
Figure S1. Stiffness κ probed inside cell-free T1C hydrogels. Median ± IQR κ values (a) and κ

distributions (b) for cell-free hydrogels polymerized at 4 different concentrations and probed along 4

distinct axes. (c) Median κ values for 3 different types of hydrogels (rat tail T1C, bovine skin T1C,

fibrin) polymerized at concentrations resulting in similar stiffness values. Isotropy of cell-free

hydrogels is assessed using the Kruskal-Wallis test (a,c).



Figure S2. Supplementary material to Figure 1f. Stiffness κ distribution around DFs probed at (a)

+45°, (b) +90° and (c) +135° with respect to the long axis of the cell. (d) κ distributions around DFs

cultured in rat tail T1C polymerized at 4 different concentrations. Plots aggregate κ probed in all 4

directions. (e) MER summary table. Discrete variables of oscillation axis and concentration were

simply encoded with the reference to cell orientation angle and 1.0T1C concentration.



Figure S3. Supplementary material to Figure 1h. Stiffness κ distribution around HT1080s probed at

(a) 45°, (b) 90° and (c) 135° with respect to the horizontal axis of the image. (d) κ distributions

around HT1080s cultured in rat tail T1C polymerized at 4 different concentrations. Plots aggregate κ

probed in all 4 directions. (e) MER summary table. Discrete variables of oscillation axis and

concentration were simply encoded with the reference to horizontal axis of the image and 1.0T1C

concentration.



Figure S4. Stiffness κ measured at different frequencies of bead oscillation (median ± IQR). κ was

probed along and across the long axis of the cell (for DF cells) or along horizontal and vertical axis

of the image (for HT1080s and cell-free hydrogels). Median κ values for (a) rat tail T1C hydrogels

polymerized at different concentrations and probed around (b) DFs and (c) HT1080s cultured in 3

different types of hydrogels (rat tail T1C, bovine skin T1C, fibrin), untreated or treated with Y27632

or BB94.



Figure S5. G’ and G” values calculated from passive microrheology data (detection beam only).

Change in G’ and G” with frequency inside (a) rat tail T1C hydrogels polymerized at different

concentrations and probed around (b) DFs and (c) HT1080s cultured in 3 different types of

hydrogels (rat tail T1C, bovine skin T1C, fibrin), untreated or treated with Y27632 or BB94.



Figure S6. Comparison of G’ and G” values measured using active (dark grey) and passive (light

grey) microrheology. (a) G’ and (b) G” distributions for rat tail T1C hydrogels polymerized at

different concentrations. (c) G’ and (d) G” distributions for 3 different types of hydrogels (rat tail

T1C, bovine skin T1C, fibrin).



Figure S7. Supplementary material to Figure 2d. Stiffness κ distribution around DFs probed at +45°,

+90° and +135° with respect to the long axis of the cell. Data shown for DFs cultured in (a) rat tail

T1C, (b) bovine skin T1C, and (c) fibrin. MER summary table describing significant predictors of

stiffness probed around DFs cultured in the 3 different types of hydrogels (d) and treated with

Y27632 or BB94 (e). Discrete variables of oscillation axis, ECM and treatment were simply

encoded with the reference to cell orientation angle, rat tail T1C and control condition, respectively.



Table S1. Supplementary material to (a) Figure 3b, (b) Figure 3c and (c) Figure 3d. Shown are the

p-statistics using the Tukey-Kramer test.



Figure S8. Supplementary material to Figure 4b. Stiffness κ distribution around HT1080s probed at

45°, 90° and 135° with respect to the horizontal axis of the image. Data shown for HT1080s cultured

in (a) rat tail T1C, (b) bovine skin T1C, and (c) fibrin. MER summary table describing significant

predictors of stiffness probed around HT1080s cultured in the 3 different types of hydrogels (d) and

treated with Y27632 or BB94 (e). Discrete variables of oscillation axis, ECM and treatment were

simply encoded with the reference to horizontal axis of the image, rat tail T1C and control

condition, respectively.



Table S2. Supplementary material to (a) Figure 5b, (b) Figure 5c and (c) Figure 5d. Shown are the

p-statistics using the Tukey-Kramer test.


