

1
o
<

1
©
<

1
™~
<

0.20

|
Yo}
b
o

| | 1
o o] o
- 9 9

o

Jajeweled UonOW UO JoJle BAlEY

o

o

-0.05

-0.10 |-

-0.15

-0.20 -

-0.25

-0.30

-0.35

-0.40

0.2

0.0

Simulated parameter
(fold of default value)

Time lag (s)

Tollis et al., Figure 2



Diffusion coefficient D2

B

Velocity

Diffusion coefficient

m0-0.1

m0.1-0.2
0.15

0.08

0.04

0.02

0.01

0.007

0.003
0.003 0.007 0.01 0.02 0.04

Diffusion coefficient D1

m 0-0.1
2.0

1.6

1.2

1.0

0.7

0.3
0.003 0.007 0.01 0.02 0.04

Diffusion coefficient

0.08

m0.1-0.2 m0.2-0.3 m0.3-04

1 0.2-0.3

0.15

0.08

m 0-0.1 m0.1-0.2 m0.2-0.3 ®m0.3-04

0.15

0.08

0.04

0.02

0.01

0.007

0.007 0.01 0.02 0.04

0.08
Anomalous diffusion coefficient

0.15

m 0.4-0.5

0.15

error on subpopulation fractions error on subpopulation fractions

error on subpopulation fractions

Time lag (s)

0 02 04 06 08 1
1 1 1 1 1

0.15}

0.1F

0.05}

0 1 1 1 1 ]
20 40 60 80 100
Number of bins
Time lag (s)

0 02 04 06 08 1
1 1 1 1 1

O

0.25}

02} "

0.15}

0.1F
O

0.05}

0 D 1 1
20 40 60 80 100
Number of bins
Time lag (s)

0.52 02 04 06 08 1

04F

03F

02F

0,1F

1 1 1 ]

0’%,0 0,2 0,4 0,6 0,8 1,0

Number of bins

Tollis et al., Figure 3



Relative error on motion parameter

Relative error on motion parameter

Relative error on motion parameter

1.0
08 [~
0.6
O
04 [ - ——
| - o
By
- a = ..
02 g Eﬁn ) -
OOE'EE L [ L L J
0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
Error on subpopulation fraction
1.0 -
O
O
0.8 “ a
O
o O
06 B =
] o - B m - - =
o o
04 o Cmy g B a| -
Om
op O O d o -
- 8 oPR e
0.2 Uq@ I;E‘E&ID.H o O
‘:'E;'ﬂ Ogg @O =]
0 0 o He r | H | | J
' 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
Error on subpopulation fraction
1.0
O g -
= O
]
0.8 [~
]
]
]
] [ -
. O
O
O
o = g
O
is 0
B g
1 1 m 1 J
0.2 0.3 04 0.5

Error on subpopulation fraction

Tollis et al., Figure 4



o o o o
o0} (o] < Q\

100

(suni Q| JO 9,) paulwia)}dp apow UOIO|N

<

_
o
s

(sunu Q| JO 9%) paulwlia}dp apow UOION

28]

_ _ _
o =) o o
© < N

Input motion mode and parameters

Tollis et al., Figure 5



Relative error on motion parameter

-0.05

02

0.1

0.05

o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Simulated parameter
(fold of default value)

8

Tollis et al., Figure S1



0.30
o)
5 025[
e
©
(]
Q 020
C
o
E
S 015
(@]
S
o 010 [
(O]
>
©
= |
© 005
0.00 : : '
04 0.6 0.8 1.0

Input subpopulation fraction

Tollis et al., Figure S2



o o o o o o
AN

o (c0) (o] <r

~

(suni Q| JO 9,) paulwia)}dp apow UOIO|N

<

Input motion mode and parameters

o o () o o o
AN

o 0 © <
(suni Q| JO 9,) paulwia)}dp apow UOIO\

m

Input motion mode and parameters

Tollis et al., Figure S3



