
 

 

 

 

Feedback Microrheology in Soft Matter 
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Soft matter consists of meso-scale (nm~µm) structures that are formed by weak interactions and reorganized with 

thermal activations. The relaxation processes that occur spontaneously in such materials may be probed with 

microrheology, by observing the movement of embedded probe particles. Because of the softness of the material, 

however, perturbations to the probe that are inevitably added during microrheology experiments prevent direct 

translation of those movements to rheological properties. In this study, we conducted optical-trap-based 

microrheology with significantly reduced mechanical perturbations. With dual feedback technology, well-

determined optical-trapping forces were applied to a fluctuating embedded probe, and its response and fluctuations 

were precisely measured with high spatiotemporal resolution. We demonstrate the improved performance of this 

technique in an reconstituted network of actin cytoskeletal filaments, by observing their slow dynamics, 

homogeneous thermal fluctuations as well as activated hopping between mesoscale microenvironments. We discuss 

how heterogeneous relaxations observed in equilibrium soft matter become homogeneous under constant forcing 

beyond linear regime.  

 

Introduction  
Rheological properties are some of the most fundamental 

physical attributes of a material. Over many years, they have 

been extensively investigated via experiments, computer 

simulations and analytic theories. Nowadays, the purely elastic 

or viscous response of “simple” materials is understood at least 

qualitatively based on the microscopic processes that may 

plausibly be occurring in the system 1-3. However, in nature, 

the rheological behavior of “soft” materials is more complex 

and typically nonlinear. For example, polymer networks 4, 5 and 

colloidal suspensions 6, 7 show a variety of relaxation spectra in 

their linear response. Under moderate mechanical loads, soft 

matter can either weaken (fluidize) 8, 9, stiffen 10, 11, or 

experience both in complex ways 12, 13 depending on the details 

of the materials and experimental protocols. Understanding 

this complex behavior has long been the focus of studies in soft 

matter physics.  

Mechanical properties of soft materials are associated 

with mesoscale (nm~µm) internal structures, such as the mesh 

of polymer networks, the persistence of semi-flexible filaments, 

and the excluded volume of colloidal components. Weak 

interactions (e.g. van der Waals, electrostatic, steric, and 

hydrodynamic) between these mesoscale structural units 

define the softness of their macroscopic mechanical response. 

Owing to this softness, gentle thermal/external forcing induces 

vigorous fluctuations that relax over timescales that typically 

extend from less than µs to more than days. Thus, the 

mechanical properties of soft matter intriguingly depend on 

both time and length scales 14-20. In order to better understand 

the complex mechanics of soft matter, it is therefore crucial to 

apply well-controlled forces to mesoscale structures of interest 

and observe their response with high spatiotemporal 

resolution18, 19. Recent progress in micro- and nano-technology 

tools have opened the door to perform such rheology 

experiments; these are collectively called microrheology (MR). 

MR is a technique to probe the local mechanical 

properties of a sample from the movement of embedded probe 

particles 21-26. Linear MR observes either a probe’s 

spontaneous fluctuations (Passive MR: PMR)5, 22, 26 or its 

response to small external forces (Active MR: AMR)23, 27. 

Since probe dynamics depend on the viscoelastic resilience of 

the surrounding material, MR translates probe movements to 

the viscoelastic shear modulus of the surrounding medium. At 

thermodynamic equilibrium, the fluctuation-dissipation 

theorem (FDT) verifies that AMR and PMR provide equivalent 

information i.e. the linear viscoelasticity of surrounding media 
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23, 28, 29. Conversely, forcing the probe particle beyond the linear 

regime drives the system artificially out of equilibrium and 

allows investigation of the nonlinear response of soft matter. 

Such nonlinear MR can be conducted, for instance, by applying 

a strong constant force to the probe particle 30, 31.    

MR experiments have been performed with high 

bandwidth and high precision by utilizing optical traps and 

laser interferometry techniques 21, 22, 26. The probe position is 

measured via the diffraction of a weak probe laser that 

impinges on the particle (the back-focal-plane interferometry: 

BFPI 32). For AMR, a small sinusoidal force is applied to the 

tracer particle by another optical trap provided by a separate 

driving laser 23-25. In conventional linear MR experiments, 

however, optical-trapping forces are not well controlled. Since 

trapping forces were imposed via an open-loop operation, they 

fluctuated together with the random fluctuation of the colloidal 

particles themselves. Furthermore, the probe movements were 

suppressed by the trapping potential 2( ) 1 2U r kr=  formed 

around the laser focus, where k is the trap stiffness, and r is the 

distance from the laser focus. When probe movements are 

suppressed owing to the artificial potential, the experimental 

bandwidth is typically limited at low frequencies to ~ 1 Hz. 

Exerting not-well-controlled forces to a probe particle is 

inappropriate especially for nonlinear MR since it may induce 

complex non-linear and non-equilibrium dynamics in a way 

that prevents theoretical analysis.  

The first half of this article focuses on the technical 

progress which circumvents these problems for linear MR. We 

introduced a fast feedback to control the position of the drive 

laser so that it quickly follows the fluctuating probe particle. 

The position (focus) of the drive laser was rapidly optimized 

by feedback control of the acousto-optic deflector (AOD) using 

measurements of the probe particle’s position taken via laser 

interferometry. This feedback technique, referred to as force 

feedback, allows us to apply a well-controlled force to the 

fluctuating probe. We investigated the performance of the 

force feedback for linear MR by observing thermal fluctuations 

of a probe particle dispersed in simple liquids with well-

determined viscosity. With and without force feedback, the 

position of the feedback-controlled laser, probe displacements 

from the laser focus, and the total displacements were analyzed 

in detail. It was verified that the probe particle does not feel the 

optical potential if the feedback-response time is smaller than 

the characteristic time ( 0 / kγ ) of the probe fluctuation in the 

trapping potential 23. Here, γ0 is the friction coefficient of the 

probe. We then conducted force-feedback AMR in soft matter 

under thermal equilibrium (entangled F-actin hydrogel). By 

comparing the results under force feedback with those found 

via conventional MR without feedback, we demonstrate that 

the force feedback provides more reliable and accurate data at 

low frequencies even if a strong drive laser is used.  

In the second half of this article, we describe nonlinear 

MR experiments which were conducted by applying constant 

forces to the probe particle, utilizing the force-feedback 

technique. In this way, the soft material surrounding the probe 

(here, a sparsely crosslinked actin gel) was stably forced 

beyond its linear response regime. Along with the local non-

linear response, the structural relaxation was enhanced by the 

forcing the soft material, leading to large fluctuations and drift 

motion of the probe particle. In order to investigate these slow 

non-equilibrium relaxations, it was necessary to track the probe 

particle drifting over large distances. However, solely applying 

force feedback does not work for that purpose because the 

errors and uncertainties in the BFPI measurement increases 

when the feedback-controlled laser moves away from the 

optical axis. In this study, we therefore introduced another 

feedback referred to as stage feedback 33. In stage feedback, 

the piezo-mechanical stage on which the sample chamber was 

placed was feedback controlled while the probe position was 

measured with the laser interferometry of the fixed probe laser. 

This technique keeps a probe particle around the probe laser 

focus even if the particle is largely drifting/fluctuating in a 

specimen. By operating these two feedback techniques 

simultaneously (dual feedback mode), we succeeded in 

applying a well-controlled force to a drifting probe particle 

while keeping the particle around the center of the optical axis. 

The potential of the developed technique was demonstrated in 

loosely crosslinked F-actin gels. Forces of up to several pN 

caused directed movements of the probe, not a continuous 

smooth movement like in homogeneous liquids but with 

intermittent jumps that occurred randomly both in time and 

size. Despite the apparent heterogeneity, a careful statistical 

analysis in fact showed that the underlying energy landscape 

was homogeneously stochastic. These findings clearly 

highlight the potential of the developed technique to 

investigate nonlinear and nonequilibrium dynamic responses 

in soft matter.  

1. Linear Feedback Microrheology 

1.1 Conventional MR 

In conventional MR, the shear viscoelastic modulus. ( )G ω . of 

a soft material is obtained by measuring the displacement 

response of an embedded probe particle ( )u t  to an externally-

applied force ( )F t  and a thermally fluctuating force ( )f t . The 

probe movements in an equilibrated specimen can be described 

by the Langevin equation, 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ).
t

t t' u t' dt' F t f tγ
−∞

− = + ɺ          (1) 

Here ( )u tɺ  is the velocity of the probe, and ( )tγ  is a friction 

function that reflects memory due to the viscoelastic resilience 

of surrounding material. In the case of linear AMR, a small 

sinusoidal force ˆ( ) ( ) i teF t F ωω −=  is applied, and the 
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displacement response ˆ( ) ( ) i tu t u e ωω −=  is measured. By taking 

the ensemble average of eqn (1) for a periodic steady-state, the 

frequency-dependent response function ( )α ω  of the probe 

displacement is then given by 

               [ ]ˆˆ( ) ( ) ( ) 1 / ( )u F iα ω ω ω ωγ ω≡ = − ɶ .   (2) 

Here and hereafter,  ɶ  and  ̂  denote a Fourier-transformed 

function and the magnitude of a sinusoidal function which is 

synchronous to the applied external field, respectively. Note 

that ˆ( )u ω  has a complex quantity to represent the phase delay. 

The angled brackets denote a statistical or time average. For 

PMR, the probe’s thermal fluctuation ( )u t  is measured 

without an external force, i.e. ( ) 0F t = . Calculating the power 

spectral density (
2

( ) ( ) (0) i tu u t u te dωω ≡ ɶ ), the imaginary 

part of the response function ( )"α ω  is obtained via the the 

fluctuation-dissipation theorem 
2

B( ) ( ) 2" u k Tα ω ω ω= ɶ

(FDT). Since the real part ( )'α ω  can be calculated from 

( )"α ω  by using Kramers-Kronig relation, ( )α ω  is obtained 

as a full complex quantity. The complex shear modulus is 

obtained by the generalized Stokes relation as  

( ) 1 6 ( )G aω π α ω= .                   (3) 

Whereas the theoretical basis of MR summarized as above 

looks simple, the actual execution of experiments requires 

more careful considerations. Conventional AMR and PMR 21-

23 have been typically performed by applying an external force 

with the optical trap, and by measuring the probe 

displacements using a technique referred to as back-focal-

plane laser interferometry (BFPI) 32. In BFPI, a quadrant 

photodiode (QPD) placed at the back-focal plane of the 

objective and condenser lenses detects the interferometric 

pattern of the laser deflected by the trapped probe particle 

(Fig.1 A). For typical conventional AMR, the external force is 

applied by an AOD-controlled drive laser whose focus position 

is oscillated by i tLe ω−  from its average position (Fig.1 B). The 

displacenement response of the probe is measured with BFPI 

using another fixed probe laser. The Langevin equation for the 

probe particle in this situation is described as 

( )p d( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ),i
t

tk u t t t' u t dt' ' L f tek u tωγ −

−∞
+ − = +− ɺ    (4) 

where pk  and dk  are the trap stiffness of the probe and the 

drive laser, respectively, and L  is the amplitude of the drive 

laser oscillation. In conventional AMR, the optical-trapping 

force ( )d d p( ) ( )i tF t k k k u tLe ω− − +=  is not well controlled 

since ( )u t  thermally fluctuates and its average frequency 

response ˆ( )u ω  depends on the mechanical properties of the 

surrounding medium which are unknown prior to 

measurements. For the sake of convenience, we define the 

apparent driving force as apr apr d
ˆ( ) ( ) i t i tF t F e Lekω ωω − −≡=  and 

the apparent response function as 

[ ]apr p d
ˆˆ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 1 ( ) ( )A u F k kω ω ω α ω α ω≡ = + + .     (5)  

Here, apr d
ˆ ( )F k Lω =  is the amplitude of the apparent driving 

force. The intrinsic response function ( )α ω  is then obtained 

by solving eqn (5) 23. However, when the optical-trapping is 

strong and/or the oscillation frequency ω  is low, i.e. 

p d 1 ( )k k α ω+ ≫ , eqn (5) hardly depends on ( )α ω . In this 

case, the estimation of ( )α ω  causes large errors. Note that the 

probe particle in this condition is mostly located at the bottom 

of the averaged potential created by the two lasers, 

d d p(( )) ~ i tLe k ku t k ω− + , i.e., the second term in the L.H.S. of 

eqn (4) is negligible.  It is then hard to estimate the very small 

force amplitude ( )d d p
ˆ ˆ( ) ( ) ~ 0F k k kL uω ω− +=  from the 

measured quantities: p d ˆ, , , and ( )k k L u ω . This problem 

determines the low frequency limit of conventional AMR 

experiments.  

In conventional PMR, the drive laser is turned off and the 

spontaneous fluctuation of the probe particle is measured by 

the BFPI using a fixed probe laser. The apparent response 

function ( )A ω  is now obtained by substituting d 0k =  into 

eqn (5) as 23 

[ ]p( ) ( ) 1 ( )A kω α ω α ω= + .            (6) 

The FDT under this condition is given as  

trap2 B2 ( )
( ) = ,

k TA"
u

ω
ω

ω
ɶ                 (7) 

where 
trap2

( )u ωɶ  is the power spectral density (PSD) of the 

trapped particle. After calculating the real part ( )A' ω  using 

the Kramers-Kronig relation, the apparent response function 

( )A ω  is obtained. Equation  (6) can then be solved to obtain 

 

 
 

Fig. 1 Conventional MR  

(A) Schematic of the setup for conventional MR.  An 

external force is applied by the AOD-controlled drive laser 

(red) and the displacement of the probe particle is detected 

by a probe laser (yellow).  The deflection of each laser is 

detected by a QPD placed in the back focal plane of the 

condenser and objective lenses. (B)  The laser and probe 

displacements in the focal plane. In AMR, the drive laser 

is sinusoidally oscillated around the focus of the fixed 

probe laser. 
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the intrinsic response function ( )α ω  23. However, with a 

strong trap and/or at low frequencies, i.e. 

[ ] p( ) 1 ( ) 1i kα ω ωγ ω= − ɶ ≫ , the R.H.S. of eqn (6) is 

approximately p1 k  and seldom depends on ( )α ω . Therefore,

( )α ω  estimated in this way exhibits large errors. 

It is therefore necessary to use weak lasers in order to 

conduct the optical-trapping-based MR in soft materials. 

However, decreasing the laser power causes other problems. 

For instance, shot noise arises at high frequencies in BFPI 

signals, owing to the lack of photons for the QPD. Even at 

equilibrium, the probe can escape the weak trap due to 

Brownian motion during an experiment. Conventional MR 

contains fundamental limitations for investigating the slow 

dynamics of soft matter.  

1.2 Force-feedback MR 

1.2.1 Force-feedback PMR 

In the case of PMR, the above-mentioned problems are 

circumvented if the optical-trapping force ( )F t  is tuned to 

zero regardless of the stochastically fluctuating movement of 

the probe particle. In the case of PMR, this is achieved by 

introducing a fast feedback to the focus position of the probe 

laser. As shown in Fig. 2A, a 1064λ = nm laser, which is now 

used as a probe laser, is controlled by an AOD so that it rapidly 

tracks the probe particle. PMR under such feedback control, 

which is referred to as the force-feedback PMR, was performed 

as shown below.  

We define displacements ( )u t , AOD ( )u t  and d ( )u t  as 

shown in Fig. 2B. ( )u t  and AOD ( )u t  are the displacements of 

the probe particle and the focus of the laser, respectively. d ( )u t  

is the distance between the probe particle and the focus of the 

laser. The displacement of the probe in the sample is described 

as AOD d( ) ( ) ( )u t u t u t= − . As shown in Fig. 2A, the output 

voltage ( )V t  of the QPD, which is proportional to d ( )u t , was 

fed to a Proportional-Integral-Derivative (PID) controller 

while the set point is grounded (Fig. 2A). An output signal 

AOD ( )tε  from the PID controller was produced via the integral 

term of the PID, AOD ( ) ( ) ( ) t I V t s t dtε = − , where I is the 

programmable feedback gain and ( )s t  is the set point of the 

PID controller. In force-feedback PMR, the set point is 

grounded, ( ) 0s t = . The laser is deflected by the AOD by an 

amount proportional to AOD ( )tε . Therefore AOD AOD( ) ( )u t tε∝  

holds as long as the response of the laser deflection to AOD ( )tε  

is sufficiently fast. AOD ( )u t and d ( )u t  are then correlated via 

the feedback as, 

( )AOD AOD AOD PID d( ) ( ) 1 .u t C t u dtε τ= =      (8) 

The proportionality constants, d d ( ) ( )/tC u V t≡  and 

AOD AOD AOD( ) (/ )t tC u ε≡ , were obtained following procedures 

given in Refs. 23, 33. Here, PID d AOD/C C Iτ ≡  is the 

characteristic response time of the force-feedback system as we 

will see later. It is seen from eqn (8) that AOD ( )u ωɶ  and d ( )u ωɶ  

are related by a phase difference of π/2,  

d PID AODu i uωτ= −ɶ ɶ .  (9) 

The PSD of the probe displacement ( )u t is then described as

[ ]
FFFF 2

AOD

2

d( ) ( )  ( ) u t uu tω ≡ −ɶ F

FF F2 2

d

F

AOD(      )  ( )  u uω ω= +ɶ ɶ         (10) 

where 
F2

d

F

( )u ωɶ , 
2 F

AOD

F

( )u ωɶ  and 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ are the 

 
 

Fig. 2 Force-feedback PMR. (A)(B) Schematic of the setup for 

force-feedback PMR. The QPD output ( )V t , which is 

proportional to displacement of the probe particle from the 

laser focus d ( )u t , is fed to the input of the PID controller and 

its set point is grounded. The voltage signal 

AOD ( ) ( )t I V t dtε =   generated in the PID controller is fed to 

the AOD, and controls the focus position of the laser,

AOD AOD AOD( ) ( )u t C tε= . (C) The displacement of the probe

particle (melamine resin, 2a = 1 µm), AOD d( ) ( ) ( )u t u t u t= −

(red line), AOD ( )u t  (blue line), and d ( )u t  (green line) 

measured by force-feedback PMR in 90% glycerol at 37 C° . 

(D) PSD measured by force-feedback PMR 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ  (red 

crosses) and by conventional MR 
trap2

( )u ωɶ  (orange broken 

line) in 90% glycerol. Green triangles and blue circles are 
F2

d

F

( )u ωɶ  and 
2 F

AOD

F
( )u ωɶ  measured by force-feedback 

PMR respectively. While 
trap2

( )u ωɶ  in conventional MR is 

suppressed at low frequency, 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ  agrees with the 

theoretical estimate 
2 2

B( ) 3u k T aω π ω η=ɶ  in 90% glycerol 

solution (black line). The measurement in 90% Glycerol using 

force-feedback PMR was carried out with PID 0.004 s,τ ∼

55.1 10k −= × N/m. 
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PSDs of d ( )u t , AOD ( )u t  and ( )u t , and []F  indicates the 

Fourier transform, respectively. Here and hereafter, the 

superscript “FF” indicates the measured quantity under force-

feedback control.  

Performance of the force-feedback PMR was tested in 90% 

glycerol solution. Fig. 2C shows the measured displacements, 

AOD ( )u t , d ( )u t , and AOD d( ) ( ) ( )u t u t u t= − , respectively. In Fig. 

2D, we show the PSD measured by conventional PMR,  

(
trap2

( )u ωɶ : orange dash line), and those measured by force-

feedback PMR, (
F2 F

( )u ωɶ : red crosses, 
F2

d

F

( )u ωɶ : green 

triangles, 
2 F

AOD

F

( )u ωɶ : blue circles), respectively. The solid 

black line in the same graph indicates the theoretical estimate 

                          
2 2

B( ) 3u k T aω π ω η=ɶ ,                  (11) 

where η = 0.14 Pa·s is the viscosity of the solution 34 and 

0.5 μma =  is the radius of the probe particle (melamine 

particle, microParticles GmbH). In both conventional PMR 

and force-feedback PMR, the strength of the optical trap was 

set to 55.1 10k −= ×  N/m.  

In conventional PMR, the probe fluctuation 
trap2

( )u ωɶ  

was suppressed by the optical trap below the frequency 

c c1 (2 ) ~ 6 Hzf πτ≡ , as stated previously 23. Here, 

c 0 ~ 0.03 skτ γ≡  is the response time of the trapped particle, 

and 0 6 aγ πη=  is the friction coefficient of a probe in purely 

viscous material. On the other hand, in force-feedback PMR, 

the total probe fluctuation 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ  completely agrees with 

the theoretical estimate, 
2 2

B( ) 3u k T aω π ω η=ɶ . This 

observation indicates that the force-feedback works as 

intended; probe fluctuations are not affected by the optical-

trapping potential. Eqn (10) is confirmed by calculating PSDs 

of d ( )u t  and AOD ( )u t  separately. The total fluctuation 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ  is mostly composed of 
2 F

AOD

F

( )u ωɶ  at 

frequencies below ~40 Hz. On the other hand, 
F2 F

d ( )u ωɶ  

takes over at frequencies higher than PID  H1/ 2 40 zπτ ∼  since 

the AOD-controlled laser is unable to follow the probe 

fluctuation. This crossing-over behavior complies with the 

theoretical expectation which we obtain from eqns. (9) and 

(10), 

2
FF F

2
2 2 F FF

2

2

2PID2
d PID AOD 2

PID

( ) ( ) (
1

)u u u
ω

ω
ω

τ
ω τ ω ω

τ
= × =

+
ɶ ɶ ɶ . 

 (12) 

The crossover frequency ( 40 Hz∼ ) is consistent with the 

estimated response time of the feedback PID 0.004 sτ ∼  

(calculated from 6
AOD 7.1 10C −= ×  m/V, 7

d 1.4 10C −= ×  

m/V, I = 5 1s− ).  

In reality, there is an additional delay between AOD ( )u t  and 

AOD ( )tε  since it takes 5
AOD ~ 10  sτ −  for the ultrasonic wave 

generated at the edge of the AOD to propagate and arrive at 

the center of the element where the laser light is deflected. 

AOD ( )tε  is also delayed from the QPD output ( )V t  by 

6
contr ~ 10  sτ − . In total, . AOD ( )u t . is delayed from d ( )u t  by 

AOD contrτ τ τ≡ + , as shown in Supplementary 1. Note that eqn 

(8)-(10) and (12) were obtained by neglecting this time delay, 

assuming PIDτ τ≪ . In order to achieve the expected 

performance of the force feedback, both PIDτ  and τ  have to 

be much smaller than c 0 kτ γ≡ , i.e. PID cτ ττ ≪ ≪ . In the 

experiment shown in Fig. 2, these conditions were satisfied 

since cτ  is large in the highly viscous sample. When the 

sample is less viscous (e.g. water) or the trap stiffness is greater, 

cτ  will be decreased, by many orders of magnitude. Then, eqn 

(10) and (12) are not satisfied because PID cτ ττ ≪ ≪  is not 

attained. Experimental tests and theoretical analysis of the 

feedback PMR under the condition PID1 1ω τ τ≥ ∼  are given 

in Supplementary 2, and those for c PID1 1ω τ τ<≤  are given 

in Supplementary 3. 

 

1.2.2 Force-feedback AMR 

For AMR, a sinusoidal force is applied to the probe particle by 

the drive laser ( 1064λ =  nm) operated under force feedback. 

This is achieved in a manner similar to force-feedback PMR 

except that the sinusoidal signal d( ) i ts t Le Cω−=  is fed to the 

set point of the PID controller instead it is grounded (Fig. 3A). 

For PID1 ( )ω τ τ+≪ , the focus position of the drive laser is 

given as d ( ) i tLu et ω−=  by the feedback control. The optical-

trapping force d d d( ) ( ) i tF t k u t k Le ω−==  is independent of the 

stochastically fluctuating probe displacement ( )u t  and, 

therefore, is well controlled. The displacement response of the 

probe particle to the applied force is detected with BFPI using 

a probe laser ( 830λ = nm) whose focus position is fixed (Fig. 

3B).  

The Langevin equation for the motion of the probe particle 

is then given by  

p d d( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ),
t

k u t t t' u t' dt' k u t f tγ
−∞

+ − = + ɺ         (13) 

where p ( )k u t and d d ( ) ( )k u t F t=  are the forces applied by the 

probe laser and the drive laser, respectively. The ensemble 

average of eqn (13) then yields the frequency-dependent 

response, which is written as 

         FF FF
p dˆ ˆ( ) ( )k u i u k Lω ωγ ω  −   =ɶ . (14) 

The intrinsic response function [ ]( ) 1/ ( )iα ω ωγ ω= − ɶ  is given 

by 

                                FF

p FF

( )
( )

1 ( )

A

k A

ω
α ω

ω
=

−
,  (15) 

where FF ( )A ω is the apparent response function 

FF
FF dˆ( ) ( )A u k Lω ω≡    under force feedback.  

So far, we have neglected delay times, PIDτ  and 

AOD contrτ τ τ= + . This approximation holds if the force-

feedback AMR is conducted limitedly at low frequencies 

where conventional AMR does not work well owing to the 
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optical-trapping potential. Since PID 1τ τ ω+ ≪  is satisfied in 

such a case, ( )α ω  is obtained from eqn (15). When 

PID 1τ τ ω+ ≥ , feedback does not achieve the expected 

response which we have assumed so far, i.e. d ( ) i tu t Le ω−=  and 

d( ) i tF t k Le ω−= . In this case, the actual [ ]d AOD( ) ( ) ( )u t u t u t= −  

must be estimated by considering how AOD ( )u t  is delayed 

owing to PIDτ  and τ . Explicitly, it is made as 

 ( ) { }AOD AOD AOD AOD PID d ( )( ) ( ) .1 i t'
t

u t' Le dtu t C t '
τ

ωε τ τ −
−

−∞
= − −=    

 (16) 

By incorporating AOD AOD (ˆ( ) ) i tu t u e ωω −= , d d (( ) )ˆ i tu t u e ωω −=  

into eqn (16), and using AOD d( ) ( ) ( )u t u t u t= − , we obtain  

FF
PID

d

PID

ˆ( )
ˆ ( )

i

i

i u Le
u

i e

ωτ

ωτ

ωτ ω
ω

ωτ

−   +
  =

+
. (17) 

By incorporating eqn (17) into (13), and noting

d d d
ˆ ˆ( ) ( )F k u k Lω ω= ≠ , the intrinsic response 

[ ]( ) 1/ ( )iα ω ωγ ω= − ɶ  is obtained as,  

FF PID

FF p PID FF d p

( )( )
( )

(1 ( ) ) ( )( )

i

i

A e i

e A k i A k k

ωτ

ωτ

ω ωτ
α ω

ω ωτ ω

+
=

− − +
. (18) 

The force-feedback AMR was conducted in a 0.6 mg/mL 

entangled F-actin gel. ( )α ω  obtained using eqn (18) was 

substituted into eqn (3) to obtain complex shear modulus 

( )G ω . Results are shown in Fig. 3C (real part ( )G' ω : solid 

red diamonds and imaginary part ( )G" ω : solid blue circles). 

Conventional PMR shows similar results [ ( )G' ω : orange solid 

curves and ( )G" ω : light blue broken curves], but is limited in 

its frequency range 1 Hzf ≥ . The precision of conventional 

PMR is decreased since errors enter due to the optical-trapping 

potential and low-frequency noise. On the other hand, force-

feedback AMR provides ( )G ω  at lower frequencies where it 

is challenging to measure with conventional methods 23, 24, 28, 35 

 

2. Nonlinear Dual Feedback MR 

2.1 Dual feedback system 

Force-feedback MR cannot be precisely conducted when the 

AOD-controlled laser ( 1064 nmλ = ) moves away from the 

optical axis of the objective lens while it is accompanying the 

fluctuating probe particle. As shown in Supplementary 4, an 

offset in QPD output and an error in the calibration factor Cd 

appear when the laser is far (~10 µm) from the optical axis. 

The force-feedback MR experiments presented in prior 

sections were therefore conducted in a highly viscous sample 

in which the thermal Brownian motion was sufficiently 

reduced. Additionally, the force feedback follows the probe 

particle only in lateral directions, but probe fluctuations along 

the optical axis can also introduce significant errors due to the 

sensitivity of BFPI 36. In this study, in order to track a largely 

fluctuating probe 37, another feedback control mechanism 

referred to as stage feedback 33 was introduced in addition to 

the force-feedback.  

As detailed in our prior study 33, stage feedback was applied 

in three dimensions (3D) by controlling the piezo stage on 

which a sample chamber is placed (Fig. 4A) 33. The probe 

displacements in lateral (x-, y-) directions were measured by 

BFPI using a fixed probe laser (λ = 830 nm); displacements in 

the axial (z-) direction were measured by analyzing the pattern 

of the microscope image of the probe particle. The piezo stage 

was then controlled using PID feedback. Since the response of 

the piezo stage is slow due to its inertia, the feedback-response 

time was set much larger than the force feedback. This stage 

 

 
 

Fig. 3 Force-feedback AMR (A) (B) Schematic of the setup 

for force-feedback AMR. An AOD-controlled drive laser 

( 1064 nmλ = ) applied a sinusoidal force to the probe 

particle, and a probe laser ( 830 nmλ = ) detected the 

displacement of the probe u . By feeding the sinusoidal 

signal d( ) i ts t Le Cω−=  to the set point of the PID 

controller, the laser focus of drive laser oscillates around the 

center of fluctuating probe particle as

d AOD( ) ( ) ( ) i tu t u t u t eL ω−= − =  (C) Shear viscoelastic 

modulus ( )G ω  of a 0.6 mg/mL entangled F-actin gel. 

Closed symbols were measured with force-feedback AMR 

and curves were measured with conventional PMR. Red and 

blue symbols are the real [ ( )G' ω ] and imaginary [ ( )G" ω ] 

parts of ( )G ω , respectively. For force-feedback AMR, 
5

PID 2.4 10  sτ −×∼ , 5
d ~ 1.1 10  N/mk −× and 

6
p ~ 1.6 10  N/mk −× .  
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feedback can be performed within the travel range of the piezo 

stage, ~200 µm in this study. The piezo stage then tracks the 

slow/large fluctuations of the probe ( )su t  while the fast/small 

fluctuations are detected by the BFPI using the probe laser 

p ( )u t . The total displacement of the probe ( )u t  is found using 

p s( ) ( ) ( )u t u t u t= + , where s ( )u t is the displacement of the 

piezo stage and p ( )u t is the distance between the probe particle 

and the focus of the probe laser (Fig. 4B).  

In dual feedback linear AMR, a well-controlled force will 

be applied to the probe particle by the drive laser 

d( ) i tF t k Le ω−∼ ; the response can then be measured in either 

s ( )u t  or p ( )u t  depending on the applied frequency because 

they are correlated via the feedback. Note that the probe laser 

is operated at low power since it is used solely for detecting the 

position of the particle. But even if the force applied by the 

probe laser to the probe particle is not negligible, it can be 

corrected following existing procedures 33. When the feedback-

response times for the two target apparatuses, the piezo stage 

and the AOD, are similar, their feedback controls would 

destabilize since they interfere with each other. This did not 

happen in our setup since, in ordinary situations, the feedback-

response time of the force feedback is much faster ( 310>  

times) than that of stage feedback.  

 

2.2 Force-clamp MR under dual feedback 

For nonlinear MR, a colloidal particle embedded in a soft 

material must be forced beyond the linear-response regime.  

The applied force will then induce vigorous probe fluctuations 

which must be measured with high spatiotemporal resolution. 

One of the technical challenges here is again to apply a well-

controlled force on a vigorously fluctuating probe particle. 

This is achieved by using a constant setpoint 0( ) 0s t s= ≠  for 

the force feedback applied by the drive laser. This method, 

referred to as the force-clamp mode, applies a constant force to 

the probe particle. Although the probe particle will drift over 

large distances, BFPI with the probe laser can be achieved 

precisely by introducing stage feedback, keeping the particle 

close to the optical axis. (Fig. 4A).   

When the setpoint for the force feedback is constant, 

0( )s t s= , the control signal AOD ( )tε  produced by the PID 

controller becomes AOD 0( ) ( )  t I V t s dtε = − . The distance 

between the center of the probe and focus of the drive laser is 

kept constant at d d 0u C s=  (Fig. 4B), and the applied force is 

described as d d.F k u=  The displacement of the probe ( )u t  is 

obtained from the sum of the displacement of the piezo stage 

s ( )u t  and the distance between the probe particle and the focus 

of the probe laser p ( )u t , p s( ) ( ) ( ).u t u t u t= +  In addition to the 

information found in linear AMR and PMR experiments,  note 

that this method explicitly allows for the extraction of an 

averaged viscosity of a sample η  in the long time limit, as 

given by Stokes relation  6 ,F aη π= v  where a is the radius 

of probe particles and v is the velocity of probe particles. 

2.3 Application to sparsely crosslinked F-actin gels  

We now demonstrate the potential of force-clamp MR as a 

novel tool to investigate the nonlinear mechanical response of 

soft matter. A 2a = 2 µm colloidal particle (Silica, 

Polysciences) was pulled in force-clamp mode through F-actin 

gels that were sparsely crosslinked with heavy meromyosin (F-

actin 1.3 mg/mL and HMM 0.04 mg/mL). Without 

crosslinking, even a minimal force (< pN) can move the probes 

smoothly as if they were dispersed in viscous fluids. The 

restructuring of the entangled network, which will occur due to 

reptation 38, causes this less striking response. Crosslinks were 

thus introduced to suppress the spontaneous restructure of the 

gel.  

Fig 5A shows the displacements of the probe particles in 

the direction of the force. The probe particles were trapped in 

the surrounding gel 16 when the applied force is small (e.g. F = 

1.0 pN, yellow line and F = 2.5 pN, green line), guaranteeing 

that thermal reptation does not occur. Likewise, BPSD 2k Tω⋅  

was not affected by the application of such small forces (Fig. 

5B). At F = 3.4 pN, however, some probe particles started to 

move with intermittent jumps (blue lines in Fig. 5A which 

correspond to blue broken curve in Fig. 5B). When these 

intermittent jumps were not observed, the PSD slightly 

 
 

Fig. 4 Force-clamp MR under dual feedback. (A) 

Schematic of the setup for force-clamp MR. Both force-

feedback control (right loop) and stage feedback control 

(left loop) are carried out simultaneously. For the force 

feedback, a constant offset signal 0( )s t s=  is fed to the set 

point of the PID controller to keep a constant distance 

between the center of the fluctuating probe particle and the 

drive laser, du . For stage feedback, the displacement of 

the piezo stage su  is controlled to locate the probe particle 

around the laser focus of the fixed probe laser. If sinusoidal 

signal d( ) i ts t Le Cω−=  is fed to the set point of the PID 

controller for the force feedback, dual feedback AMR is 

carried out. (B) du  is maintained by force-feedback 

control. A stable, constant force d dF k u=  is applied to the 

probe in one direction. Total displacement of the probe u  

is obtained by summing pu  and su . 
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decreased at low frequencies (Fig. 5B, Blue solid curve), which 

is consistent with the stress stiffening of cytoskeletal gels 4, 11. 

All probe particles experienced intermittent jumps when the 

applied force was increased further (F = 4.3 pN red curve). The 

directed movements via intermittent jumps increased 

fluctuations at low frequencies whereas fluctuations at high 

frequencies were not changed (Fig. 5B). Similar behaviour has 

been frequently observed in various non-equilibrium systems 
28, 39; the increased fluctuations at low frequencies can be 

attributed to non-thermal fluctuations generated by energy 

input, provided here by the drive laser (broken curves in Fig. 

5B).  

Dynamics of the stochastic jumps were investigated with 

the probability distribution wtd w( )P t  of the waiting times wt  

between consecutive jumps. Jump events in the trajectory of 

the probe (Fig. 5C) were detected using the step detection 

algorithm. Step-detection algorithms have been established in 

single molecule studies and usually provide a better guess for 

when step events occur if the step size x∆  is a priori known to 

be a constant. Whereas many molecular motors perform steps 

with a constant stride, the step size of the hopping here 

distributes owing to the complexity of the network. Therefore, 

we chose the algorithm in which the step size for each jump is 

an adjustable parameter 40. wtd w( )P t  of the forced jumps is 

shown in Fig 5D. The results were fitted well with an 

exponential function, ( )wtd w w( ) expP t k kt= − , suggesting that 

each jump occurs following Poissonian statistics. Therefore, 

our experimental results indicate that the forced probe particles 

displayed Markov jumps that occurred randomly in time.  

In addition, the dynamics of the forced probe particle were 

investigated with another approach that does not need to detect 

when the actual steps occur. We calculated the probability 

distribution ( , )P u t∆ ∆  of the probe displacements u∆  in the 

direction of the applied force that occurred during a lag time 

Δt, referred to as van Hove distributions. For weak forcing 

( 2.5 pNF ≤ ), the shape of ( , )P u t∆ ∆  did not evolve with Δt 

and remained Gaussian (Fig. 6A). For stronger forcing (F = 4.3 

pN, Fig. 6B), the distribution function was close to Gaussian 

only when the lag time Δt was small. As the lag time Δt 

increases, the tail of the distribution extends in the direction of 

the force (Δu > 0) whereas the distribution in the opposite 

direction is hardly affected, remaining Gaussian.  

Non-Gaussian tails have been frequently observed when a 

probe exhibits rare but large jumps 37. In such a case, the area 

( )S t∆  exceeding the thermal Gaussian distribution (yellow 

region in Fig. 6B) indicates the probability that at least one 

jump occurred in t∆ . The distribution of thermal fluctuations 

was estimated by fitting the Gaussian function to the central 

portion of the van Hove distribution, as shown in Fig. 6B. By 

subtracting the integrated probability of thermal fluctuations 

from the total, the area of the yellow region [ ( )S t∆ ] in Fig. 6B 

was obtained. As shown in Fig. 6C, it is seen that ( )S t∆  

evolves linearly with t∆ . Note that ( )S t∆  is related to 

wtd w( )P t  by 
0

0
0 wtd w w0

( ) ( )
t t

t
S t k dt P t dt

∞ +∆
∆ =   , under the 

assumption that jump events are independent as schematically 

shown in Fig. 6D. ( )S t∆  can then be expressed as 

( ) exp( ) 1S t k t∆ = − − ∆ + , consistent with the experimental 

result shown in Fig. 6C when t∆ is small. The consistency of 

two independent analyses confirmed that a probe particle 

subjected to optical-trapping force in a cytoskeletal network 

undergoes Markovian jumps.  

 

Fig. 5 (A) Probe movements in a crosslinked F-actin gel under 

constant forcing (F), shown as a function of time. Nonlinear 

force-clamp MR was conducted with  6
PID 7.7 10  s,τ −×∼

5
d ~1.7 10  N/mk −× and 5

p ~ 1.5 10  N/mk −× . (B) 

BPSD 2k Tω⋅  obtained by force-clamp MR. When the 

applied force F was small, the probe fluctuations are similar 

to those measured without forcing (grey solid line).

Intermittent jumps were observed when the applied force was 

increased (F = 3.4 pN: blue broken line, F = 4.3 pN: pink 

broken line). These also appeared in the PSD as enhanced non-

thermal fluctuations at low frequencies. (C) Red line shows 

probe movements in crosslinked F-actin gel under constant 

forcing 4.3 pN, observed with a nonlinear force-clamp. Blue 

line is the fit used to extract jumps of the probe using a step 

detection algorithm. (D) Red circles show the probability 

distribution wtd w( )P t  of the waiting times between 

consecutive jumps. The results were fit by an exponential 

function, ( )wtd w w( ) expP t k kt= − (blue curve).  
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3. Discussion 

We developed feedback MR as a means to investigate the 

linear and nonlinear response of soft materials at the mesoscale 

(nm~µm). The advantages of the techniques compared with 

conventional MR were raised in prior sections. Here, we 

discuss the implications of the experiments shown in the last 

section (nonlinear MR in crosslinked actin gels) to highlight 

the potential of the technique.  

In order to have insight into the observed probe dynamics, 

it is necessary to estimate the characteristic lengths of our F-

actin sample. The mesh size ξ of the semi-flexible network is 

obtained from the length density ρ (= 24.5 2μm− ) of the 

filaments as 1ξ ρ∼ ~ 140 nm 38. The average distance lc 

between crosslinks along each F-actin filament is estimated as  

( )
1 32

c B p~ 6l k Tl Gρ ,  (19) 

where pl = 10 µm is the persistent length of actin filaments 

without phalloidin labelling. G  is the elastic plateau modulus 

of F-actin / HMM gels that were not subjected to external 

forces 41. We then obtain lc ~ 7 µm whereas the average 

distance between nearest crosslinks is ln ~ 0.5 µm (Fig. 6E). 

These characteristic length scales of the F-actin gel (mesh size 

ξ, persistent length lp, the crosslink distance lc, etc) are similar 

to the size of the probe particle (a = 1 µm) in order of 

magnitude, and therefore could profoundly affect the probe 

dynamics.  

Without external forcing, probe particles are deeply 

constrained in the potential wells formed by the elastic 

microenvironments of the crosslinked gel. Therefore, thermal 

fluctuations could reflect merely the bottom curvature of the 

potential. The Gaussian nature (Fig. 6A) of the distribution 

under F = 2.5 pN implies that the medium surrounding the 

probe is regarded as a homogeneous continuum, as far as linear 

MR is concerned. This is likely because our probes are 

constrained in the network with ξ  smaller than the probe size. 

On the other hand, the jump process observed under nonlinear 

forcing ( 3.4 pNF ≥ ) may reflect the whole depth of the 

potential, associated with sparse crosslinks rather than the 

mesh of the network. Even if nl a< , position of filaments and 

crosslinks can rearrange to allow probe hopping. It is not 

necessary to break the network structure as long as cl a> . It 

is also to be noted that the ~pN forces applied in this study are 

not enough to break the actin filaments or the HMM crosslinks.  

It has been reported that probe particles in dilute ( aξ ∼ ) 

and non-crosslinked F-actin networks jump intermittently and 

spontaneously, in the absence of any external force 16, 42. Such 

thermal jumps also show non-Gaussian dynamics with side 

tails in the van Hove distributions. However, the waiting-time 

distribution of the thermal hopping followed a power-law 

function, wtd ( ) 1P t tα∝  ( 1 2α< < ) 16, 42, in contrast to the 

forced jumps of the probe observed in this study. It was 

reported that the observed power-law distribution is consistent 

with the theoretical model for anomalous diffusion: a 

continuous time random walk (CTRW) whose waiting times 

have a distribution with a power-law decaying tail 43. 

Bouchaud’s trap model 44-46 links the power-law distribution of 

waiting times to the heterogeneity of microenvironments. In 

the theory, glassy dynamics are attributed to the probability 

density of microenvironments ( )Eρ  having a potential depth 

E 44. Since thermal probes are trapped longer in deeper 

potentials following Boltzmann’s statistics, a power-law 

distribution of waiting times wtd ( )P t  is observed. These prior 

 
Fig. 6 (A) The probability distribution ( , )P u t∆ ∆  of probe 

displacements u∆  in duration t∆ , measured with force-

clamp MR under dual feedback. A constant force (F = 2.5 

pN) was applied to the probe in positive direction. (B) 

( , )P u t∆ ∆  measured at F = 4.3pN. The central portion of 

the distribution ( 0.1 st∆ = ) was fit with a Gaussian (black 

curve). The area of the yellow region ( )S t∆ was obtained 

by subtracting the Gaussian from the total fluctuations. (C) 

( )S t∆  plotted as a function of the lag time 

0.01 s 1 st≤ ∆ ≤ . (D) A schematic describing the relation 

between ( )S t∆  and wtd ( )P t . Provided that the last step 

took place at t = 0, the area colored in orange indicates 

( ).S t∆  (E) Schematic describing the characteristic lengths 

of crosslinked actin: mesh size ξ (~ 140 nm), distance 

between crosslinks along the same filament lc (~ 7 µm), the 

distance between nearest crosslinks ln (~ 0.5 µm). Blue 

circles are crosslinks. (F) Schematic describing hopping of 

probe particle to neighbouring potential wells which are 

biased by the applied force (red curve). Hopping does not 

show glassy heterogeneous dynamics since the tracer bead 

is not trapped in shallow sub-basins in the original potential 

wells (black curve). 
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reports, both experiments and theories, thus indicate the 

presence of mechanically heterogeneous microenvironments 

that frequently show up in soft glassy materials 16, 20, 42.  

The exponential decay of wtd ( )P t  supports that the forced 

probe hopping between microenvironments follows a Markov 

process, and that the potential depths provided by different 

microenvironment are narrowly distributed. In non-crosslinked 

gels used in the prior study, the energy landscape contains 

small basins whose depth is largely distributed. The probe 

particle was temporarily trapped in such basins. In the sparsely 

cross-linked actin gels prepared in this study, we expect that 

crosslinks would create global wells which are much deeper 

than Bk T , in addition to the small subbasins as shown in Fig. 

6F. Because nl a< , we believe that many crosslinks are 

involved to form the global well (Fig. 6E). A probe particle 

needs to squeeze out from many crosslinks encircling it to hop 

to a neighbouring microenvironment. From the statistical 

reason, it is then reasonable to expect that the threshold energy 

(depth of the global potential) is large, but may not be largely 

distributed (Fig 6F). Note that the external force effectively 

decreases the potential E by a margin much larger than the 

thermal energy ( BF x k T∆ ≫ ). Under such strong forcing, 

small or intermediate sub-basins in the energy landscape will 

not trap the tracer beads (Fig. 6F).  

As seen in Supplementary 5, the step size x∆  of probe 

hopping was largely distributed as expected for a specimen 

with heterogeneous microenvironments. However, the work 

done by the external force during the step ( F x∆ ) and the 

waiting time before the step ( wt ) did not show correlation. 

Therefore, the large distribution of x∆  and homogeneous 

hopping dynamics coexist in our specimen. The hopping 

dynamics became Poissonian as if they are occurring in 

homogeneous medium although probe particles are actually 

dispersed in heterogeneous microenvironments.  

4. Materials  
G-actin was prepared from rabbit skeletal muscle 

according to standard protocols cite 47 and was stored at -80 °

C in G-buffer [2 mM tris-Cl, 0.2 mM 2CaCl , 0.5 mM DTT, 

and 0.2 mM ATP (pH 7.5)]. G-actin was diluted into F-buffer 

[1 mM Na2ATP, 2 mM Hepes, 1 mM EGTA, 2 mM 2MgCl , 

and 50 mM KCl (pH 7.5)] to initiate actin polymerization. To 

prepare an entangled F-actin gel, F-actin solution (0.6 mg/ml) 

including polystyrene beads (Polysciences Inc., 2 1 μma = ) 

was directly infused into sample chambers. To prepare a 

crosslinked F-actin gel, G-actin (1.3 mg/ml) and HMM 

(Cytoskeleton Inc., 0.04 mg/ml) and polystyrene beads were 

mixed together and then infused into sample chambers. In both 

entangled and crosslinked actin gels, polymerization occurred 

at room temperature for about 1 hour.  The thermal equilibrium 

sample was then measured by feedback PMR with the 

following calibration values: 6
t p 4.8 10k k −= = ×  N/m and 

0.024τ =  s. 

Aqueous solution of 90% glycerol was prepared with the 

probe particles (diameter, 2 1 μma = ; refractive index, 1.68; 

polydispersity, <5%; microParticles GmbH). This thermal 

equilibrium sample was measured by force-feedback PMR 

with the following calibration values: 55.1 10k −= × N/m and 

PID 0.004sτ ∼  (calculated from 6
AOD 7.1 10C −= ×  m/V, 

7
d 1.4 10C −= ×  m/V, I = 5 1s− ). 

5. Conclusion 

In this study, we developed a technique to conduct optical-trap 

and laser-interferometry based MR under force-feedback 

control, where the trapping laser rapidly follows the probe 

fluctuations. Since the feedback enables to apply a well-

controlled optical-trapping force to a probe particle, it is 

suitable for investigating slow response in soft materials. 

However, the force feedback loses its accuracy in applying a 

well-controlled force when the probe particle deviates strongly 

from the optical axis for the optical-trapping system. Therefore, 

when a probe particle greatly moves during each experiment, 

another feedback control referred to as the stage-feedback was 

performed in conjunction with the force feedback technique 33. 

With this dual feedback technique, a vigorously fluctuating 

particle can be tracked close to the optical axis, which permits 

precise control of the optical-trapping force. Depending on the 

sample of interest and the purpose of the MR experiment, these 

techniques can be used separately or in combination in the dual 

feedback mode.  

After validating the advantages of the developed technique, 

we conducted nonlinear MR under dual-feedback control. By 

applying a constant force to a probe particle embedded in a 

crosslinked F-actin gel beyond its linear response regime, we 

observed hopping of the probe to neighbouring 

microenvironments. Although thermal hopping in similar 

cytoskeletal networks (actin gels) reportedly showed power-

law heterogeneous dynamics, the hopping of a forced probe 

was found to be Markovian 16.  

Living organisms are made of soft matter (e.g. actin and 

myosin used in this study) and they are commonly driven far 

from equilibrium. In living cells, forces are spontaneously 

generated by molecular motors. Organelles and vesicles are 

transported by motors along cytoskeletal filaments. Owing to 

the nonlinear response characteristics of soft matter in the 

cytoplasm, such mechanical perturbations profoundly 

modulate the mechanics of living systems, as observed in vitro 
28, 48 and in vivo 33, 49. Understanding the linear and nonlinear 

response of biological soft matter to physiological forcing is 

thus the key to elucidating the intriguing mechanics of living 

systems 49, 50. However, motor-generated forces are largely 

stochastic and therefore hard to control artificially. The 
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feedback techniques presented in this study enable the 

application of well-controlled localized forces to probes 

embedded in a soft medium, making them appropriate for the 

mechanistic investigation of biological soft matter systems. 

The experiment presented here has demonstrated its potential, 

by revealing that homogeneous dynamics emerge under 

nonlinear forcing. As such, the results of linear and nonlinear 

MR carried out on biological soft matter may have abundant 

implications for our understanding of the mechanics of 

biological systems.  
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Supplementary 

 

1: Evaluation of the delay times: AODτ  and contrτ  

To accurately measure the displacement response of the probe to the optical-trapping force, we checked 

the time delays of all instruments. In the range of frequencies where MR was performed (up to 100 kHz in 

this study), time delays produced by many of the instruments were negligible, except for AODτ  and contrτ  

which were generated by the AOD (Acousto-Optic deflector) and the PID-feedback controller, respectively. 

In the MR experiments presented in the main text, the force feedback was not operated too fast; AODτ  and 

contrτ  were sufficiently smaller than the characteristic response time of the force feedback PID d AOD/C C Iτ ≡  

(see the main text for definitions of d AOD,   and C C I ). In the following sections, we will investigate the 

response of our experimental set up under the faster force feedback where contrτ  and AODτ  are not negligible 

compared to PIDτ  . In order to proceed with the investigation, the delay times, AODτ   and contrτ   were 

measured as written below.  

 

 

 

 

Fig. S1 Response-time delay of AOD and PID controller. (A) Inside of the AOD, transducer generates 

ultrasound wave to form diffraction grating, and laser is diffracted by this grating. Thereby, the laser 

diffraction delays from the AOD control signal AOD ( )tε  by the propagation time AODτ  of the sound 

wave in the AOD. (B) The QPD signal ( )V t  is input to PID controller. The controller generates output 

signal which will bring QPD signal ( )V t   closer to ‘‘setpoint’’ ( )s t   via feedback (e.g. ( ) 0s t =   for 

force-feedback PMR). Here, the output signal is given by the integral of the difference between ( )V t  

and ( )s t , ( ') ( ') '
t

I V t s t dt
−∞

− . In addition to this expected operation, the actual output signal is delayed 

by contrτ  because of electronical response delay.  



As written in the main text, the response of the AOD-controlled laser delays by AODτ  compared to the 

input signal to the AOD AOD ( )tε  (Fig. S1A). To evaluate AODτ , we conducted the back-focal-plain laser 

interferometry (BFPI) using a probe particle adhered to the surface of the glass slide in the custom-made 

sample chamber (Fig. S2). The drive laser was focused on the particle, and its focus position AODu  was 

oscillated by supplying a sinusoidal signal AOD AODˆ( ) exp( )t i tε ε ω= −  to the AOD. In this case, 0u =  and 

AOD du u=  were always satisfied (see Fig.3B in the main text). The output voltage of the QPD for the drive 

laser was given by AOD d AOD dˆ( ) ( ) exp( )V t u t C u C i tω= = − . A lock-in amplifier was then used to measure 

the output of the QPD with AODε  as the reference while AODε̂  was kept a real constant. As written in Ref. 1, 

the amplitude AOD dû C  did not remarkably change within the observed range of frequencies (0.01~105 

Hz). On the other hand, the phase delay AOD dˆArg( )u C  was proportional to the applied frequency (Fig. 

S3A). Note that AODû  is the complex function that depends on frequency as AOD AOD )ˆ ˆ (u u ω= , and the phase 

of AODû  reflects the time delay of QPD output relative to the AOD-input. When AOD ( )u t  is delayed from 

AOD ( )tε  by AODτ , i.e. AOD AOD AOD AOD AOD AOD AODˆ e( ) xp( ) ex (( ) p )it i tu C t C ε ω ωτ τε −= − = , the phase delay is 

obtained as AOD d AODˆArg( )u C ωτ=  . In Fig. S3A, the phase delay was fitted by 

AOD d OD
5

AˆArg( ) 2 4.16 10f fu C τπ −= = × × , which gave 5 6
AOD 4.16 / (2 ) 10 6.62 10τ π − −= × = ×  s.  

 

 

 

 

Fig. S2 Setup for measurement of AOD-response delay AODτ  . Sinusoidal signal AODˆ i te ωε −   was 

input to AOD. The oscillating drive laser was diffracted by the colloidal particle (melamine, 

diameter = 1 µm) which was adhered to the glass surface of the sample chamber by fibronectin. 

Then, the QPD, which was set for the back-focal-plane laser interferometry, detected the 

diffraction. In the BFLI technique, the QPD output ( )V t  is proportional to the laser oscillation 

AOD ( )u t  when the probe particle is fixed at the bottom of the slide glass. Then, the phase of QPD 

output signal is the same as that of oscillated laser AOD AODArg[ ( )] Arg[ ( )]V t t τε= − .  



The PID feedback controller also generates a non-negligible delay; the output of the controller is 

delayed by contrτ  with respect to the signal fed to the “Measure” input (Fig. S1B). contrτ  was measured as 

follows. A sinusoidal signal i tAe ω−  was fed to the Measure input of the PID controller while the set point 

was grounded. The output of the PID controller ( )Output t  was measured by the lock-in amplifier with the 

measure input i tAe ω−  as a reference. As shown in Fig. S3B, the phase delay Arg( )Output  was proportional 

to the input frequency f . When contrτ  is taken into consideration, the output of the PID controller is given 

by ( ) ( ) ( )
contr

contr( ) exp( ') ' exp exp
t

Output t IA i t dt IA i i i t
τ

ω ω ωτ ω
−

−∞
= − = − . By fitting the phase delay in Fig. 

S3B with contrArg( ) 2Output ωτπ= + , 6
contr

75.06 / (2 ) 10 8.1 10τ π − −× = ×= s was obtained.  

Below, we investigate the effect of the time delays on MRs by systematically taking the delay times 

into account in our analysis. In Fig. S4, we show shear viscoelastic modulus ( )G ω  of 0.6 mg/mL F-actin 

gel (the same sample as that used in Fig. 3 in the main text) measured by conventional PMR, conventional 

AMR, and force-feedback AMR. A colloidal particle with 2a = 1 µm diameter was used as a probe. All 

these time delays ( PIDτ  , contrτ   and AODτ  ) should be considered when force-feedback MR is analyzed 

whereas conventional AMR depends only on AODτ . Obviously, conventional PMR is nothing related with 

these time delays. For conventional AMR, the phase delay in the measured response at an angular frequency 

ω  is corrected by AODωτ  1. As shown in Fig. S4, conventional AMR (closed symbols) and conventional 

PMR (curves) agreed well with each other as expected in a sample at equilibrium. As shown in eqn (18) in 

the main text, the displacement response of the probe with respect to the driving signal was affected by both 

PIDτ  and AOD contrτ τ τ+≡  when the force-feedback MR was conducted.  

Considering the experimental condition 6 5
AOD PIDcontr  < (  6.6 10 ( 2.4 10  s)s) < τ τ τ− −= × = ×  , we first 

 

 

 

Fig. S3 Phase delays observed in the response of (A) AOD and (B) PID feedback controller to the 

sinusoidal input signal. (A, B) Phase delays were proportional to the frequency as AODωτ  and contrωτ , 

respectively. From the linear fit to the data (solid lines), we obtained 6
AOD 6.6  s10τ −= ×   and 

7
contr 8.1 10  sτ −= × . 



investigate the effect of time delays from the larger one in the force-feedback AMR experiment. Filled 

symbols in Fig. S4A were obtained by incorporating 0τ =  in eqn (18) in the main text. Even if AODτ  and 

contrτ  were neglected, ( )G ω  measured with force-feedback AMR mostly agreed with the results obtained 

by conventional AMR and PMR, except for the frequencies higher than 100 Hz (the yellow-colored region 

in Fig. S4A). Note that ( )G ω  at the highest frequency in force-feedback AMR was negative, and therefore 

it was not seen in the figure given by the logarithmic plot. This disagreement was decreased when 

6
AOD 6.6 10τ τ −= = ×  s and d AID ODP C C Iτ =  were considered in eqn (18) of the main text (filled symbols 

in Fig. S4B). Finally, the small delay time contrτ   was also taken into consideration as 

6
AOD contr 7.4 10τ τ τ −= + = ×  s. Then, the results of the force-feedback AMR agreed better with that of the 

conventional AMR (Fig. S4C). When PIDτ   became comparable to τ  , the response delay τ   of the 

feedback-controlled laser also affected force-feedback PMR experiments, which we will discuss in the 

supplementary 2.  

The force-feedback AMR can operate when both PID1ω τ≤   and 1ω τ≤   are satisfied because the 

feedback-controlled laser does not run at the higher frequencies. In Fig. S4, the force-feedback AMR was 

performed up to 3 kHz because PIDτ  was 52.4 10  s−× . Even if 1ω τ≤  is held, our analysis indicates that 

the delay time 67.4 1  s0τ −= ×  is not negligible for the feedback operation of the AOD-controlled laser at 

large frequencies comparable to 1 2πτ  (yellow-colored region in Fig. S4). The influence of contrτ  on MR 

analysis becomes remarkable when the force feedback is run faster by setting PIDτ τ< . We discuss this 

situation in supplementary 2.  

Although the conventional and force-feedback AMR were consistent at frequencies lower than 10 Hz, 

the force-feedback AMR provided more accurate and reasonable data. Note that ( )G ω  measured with 

conventional AMR systematically decreased as the frequency increased from 0.01 to 0.1 Hz. This frequency 

dependency is anomalous; it could occur only when the system (the probe particle and the surrounding 

medium) responds actively or autonomously to the applied external forces. Since ( )G ω   must 

monotonously increase with frequency in a sample at equilibrium, the observed decrease of ( )G ω  

measured with conventional AMR was an artifact. It is necessary to correct the effect of the optical trapping 

on the probe movements when conventional AMR is performed. As discussed in prior studies and also in 

the main text of this study, the systematic error appears owing to the correction and it becomes greater at 

lower frequencies. Therefore, data taken at frequencies higher than 0.1 Hz was usually presented in previous 

studies when similar specimens were measured with the conventional AMR 1-3. However, the artifacts 

disappeared in the force-feedback AMR because optical-trapping potential was effectively removed, as 

explained in the main text. Thus, we conclude that the force feedback technique revealed its expected 

performance of MR experiments at low frequencies.  

  



 

  

 

 

 

 

Figure S4 Effect of time delays in the apparatus on the force-feedback MR. (A) Shear viscoelastic 

modulus ( )G ω  of 0.6 mg/mL entangled F-actin gel measured by conventional AMR (open symbols), 

conventional PMR (curves), and force-feedback AMR (filled symbols). Red and orange symbols: 

( )G' ω . Blue and light blue symbols: ( )G'' ω . The force-feedback AMR was analyzed by neglecting 

AODτ  and contrτ . (B) The same as (A) except that AODτ  was taken into consideration when analyzing the 

force-feedback AMR (filled symbols). With this analysis, force-feedback AMR and conventional MR 

did not agree at frequencies higher than 100 Hz (see the yellow-colored region). (C) The same as Fig.3C 

in the main article, except for the addition of data measured by conventional AMR. Both AODτ  and 

contrτ  were used to correct the force-feedback AMR (filled symbols).  



2: Force-feedback PMR performed with small PIDτ  comparable to AODτ  

In our feedback MR setup, the feedback-response time PID  τ  can be adjusted by tuning the gain setting 

of the PID controller while 5
AOD  10 sτ −
∼  and contr

610 sτ −
∼  were fixed. In section 1.2.1 in the main text, 

the force-feedback PMR was discussed by ignoring AODτ  and contrτ  because PID  τ  was set much larger than 

AOD contr ( )τ ττ +=  and was set much smaller than the characteristic response time for the trapped particle 

pc 0 ( / )kγτ ≡ , i.e. PID cτ τ τ≪ ≪ . However, the performance of force-feedback PMR declines when the 

feedback is set faster by decreasing PIDτ  down to the value comparable to τ . In this section, we investigate 

how smaller PIDτ  affects the force-feedback PMR experiments.  

The force-feedback PMR was demonstrated using a 2a = 1 µm latex particle in water. The AOD-

controlled 1064 nm laser was used as probe. As PIDτ was decreased, the power spectral density (PSD) of 

d ( )u t  and AOD ( )u t  started to show a peak at ( )AOD1 2  Hzπτ∼  (Fig. S5A). This peak grew when PID  τ  was 

further decreased and approached AODτ  . Here, AOD ( )u t   was estimated as AOD AOD AOD( ) ( )u t C tε τ= ⋅ −  

based on the input signal to AOD [ ( )tε ], whereas d ( )u t  was directly measured with BFPI. Note that the 

PSD of AOD ( )u t   can be estimated by measuring ( )tε   as 
FF FF22 2

AOD AOD AOD
2 2

AOD AOD( )) [ )]( | ( |u C t Cε τω ε ω= ⋅ − = ⋅ ɶɶ F   regardless of the time delay AODτ  . The 

force-feedback PMR experiment presented in the main text was conducted under the condition AOD PIDτ τ≪ . 

In that case, the PSD of total probe displacement AOD d( ) ( ) ( )u t u t u t= −  was obtained by using eqn (10) in 

the main text which we rewrite here as:  

                               
2 2FF FF F

OD

F2
d A( ) ( ) ( )u u uω ω ω= +ɶ ɶ ɶ .                 (S1) 

In Fig. S5B, 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ   calculated using eqn (S1) is shown. When PIDτ   is decreased, 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ  

disagreed with the theoretical prediction made by the fluctuation-dissipation theorem (FDT)  

2
B

2
( 3) k T au ηω π ω=ɶ .  (S2) 

Here, a and η are radius of probe particle and viscosity of water, respectively (eqn (11) in the main text). 

Note that eqn (S1) was valid only when AODτ   was negligibly small ( AOD PIDτ τ≪  ) and the correlation 

between AOD ( )u t  and d ( )u t  was made as d PID AODu i uωτ= −ɶ ɶ  by the feedback control (see eqn (9) in the main 

text). When AOD PIDτ τ≪  is not satisfied, the correlation underlying the eqn (S1) is altered by the delay time 

AODτ . Below, we will provide more detailed analysis of the force-feedback PMR, and extend eqn (S1) to 

more general situation by taking 5
AOD  10 sτ −
∼  and contr

610 sτ −
∼  into account.  

First, we consider AODτ   in the force-feedback PMR analysis. Since the displacement of the AOD-

controlled laser is delayed from AODε  by AODτ , AODu  under the force-feedback PMR is given by 

                               ( )
AOD

AOD AOD AOD AOD PID d( ) ( ) 1 .( )
t

u u t' dt C t t'
τ

ε τ τ
−

−∞
= − =                             (S3) 

This equation is also obtained by incorporating ( ) exp( ) 0s t L i tω= − =  and AOD contr ( 0)τ τ τ ==  in eqn (16) 



in the main text. The Fourier transform of eqn (S3) is written as 

( ) ( )AOD

AOD

AOD

AOD AOD AOD AOD AOD AOD

AOD AOD d

PID

( )

             ( ) ( ).

i t' i i t"

i
i

u C t' e dt' e C t" e dt"

e
e C u

i

ω ωτ ω

ωτ
ωτ

ω ε τ ε

ε ω ω
ωτ

∞ ∞

−∞ −∞
= − =

 
= = − 

 

 ɶ

ɶ ɶ

 (S4) 

Eqn (S4) indicates that the time lag AODτ  does not affect the relation between the auto power spectrums 
FF FF2

AOD
2 2

AOD AOD( ) | ( ) |u Cω ε ω= ⋅ ɶɶ , as discussed in the previous paragraph. By using eqn (S4), the PSD 

of the probe displacement ( )u t  is derived as, 

AOD
2

2 2
AOD d d

PID

22

d

PID

2 2 2
d AO

FF
FF FF

FF

AOD

PID

FF FF FFAOD

P

D

ID

d

( ) ( ) ( ) 1 ( )

1
1 ( )

( ) (

sin
2

sin
) (2 .)

ie
u u u u

i

u

u u u

ωτ

ω ω ω ω
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ω
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ω ω ω
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 (S5)  

We calculated 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ   under 5
PID 1.8 10 sτ −= ×   by incorporating measured 

F2
d

F
( )u ωɶ   and 

FF FF2
AOD

2 2
AOD AOD( ) | ( ) |u Cω ε ω= ⋅ ɶɶ   into eqn (S5) instead of eqn (S1). Thus obtained 

F2 F
( )u ωɶ  (red 

curve in Fig. S6) agreed well with the theoretical prediction (black curve in Fig. S6) made by the FDT eqn 

(S2) at all frequencies.  

In force-feedback PMR, a probe particle is subjected to the friction force ( ') ( )
t

t t u t' dt'γ
−∞

−− ɺ  , 

 

 
 
Figure S5: (A) Power spectral density (PSD) of d ( )u t (green curves) and AOD ( )u t (blue and purple 

curves) measured under the fast force feedback PMR conducted with small PID  τ  in water.
5 6 6

PID 1.8 10  s,  9.1 10  s and 6.5 10:  sτ − − −× × ×  . 1064 nmλ =   laser was used as the probe laser and 

Latex particle with 2a = 1 µm diameter was used as a probe. The delay time of AOD was 
6

AOD 7.51 10 sτ −= × . (B) PSD of probe displacement
F2 F

( )u ωɶ  calculated by eqn (S1) with the data 

shown in (A). The solid black lines are the thermal fluctuations predicted by the fluctuation-dissipation 

theorem (Stokes-Einstein equation), 2
B

2
( 3) k T au ηω π ω=ɶ  [eqn (S2)], where η  is the viscosity of 

water at room temperature (1.01 mPa･s).  



thermally fluctuation force ( )f t , and the optical trapping force from probe laser p d ( )k u t− . Then, Langevin 

equation for the probe particle is written as  

p d .( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
t

t t' u t' dt' k u t f tγ
−∞

− = − + ɺ              (S6) 

Here, the friction function is given by 0( ) ( )t tγ γ δ=  using the friction coefficient 0 6 aγ π η=  of a probe 

particle in a Newtonian liquid (water). By using eqns (S4), (S5) and the FDT of the 2nd kind 

2
0B| ( ) | 2f k Tω γ=ɶ , 

F2
d

F
( )u ωɶ and 

2 F

AOD

F
( )u ωɶ  are obtained, 

                 
2 0

d 2 2

0 AOD AOD2 2

PID

FF B

p 0

PID

2
,( )

cos( ) )sin(
1

u
k T

k

γ
ω

γ ωτ ωτ
ω γ

τ ωτ

=
   

+ + +   
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ɶ           (S7) 
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0 AOD AOD2 2

PID P
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2
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1
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k T
u
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γ ω τ
ω
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ω γ

τ ωτ

=
   
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ɶ                      (S8) 

When the force-feedback control is run sufficiently fast ( PID 0 pkτ γ≪  ), 

6
p 0 AOD PID( 6.72 cos( )10 )k γ ωτ τ−= × ≪

3
PID6 10aπ η τ −≈ ∼   is satisfied at frequencies where 

AOD / 2ωτ π≪  is satisfied. Besides, ( ) ( )
2 22

p
2

0 AOD PID AOD PID0cos( 1 sin() )k γ ωτ τ ω γ ωτ ωτ+ +≪  holds at 

AOD / 2ωτ π≥  . Therefore, the effects of trap stiffness pk   on 
F2

d

F
( )u ωɶ   and 

2 F

AOD

F
( )u ωɶ   are both 

negligible in the fast force-feedback PMR. Then, eqns (S7) and (S8) are simplified by neglecting the optical 

trapping force, p d ( ) 0k u t ≈  as, 

2
PID B

2 2
PID AOD PID

FF2
d ,

3 (1 2 s
( )

in )

k T

a
u

τ

π η ωτ τ ω ω
ω

τ
=

+ +
ɶ                              (S9) 

B

2 2 2
PID AO

FF2
A

D P D

D

I

O ,
3 (1

( )
2 sin )

k T

a
u

π η ωτ τ ω τ ω
ω

ω
=

+ +
ɶ               (S10) 

where Stokes law 0 6 aγ π η=  is used. Note that the equation consistent to the FDT [eqn (S2)] is obtained 

by incorporating eqn (S9) and (S10) into eqn (S5)  

In Fig. S6, we show experimental results 
F2

d

F

( )u ωɶ , 
2 F

AOD

F

( )u ωɶ  measured with 5
PID 1.8 10  sτ −= ×

≳ AODτ   and corresponding theoretical predictions with eqns (S9) and (S10). Note that all parameters 

appearing in the right-hand side of eqns (S9) and (S10) were determined by independent experiments. 

Theoretical estimations of 
F2

d

F

( )u ωɶ  and 
2 F

AOD

F

( )u ωɶ , which are shown by the broken curves in Fig. 

S6, agreed well with the experimental data (solid curves) without any adjustable parameters. Our theoretical 

analysis taking the delay time AODτ  into consideration seems to be valid at the condition 5
PID 1.8 10  sτ −= × .   

 



 

Next, we discuss force-feedback PMR conducted with 6
PID 9.1 10 sτ −= × . For such a small PIDτ , not 

only AODτ  but also the response-delay time 7
contr 8.1 10(= s)τ −×  of the PID controller may not be neglected, 

as we will see below. The time delay contrτ  that emerges between input and output of PID controller (see 

supplementary 1) alters eqn (8) AOD AOD
PID

(1( ) )
t

du t' dt'C tε τ −∞
=    in the main text as 

contr

AOD AOD
PID

1( ) ( )
t

du t' dt'C t
τ

ε τ
−

−∞
=  . Then, the displacement of the laser AOD ( )u t  is given by correcting eqn 

(S3),  

                             ( )
AOD contr

AOD AOD AOD AOD PID( ) ( ) 1 ( ) .
t

du t C t u t' dt'
τ τ

ε τ τ
− −

−∞
= − =  .         (S11) 

The Fourier transform of AOD ( )u t  is 
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Therefore, the exact formula for the PSD of probe displacement 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ  that takes both AODτ  and contrτ  

into account is 

  
 

Figure S6: PSDs of d AOD( ),  ( ),  ( )u t u t u t  measured with force-feedback PMR ( AODτ ≲ 5
PID 1.8 10  sτ −= × ). 

Solid curves are experimental results [
F2

d

F

( )u ωɶ , 
2 F

AOD

F

( )u ωɶ ] which are the same as corresponding 

PSDs shown in Fig. S5A. 
F2

d

F

( )u ωɶ  (solid green curve) and 
2 F

AOD

F

( )u ωɶ  (solid blue curve) agreed 

well with their theoretical predictions: eqn (S9) (broken light green curve) and eqn (S9) (broken light 

blue curve), respectively, indicating that contrτ  is negligible under this condition. Consequently, PSD of 

the probe displacement 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ  (solid red curve) also agreed well with the theoretical prediction eqn 

(S2) (solid black line).  
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Accordingly, exact expressions for 
F2

d

F

( )u ωɶ  and 
2 F

AOD

F

( )u ωɶ   are obtained by correcting eqns (S9) 

and (S10) in the same way:  

2
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Note that eqns (S13)-(S15) are obtained by exchanging AODτ  in the corresponding eqns (S5), (S9) and 

(S10) to the total delay time AOD contrτ τ τ= + .  

Fig. S7A shows PSDs of probe displacement 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ  calculated using eqns (S5) and (S13) using 

the same data [
F2

d

F

( )u ωɶ  and 
2 F

AOD

F

( )u ωɶ ] measured at 6
PID 9.1 10 sτ −= × . PSDs shown in Fig. S7B 

were normalized as 
F

2
F2

( )uω ωɶ  to clarify the effect of contrτ . The PSD obtained by considering both 

AODτ  and contrτ  (orange squares) agreed better with the theoretical prediction (black curve) based on the 

FDT [eqn (S2)] than the PSD estimated by neglecting contrτ  (red triangles). We therefore conclude that the 

 

 
 

 

Figure S7: PSD of a probe particle under the force feedback with 6
AOD PID~ 9.1 10 sτ τ −= ×  . 

Experimental results were analyzed with and without contrτ  . (A) PSDs of probe displacement 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ   were obtained using the corresponding data shown in Fig. S5A. Red triangles were 

calculated by eqn (S5) that neglected contrτ . Orange squares were calculated by eqn (S13) considering 

all time delays including 7
contr 8.1 10 sτ −= ×   (see supplementary 1). (B) PSDs normalized as 

F
2

F2
( )uω ωɶ  . Red triangles and orange squares were obtained using eqn (S5) and eqn (S13), 

respectively. Solid black lines in (A) and (B) are the theoretical prediction 
22

B( ) / 3Tu k aω ω π η=ɶ . 

Under this condition AOD PID( ~ )τ τ , the analysis including all time delays showed better agreement with 

the theoretical prediction except a slight underestimation which is constant with frequency.  



response of our force-feedback systems was properly understood even if the characteristic response time 

PIDτ  is as small as the delay time of our instruments AOD contrτ τ τ= + , and the dynamics of the probe particle 

were successfully recovered if we consider all the characteristic times: PIDτ , contrτ  and AODτ .  

Finally, the force feedback was operated even faster (i.e. 6
PID AOD6.5 10 s ~τ τ−= × ), and the PSD of the 

probe particle was evaluated by incorporating 
F2

d

F
( )u ωɶ  and 

2 F

AOD

F
( )u ωɶ (Fig. S8A) into eqn (S13) 

(pink squares in Fig. S8B). 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ  could not be accurately evaluated even if contrτ   and AODτ   were 

considered. Under such an extremely fast feedback, slight errors in the estimation of AODτ  and contrτ  could 

prevent the estimation of PSD for AOD1ω τ≥ . We then fitted the theoretical model [eqns (S14) and (S15)] 

to data [
F2

d

F
( )u ωɶ  and 

2 F

AOD

F
( )u ωɶ  ] by choosing τ   as an adjustable parameter. Results with 

68.64 s10τ −×=  are shown by solid curves in Fig. S8A. Although the model seems to fit well with our data 

with reasonable value of τ  , 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ   evaluated by using eqn (S13) with the same 68.64 s10τ −×=  

disagreed with the theoretical prediction by the FDT 2
B

2
( 3) k T au ηω π ω=ɶ  [black curve, eqn (S2)] at 

high frequencies as shown by red triangles in Fig. S8B.  

 

In the force-feedback PMR experiments given in the main text, we obtained the probe displacement 

from the measured AOD ( )tε   and d ( )u t   as AOD d A O dDOD A( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )u t u t u t C t u tε= − = ⋅ −  , and then its PSD 

was calculated. This was possible because the condition AOD PIDτ τ≪   was satisfied. When AODτ   is not 

negligible compared to PIDτ , 
F2

d

F
( )u ωɶ  and 

FF FF2
AOD

2 2
AOD AOD( ) | ( ) |u Cω ε ω= ⋅ ɶɶ  were calculated first, 

and then eqn (S13) was used to obtain 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ  as explained above. Instead, it is also possible to obtain 

 

 
 

Figure S8: Fit of the theoretical model to force-feedback PMR data measured at 6
PID 6.5 0 s1τ −×= . 

(A) PSD of d ( )u t and AOD ( )u t  measured with 6
PID 6.5 0 s1τ −×=  (green circles and purple triangles, 

the same as those in Fig. S5A) were fitted with eqns (S14) and (S15) (light blue and orange curves) . 

AOD contr ( )τ τ τ= +   was chosen as a fitting parameter and adjusted to be 618 64 s0. −×  . (B) PSD of 

probe displacement 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ   calculated by eqn (S13). Pink squares: PSD calculated with 

experimentally obtained parameters 6
AOD ( 7.5 s)10τ −×=  and 7

contr ( 8. 101 s)τ −×= . Red triangles: PSD 

calculated with fitted 68.64 0 s1τ −= × .  



( )u t  as  

AOD d AO AODAODD d( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )u t u t u t C t u tε τ= − = ⋅ − − ,  (S16) 

by shifting the AOD ( )tε  by the time delay AODτ  as AOD AOD AO AOD D( ) ( )u t C tε τ= ⋅ − . Its PSD is then obtained 

as [ ]
22

AOD

FFFF

d( )( ( )) t u tu uω = −ɶ F . This method seems to be of advantage because it does not depend 

on PIDτ  and contrτ . However, 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ  thus obtained also did not conform to the theoretical prediction 

2 2( 3) Bk au T π ηω ω=ɶ  (Fig. S9). In this study, d ( )u t  and AOD ( )tε  were sampled at the interval of ~ 510−  

s, which was larger than the time delay of AOD ( 6
AOD  7.5 10 sτ −= × ). Therefore, because of the lack of the 

time resolution, it was not possible to accurately estimate the probe displacement u(t) by using eqn (S16).  

 

 

In general, it becomes harder to evaluate PSD of the probe particle 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ  accurately when force-

feedback PMR was operated with PIDτ  smaller than τ . When PIDτ  was decreased, the PSD of AOD ( )tε  

[
2 F

AOD

F
( )ε ωɶ ] did not decay at 1ω τ≥ , but instead, it showed a large peak at 1ω τ∼ , meaning that the 

laser is required to vigorously oscillate around the frequency. However, at this range of frequencies, the 

spacing of the diffraction grating in AOD (see Fig. S1A) will not be a constant within the volume where 

the laser deflects, as discussed in a prior study 1. Consequently, the laser deflection not only delays from 

the control voltage AOD ( )tε  , but also may nonlinearly alter the amplitude; i.e, AODC   in the relation 

AOD AOD AOD( ) ( )u t C tε τ= ⋅ −  may no longer be a constant. The nonlinearity in the response of AOD may be 

amplified when the control voltage AOD ( )tε  has large oscillation amplitude, as indicated by the peak in 

2 F

AOD

F
( )ε ωɶ . This artifact coming from the nonlinearity of the AOD is hard to analyze, and therefore it 

determines the limit of the fast feedback control for MR experiments.   

 
 

Figure S9: PSDs of probe particle 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ   in water measured by force-feedback PMR. 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ  were analyzed with the consideration of 6
AOD  ( 7.5 10 s)τ −= ×   by using the relation 

[ ] [ ]
2 22

AOD

FF F

d AOD AOD AO

F

d

F

D

F

( ) ( ) ( ) ( )( ) t u t Cu t u tuω ε τ= − = ⋅ − −ɶ F F   at 5
PID 1.8 10  s,τ −×=

6 69.1 10  s and 6.5 10  s− −× ×  (pink, orange, and red curves, respectively). Experimental data used 

in the calculation d AOD AOD( ),  ( )u t C tε⋅    are same as those of Fig. S5A. Black curve shows the 

theoretical prediction [eqn (S2)]. 

 



3: Slow force-feedback PMR at which slow probe particle’s movement is 

suppressed by optical-trapping force.  

Until here in this supplementary, we have investigated the fast force-feedback MR where PIDτ  satisfies 

the condition AOD contrτ τ τ+=  ~ cPID 0 p/ kτ γτ =≪  . In this section, we will consider the PMR conducted 

under the slower force feedback. First, the force-feedback PMR was performed with 4
PID 1.8 10 sτ −= ×  

while other experimental conditions were kept the same as those in the previous section. Because PIDτ  is 

much larger than AODτ , the PSD of the probe displacement under force feedback [
F2 F

( )u ωɶ ] can be 

evaluated by using eqn (S1). Results are shown by red triangles in Fig. S10A, and they agree well with the 

theoretical prediction 
2 2

B( ) 3u k T aω π ω η=ɶ  [eqn (S2)] shown by the black line. Under the condition for 

this experiment ( PI cDτ ττ ≪ ≪  ), both the effect of optical trapping force ( p dk u  ) and the time delays 

( AOD contr and τ τ ) are negligible. In such case, 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ  estimated by eqn (S1) is equivalent to eqn (S2), 

which is the optimal situation for conducting the force-feedback PMR.  

Next, the force feedback PMR was performed by further increasing PIDτ   up to 3
PID 1.8 10 sτ −= ×  . As 

shown in Fig. S10B, 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ  calculated by eqn (S1) (red triangles) systematically deviates from the 

theoretical prediction [eqn (S2), black line] at low frequencies. Under the slow force feedback 

( c AID ODPτ ττ> ≫  ), eqn (S1) accurately estimates the PSD [
F2 F

( )u ωɶ  ] since AOD contr and τ τ   are 

negligible as is the case in Fig. S10A. However, it differs from the thermal fluctuation of a “free” probe 

particle which is not subjected to the optical trapping.  

Here, we quantitatively discuss the fluctuation of the probe particle under the slow feedback to 

understand the observed inconsistency between 
2

( )u ωɶ   and 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ  . We again start with the 

Langevin equation for the probe particle,  

                                                  p d( ) ( ) ( ) ( ),
t

t t' u t' dt' k u t f tγ
−∞

− = − + ɺ     (S17) 

where the fluctuation-dissipation theorem of the 2nd kind  

[ ]
2

B
B 2

( )2
( ) Re ( )2

( )

"k T
f k T

α ω
ω γ ω

ω α ω
= =ɶ ɶ   (S18) 

should hold for the thermal fluctuating force. For a probe particle dispersed in a viscoelastic continuum, 

the memory function and the intrinsic response function are related as ( ) 1 ( )iγ ω ωα ω= −ɶ  . PSD of the 

probe particle 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ   is calculated by incorporating eqns (S18) and (S4) into the Fourier 

transformation of eqn (S17) as  

                                              
2 2BFF

2 2

2 ( )
( ) ( )

)
.

1

1 ( ) 1 (

k T "
u u

βα ω βα ω

α ω
ω ω

ω
= =

− −
ɶ ɶ        (S19) 

Here, β  is defined as ( )p PID1 1k iβ ωτ≡ +  and AOD contr 0τ τ= =  is used. B
2

2 )( () k T "u α ωω ω=ɶ  is the 

FDT of the 1st kind, representing the thermal PSD for a free probe particle dispersed in a viscoelastic 

continuum. In the case of purely viscous liquid, incorporating ( ) 1 6 i aα ω π ωη= −  leads to eqn (S2).  

2
( )u ωɶ   calculated by using eqn (S19) agreed well with the theoretical curve 



2 2
B( ) 3u k T aω π ω η=ɶ  [eqn (S2)] (open pink squares in Fig. S10B), including the low-frequency region 

where 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ   deviates from eqn (S2). As it is written in the main text, force feedback effectively 

eliminates the resilient force from the optical-trapping potential when the feedback control is fast (meaning 

cPIDτ τ≪ ). When the feedback is slow ( PID cτ τ> ), the probe motion is suppressed by the optical-trapping 

potential. In the case of a probe particle trapped by a fixed laser, its PSD typically shows a plateau for 

c1ω τ<   1. Similarly, 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ   also starts to show the similar plateau for c1ω τ<  , deviating from 

2
( )u ωɶ  as seen in Fig. S10B. However, the plateau disappeared for PID1ω τ<   and recovered the 

diffusion-like dependency 
FF

22
( 1)u ωω ∝ɶ  because the feedback-controlled laser [ AOD ( )u t ] follows the 

thermal fluctuation of the probe in that range of frequencies.  

In this section and prior sections, we have discussed the effect of time delays and optical trapping on 

force feedback MR, and shown how to correct those artifacts. For actual experiments, it is important to set 

the experimental condition to satisfy AOD PID cτ τ τ≪ ≪  to avoid such tedious corrections. However, it is 

not always possible to choose appropriate PIDτ   prior to experiments. cτ   is not a constant for general 

viscoelastic medium, and is not known before measurements. The range for PIDτ   satisfying 

AOD PID cτ τ τ≪ ≪   might not be so broad especially when the strong laser is used. Only by thoroughly 

understanding the probe dynamics under force feedback, as we had done in this study, it is possible to 

identify the artifacts and correct them by using e.g. eqn (S19).  

 

 

Figure S10: PSDs measured with force-feedback PMR in water, which was performed under the same 

experimental condition as that in Fig.S5 except for greater PIDτ  . (A) PSDs with the condition

AOD PID c 0 p/ kτ τ τ γ=≪ ≪  . 4
PID 1.8 10 sτ −= ×   and 3

c 1.4 s10τ −×=  . Since AODτ   was negligible, 
F2 F

( )u ωɶ   estimated with eqn (S1) agreed well with the theoretical estimation for the thermal 

fluctuation 
2 2

B( ) 3u k T aω π ω η=ɶ   [solid black line, eqn (S2)]. (B) PSDs with the condition

PID cτ τ∼  . 3
PID 1.8 10 sτ −= ×  . 

F2 F
( )u ωɶ   calculated with eqn (S1) (red triangles) deviated from 

theoretical estimation 
2 2

B( ) 3u k T aω π ω η=ɶ  (solid black line) at low frequencies because the probe 

fluctuation was suppressed by optical trapping. The corrected PSD of probe displacement (pink 

squares) calculated from eqn (S19) showed good agreement with the theoretical estimation (solid black 

line).  



4: The sensitivity and offset error in BFPI signal depend on the laser focus 

position 

 

In the case of force-feedback MR using a single AOD-controlled laser, the laser could move away from 

the optical axis during an experiment. Then, the sensitivity 1/Cd and offset-error voltage in QPD output V0 

may vary. Therefore, we measured 1/Cd and V0 as a function of the laser deflection by AOD and estimated 

the errors that may appear during feedback-MR experiments. 

Melamine particles with a diameter of 1 µm were trapped in water, and the focus position of the laser 

was oscillated by AOD as AOD L( ) i tu At e uω−= + , with A = 71.5 nm and 2  10 kHzω π = . Lu  is the average 

distance of the laser focus from the optical axis (Fig. S11A). During the experiment, the probe particle was 

trapped at the position Lu  because the oscillation of the laser was much faster than the response time of the 

probe ( pc 01/ / 130 Hzkτ γ= ≃ ). Therefore, the separation du  between the laser focus and the probe center 

was oscillated sinusoidally as d
i tAeu ω−= . By measuring the QPD output voltage 

L d L 0 L( ; ) ( ) ( )i tV t u A C u e V uω−= +  with the lock-in amplifier, the sensitivity 1/Cd [V/m] was obtained as the 

ratio between the oscillation amplitudes of AOD ( )u t  and L( ; )V t u . The offset of the QPD output 0 L( )V u  was 

obtained by taking the time average of the QPD output, L0 L (( )) ;V tV uu = . 

In Fig. S11 (B), the red circles and open blue triangles represent the sensitivity (1/Cd) and the offset 

( 0V ), respectively. When Lu  was increased, the sensitivity 1/Cd tended to decrease, and the offset error 

0V   arose. The laser deflection by the AOD is certified up to 45 mrad by the manufacturer, which 

corresponds to L10 μm    25 μmu− ≤ ≤  in our setup. Within the range, 1/Cd varied more than 10% and 

0V   exceeded 1 V at large Lu  . When calibrated, 0 ~ 1 VV   corresponds to more than 100 nm. BFPI 

accurately measures the probe displacement when the probe laser is fixed. When the probe laser was moved 

more than 10 μm, it is common to have alteration of 1/Cd and 0V   similar to those observed here. The 

accuracy of particle tracking during the force feedback thus depends on the movement of the probe laser 

that follows the probe fluctuation. The force-feedback PMR in the main text was accurately performed 

because the probe dispersed in a highly viscous sample in which thermal Brownian motion was small. 

When a probe particle fluctuates vigorously, dual-feedback technique should be used to keep the laser 

movement within a certain limit that should be determined by the accuracy required for the measurement. 

Because the feedback-controlled stage tracks the slow and large movement of the probe particle, the AOD-

controlled laser is kept close to the optical axis. Therefore, the dual-feedback technique is necessary to 

perform BFPI accurately when a probe particle vigorously fluctuates or drifts in samples driven out of 

equilibrium.   



  

 

 

 

 

Figure S11 (A) A schematic illustration of the experiment to evaluate the dependence of sensitivity 

1/Cd and offset error V0 on the focus position ( Lu ). The melamine particle with a diameter of 1 µm 

was dispersed in water, and trapped by the oscillating laser (λ=1064 nm). By analyzing the QPD 

output, 1/Cd and V0 were obtained as a function of Lu . (B) Dependence of 1/Cd (red circles) and V0 

(open blue triangles) on Lu . 1/Cd decreased and V0 increased when the position of the laser focus was 

deviated from the center of the optical axis. At the largest Lu  in this measurement ( Lu = 28.6 µm), V0 

≃ 1.3 V corresponded to 0.2 µm when calibrated. The position with the highest sensitivity was shifted 

from the center of the optical axis probably because the center of the operating range of the AOD-

controlled laser did not match the optical axis.  



5: Scatter plot of step size x∆  and waiting time wt  in the forced hopping of a 

probe partcile 
 

As discussed in the main text, the dynamics of probe particles dispersed in the medium with 

heterogeneous microenvironments are described by introducing the density of states for the potential depth 

E that microenvironments provide (Bouchaud’s trap model). The power-law distributed wtd w( )P t  which is 

characteristic of glassy dynamics emerges when the density of states ( )Eρ  is largely distributed. It is then 

reasonable to examine whether the work done for uncaging the microenvironments ( F x∆ ) in a crosslinked 

F-actin gel may positively correlate with the waiting time wt  taken before the step. The step size x∆  and 

the waiting time wt  were obtained from the trajectory of the tracer beads subjected to a constant optical-

trapping force (F = 3.4 pN), using the step detection algorithm mentioned in the main text. Pair of the data 

(the step size and the waiting time before the step) are shown in Fig. S12 by the scatter plot. No correlation 

between these quantities was observed while the step sizes and waiting times are both largely distributed.  

 

 

 

  

 
 

Figure S12:  Scatter plot of step size x∆  and waiting time wt  taken before the step event. The tracer 

beads in a crosslinked F-actin gel were under constant forcing F = 4.3pN (Fig 5C in the main text). 
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