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How accurate is mechanobiology?
Aleix Boquet-Pujadas

Abstract—Mechanobiology is gaining more and more traction
as the fundamental role of physical forces in biological function
becomes clearer. Forces at the microscale are often measured indi-
rectly using inverse problems such as Traction Force Microscopy
because biological experiments are hard to access with physical
probes. In contrast with the experimental nature of biology
and physics, these measurements do not come with error bars,
confidence regions, or p-values. The aim of this manuscript is to
publicize this issue and to propose a first step towards a remedy
therefor in the form of a general reconstruction framework that
enables hypothesis testing.

Although long considered subordinate to molecular chem-
istry, physical forces are now recognized as fundamental to
biological function at all scales [1], [2]. They are necessary for
tissue morphogenesis [3], they influence cell metabolism [4],
and they regulate transcription, for example, via nucleocyto-
plasmic transport or chromatin deformation [5], [6].

Taking physical measurements at the microscale is challeng-
ing, especially because experimental setups are often difficult
to access [7]. Methods that rely on physical probes such
as micropipette aspiration and atomic force microscopy are
precise but invasive, whereas image-based methods can “see”
through obstacles without interfering at the cost of computa-
tional complexity [8]. The latter are becoming more prevalent
as biological experiments grow increasingly intricate in pursuit
of physiological relevance [8]. In either case, an underlying
model is needed because physical forces can only be measured
(indirectly) through their effects on known materials. This
relationship is captured by Newton’s second law [9].

Researchers have come up with a myriad of techniques to
navigate this law from images alone [9], [10]. Traction Force
Microscopy (TFM) is perhaps the most widespread [11]. In
TFM, a spatial map of the traction forces exerted by a cell is
estimated from the deformation of its substrate, which is first
imaged at rest [12], [13]. Other proxies to measure forces are
the deformation of well-characterized droplets embedded in
tissue [14], the orientation or motion of microtubule-kinesin
mixtures in active-nematics (AN) systems [15], [16], and the
fluorescence of calibrated molecular probes [17]. In a reversal
of roles, the deformation of biological materials imaged under
known conditions of force or stress can help characterize
their properties; for instance, through magnetic droplets [18],
Brillouin microscopy [19], [20], or free deformations of the
nucleus [21], [22]. Other physical quantities that have also
been estimated from images are intracellular pressure [23],
[24], cytoplasmic streaming [25], [26], and tissue stress in
monolayers or organs on a chip [27], [28]. From here on,
“forces” will refer generally to any of these measurements.

All these methods have led to important discoveries [29]–
[33], but—besides image data—they have something else in
common: They do not report measurement errors. Yet this is a
crucial duty of experimental science. The complexity behind

the measurement techniques is at the root of this problem.
Specifically, most of them involve a first step whereby the
deformation v(x) is estimated from a pair of images with
brightness values φ1(x), φ2(x) before being fed to a second
algorithm. This second step then outputs the spatial map of
forces f(x) using a physical model m(v; f) that relates v(x)
to f(x) [34]. Such two-step approaches complicate tracking
the propagation of errors and can even amplify them.

To palliate the absence of measurement errors, researchers
rely on replicates [35]. Usually, a single figure of merit, such
as the mean magnitude f̂k = meanx{|fk(x)|} of the force,
is derived from the spatial map of each cell k and then
averaged over a number n of cells or experiments,

∑n
k=1 f̂k/n.

However, this captures the variability across cells instead of
the uncertainty of the measurements. As illustrated by the
classical dichotomy between accuracy and precision [36], mea-
surements can be consistently wrong. Another disadvantage of
this approach is that it discards spatial information. As a result,
it is difficult to assess the reliability of any pattern that arises in
a force map, especially within a single experiment. Without a
quantification of its uncertainty, the evidence is circumstantial
and vulnerable to computation artefacts [37].

The aims of this article are twofold. (1) To assign errors
to this kind of measurements, and, more importantly, (2) to
leverage the resulting credible regions to assess the statistical
significance (think p-values) of concrete biophysical questions.
For example: Did the force pattern change over time? What
about after adding an inhibitor? Is the force patch in the
measurement map an artefact of the noise present in the image
data, or is it an actual biological structure of the cell that could
correlate with a protein of interest? In this way, researchers
will be able to inquire whether what they are observing is
statistically significant.

We provide a framework that achieves (1)-(2) while being
general to many mechanobiology measurements (such as to
those listed above). To illustrate this concisely yet broadly, we
have relied on experiments from two measuring techniques—
TFM and the imaging of AN systems—with disparate under-
lying models: a solid and a fluid, respectively.

I. MEASUREMENT ERROR

We consider three main sources of error—image noise,
ill-posedness, and model mismatches—and ask how these
propagate through the algorithms. We characterize this through
the covariance and through credible regions.

A General Formulation of Image-Based Mechanobiology

To this end, we first argue that most measurement tech-
niques in the introduction can be (alternatively) regarded as
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stand-alone inverse problems. Contrary to the current two-
step approaches, this allows a direct connection from image
brightness to force measurements. In [38], we developed this
idea for TFM. More generally, we can write

f⋆φ1,2
(x) = argmin

f∈F
O{v;φ1,2}+R{f} subject to m(v; f)

(1)
for an arbitrary imaged-based measurement, where m(v; f)
is the corresponding physical model in the form of a PDE
system. Here, the minimization of the optical-flow term

O{v;φ1,2} ≈ σ−2

∫
FOV

(φ2(x)− φ1(x− v(x)))
2
dx (2)

favors deformations v(x) that can explain the movement that
occurred between the two images φ1(x) and φ2(x), consider-
ing the presence of Gaussian noise with a standard deviation
σ (see Appendix A). On the other hand, the regularization
term R incorporates prior information about the solution
(e.g., continuity or smoothness) because otherwise the problem
could have multiple solutions (ill-posedness). Therefore, the
optimization problem (1) looks for the force map f⋆φ1,2

(x)
among all possible maps in F that best matches the image
data φ1,2 (via O) while satisfying the physical model (via m)
and maintaining a certain degree of regularity (via R) over
the field of view (x ∈ FOV).

We propose that many of the measurement methods listed in
the introduction can be expressed in the form of (1) by choos-
ing the corresponding PDE model m to match: an elastic solid
for the substrate or the nucleus in TFM or elastography [12],
[21], [22], [39], a Stokes fluid for the microtubule-kinesin
suspensions or the cytoplasm [16], [26], a viscoelastic solid for
tissue [28], and a surface tension model for oil droplets [14].
See Figure 1.

Two advantages of our reformulation over a two-step ap-
proach (cf. blue and red arrows in Figure 1) are a reduction in
the propagation of errors, and the need for prior information
about only one variable—the one that is physically motivated,
no less—because the model already constrains which defor-
mations are possible [38]. Since (1) turns intensity directly
into measurements, a third (and most important) advantage is
that it can also turn image noise into measurement error.

The Covariance Provides Vectorial Measurement-Error ‘Bars’

More precisely, we propose computing the covariance and
credible regions of the force from a Bayesian perspective [40].
For most cases in mechanobiology, where both the noise and
the problem are Gaussian (see Appendix J otherwise), we can
work out the covariance Cov{f̃ |φ1,2} through its relation with
the Hessian of the functional of the inverse problem in (1).
Considering the force maps f(x) as realizations of a random
variable f̃ |φ1,2 that stems (partly) from image noise, we write

Cov{f̃ |φ1,2} = H−1
φ1,2

, (3)

Hφ1,2
= H{O +R}(f⋆φ1,2

), (4)

where H is the Hessian operator taken with respect to f (and
thus in consideration of m), and | conditions the probabilities
to the fact that we did acquire the two images φ1,2.

The variance Var{f̃ |φ1,2}(x)—which is part of the co-
variance Cov{f̃ |φ1,2}(x)—is a vector field that assigns a
(vectorial) standard deviation to the reconstructed force map
f⋆φ1,2

(x), which is the force map (1) with the highest probabil-
ity of explaining the acquisition. This means that, unlike in a
standard TFM algorithm, the force map is assigned a vectorial
error bar at each spatial point x of the FOV (Figure 2).

Moreover, the final measurement is no longer a single
force map f⋆φ1,2

(x), but rather a full probability distribution
ξf̃ |φ1,2

(f) that assigns a probability to every possible force
map f(x) ∈ F given the fact that we did acquire two specific
images φ1,2. An expression for ξf̃ |φ1,2

(f) can be found in
Appendix B.

Credible Regions
To better visualize the uncertainty of the measurements and

to set up our hypothesis-testing framework (Section II), we
now turn to the so-called credible regions of the resulting
probability density ξf̃ |φ1,2

(f).
To define these, we seek the force maps with the highest

probabilities of explaining our acquisition of images φ1 and
φ2. More specifically, we consider the smallest set CRα

f̃ |φ1,2
⊂

F of force maps f(x) such that their probabilities together sum
to 1− α,

Prf̃ |φ1,2

[
f(x) ∈ CRα

f̃ |φ1,2

]
≥ 1− α. (5)

The information to build this credible set (or region, or
interval) CRα

f̃ |φ1,2
is contained in our density ξf̃ |φ1,2

(f) (see
Appendix B). Of course, the most probable force map f⋆φ1,2

(x)
belongs to this set.

Relative to a significance level α, the credible regions cap-
ture the variability of all the potential measurements that could
be behind the (noisy) acquired images φ1,2. In Appendix B, we
provide an expression for CRα

f̃ |φ1,2
and show how to leverage

the eigenvectors of Hφ1,2
to visualize it. The visualization

consists of a few alternative force-measurement maps (20)
the distribution of which has been altered by changing the
characteristics that we are most uncertain of, up to some level
α. By comparison to f⋆φ1,2

, they highlight what aspects of our
measurement we are least certain about. We will refer to these
maps as MCAs for Main Credible Alternatives (Figure 2).

II. HYPOTHESIS TESTING

Besides providing the variance or the standard deviation, the
probability distribution ξf̃ |φ1,2

(f) of the measurement opens
the floor to statistical tests; for example, through the credible
regions in (5). Imagine that we have an hypothesis about
some biological forces (see example questions below); and
that we then perform the necessary experiments, acquire our
measurements in the form of images, and reconstruct the
forces therefrom. How likely is our hypothesis to be “correct”
given the outcome of the image acquistion when considering
the noise and the ill-posedness of the reconstruction? Here,
we present a framework to test hypotheses in such a context.

Much like in classical testing, the overarching paradigm
from here on will be to ‘favor’ our proposed (alternative)
hypothesis H1 by rejecting the opposite (null) hypothesis H0

with a level α (p-value) of pre-established confidence [41].
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Fig. 1. A General Framework for Image-Based Mechanobiology. Top row: application of the framework to Traction Force Microscopy (TFM). Left
to right: one image (green) of the two required for TFM capturing the fluorescent beads in the substrate with the cell (magenta) overlaid; second image
(green, substrate at rest) of the two with the first one overlaid (magenta, substrate under traction) to help with the visualization of movement; displacement
measurements resulting from our framework applied to TFM (colorbar range 0− 8.1 ); continuum model used for TFM; traction-force measurements resulting
from our framework applied to TFM (range 0− 9.5 ). Second row: General mathematical formulation (see text) of the framework. The red arrows represent
the two steps of classical techniques, e.g. for TFM. The blue arrows represent how our framework links the image data directly to the measurement of interest
and creates a feedback loop while taking the noise into account. Bottom row: Examples of other image-based measuring techniques that can be reformulated
into our framework using different systems and models (e.g., Zener or Jeffrey models for viscoelastic solids or liquids).
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Fig. 2. Visualization of the uncertainty of the measurements via the variance and MCAs. TFM. Left to right: fluorescence image of the beads in the
substrate (grey scale) with the cell overlaid (green); variance of the measurement (colorbar range 0− 8.1 ) to be compared with the distribution of beads;
measurement (range 0− 9.5 ); and three Main Credible Alternatives (MCAs) to the measurement (range 0− 9.5 ).

A Framework for Testing

Based on the credible regions in (5), we address the statis-
tical significance of experimental questions by examining the
overlap

N ∩ CRα
f̃ |φ1,2

(6)

between the credible set and the set of force maps N ⊂ F that
are associated to the null hypothesis H0 under investigation.
(For example, N = {0} when H0 posits that no force
is present.) If the sets do not intersect, we reject the null
hypothesis with an α that can be interpreted as a p-value in
the sense that we demonstrate in Appendix C. We remark that
we have chosen our test (6) to err on the side of caution,
favoring false negatives (type II errors) over false positives
(type I errors).

Testing of Research Questions

We now present several example questions.

Question 1: We would like to first ask whether the force map
in a cell changes significantly after some event, for example in
response to a drug or, more simply, as time goes by (Figure 3).
To address this question, we take a measurement φ1,2(x)
before the event and another one, φ3,4(x), after.

Note that each measurement consists of two images. For
each pair, we can use (1) to compute their respective highest-
probability force maps, f⋆φ1,2

(x), f⋆φ3,4
(x); and use (3)-(4) to

“obtain” their densities, ξf̃ |φ1,2
(f), ξf̃ |φ3,4

(f).
Our expectation, and therefore our alternative hypothesis

H1, is that the force pattern changed after the event. Accord-
ingly, the formulation of our null hypothesis is that the spatial
distribution of the force did not change, i.e. H0 : f⋆φ1,2

(x) =
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Fig. 3. Hypothesis tests for the significance of force changes after some
event. (Question 2.) The tests show that some events are not significant enough
with respect to the ill-posedness and image noise. TFM. Colorbar ranges are
0− 16.4 . Left to right: force maps at 0s, 40s (non-significant change), and
400 s (significant change) as the cell establishes after seeding.

f⋆φ3,4
(x).

By (6), we can then consider that the event changed the
force pattern significantly (α) when

{0} ∩ CRα
f̃ |φ1,2−f̃ |φ3,4

= ∅, (7)

or, equivalently, when

0 /∈ CRα
f̃ |φ1,2−f̃ |φ3,4

. (8)

This can be determined by performing a computation with
the Hessian and the corresponding chi-squared quantiles, as
described in Appendix D. There, we also show how to restrict
the test to a small zone of interest (e.g., a single adhesion
patch) within the cell and provide a connection with the
classical Wald test.

Question 2: One could also question whether the force
recovered from a pair of images φ1,2(x) is significant at all. In
other words, is the force distinguishable from the background?
To answer this, one can check whether

{b⋆} ∩ CRα
f̃ |φ1,2−b̃

= ∅, (9)

where b⋆(x) represents the expected background and b̃ cor-
responds to a noise model with zero mean. (see Appendix D
for the necessary computations.) If (9) holds, we reject the
hypothesis that the force looks like the background with a
confidence level α.

Question 3: We might not always be able to model the
background, for instance, when it is not uniform. Imagine that
we have acquired φ1,2(x) and we wish to assess whether the
presence of a small force patch inside a cell is statistically
significant, or if it could simply be a product of noise or
randomness (Figure 4).

In this scenario, our alternative hypothesis is that a force
patch is present, whereas the null hypothesis posits that there
is none.

To conduct this test in the absence of a background model,
we propose generating an alternative measurement map with-
out the force patch. We do this formally by segmenting and

interpolating (inpainting) the region of interest Z ⊂ FOV (see
Appendix E). The result is a set I of alternative force maps
that do not include the force patch. The null hypothesis is then
that the measurements resemble those in I, and we reject it in
favor of the alternative hypothesis with significance level α
when

I ∩ CRα
f̃ |φ1,2

= ∅. (10)

The computations necessary for this test, along with an addi-
tional example question, can be found in Appendix D.

Significance in practice: Hypothesis tests are designed to
assess statistical significance. However, their interpretation
in practical terms has long been a subject of debate [42],
[43]. In Appendix F, we discuss how to also incorporate
practical significance to our statistical tests. Our proposal
is to replace the single-point null hypotheses {0}, {b⋆} in
questions 1 and 2 with (ball) sets of “close-enough” force-map
alternatives. We find that this approach effectively intertwines
both significances in a constructive way similar to equivalence-
test procedures.

Details about the implementation, including the algorithm,
can be found in Appendix H, while Appendix I provides the
technical details of the experiments.

III. EXPERIMENTS

General Framework: In Figure 1, we show examples of
the measuring techniques (TFM, AN) that we use to illustrate
our general framework.

In the TFM example, a cell exerts traction forces on a
polyacrylamide substrate [44], [45], which behaves as an
elastic solid (Figure 1, top). The data consist of two images:
one taken at rest and the other after the substrate is deformed.
Using our framework (blue arrows), we can reconstruct the
displacements and the force at once. This is in contrast to the
classic two-step approach (red arrows), wherein one first needs
an algorithm to compute the displacements before using an
ad hoc method to invert the physical model. We documented
the advantages of our approach in terms of the accuracy of
TFM in [38]. In the present instance, the forces that we
measure from the image data using (1) show that the traction is
localized at certain protrusions of the cell as it pushes inward
(Figure 1, top, rightmost).

Our framework can reformulate other measuring techniques
that also rely on first measuring “deformations” (displace-
ments, velocities, changes in curvature, etc.) from images
(Figure 1, bottom). Taking measurements in AN systems is
another example (Figure 1, second row). In particular, we
study a microtubulin-kinesin mixture, which is driven by
the forces generated by this ATP-fed molecular motors. The
resulting dynamical system behaves as a forced Stokes fluid.
The data consist of two consecutive images of the system [46]
and velocity plays the role of the displacements in TFM. (AN
here.)

Measurement Error: Through the direct link between
image data and physical measurements, our framework can
also quantify measurement error.

In simulated TFM experiments, where a perfect ground
truth was available for comparison, we found that the variance
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Fig. 4. Hypothesis tests for the significance of features in the measurements. (Question 3.) The tests show that the existence of some force patches is
uncertain when noise and ill-posedness are accounted for. TFM. Colorbar ranges are 0− 9.5 . Left to right: A map of the magnitude ||f⋆φ1,2

||2(x) of the
measurement overlaid on the cell with circles delimiting two regions of interest (ROIs) for reference. Zoom-ins around one of the ROIs showing a comparison
between the original reconstructed force field and a version where we inpainted the ROI (change not significant). Zoom-ins around the other ROI for which
the inpainting did result in a significant change.

computed via (3) reflected the error between the recovered
force f⋆φ1,2

(x) and the true force [38].
Our observations are that zones with less contrast or texture

lead to more uncertain measurements, as do images corrupted
by higher noise. This is the case in both TFM simulations [38]
and real data of TFM and AN systems (here). For example,
zones without fluorescent beads in the TFM data (Figure 2,
top row, first two columns) have a higher variance for lack of
information. Similarly, regions with less contrast (e.g., along
the length of the microtubules) show greater uncertainty in the
AN system (bottom row, first two columns). The variance also
identifies the most informative regions, effectively doubling as
a sensitivity analysis for experimental design. For example,
think of adjusting the density of fluorescent beads in TFM for
optimal accuracy.

Credible Regions and Alternatives: The uncertainty of
the measurements is difficult to visualize through the variance
alone, especially because the full covariance needs to be
considered. To address this, we leverage the MCA force
maps (20) to explore the credible region of the posterior. We
show three of these probable alternative maps in Figure 2.

In the case of TFM, these alternatives show us how much
some of the force patches can vary and how certain we can
be about their existence. In particular, one can have higher
confidence that the top force patch does exist (it never fades
out for this α level, even for the very specific MCA in the
middle), but less so that the other two patches do (left and right
MCAs). In a nutshell, these MCAs tell us in which plausible
ways the force map can vary without contradicting the ill-
posedness or the noise range of the image acquistion. (AN
here.)

To formalize the kind of questions that follow organically
from this MCA analysis, we rely on our hypothesis-testing
framework (6).

Hypothesis Testing Q1: In Figure 3, we illustrate Ques-
tion 1; i.e., we ask whether the measurements change signifi-

cantly after some event.
For the TFM example, we compare the traction forces of a

wild-type cell measured after being seeded (t = 0 s) with those
measured after the cell starts to establish itself at t = 40 s,
and t = 400 s. The resulting force maps indicate that the cell
appears to pull more strongly from the top force patch as time
goes by (Figure 3, top, red arrow). Running test 8 reveals
that the difference is only significant at the later time point of
t = 400 s. By contrast, the smaller increase in traction at 40 s
is not α-significant at this level of noise and ill-posedness.
(AN here.)

(Note that other, perhaps more usual, events could entail the
addition of inhibitors.)

Hypothesis Testing Q2: All the force maps in Figure 3
tested significant relative to the background as per the test (9)
formulated for Question 2.

Hypothesis Testing, Q3: Finally, in Figure 4, we explore
whether certain features of the measurement itself (without
reference to any event) are significant. This corresponds to
Question 3.

In the TFM example, we focus on two features. These
are two notable hotspots of traction force that coincide with
different protrusions of the cell (Figure 4, top). We do not
find the smaller hotspot significant upon application of our
inpainting test. However, the larger hotspot at the top of the
cell does pass the test. This suggests that basing any conclusion
on the existence of the smaller hotspot (say a correlation with
a protein or with the protrusion itself) would be less sensible,
given the ill-posedness and the noise in the image data. By
contrast, we can be more confident in the existence of the
larger force patch. These conclusions are consistent with the
observations made using the MCA visualization: In Figure 2,
the smaller hotspot was much more keen to disappear (left
MCA), whereas the larger one could only be partly weakened
using a very specific direction f̂k (middle MCA). (AN here.)
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IV. DISCUSSION

We have presented a framework that allows associating a
significance level to common experimental questions. A key
step was rewriting several methods in the field of mechanobiol-
ogy under a common formulation based on a one-step inverse
problem that is fed directly by images. This allowed us to to
study how image noise propagates into measurement errors.
The visualization of the resulting probability space through
the Main Credible Alternatives highlighted force features that
were uncertain and prompted several research questions. To
formalize the asking of these questions, we developed a
framework for the testing of biophysical hypotheses.

Our observations with hypothesis testing suggest that cau-
tion is needed in the interpretation of measurements from
image-based techniques, especially when the structures of
interest are small or coincide with zones of low image contrast.
In our experiments, some such structures did not pass the
significance test. Multiple reasons stand behind this. One is
the ill-posedness of the reconstruction problem itself, whereby
many deformations can lead to similar changes in the images
because information is only available in the direction of the
image gradient. Another reason is noise, which contaminates
the acquisitions. Our recommendation, therefore, is that more
effort should be made to account for these factors when taking
measurements in biophysical experiments, which are usually
based on (two-step) inverse problems due to the inaccessibility
of the sample. The overarching goal of this work has been
to augment the communication of experimental conclusions
by associating a confidence level thereto. To this purpose,
we believe that the specific p-value and effect-size thresholds
should be determined through a community-wide discussion.

An alternative application of the ideas behind our frame-
work could be to evaluate the performance of computational
imaging systems in consideration of the subsequent inverse
problem. This evaluation would be incorporated into the
simulation stage of the design process, complementing best-
case-scenario metrics such as lower Cramér-Rao bounds. For
instance, it could help answer questions like whether a super-
resolution microscope will resolve a certain compound of
interest [47], [48], or whether a prototype PET scanner will
be able to capture a small atherosclerotic plaque [49], [50].
One key objective in these applications would be to achieve
statistical significance while minimizing cell phototoxicity or
radiation dose.

Other future directions include designing experiments that
minimize uncertainty, developing more general Monte-Carlo-
based algorithms, exploring applications in other areas of
physics such as calcium or black-hole imaging [51]–[53],
refining the tests to better tune the balance between type I
and type II errors, and integrating practical and statistical
significance more seamlessly.
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APPENDIX

While we keep the same notation as in the main text for
clarity, throughout the Appendix we interpret the variables as
discrete vectors rather than as functions for simplicity. (Note
that many of the quantities, such as force or displacements, are
originally vector fields, which we discretize and then vectorize
into discrete vectors.) A detailed explanation of this notation
can be found in Appendix K. The implementation details
for the concepts discussed in this appendix are provided in
Appendices H and I.

A. The Inverse Problem

1) Deterministic Data Term: The optical-flow term in (1)
incorporates image data into the inverse problem. In particular,
it has the role of estimating a motion or deformation map v(x)
from two consecutive images by assuming that the brightness
(e.g., from protein emissions) is conserved but redistributed,
i.e. φ2(x)− φ1(x− v) ≈ 0. One can write this variationally
as

Ô{v;φ1,2} ≈ 0 (11)

with

Ô{v;φ1,2} = ||φ2(x)− φ1(x− v)||2FOV,2,W (12)

=

∫
FOV

(φ2(x)− φ1(x− v))W(φ2(x)− φ1(x− v)) dx.

Here W is a weighting matrix for the inner product (or for
the norm). This is most often chosen as proportional to the

identity, ∝ I, to balance the effect of the data term with that
of the regularization term.

In most cases, the optical-flow term (14) is linearized as

O{v;ϕ} = ||ϕ+Ov||2FOV,2,W (13)

to make the problem convex and, thus, easier to solve. Here,
ϕ = φ2 − φ1 and O stands for the inner product with the
gradient, i.e. the dot product with ∇φ2. The linearization
(13) is an approximation of (14) that gets better as defor-
mations get smaller. Small deformations are the norm in
mechanobiology. One can also make deformations small on
purpose by increasing the frame rate of the acquistion, or
by decreasing the expected resolution. Therefore (13) consti-
tutes a good approximation. If eventually necessary, one can
also process big deformations by embedding the framework
into a multiresolution scheme whereby (1) is solved over a
few spatial scales (wherein deformations become increasingly
smaller) [38], [54].

Together, the data term, the regularization term R{f} (see
Appendix B for an example), and the model constraint m(v; f)
constitute the inverse problem 1. The result thereof is a
force map f⋆φ1,2

that fulfills the model, agrees with the image
data, and is regular enough with respect to the choice of
regularization.

2) Bayesian Data Term: In this work, we regard (14) from
a (Bayesian) statistical perspective by considering that the
images are noisy φ2(x) − φ1(x − v) ∼ N

(
c,W−1

)
with

covariance W−1 and mean c. Here, we intentionally call the
covariance W−1, too, because it can be identified as the
weighting in the deterministic interpretation (14). Usually, the
noise is spatially independent and uniform, W−1 = σ2I, so

O{v(f);φ1,2} = ||ϕ+Ov(f)− c||2FOV,2,W (14)

≈ σ−2

∫
FOV

(φ2(x)− φ1(x− v(x)))
2
dx.

From the Bayesian perspective, we intepret the data terms (14)
or (13) as the (negative) logarithm of a likelihood. In particular,
of the likelihood ξφ̃1,2|f ∝ exp{−O{ṽ(f̃);φ1,2}} of acquiring
two specific images given that the underlying deformation is
known; or, more precisely, that the underyling force is known
if we remember to consider the model constraint m(v; f).
Notice that the likelihood is the opposite of what we want,
which is the probability distribution of f̃ |φ1,2. Both are related
through Bayes rule as per ξf̃ |φ1,2

∝ ξφ̃1,2|f ξf̃ . Indeed, under
this interpretation, the regularization term R{f} in (1) acts
as a prior through ξf̃ ∝ exp{−R{f}}. The maximum a
posteriori (MAP) of ξf̃ |φ1,2

—i.e. the most probable force
map—is precisely the solution f⋆φ1,2

of the inverse problem (1).
Moreover, ξf̃ also contains information about how probable
other force maps are in light of the images acquired and, thus,
reflects measurement error. (See an example of this applied to
TFM in [38].)

3) Regularization Term or Prior: One widespread example
of a Gaussian-inducing regularization term is

R{f} = β||Lf ||2FOV,2, (15)
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where L is the discretization of some linear operator such as
the identity or the gradient, and β ∈ R>0 weights the balance
between data fidelity and prior information. For our examples
we use use (15) with the identity because in TFM and AN it
acts akin to a low-pass filter due to the Laplacian-like operator
in the PDEs [16], [38].

4) Physical model: The physical model links the velocity
or displacement v, which can be inferred from the data (via
OF), to the force f . Other than providing the measurement
of interest, this avoids having to split the problem into two
steps, and helps motivate the regularization more physically.
One example of a model is

m(v; f) =


∇ · (−pI+ µ (∇v +∇⊺v)) + 1Kf in Ω,
∇ ·v + p/λ in Ω, (16)
v − g on ∂Ω,

where g is the value of the displacements at the boundary, p
a state variable that acts as an auxiliary pseudo-pressure, and
λ, µ are the Lamé parameters. Note that the shear modulus
µ is related to the Young’s modulus and the Poisson’s ratio
of the material according to µ = E/(2(1 + ν)). We use this
model for TFM. In that case, K is the spatial domain of the
cell, and the domain of the model spans all the field of view,
i.e. Ω = FOV.

The algorithm to solve the optimization problem in (1) is
detailed in Appendix H.

B. The Credible Regions

To illustrate the mathematical concepts in the main text, we
present expressions for the posterior random variable f̃ |φ1,2;
for its (posterior) density function ξf̃ |φ1,2

(f), which associates
a probability to all of the possible force maps; and for the
smallest α-credible region CRα

f̃ |φ1,2
, which groups together the

force maps with the highest probabilities for the purpose of
our tests. Recall that throughout all the Appendix we interpret
the variables as vectors instead of functions for simplicity (see
Appendix K).

For most cases in mechanobiology, where both the noise and
the problem are Gaussian, expressions (3)-(4) are exact. Then,
the distribution of the resulting posterior random variable
follows

f̃ |φ1,2 ∼ N
(
f⋆φ1,2

,Cov{f̃ |φ1,2}
)
, (17)

where we use a tilde to distinguish random variables from re-
alizations thereof, and we define f̃ |φ1,2 := (f̃ |(φ̃1,2 = φ1,2)).
The density is then

ξf̃ |φ1,2
(f) ∝ exp

{
−1

2

(
f − f⋆φ1,2

)⊺
H

(
f − f⋆φ1,2

)}
, (18)

and the (smallest) credible regions are the ellipsoids

CRα
f̃ |φ1,2

= {f :
(
f − f⋆φ1,2

)⊺
H

(
f − f⋆φ1,2

)
≤ qα}, (19)

where Cov{f̃ |φ1,2} = H−1, and qα marks the α-quantile.
This is the quantile of the chi-squared distribution χ2

h with
h the dimension of the discretized force map. Note that the
(smallest) credible region (19) is a (convex) level set of the
probability density function ξf̃ |φ1,2

(f); this is a given under

the common condition of convexity. Note that we sometimes
drop the Hessian’s subscript for conciseness, H = Hφ1,2 .

See Appendix J for a discussion of (17)-(19) in cases where
some of the assumptions in this section might not hold.

1) Visualization via Eigenvectors: To visualize the high-
dimensional credible regions in (19) we rely on the eigenvec-
tors f̂k of Hφ1,2 , which are force maps themselves. (These
are also the eigenvectors of the covariance because it is the
inverse.) In particular, the force maps

f⋆φ1,2
± (qα/γ̂k)

1/2f̂k, (20)

point along an axis of the ellipsoid to reach the qα-level set,
where γ̂k is the corresponding eigenvalue and qα the chi-
squared quantile. As a result, the force maps (20) are good
representations of the statistical variability of the reconstruc-
tion and can help highlight a subset of characteristics of the
force distribution of which one should remain uncertain about.
(These characteristics are precisely the eigenvector directions.)
We call the force maps in (20) “Main Credible Alternatives”
because we think of the eigenvectors as acting as main credible
directions. See Appendix H for the implementation.

C. Interpretation of the Confidence (or Significance) Level

We chose to perform our tests by checking whether the N
set, which encompasses all the possible force maps within the
null hypothesis, intersects with the confidence region CRα

f̃ |φ1,2
,

which corresponds to a confidence level α [55], [56]. In this
section, we explain how α can be interpreted as a confidence
or significance level.

1) Bayesian Perspective: If the sets do not intersect (N ∩
CRα

f̃ |φ1,2
= ∅) for a given α, the probability associated with

the null hypothesis (upon acquiring the images) is smaller than
α and we reject H0. This is because

Prf̃ |φ1,2
[f ∈ N] ≤ Prf̃ |φ1,2

[
f ∈

(
CRα

f̃ |φ1,2

)c]
= α (21)

since N ⊂
(
CRα

f̃ |φ1,2

)c
. This probability estimate might seem

loose, but it is generous towards minimizing type I errors1,
which means that our research hypothesis (the alternative one)
will only be backed when there is enough convincing evidence.
(Notice that to obtain the opposite effect, one can swap
the null and alternative hypotheses.) If the sets do intersect,
N ∩ CRα

f̃ |φ1,2
̸= ∅, we cannot reject the null hypothesis.

2) “Extreme” Perspective: Instead of prescribing an α a
priori, one could look for the smallest α (or the biggest
credible region) such that there is no intersection

α̂ = min{α ∈ (0, 1)|N ∩ CRα
f̃ |φ1,2

= ∅}. (22)

Then α̂ is the probability associated to any elements that
are as likely or less likely than those that conform the null
hypothesis. This reinforces the preference for controlling type

1This is in line with the ethical choice in law courts (when the null
hypothesis implies innocence), with the stricter choice in clinical trials (when
the null hypothesis implies a non-effective pharmaceutical drug), and with the
safest choice in medicine (when the null hypothesis implies illness).
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I errors, and ties well with the meaning behind the classical
frequentist p-value, which is based on the probability of
observing elements at least as “extreme” as the one that
was observed experimentally. For example, with the working
credible region (19), one can find α̂ by first computing the
quantile

qα̂ = min
f∈N

(
f − f⋆φ1,2

)⊺
H

(
f − f⋆φ1,2

)
(23)

of the chi-squared distribution and then finding the associated
probability using the cumulative function.

3) Remark: Notice that the set of force maps associated to
the alternative hypothesis H1 is the complement with respect
to F of the set N associated with the null hypothesis H0. In
other words, it contains all the possible force maps that are
not in N .

D. Computations for the Tests

Question 1. Based on the credible region (19), we derive
the test statistic

qα̂ =
(
f⋆φ3,4

− f⋆φ1,2

)⊺ (
H−1

φ1,2
+H−1

φ3,4

)−1 (
f⋆φ3,4

− f⋆φ1,2

)
,

(24)
which follows a chi-squared distribution. Therefore, the inter-
section in (8) is null—and, thus, we reject H0—if

qα̂ > qα, (25)

which is a simple comparison between the product of known
quantities and the chi-squared quantile of the prescribed min-
imum confidence level α. This is based on considering the
new random variable f̃ |φ1,2 − f̃ |φ3,4. Note that the Hessians
in (24) are those in (3). (See Appendix H for details about the
computational inversion of these matrices.) We remark that this
test in (24) is very similar to Wald’s test under the conditions
listed in Appendix G.

If we restrict the space of interest from the FOV to a
subspace Z ⊂ FOV, then H0 : f⋆φ1,2

∣∣
Z

= f⋆φ3,4

∣∣
Z

and the
test becomes(

f⋆φ3,4,Z − f⋆φ1,2,Z

)⊺ (
H−1

φ3,4,Z
+H−1

φ1,2,Z

)−1

(26)(
f⋆φ3,4,Z − f⋆φ1,2,Z

)
> qα. (27)

The subspace Z could be a force patch inside a cell.

Question 2. For question 2 our test statistic is

qα̂ =
(
b⋆ − f⋆φ1,2

)⊺ (
H−1

φ1,2
+B

)−1 (
b⋆ − f⋆φ1,2

)
, (28)

where B is the covariance associated to the random variable
b̃. And, similarly to question 1, we reject the null hypothesis
when qα̂ > qα. Note that if B ≈ 0 then one does need to
invert the Hessian because the two inversions cancel out.

Question 3. We reject the null hypothesis of question 3 with
a confidence level α when∧

f∈I

((
f − f⋆φ1,2

)⊺
Hφ1,2

(
f − f⋆φ1,2

)
> qα

)
, (29)

or, equivalently, when

¬
∨
f∈I

((
f − f⋆φ1,2

)⊺
Hφ1,2

(
f − f⋆φ1,2

)
< qα

)
, (30)

where
∧

and
∨

stand for the logical “and” and “or”, respec-
tively. The correponding statistic is thus

qα̂ = min
f∈I

(
f − f⋆φ1,2

)⊺
Hφ1,2

(
f − f⋆φ1,2

)
. (31)

Details on the set I of alternative, inpainted force maps are
given in Appendix E.

Bonus Question (4). Many other questions are possible.
For example, instead of comparing two force patterns, we
can compare their magnitudes. Are all adhesion patches
generating the same amount of force? This translates into
H0 : ||f⋆φ1,2

∣∣
Z
||22 = ||f⋆φ3,4

∣∣
Z
||22 to compare each point spatially.

In the Gaussian case, the distributions follow a generalized
chi-squared distribution. The distribution is the same (with
different parameters) if one would want to compare the total
force exerted as per H0 : ||f⋆φ1,2

∣∣
Z
||22,Z = ||f⋆φ3,4

∣∣
Z
||22,Z , where

these subscripts stand for the norm over Z.

Find a discussion in Appendix J about potential extensions
of these tests to problems under other assumptions.

E. Inpainting

To generate an alternative measurement without the force
patch, we segment and mask the region of interest. We then
fill in this region by solving an interpolation (or inpainting)
problem [57]. More precisely, the new map without the
patch is

f¬Z
φ1,2

(x;λ) = argmin
f∈F

∫
x∈FOV\Z

(f − f⋆φ1,2
)2 + λR{f}, (32)

where the optimal parameter λ = λ⋆ can be chosen according
to the noise of the measured force map. (Alternatively, one
could use other methods such as biharmonic inpainting.)

Notice that (32) is a single alternative force map. The test
then becomes whether this map belongs to the (smallest)
credible region, i.e. we reject the null hypothesis if N = I =
f¬Z
φ1,2

(x;λ⋆) /∈ CRα
f̃ |φ1,2

.
To make H0 more encompassing, we also studied the

possibility of including a whole set of inpainted maps as
potential alternatives. We propose to generate this set by
allowing for not only a single λ but a range thereof:

I = {f¬Z
φ1,2

(x;λ) |λ ∈ Λ}. (33)

In principle, Λ ⊂ R should be a discrete set (|Λ| < ∞) of
a few select λ. Nevertheless, in Appendix J, we discuss the
implications of making the set I continuous, e.g. through a
continuous hyperparameter space such as Λ = [0, 1].
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F. Statistical Significance vs Practical Significance

Hypothesis tests are meant to assess statistical significance.
This does not always translate well into practical significance,
especially when the null hypothesis is a single-point hypothe-
sis (such as in (8) and (9)), or when the data size is small or
large [43], [58]–[60]. Although this issue is well-known and is
common to hypothesis tests across all science, it continues to
be overlooked relatively often. (This includes the single-point
t-tests that are ubiquitous in biology articles.) In response,
some disciplines have opted to establish very stringent sig-
nificance levels (e.g., genetics or particle physics); whereas
others recommend to report an effect-size measure alongside
the p-value or, more recently, to turn towards equivalence-
test procedures such as the so-called TOST adaptation of t-
tests [61], [62].

If we want to imbue our questions with more practical
significance, we propose to consider (ball) sets Bϵ(f) ⊂ F
of all force maps that are an (Euclidian) distance ϵ or less
from a certain map f of interest: Instead of testing for {0} in
(8), one can test for Bϵ(0); and one can test for Bϵ(b

⋆) in
place of {b⋆} in (9). In a similar spirit to TOSTs, our modified
tests allow to inquire about statistical and practical significance
in intertwinement. Question 1 is no longer whether the force
maps are statistically equal, but whether they are statistically
less than ϵ apart. Notice that this introduces an additional
variable ϵ, on top of α, that is meant to establish whether
a difference is relevant in practice. The choice of ϵ should
be application- or domain-specific and ideally stem from a
community-wide consensus.

Under this framework, we compute

qα̂ = min
f∈Bϵ(0)

(
f + f⋆φ3,4

− f⋆φ1,2

)⊺ (
H−1

φ1,2
+H−1

φ3,4

)−1

(
f + f⋆φ3,4

− f⋆φ1,2

)
(34)

for question 1, where the ball is defined as Bϵ(f) := {f̂ ∈
F | ||f̂ − f ||FOV,2 < ϵ}. Alternatively, one could directly check
whether the two convex sets (an ellipsoid and a sphere)
intersect. This can be achieved via closed-form, convex-
optimization, or Monte-Carlo algorithms [63]–[65]; the last of
which can even quantify the volume of the intersection and,
thus, potentially make the test more precise. Another option
is to study the most relevant eigenvectors. Finally, note that
the ball could also be substituted for a subset that allows for
a different threshold ϵ in each dimension.

Together, the covariance, the eigenvector-based visualization
of credible regions, and the hypothesis tests (especially with
the ball augmentation) can help summarize the uncertainty of
the measurements intelligibly. Our intention, however, is not
to favor one strategy or the other, but to provide a possible
statistical framework to encourage a debate in the community.
Notice that other testing alternatives like likelihood-ratio tests
or Bayes’ factors (the ratio of probabilities of any two hy-
potheses weighted by those of the priors thereunder) [66] can
be readily computed within our Bayesian framework, too.

G. Least-Squares Perspective Leads to Wald’s Test

Here, we show that the interpretation of the intersection
that we detailed in Section C coincides with Wald’s test in the
context of test (24) for Question 1.

We restrict ourselves to discrete spaces for clarity (see
Appendix K). Consider the force f̃ as the random variable
resulting from

f̃(ϕ̃) ∼ argmin
f∈F

O{v; ϕ̃}+R(f) subject to m(v; f) = 0

(35)
when ϕ̃ is a random Gaussian variable modelling image
noise with mean φ2 − φ1 and covariance W−1. We take the
regularization to be R(f) = β||Lf ||22. We also consider that
the PDE model is linear as is the case in many of the problems.
Then the PDE model can be written as Mv = f , where M is
the matrix of the model under the chosen discretization2; for
example, of finite elements. The minimization problem follows
the solution

f⋆φ1,2
= −2CM−⊺O⊺W(φ2 − φ1), (36)

to the equivalent (over-determined) least-squares problem,
where

C = H−1 =
(
2M−⊺O⊺WOM−1 + 2βL⊺L

)−1
. (37)

Since this is a linear transformation of the Gaussian noise
modeled by ϕ̃, the resulting random variable f̃ is a Gaussian
with mean f⋆φ1,2

and covariance C.
Given two different sets of measurements φ2−φ1 and φ4−

φ3 taken under two different conditions, we can consider using
Wald’s test to question whether the reconstructed forces are
similar. We first subtract the two forces and then test if the
result is close to zero. Specifically, the test ascertains that

(f⋆φ3,4
− f⋆φ1,2

− 0)⊺C−1
φ1,2,φ3,4

(f⋆φ3,4
− f⋆φ1,2

− 0) (38)

follows a chi-squared distribution with Cφ1,2,φ3,4
= Cφ1,2

+
Cφ3,4

. Therefore, the final test is the same as in (24), which we
derived from the perspective of the intersections. We remark
that an F-test may also be formulated using the perspective of
the least-squares problem.

H. Optimization and Algorithm Details

The reconstruction, covariance, credible regions, and tests
all account for the vectorial nature of the fields and for a
finite-element basis. We chose to use the finite-element method
(FEM) [67] because the domains in which the PDEs of the
physical model are defined can take arbitrary shapes. For
instance, for the TFM example, the force f is forced to zero
when far from the cell (whereas v is free over the entire
FOV, see Figure 1). Similarly, for the AN example, the entire
system is restricted to the disk, which we take directly as the
FOV. Details on how to discretize everything with the FEM in
similar situations can be found in [38]. We implemented the
FEM with the help of the FEniCS and hiPPYlib libraries [67],
[68]. We generated the meshes using CGAL [69].

2In certain PDEs, e.g. (16), not only the displacement (or velocity) is
present, but also auxiliary variables such as pressure. In such cases, we can
incorporate these variables into v as well to fit the written formalism.
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We solve the inverse problem (1) using a multiresolution,
gradient-based optimization, in which the model constraint
m(v; f) and its total derivatives are handled with the adjoint
method. The result is f⋆φ1,2

.
We chose the regularization parameter according to Moro-

zov’s criterion [70], which, for our one-step algorithm, avoids
overfitting by recognizing that the error in our data term should
be of the order of the image noise. (Alternatively, one could
use Bayes’ factors.)

Inverting the Hessian matrices is required for (3) and (24),
but it is computationally intensive because of their size. There-
fore, we invert them by using the low-rank approximation

H−1 ≈ R−1 −UΓU⊺, (39)

where R = 2βL⊺L. Here, the columns of the h × r matrix
U are made of the first r generalized eigenvectors of the
problem (H−R) f = γkRf with respect to f , whereas Γ is an
r× r diagonal matrix made of the transformation γk/(γk+1)
of the r first corresponding eigenvalues γk, where r is the
desired rank [38], [71], [72]. The error of approximation (39)
is dominated by γr/(γr + 1). The spectrum of the image-
data part (H−R) of the Hessian decays rapidly, as only a
small subspace of the parameters is informed by the images
acquired. This allows us to choose a relatively small rank
r such that γr ≪ 1, ensuring a good approximation of the
matrix at a reduced dimension, which accelerates computa-
tions. We compute this low-rank approximation by passing
random vectors through the action of the matrix (i.e., without
explicitly constructing it) as per a randomized algorithm for
generalized Hermitian eigenvalue problems. In particular, we
use a generalized double-pass algorithm [73], [74].

With the map f⋆φ1,2
and the approximation of the inverse

Hessian H−1, one can perform the hypothesis tests as out-
lined in Appendix D. The entire pipeline is summarized in
Algorithm 1.

To compute the eigenvalues of H (or of the covariance H−1,
since it is a symmetric (semi) positive-definite matrix) that
we use to visualize the credible regions via (20), we employ
a randomized double-pass algorithm for (non-generalized)
Hermitian eigenvalue problems.

I. Experiment Details

To illustrate the framework in different situations while re-
maining concise, we chose a kind of measurement experiment
where the system is a solid, and one where it is a fluid:

• The solid system follows the compressible linearly elastic
model m(v; f) (16) in the context of TFM, where cells
exert tractions on the substrate. Here, v stands for the
displacement. Two images are taken for each TFM mea-
surement: one when the substrate is at rest, and one while
it is being actively deformed by the cell.

• The fluid system follows the Stokes model in [16, Equa-
tion 3] in the context of AN hydrodynamics such as in
microtubule-kinesin mixtures in suspension. Here, v acts
as a velocity. In this case, images are taken as the system
evolves.

Algorithm 1: Statistical Assessment of Cell Forces
Data: A pair of acquired images φ1,2 (or two, e.g.,

φ3,4 too), a null hypothesis H0 with its
associated set N , and a prescribed minimum
confidence level α.

Result: The confidence level α associated to the
rejection of the null hypothesis, and whether it
is rejected in favor of H1.

1 Find the most probable force map f⋆φ1,2
given the

acquired images by solving (1) via optimization;
2 Find the covariance of the measurement error by

inverting (H−1) the Hessian (4) using the low-rank
approximation (39);

3 Visualize the statistical variability of the force maps
through the most relevant directions of the credible
regions using (20);

4 Compute the statistic of the corresponding hypothesis
(or equivalence) test through (24), (28), (31) and use
the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of the
chi-squared function to obtain the p-value α̂;

5 Decide whether to reject the hypothesis by comparing
α̂ to the prescribed confidence level α (or by
comparing the quantiles qα̂, qα directly as per (25));

In both cases, we use Dirichlet boundary conditions, which
can be guessed as part of the algorithm by adding them to the
“force” term in (1). Note that the force measurements for both
systems are given in relative units of f/µ, where µ stands for
the shear modulus in the TFM example, and for the viscosity in
the AN example. (We made this choice because the viscosity
in AN systems is difficult to measure.) As a result, the units
are [Pa s] and [Pa s] for the respective forces f . By contrast,
the displacement (TFM) and the velocity (AN) v have units
of [µm] and [µm/s] because the pixel size and the frame rate
are readily available for both examples.

Here is a description of the data for the two types of
measurement experiments:

• For TFM, the experiments were run on data taken in the
context of the work in [75], [76], as well as of the work
in [44], [45]. Both datasets were kindly shared by the
respective authors upon request (see Acknowledgements).
The TFM example in the figures shows a Chinese-hamster
ovary cell from the CHO-K1 line (expressing Lifeact-
GFP) that is adhering to a polyacrylamide substrate (E =
5 kPa and ν = 0.45 for Young’s modulus and Poisson’s
ratio, respectively) seeded with fluorescent polystyrene
beads of 0.2 µm in diameter (with Alexa Fluor 647 for
far-red emission) [77]. The images were acquired with a
confocal microscope (Leica TCS SP5 II, 63x objective
with a NA of 1.4). The image of the substrate at rest was
taken after lysing the cell.

• For the AN systems, the dataset is taken directly from
the data in [46]. The AN system in the figures is a
mixture of microtubules (labeled with Alexa Fluor 647),
kinesin clusters (bound by tetrameric streptavidin), and a
depleting agent [46]. The images were acquired with a
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wide-field fluorescence microscope (Nikon Eclipse Ti-E).
The parameters and details used for the experiments are

listed here:
• The images were of size (100 × 100). To compute the

standard deviation of the image data, we exploited regions
of the images that contained virtually no signal. The
optimal regularization parameter β⋆ was chosen among
several β based on Morozov’s criterion to match the level
of image noise. The inpainting set for question 3 was then
defined as Λ = {10kβ⋆ | k ∈ {−2,−1, . . . , 2}}. We used
an active-contours method [78], [79] to segment the cell
and dilated the resulting polygon away from it to define
K. We took the whole image as the FOV and meshed it in
consideration of the dilated boundary ∂K. We used first-
degree triangular finite elements to discretize the TFM
example.

J. Prospective Extensions

1) Extension to Non-Gaussian, Non-Convex, Non-Linear, or
Non-Differentiable Terms: Certain properties of the posterior
can be very helpful for its characterization. Two of them
are log-concavity and Gaussianity. The probability density
function of a posterior ξf̃ |φ1,2

∝ exp(−D(f) −R(f)) is log-
concave if, and only if, the variational energy D(f) + R(f)
within it is convex. If, in addition, both terms are Gaussian,
then the posterior is Gaussian. Another important property is
whether the energy terms are differentiable or, at least, have a
conducive proximal operator.

A Gaussian posterior normally originates from a Gaussian
likelihood (i.e. D modelling Gaussian noise combined with a
linear operator such as OM−1) and a Gaussian prior (e.g.,
R being the combination of L2 and a linear operator such
as L). This is the most common situation in mechanobiology
problems. Sometimes either of these terms is convex but not
differentiable; for example, the total-variation (TV) regulariza-
tion is not differentiable (unless an epsilon term is added to
the argument), but has a well-studied proximal operator [80].
This is also true for its Hessian counterpart (HTV) [81]–[83].
In typical inverse problems both terms are convex. Possible
sources of non-convexity in (3)-(4), (17)-(19) could be non-
linear physical models in m (unlike the mechanobiology
methods in the introduction), Poisson-dominant noise, or big
deformations in the optical-flow term (so that the linearization
is not accurate). In the latter case, however, (3)-(4) (and thus
the rest of equations) constitute a good approximation [38]
because they capture the second-order information (Laplacian
approximation).

a) The MAP: Regardless of convexity or Gaussianity,
the maximum a posteriori (MAP) point f⋆φ1,2

of the posterior
ξf̃ |φ1,2

is always the result of solving problem (1). For convex
problems, one can use gradient or proximal descent algorithms
to such end; whereas, solving non-convex problems requires
more complex approaches such as multiresolution or convex-
ification techniques.

b) The Credible Regions: In the convex setting, the
credible regions resulting from the posterior are convex sets.
Among them, the highest posterior density (HPD) region is

the one with the smallest volume for a given confidence level.
These regions are delimited by the level sets of the convex
function and thus can be characterized by a single value cα
as {f ∈ F | D(f) +R(f) < cα}. The characterization of these
regions is useful for testing.

It is easier to work out cα if the posterior is Gaussian.
In such a case, the posterior is completely characterized by
the mean (which is also the MAP) and the covariance (see
(3)), and the credible regions are ellipsoids (see (19)). The
characterization of cα is not as straightforward for arbitrary
D or R [84], [85]. In such cases, Markov Chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) algorithms can be used to sample from the posterior
ξf̃ |φ1,2

(f) in order to build the credible regions. MCMC
algorithms can be sped up greatly by exploiting information
from the gradient or the Hessian of D and R. If either term
is not differentiable, one can exploit the proximal operator
instead (or make the term differentiable by adding an epsilon
term).

MCMC algorithms can be slow if the space F is high
dimensional. Here we comment on two alternatives. The first
one is to take a Laplacian approximation, i.e. to approximate
the posterior as a Gaussian. In such case, (3)-(4) apply. This
provides fast and rather efficient credible regions of the form
of (19) based on the covariance and mean of the actual
density, but without guarantees (other than by the central limit
theorem). The second alternative hinges on our preference
for type I errors: there exist approximations that overestimate
the value of cα but only require knowing the maximum a
posteriori (MAP) of the density [85]. Although we expect these
to get worse as the dimension increases, they could be used
to vastly increase the testing speed at the price of requiring
more evidence to reject the null hypothesis (type I error).
It is worth noting that sampling convex energies effectively
is significantly easier (and faster) because the underlying
distributions are unimodal. The gradient-based sampling that
accelerates the exploration of the sampling space of log-
concave distributions is less efficient when dealing with the
multi-modality of non-convex energies.

2) Large Hypothesis Sets: Another potential extension is
to consider null-hypothesis sets that have a non-finite (or very
large) number of elements. In this case, it becomes unfeasible
to test each of the candidates in the set. This is less of a
problem if one expects that the sets do intersect because, once
we find a single f such that f ∈ N and f ∈ CRα

f̃ |φ1,2
, we

can stop. Another perspective is that, if we work with an N
set that is convex (or construct it to be so), then the distance
between sets can be computed with Dykstra’s algorithm [63],
[86] of alternating projections because CRα

f̃ |φ1,2
is convex,

too. By choosing a tolerance for the distance, this approach
could provide a principled method of assessing whether the
sets intersect for the test.

3) Marginalization: Note that, in Appendix A, one could
also use Bayes rule to marginalize the error incurred by using
the model m(v; f) instead of a potentially more complex one,
or that incurred by the fact that the parameters in m(v; f)
(e.g., the Young’s modulus) are measured experimentally. The
simplest approach to this is to marginalize them as additive
Gaussians and incorporate them into c and W−1. In such a
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case, the mean and covariance can be characterized by running
simulated experiments.

K. Notation

While the main text is written using functions such as f(x)
for clarity, the details exposed in the Appendix are simpler
using (discretized) vectors instead. (E.g., it allows working
with multivariate Gaussians instead of Gaussian processes and
probability density function[al]s.) For this, consider that we
choose F = Rh in the main text, and that the notation f(x)
stands for the indexing of the vector f with an index x ∈ Nd

(think f [x]), where d ∈ {2, 3} is the dimension of the 2D or
3D space of the problem. Then, h = d×n1×· · ·×nd is the size
of the vector fields f or v over the image (2D) or volume (3D)
of size n1 × · · · × nd. The elements of f can be the values
of the force map at each point of the image/volume, or the
coefficients of a more elaborated discretization scheme such
as those involved in the finite-element method (FEM). Domain
sets such as FOV or Z become index subsets of Nd instead
of subsets of Rd; and any integral turns into a sum over said
indices, which also means that the L2(Z) norm is replaced by
the ℓ2(Z) norm. From this perspective, φ• becomes a vector in
Rn1×···×nd , too, even if it is not bold like the vector fields are.

We use a tilde to distinguish random variables (e.g., f̃ ) from
realization thereof (e.g., f ).
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