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Adjusting motility patterns according to environmental cues is important for 
bacterial survival. Myxococcus xanthus, a bacterium moving on surfaces by 
gliding and twitching mechanisms, modulates the reversal frequency of its 
front-back polarity in response to mechanical cues like substrate stiffness 
and cell-cell contact. In this study, we  propose that M. xanthus’s gliding 
machinery senses environmental mechanical cues during force generation 
and modulates cell reversal accordingly. To examine our hypothesis, 
we  expand an existing mathematical model for periodic polarity reversal 
in M. xanthus, incorporating the experimental data on the intracellular 
dynamics of the gliding machinery and the interaction between the gliding 
machinery and a key polarity regulator. The model successfully reproduces 
the dependence of cell reversal frequency on substrate stiffness observed in 
M. xanthus gliding. We further propose reversal control networks between 
the gliding and twitching motility machineries to explain the opposite 
reversal responses observed in wild type M. xanthus cells that possess both 
motility mechanisms. These results provide testable predictions for future 
experimental investigations. In conclusion, our model suggests that the 
gliding machinery in M. xanthus can function as a mechanosensor, which 
transduces mechanical cues into a cell reversal signal.
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Introduction

The ability to sense the environment and adapt their behaviors accordingly is crucial 
for survival and propagation of bacteria. For motile bacteria, their motility is often highly 
adaptable to environmental cues. A well-studied example is chemotaxis in Escherichia coli 
swimming: the bacterium decreases its tumbling frequency when it senses an increase of 
nutrient concentration, and vice versa (Berg and Brown, 1972). Over a long time scale, 
this response amounts to biased cell movements toward nutrient-dense areas (Wadhams 
and Armitage, 2004; Sourjik and Wingreen, 2012). Besides diffusive chemical signals, 
bacteria can also adapt their motility (and other behaviors) to mechanical cues (Persat 
et al., 2015; Colin et al., 2019; Gordon and Wang, 2019; Dufrene and Persat, 2020). For 
instance, increasing the load on an E. coli flagellum stabilizes the stator units in the 
flagellar motor, leading to an increased power output and recovery of the rotation 
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frequency of the flagellum (Lele et  al., 2013; Tipping et  al., 2013; 
Wadhwa et al., 2019). Moreover, Type IV pilus, an appendage driving 
twitching motility in a broad range of bacteria, switches from 
extension to retraction rapidly and nearly exclusively upon touching 
a surface with its tip, suggesting that it can sense physical contacts 
(Tala et  al., 2019; Dufrene and Persat, 2020). Because bacteria 
experience constantly fluctuating forces, especially when they live on 
inhomogeneous surfaces or in complex biofilms, their ability to 
respond to mechanical cues plays a critical role in their survival.

In this work, we  focus on the cellular mechanism for 
mechanosensing in the motility of a soil-dwelling bacterium, 
Myxococcus xanthus. M. xanthus is a model organism for studying 
bacterial social behaviors, as it features complex spatial patterns and 
structures at the population level, such as streams, rippling waves, 
aggregation and fruiting bodies (Welch and Kaiser, 2001; Zhang et al., 
2012a; Keane and Berleman, 2016). These spatial patterns and 
structures play important roles in “social” collaboration during 
predation and sporulation (Berleman and Kirby, 2009; Velicer and 
Vos, 2009; Zhang et al., 2012a; Munoz-Dorado et al., 2016). Formation 
of the spatial patterns and structures hinges on the M. xanthus cells’ 
ability to modulate their motility in response to external stimuli 
(Berleman and Kirby, 2007). Specifically, M. xanthus frequently 
reverses its direction of motion (Mauriello et al., 2010a; Schumacher 
and Sogaard-Andersen, 2017) and its reversal frequency is influenced 
by both chemical and mechanical cues (Igoshin et al., 2001, 2004; 
Borner et al., 2002; Kaimer et al., 2012). For the latter, the reversal 
frequency changes upon physical contact with other M. xanthus cells 
(Shi et al., 1996; Welch and Kaiser, 2001) or prey cells (Mcbride and 
Zusman, 1996; Zhang et al., 2020), and varies with substrates stiffness 
(Zhou and Nan, 2017). In this work, as a starting point to dissect the 
cellular mechanism of M. xanthus mechanosensing, we focused on 
investigating the dependence of the cell reversal frequency on 
substrate stiffness.

M. xanthus moves on surfaces through social (S)-motility favored 
by cells in large groups and adventurous (A)-motility favored by 
isolated cells (Shi and Zusman, 1993). S-motility, also known as 
twitching motility, is driven by Type IV pili (Sun et al., 2000; Mauriello 
et al., 2010a; Zhang et al., 2012a), the same cellular appendage that 
drives the twitching motility in Pseudomonas aeruginosa (Burrows, 
2012). A-motility, also known as gliding motility, is powered by multi-
subunit Agl-Glt complexes, which actively travel along helical 
intracellular trajectories and generate propulsion as they aggregate in 
the so-called focal adhesion sites that contact the underlying substrate 
(Nan et al., 2011, 2013, 2014; Islam and Mignot, 2015; Faure et al., 
2016). Both the S- and A-motility machineries are activated at the 
leading pole of the cell (Schumacher and Sogaard-Andersen, 2017; 
Carreira et al., 2022). The polarity of the cell is defined by asymmetric 
concentration of polarity regulators. Particularly, the Ras-like GTPase 
MglA (Mauriello et al., 2010b) concentrates at the leading pole, while 
its cognate GTPase activating protein, the MglB/RomY complex 
(Miertzschke et al., 2011; Szadkowski et al., 2022), and cognate guanine 
nucleotide exchange factor, the RomR/RomX complex (Szadkowski 
et al., 2019), concentrate at the trailing pole (Leonardy et al., 2007, 2010; 
Patryn et al., 2010; Zhang et al., 2010; Bulyha et al., 2011). These polarity 
regulators form feedback loops that amount to a spatial oscillator where 
the regulators periodically switch between the two cell poles and reverse 
the cell’s polarity and direction of motion (Zhang et al., 2010, 2012b; 
Treuner-Lange et al., 2015; Schumacher and Sogaard-Andersen, 2017; 

Guzzo et  al., 2018; Szadkowski et  al., 2019; Carreira et  al., 2022). 
Surprisingly, wild type M. xanthus cells reverse on hard, 1.5% agar 
almost twice as frequently as they do on soft, 0.5% agar (Zhou and Nan, 
2017), while the opposite trend was observed in M. xanthus mutants 
without the S-motility (S− cells) (this work).

Although the molecular mechanisms for force generation (Sun et al., 
2000, 2011; Mignot et al., 2007; Nan et al., 2011, 2013; Faure et al., 2016) 
and polarity switching (Zhang et al., 2010, 2012b; Guzzo et al., 2018; 
Galicia et al., 2019; Szadkowski et al., 2019, 2022) have been intensively 
studied in M. xanthus, it remains unknown how mechanosensing 
regulates cell reversal. Mechanosensing relies on molecules capable of 
converting external mechanical cues into intracellular signals. Among 
the most promising candidates playing this role are motility machineries, 
which, by the nature of their function, form mechanical links between 
the cell and external substrates. In eukaryotes, for example, the focal 
adhesion mechanism (macromolecular structures that dynamically 
assemble and drive cell migration) indeed mediates mechanosensing 
through mechanical connection to the extracellular matrix (Cheng et al., 
2017; Tao et al., 2017; Martino et al., 2018). In M. xanthus, the polarity 
regulator MglA is also an essential subunit of the active A-motility 
machinery (Patryn et al., 2010; Zhang et al., 2010; Treuner-Lange et al., 
2015; Faure et  al., 2016). We hence hypothesize that the A-motility 
machinery may influence the polarity pathway and modulate cell 
reversal in response to external mechanical cues.

To investigate our hypothesis, we expanded an existing mathematical 
model for periodic polarity switch in M. xanthus (Guzzo et al., 2018), 
and incorporated the experimental data on the subcellular dynamics of 
A-motility machineries and the interaction between MglA and the 
A-motility machinery. The model-predicted relationship between 
substrate stiffness and cell reversal frequency is consistent with the 
experimental observation in S− mutant cells with only A-motility. To 
elucidate the opposite dependence of reversal frequency on substrate 
stiffness observed in wild type cells with both A-and S-motility, 
we  further examined extended pathways in which the S-motility 
machinery influences cell reversal as well. Because direct link between 
the S-motility machinery and the polarity pathway is yet missing and the 
reversal frequency of cells that moves with S-motility alone is insensitive 
to substrate stiffness (Zhou and Nan, 2017), we  assumed that the 
S-motility machinery affects cell reversal indirectly through the 
A-motility machinery, and only examined generic pathways within this 
category. For each candidate pathway, we combined its topology with 
our model results and qualitatively predicted the dependence of cell 
reversal frequency on substrate stiffness in both genetic backgrounds. 
The qualitative predictions suggest that promotion of the activation of 
A-motility machinery by S-motility is necessary to reconcile the opposite 
reversal responses in wild type cells vs. S− mutants. Our model proposes 
a mechanosensing mechanism through A-motility in M. xanthus and 
provides testable predictions for future experimental study.

Results

Modeling the coupling between polarity 
control and A-motility

We constructed a model (Figure 1) that incorporates the following 
key experimental observations. For short, we  refer to the multi-
subunit A-motility machinery as the “A-motor.”
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 1 An A-motor can assume three possible states: inactive, active, 
or engaged. An inactive motor, which likely represents 
disassembled parts of the motor (Nan et al., 2015; Faure et al., 
2016; Nan, 2017), only diffuses in the cell.

 2 An active motor travels along the helical track towards either 
the leading or trailing pole. The directionality of an active 
motor randomly switches (Nan et al., 2015), probably due to 
the lack of polarity in the short patches of MreB filaments (Kim 
et  al., 2006; Van Den Ent et  al., 2014; Errington, 2015; 
Billaudeau et al., 2017), on which the A-motor moves along 
(Mauriello et al., 2010b; Nan et al., 2011; Treuner-Lange et al., 
2015; Fu et al., 2018).

 3 As an active A-motor passes through a focal adhesion site, it 
can engage with the focal adhesion site and generate thrust. 
The engagement of a motor at the focal adhesion site likely 
represents coupling between the inner-membrane energy-
harvesting subunits and the periplasmic and outer-membrane 
subunits (Islam et al., 2023).

 4 Activation and deactivation of A-motors occur at the cell poles, 
where the polarity regulators are concentrated (Zhang et al., 
2010, 2012b; Treuner-Lange et al., 2015; Guzzo et al., 2018; 
Galicia et al., 2019; Szadkowski et al., 2019, 2022). The motor 
is activated upon binding with MglA, which is reversed by 
MglB, the cognate GTPase activating protein for MglA 
(Miertzschke et al., 2011).

 5 The polarity pathway follows a recent model (Guzzo et al., 
2018). Specifically, MglA and MglB antagonize each other in 
polar localization; MglB promotes polar localization of RomR 
and its own polar localization; finally, RomR promotes polar 
localization of MglA. Strong mutual inhibition between MglA 
and MglB breaks the symmetry and makes them concentrate 
at opposite poles. The negative feedback loop, MglA  MglB 
→ RomR → MglA, causes periodic switching in their 
polar localization.

With the equations and parameters given in Supplementary Methods 
(Supplementary Equations S1–S32; Supplementary Tables S1–S3), our 
model recapitulates key motility characteristics, including:

 1 The cell reverses periodically every ~12 min (Figure  2A) 
(Kaimer and Zusman, 2016; Guzzo et al., 2018; Szadkowski 
et al., 2019).

 2 MglA concentrates at the leading pole, and MglB and RomR 
concentrate at the trailing pole (Figure 2B) (Zhang et al., 2010, 
2012b; Treuner-Lange et  al., 2015; Guzzo et  al., 2018; 
Szadkowski et al., 2019).

 3 MglA forms a concentration gradient between the leading and 
trailing cell poles (Figures 2D,E), and about half of the MglA 
molecules are localized outside the polar regions (Figure 2C) 
(Nan et al., 2015).

 4 Active motors form a concentration gradient that decreases 
from the leading pole to the trailing pole (Figures  2D,E) 
(Mignot et al., 2007).

Interaction between MglA and A-motors 
predicts dependence of cell reversal 
frequency on substrate stiffness in A+S− 
cells

Next, we  used the model to predict how substrate stiffness 
affects cell reversal frequency through the connection between the 
A-motor and the polarity pathway. Previous observations showed 
that harder substrates induce more intense clustering of A-motors 
at the cell-substrate interface (Nan et al., 2010). Because clustered 
A-motors at the substrate interface engage in force generation (Nan 
et al., 2013; Faure et al., 2016), this phenomenon indicates that 
harder substrates increase the number of engaged motors. This 
implication was confirmed by single-molecule tracking of AglR, a 
protein component of the energy-harvesting unit in A-motors: the 
number of fast-moving AglR molecules—representing motors that 
are not engaged in force generation—decreased as substrate 
stiffness increased (Nan et al., 2013). In light of these experimental 
observations, in the model we represented substrate stiffness by the 
motor engagement rate [conversion from an active motor (Ma+ or 
Ma− in Figure 1) to an engaged motor (Me+ or Me− in Figure 1)]. 
Particularly, a harder substrate corresponds to a higher engagement 

FIGURE 1

Model for M. xanthus reversal control with mechanosensing through A-motors. A-motors are present in three states in the cell: inactive (Mi), active 
(Ma+, Ma−) and engaged (Me+, Me−). Inactive motors diffuse in the cell. Active motors move directionally along the helical trajectory (light gray line) and 
randomly switch directions (+: moving to the right; −: moving to the left). When active motors pass a focal adhesion site (maroon bars labeled as “FA”), 
they can become engaged in force generation. Activation and deactivation of motors only occur at the cell poles (pink areas). A motor is activated 
through binding with MglA (A) and is inactivated by MglB (B). Feedback loops among MglA (A), MglB (B) and RomR (R), as proposed by Guzzo et al. 
(2018), control periodic polarity switch.

https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2023.1294631
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/microbiology
https://www.frontiersin.org


Chen et al. 10.3389/fmicb.2023.1294631

Frontiers in Microbiology 04 frontiersin.org

rate, and vice versa (Figure 3A). We tuned the model parameters 
such that the fraction of engaged motors falls in a similar range as 
the experimental measurements on 0.8–5% agar (Nan et al., 2013) 
(Figure 3A).

Our model predicts that the reversal frequency decreases as 
the motor engagement rate increases (i.e., as substrate stiffness 
increases) (Figure  3B). This prediction was validated by the 
experimental observation in A+S− (pilA−) cells (Figure 3C). Note 
that as the production of pilin, the subunit of type IV pilus that 
drives S-motility, was disabled in these mutant cells, motility-
mediated mechanosensing can only be attributed to the A-motility 
machinery, and hence these cells are more closely related to the 
model than wild type cells.

The above model prediction can be understood in the following 
way. Recall that MglA binds to the active and engaged motors. An 
active motor can quickly reach either cell pole [~2.5 s to traverse the 
typical cell length of 5 μm with the typical speed of 2 μm/s (Nan et al., 
2015)]. If it reaches the trailing pole, the motor is inactivated and 
releases MglA. In contrast, an engaged motor moves towards the 
trailing pole at a much slower speed [roughly the cell speed, ~2 μm/
min, as the engaged motors are nearly stationary relative to the 
substrate (Mignot et al., 2007; Nan et al., 2010, 2013)]. Therefore, the 
engaged motors effectively sequester MglA in nonpolar regions. The 
higher motor engagement rate on a stiffer substrate boosts the 
number of engaged motors and hence sequesters MglA more strongly 
away from cell poles. The reduction of MglA at the poles, in turn, 
decreases the cell reversal frequency (Supplementary Figure S1). 
Taken together, increased motor engagement on harder substrates 
sequesters MglA away from cell poles and thus reduces cell 
reversal frequency.

Activation of A-motors affects cell reversal 
frequency

Next, we thoroughly explored the effect of A-motor dynamics on 
cell reversal frequency. The engagement and disengagement of 
A-motors are reverse reactions, and hence the effects of varying their 
rates are just inversed. Similar relation is true between activation and 
deactivation of A-motors. For these reverse reactions, we only need to 
investigate the effect of one reaction out of a pair. In the last section 
we explored the effect of engagement rate. Here we focused on the 
activation rate of A-motors, which refers to the conversion from a 
diffusive inactive motor (Mi in Figure 1) to a directional active motor 
(Ma+ or Ma− in Figure 1). Interestingly, we found a biphasic relationship 
between A-motor activation and cell reversal: as the activation rate 
rises, the cell reversal frequency first increases and then decreases 
(Figure 4A).

The above prediction can be understood as follows. On the one 
hand, boosting the A-motor activation rate increases the proportion 
of active motors (Figure 4B), which enhances directed transport of 
active (GTP-bound) MglA towards the trailing pole, and thus 
promotes polarity switching. Note that MglA can also diffuse from 
one pole to the other, but because most diffusive MglA molecules are 
inactive (GDP-bound), active MglA cannot be efficiently transported 
by diffusion. On the other hand, enhanced motor activation also 
increases the proportion of engaged motors (Figure 4C), because the 
ratio between active and engaged motors are roughly constant when 
the engagement rate is fixed (Supplementary Figure S2C). As reasoned 
in the previous section, the engaged motors effectively sequester MglA 
in nonpolar regions and consequently reduce the reversal frequency. 
The effect of increasing active motors dominates when the A-motor 

FIGURE 2

The model recapitulates key characteristics of M. xanthus motility. (A) Time course of the cell velocity. Positive and negative velocities correspond to 
motion towards the right and left, respectively. (B) Time courses of the concentration difference of MglA (A), MglB (B) and RomR (R) between the left (l) 
and right (r) poles. Positive and negative values indicate concentrations of the molecules at the left and right poles, respectively. (C) Distribution of 
MglA in the polar vs. nonpolar domains at the steady phase of the reversal cycle. Data sampled at the teal and/or blue points in (A). (D,E) Spatial 
distribution of engaged motors and MglA along the cell when the cell is heading right (D) vs. left (E). Subdomain labels: l: bound to the left pole. r: 
bound to the right pole. c1: unbound, in cytoplasmic domain at the left pole. c6: unbound, in cytoplasmic domain at the right pole. c2  ~  5: in cytoplasmic 
subdomains between poles. (D,E) present data sampled at the teal and blue time points, respectively, in (A).
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activation rate is low, while the effect of increasing engaged motors 
dominates when A-motor activation rate is high. The transition 
happens presumably because enhanced transport of active MglA has 
an immediate influence on the polar MglA/MglB/RomR dynamics, 
while the sequestration of MglA only has significant impact when a 
substantial fraction of MglA is sequestered. Together, these amount to 
a biphasic dependence of cell reversal frequency on the activation rate 
of A-motors.

Proper reversal control networks can 
explain disparities in mechanosensing 
behaviors in A+S− vs. wild type cells

Our model has predicted how mechanosensing regulates cell 
reversal through A-motility alone, which matches the observation in 
A+S− cells. Different from A+S− cells, however, wild type cells that move 
by both A- and S-motility reverse more frequently on harder surfaces 
(Zhou and Nan, 2017). This observation suggests that type IV pili that 
drive S-motility also mediate mechanosensing. However, direct control 
of cell reversal by the S-motility machinery seems unlikely. Although 
MglA interacts with certain S-motility proteins, such as FrzS and SgmX 
(Mercier et al., 2020; Potapova et al., 2020; Bautista et al., 2023), these 

proteins function downstream of MglA; none of them were reported to 
transport MglA like the A-motility machinery does or directly regulate 
its activity. Furthermore, the reversal frequency of cells that move by 
S-motility alone does not change in response to substrate stiffness (Zhou 
and Nan, 2017), suggesting that A-motility may be  required for 
S-motility mediated mechanosensing. Therefore, we hypothesize that 
the A-motility machinery serves as the hub of mechanosensing, and the 
S-motility machinery only mediates an indirect control of cell reversal 
through the A-motility machinery.

To test the hypothesis, we combined the predicted dependence of 
cell reversal frequency on both the engagement and activation rates of 
A-motors (Supplementary Figure S2), and used the combined model 
prediction to screen various reversal control networks for those that 
can qualitatively explain the experimentally observed cell reversal 
frequencies in wild type and A+S− cells on 0.5 and 1.5% agar surfaces 
(Figure 5A). To focus on our hypothesis, we only examined networks 
where the S-motility machinery regulates cell reversal indirectly 
through the A-motility machinery. The candidate networks consist of 
several certain and uncertain controls. Certain controls include the 
positive dependence of the A-motor engagement rate on substrate 
stiffness (Nan et  al., 2010), the model-predicted inhibition of cell 
reversal by A-motor engagement, and the negative dependence of 
S-motility on substrate stiffness [S-motility is more effective on soft 

A B C

FIGURE 3

Impact of substrate stiffness on cell reversal frequency. (A) Using A-motor engagement rate as a proxy for substrate stiffness in the model. Harder 
substrates are represented by higher engagement rates, which result in higher fractions of engaged A-motors. The model parameters are tuned such 
that the range of the fraction of engaged A-motors is consistent with the experimental observation in Nan et al. (2013). (B) Model predicted dependence 
of the cell reversal frequency on substrate stiffness. (C) Experimentally observed cell reversal frequencies in A+S− (pilA−) cells on surfaces with various 
stiffness tuned by agar concentration (% w/v). Blue circles and the right axis show the number of cells measured for each agar concentration.

FIGURE 4

Impact of regulation of A-motor activation. (A) Predicted dependence of the cell reversal frequency on the activation rate of A-motors. (B) Predicted 
dependence of the fraction of active A-motors on the motor activation rate. (C) Predicted dependence of the fraction of engaged A-motors on the 
motor activation rate.
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substrates (Shi and Zusman, 1993)] (Figure 5A). Uncertain controls 
include (i) the possibility that S-motility could influence the 
engagement and activation of A-motors, each in three possible ways: 
no effect, promotion, or inhibition (Figure  5A); and (ii) the cell 
reversal frequency either increases with stronger motor activation in 
the region of low activation rate, or decreases in the region of high 
activation rate (Figure  4A and Supplementary Figure S2A). 
Combination of the above possibilities gave rise to 18 possible 
networks (Figures 5C–T). Reversal frequencies of the wild type and 
A+S− cells on 0.5 and 1.5% agar surfaces for each network were 
estimated from the predicted 2D phase diagram for the dependence 
of cell reversal frequency on the engagement and activation rates of 
A-motors (same as Supplementary Figure S2A). According to these 
estimates, none of the 18 networks qualitatively explained the 
intertwined dependence of cell reversal frequency on substrate 
stiffness in both genetic backgrounds.

We then considered additional networks in which the wild type 
and A+S− cells reside in different regions of the phase diagram in terms 
of the A-motor activation rate (Figures 5U–Z). Particularly, if S-motility 
promotes A-motor activation, then wild type cells should have high 
rate of A-motor activation and increasing the activation rate in this 
region inhibits cell reversal (Figures 5U–W). In contrast, due to the 
lack of S-motility, A+S− cells should have low rate of A-motor activation 
and increasing the activation rate in this region promotes cell reversal 
(Figures 5U–W). Following the same logic, opposite predictions are 
yielded if S-motility inhibits A-motor activation, i.e., A-motor 
activation promotes cell reversal in wild type cells, and inhibits it in 
A+S− cells (Figures 5X–Z). The possibility that S-motility does not affect 
A-motor activation was not considered, because in this case the wild 
type and A+S− cells cannot have different A-motor activation rates. 
Among the six additional networks, we found three (Figures 5U–W) 
that qualitatively reproduced the experimental data on different agar 
surfaces in both genetic backgrounds (Supplementary Figure S3). In all 
the three viable networks, S-motility promotes A-motor activation. In 
contrast, whether and how S-motility regulates A-motor engagement 
does not affect the qualitative outputs of these networks. In summary, 
promotion of A-motor activation by S-motility is necessary to reconcile 
the seemingly contradictory mechanosensing behaviors in wild type 
vs. A+S− cells.

Discussion

Mechanosensing is an important function of bacteria, which 
allows them to ‘perceive’ the properties of the surfaces in contact and 
adjust behaviors accordingly. Through mechanosensing, M. xanthus 
regulates its cell reversal frequency in response to external mechanical 
cues, such as substrate stiffness and physical contacts with colony 
mates or prey cells. These responses are crucial for complex pattern 
formation in M. xanthus populations (Igoshin et al., 2001, 2004). Here 
we developed the first mathematical model for mechanosensing-based 
reversal control in M. xanthus in response to substrate stiffness. The 
model highlights the interplay between the polarity pathway and the 
A-motor, particularly incorporating the experimentally established 
dynamics of A-motors and their binding to polarity regulator MglA 
(Figure  1). Based on the previously observed intensification of 
A-motor clustering on hard substrates (Nan et al., 2010), the model 
uses the A-motor engagement rate to represent substrate stiffness. The 

model predicts a dependence of cell reversal frequency on substrate 
stiffness that is consistent with that found in cells that move with 
A-motility alone (A+S−) (Figure 3). Furthermore, the model predicts 
a biphasic dependence of the reversal frequency on the activation rate 
of A-motors (Figure  4). Finally, we  tested the hypothesis that the 
S-motility machinery mediates reversal control indirectly through the 
A-motility machinery, and found that an additional promotion of 
A-motor activation by S-motility can explain why the wild type and 
A+S− cells show opposite responses to substrate stiffness (Zhou and 
Nan, 2017) (Figure  5). This model prediction awaits future 
experimental validation. Overall, our model suggests that the 
A-motility machinery of M. xanthus serves as a hub of 
mechanosensing-based reversal control, which modulates cell reversal 
in response to environmental mechanical cues.

Note that our model predictions are qualitative, as the model was 
built upon simplified mechanism of the A-motility machinery and 
polarity pathway, both of which comprise many molecules that 
dynamically interact with each other, but the details of these 
interactions are yet elusive. For instance, the observed spatial 
dynamics of Agl proteins that constitute the energy-harvesting core of 
the A-motility machinery and the MreB molecules that constitute the 
intracellular track for A-motility switch between immotile, directed 
motion, and diffusion (Nan et al., 2013, 2015; Fu et al., 2018). However, 
their population distributions do not exhibit three clearly distinct 
peaks that correspond to these three movement patterns, indicating 
that the dynamics of the A-motility machinery is more intricate than 
the three states assumed in the model. Moreover, even though the cast 
of molecular players constituting the A-motility machinery is 
increasingly clear (Luciano et al., 2011; Faure et al., 2016; Islam et al., 
2023), how exactly A-motors interact with the substrate is not known 
(Wong et al., 2021; Chen and Nan, 2022). In the model, we resorted to 
a generic and simplistic assumption that the motor engagement rate 
depends on substrate stiffness, based on the observed relationship 
between the motor clustering intensity and substrate stiffness (Nan 
et  al., 2010). These simplifications could cause the quantitative 
difference between the model prediction and experimental 
observation, e.g., in Figure 3. Furthermore, for the polarity pathway, 
we simply adopted the model from (Guzzo et al., 2018). Details of this 
core regulatory pathway would certainly affect the model prediction 
quantitatively. As future experiments disclose more mechanistic and 
quantitative details about these pathways, we will be able to refine our 
model and make more accurate predictions. On a side note, here 
we compared the measured reversal frequencies of wild type cells that 
we previously published (Zhou and Nan, 2017) with those of A+S− 
cells that we collected in this work. This comparison is warranted, 
because the reversal frequency assay does not involve any labeling or 
other perturbations to the cell, and hence the results, especially the 
qualitative trends, are very robust. These data are sufficient for 
comparison with the qualitative predictions of our current model. 
With a more precise model in the future, a more tightly controlled 
experiment and more detailed analysis of the experimental data (e.g., 
comparing the distribution of reversal frequencies rather than just the 
average) could become necessary.

In the last part of our work where we  theorize about the 
opposite reversal responses observed in A+S− vs. wild type cells, 
we chose to confine our choices of regulatory networks to those in 
which S-motility controls mechanosensing indirectly through the 
A-motility machinery. This assumption was made mainly because 
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FIGURE 5

Reversal control networks that reconcile the contrasting mechanosensing responses in wild type vs. A+S− cells. (A) Experimentally observed cell 
reversal frequencies of wild type and A+S− cells on soft (0.5%) and hard (1.5%) agar surfaces. The observed reversal frequencies are visually represented 
by the shade of the corresponding cells of the table, where darker colors indicate higher reversal frequencies. (B) Summary of all generic reversal 
control networks in which the S-motility machinery controls cell reversal indirectly through the A-motility machinery. Black arrows: controls of 

(Continued)
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M. xanthus cells moving by S-motility alone exhibit similar reversal 
frequency on soft and hard agar surfaces (Zhou and Nan, 2017), 
suggesting that S-motility probably does not respond to mechanical 
cues directly. Recently, MglA was found to activate the S-motility 
machinery at the leading cell pole (Mercier et al., 2020; Potapova 
et al., 2020; Bautista et al., 2023). A feedback may exist between the 
S-motility machinery and MglA, which could be incorporated in 
future revision of the model.

The mechanical cues sensed by M. xanthus are more than just 
substrate stiffness. Previous experiments show that M. xanthus cells 
can also sense physical contacts with colony mates or preys and 
modulate the frequency and timing of cell reversals accordingly 
(Hodgkin and Kaiser, 1977; Welch and Kaiser, 2001; Lobedanz and 
Sogaard-Andersen, 2003; Kaiser and Welch, 2004; Sogaard-
Andersen, 2007). Such cellular responses are key to rippling wave 
formation (Igoshin et  al., 2001, 2004), cooperative predation 
(Berleman et  al., 2006, 2008; Keane and Berleman, 2016) and 
fruiting body formation (Jelsbak and Sogaard-Andersen, 2003; 
Kaiser and Welch, 2004; Sozinova et al., 2006; Sliusarenko et al., 
2007; Thutupalli et  al., 2015) in M. xanthus populations. 
Furthermore, exopolysaccharides (EPS), which comprise the 
majority of the extracellular matrix of M. xanthus, inhibit 
M. xanthus reversal in a dosage-dependent manner (Zhou and Nan, 
2017). Meanwhile, methylcellulose has the same effect on 
M. xanthus reversal (Zhou and Nan, 2017). As a synthetic 
polysaccharide that does not exist naturally, methylcellulose is 
unlikely to trigger chemically specific signals in M. xanthus. Hence, 
the cell probably senses both EPS and methylcellulose mechanically. 
It is possible that all these mechanosensing behaviors are mediated 
by the A-motility machinery. For example, the extracellular 
polysaccharides may promote or mediate engagement of A-motors, 
which is predicted by our model to inhibit cell reversal (Figure 3).

Mechanoresponses have been studied in various other cellular 
systems, such as load-dependent recruitment of stator subunits to the 
bacterial flagellar motor (Nord et  al., 2017; Wadhwa et  al., 2019), 
frequency-dependent alignment of muscle cell stress fiber in response 
to cyclic mechanical stress (Liu et  al., 2008; Hsu et  al., 2009), and 
thickening of arterial walls induced by hypertension (Hahn and 
Schwartz, 2009). While each system employs its own set of molecules 
for mechanoresponses, certain general principles are shared. Notably, 
the components responsible for sensing the force are typically force-
generating or force-bearing by themselves (Hoffman et  al., 2011). 
Moreover, mechanical forces are often transduced into biochemical 
signals that influence downstream pathways (Hoffman et al., 2011). 
These principles are evident in our mechanosensing model. The force-
generating A-motility machinery of M. xanthus is proposed to transduce 

the mechanical cues it senses into a cell reversal signal, through its 
coupling with the reversal regulator MglA. However, unlike the signals 
in most well studied mechanoresponse mechanisms, the biochemical 
signal in our model does not arise from force-induced protein 
conformational changes, but rather from a motor-driven intracellular 
spatial regulation.

Elucidating the mechanisms of mechanosensing and 
mechanoresponse is challenging due to the complexity and dynamic 
nature of these processes. Mathematical modeling provides a useful 
tool to coherently combine segregated pieces of experimental 
observations, and generate hypotheses and testable predictions for 
future experimental studies. Ultimately, integration of modeling and 
experimentation will provide the best tool to uncover mysteries in 
bacterial mechanosensing/response and shed light on the intricate 
interplay between bacterial motility and environmental stimuli.
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certainty. Red arrows: controls with uncertainty. (C–Z) Examination of individual networks for their qualitative compatibility with the experimental data. 
Representative parameter points for wild type and A+S− cells on 0.5 and 1.5% agar surfaces for each network (left) were chosen according to the 
expected relations among the four cases of interest in terms of their A-motor engagement and activation rates, and are shown on the 2D phase 
diagram (right, same as Supplementary Figure S2B). Note that due to the higher activity of S-motility on soft substrates, its influence on A-motors is 
expected to be more pronounced on 0.5% agar compared to 1.5% agar. Hence, the parameter point representing the wild type cell on 0.5% agar (light 
green dots) must be located in a similar direction relative to the parameter point for the A+S− cell on 0.5% agar (light orange dots) as the parameter 
point for the wild type cell on 1.5% agar (dark green dots) is relative to the parameter point for the A+S− cell on 1.5% agar (bright orange dots), except 
that the former pair of dots (light green vs. light orange) are separated by a greater distance. For example, in panel (K), because S-motility promotes 
both activation and engagement of A-motors, the dark green and light green dots are located northeast of the bright orange and light orange dots, 
respectively; but the distance between the light green and light orange dots is larger than that between the dark green and bright orange dots. Green 
boxes highlight networks that can explain the qualitative relationship among the experimental data points shown in (A).

FIGURE 5 (Continued)

https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2023.1294631
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/microbiology
https://www.frontiersin.org


Chen et al. 10.3389/fmicb.2023.1294631

Frontiers in Microbiology 09 frontiersin.org

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the 
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could 
be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the 
authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated 

organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the 
reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or 
claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or 
endorsed by the publisher.

Supplementary material

The Supplementary material for this article can be found online 
at: https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmicb.2023.1294631/
full#supplementary-material

References
Bautista, S., Schmidt, V., Guiseppi, A., Mauriello, E. M. F., Attia, B., Elantak, L., et al. 

(2023). Frz S acts as a polar beacon to recruit SgmX, a central activator of type IV pili 
during Myxococcus xanthus motility. EMBO J. 42:e111661. doi: 10.15252/
embj.2022111661

Berg, H. C., and Brown, D. A. (1972). Chemotaxis in Escherichia coli analysed by 
three-dimensional tracking. Nature 239, 500–504. doi: 10.1038/239500a0

Berleman, J. E., Chumley, T., Cheung, P., and Kirby, J. R. (2006). Rippling is a 
predatory behavior in Myxococcus xanthus. J. Bacteriol. 188, 5888–5895. doi: 10.1128/
JB.00559-06

Berleman, J. E., and Kirby, J. R. (2007). Multicellular development in Myxococcus 
xanthus is stimulated by predator-prey interactions. J. Bacteriol. 189, 5675–5682. doi: 
10.1128/JB.00544-07

Berleman, J. E., and Kirby, J. R. (2009). Deciphering the hunting strategy of a bacterial 
wolfpack. FEMS Microbiol. Rev. 33, 942–957. doi: 10.1111/j.1574-6976.2009.00185.x

Berleman, J. E., Scott, J., Chumley, T., and Kirby, J. R. (2008). Predataxis behavior in 
Myxococcus xanthus. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 105, 17127–17132. doi: 10.1073/
pnas.0804387105

Billaudeau, C., Chastanet, A., Yao, Z., Cornilleau, C., Mirouze, N., Fromion, V., et al. 
(2017). Contrasting mechanisms of growth in two model rod-shaped bacteria. Nat. 
Commun. 8:15370. doi: 10.1038/ncomms15370

Borner, U., Deutsch, A., Reichenbach, H., and Bar, M. (2002). Rippling patterns in 
aggregates of myxobacteria arise from cell-cell collisions. Phys. Rev. Lett. 89:078101. doi: 
10.1103/PhysRevLett.89.078101

Bulyha, I., Hot, E., Huntley, S., and Sogaard-Andersen, L. (2011). GTPases in bacterial 
cell polarity and signalling. Curr. Opin. Microbiol. 14, 726–733. doi: 10.1016/j.
mib.2011.09.001

Burrows, L. L. (2012). Pseudomonas aeruginosa twitching motility: type IV pili in 
action. Annu. Rev. Microbiol. 66, 493–520. doi: 10.1146/annurev-micro-092611-150055

Carreira, L. A. M., Szadkowski, D., Muller, F., and Sogaard-Andersen, L. (2022). 
Spatiotemporal regulation of switching front-rear cell polarity. Curr. Opin. Cell Biol. 
76:102076. doi: 10.1016/j.ceb.2022.102076

Chen, J., and Nan, B. (2022). Flagellar motor transformed: biophysical perspectives of 
the Myxococcus xanthus gliding mechanism. Front. Microbiol. 13:891694. doi: 10.3389/
fmicb.2022.891694

Cheng, B., Lin, M., Huang, G., Li, Y., Ji, B., Genin, G. M., et al. (2017). Cellular 
mechanosensing of the biophysical microenvironment: a review of mathematical models 
of biophysical regulation of cell responses. Phys Life Rev 22-23, 88–119. doi: 10.1016/j.
plrev.2017.06.016

Colin, R., Drescher, K., and Sourjik, V. (2019). Chemotactic behaviour of Escherichia 
coli at high cell density. Nat. Commun. 10:5329. doi: 10.1038/s41467-019-13179-1

Dufrene, Y. F., and Persat, A. (2020). Mechanomicrobiology: how bacteria sense and 
respond to forces. Nat. Rev. Microbiol. 18, 227–240. doi: 10.1038/s41579-019-0314-2

Errington, J. (2015). Bacterial morphogenesis and the enigmatic Mre B helix. Nat. Rev. 
Microbiol. 13, 241–248. doi: 10.1038/nrmicro3398

Faure, L. M., Fiche, J. B., Espinosa, L., Ducret, A., Anantharaman, V., Luciano, J., et al. 
(2016). The mechanism of force transmission at bacterial focal adhesion complexes. 
Nature 539:530-+. doi: 10.1038/nature20121

Fu, G., Bandaria, J. N., Le Gall, A. V., Fan, X., Yildiz, A., Mignot, T., et al. (2018). 
MotAB-like machinery drives the movement of MreB filaments during bacterial gliding 
motility. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 115, 2484–2489. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1716441115

Galicia, C., Lhospice, S., Varela, P. F., Trapani, S., Zhang, W., Navaza, J., et al. (2019). 
MglA functions as a three-state GTPase to control movement reversals of Myxococcus 
xanthus. Nat. Commun. 10:5300. doi: 10.1038/s41467-019-13274-3

Gordon, V. D., and Wang, L. (2019). Bacterial mechanosensing: the force will be with 
you, always. J. Cell Sci. 132:jcs227694. doi: 10.1242/jcs.227694

Guzzo, M., Murray, S. M., Martineau, E., Lhospice, S., Baronian, G., My, L., et al. 
(2018). A gated relaxation oscillator mediated by FrzX controls morphogenetic 
movements in Myxococcus xanthus. Nat. Microbiol. 3, 948–959. doi: 10.1038/
s41564-018-0203-x

Hahn, C., and Schwartz, M. A. (2009). Mechanotransduction in vascular physiology 
and atherogenesis. Nat. Rev. Mol. Cell Biol. 10, 53–62. doi: 10.1038/nrm2596

Hodgkin, J., and Kaiser, D. (1977). Cell-to-cell stimulation of movement in nonmotile 
mutants of Myxococcus. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 74, 2938–2942. doi: 10.1073/
pnas.74.7.2938

Hoffman, B. D., Grashoff, C., and Schwartz, M. A. (2011). Dynamic molecular 
processes mediate cellular mechanotransduction. Nature 475, 316–323. doi: 10.1038/
nature10316

Hsu, H. J., Lee, C. F., and Kaunas, R. (2009). A dynamic stochastic model of frequency-
dependent stress fiber alignment induced by cyclic stretch. PLoS One 4:e4853. doi: 
10.1371/journal.pone.0004853

Igoshin, O. A., Mogilner, A., Welch, R. D., Kaiser, D., and Oster, G. (2001). Pattern 
formation and traveling waves in myxobacteria: theory and modeling. Proc. Natl. Acad. 
Sci. U. S. A. 98, 14913–14918. doi: 10.1073/pnas.221579598

Igoshin, O. A., Welch, R., Kaiser, D., and Oster, G. (2004). Waves and aggregation 
patterns in myxobacteria. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 101, 4256–4261. doi: 10.1073/
pnas.0400704101

Islam, S. T., Jolivet, N. Y., Cuzin, C., Belgrave, A. M., My, L., Fleuchot, B., et al. (2023). 
Unmasking of the von Willebrand A-domain surface adhesin CglB at bacterial focal adhesions 
mediates myxobacterial gliding motility. Sci. Adv. 9:eabq0619. doi: 10.1126/sciadv.abq0619

Islam, S. T., and Mignot, T. (2015). The mysterious nature of bacterial surface (gliding) 
motility: a focal adhesion-based mechanism in Myxococcus xanthus. Semin. Cell Dev. 
Biol. 46, 143–154. doi: 10.1016/j.semcdb.2015.10.033

Jelsbak, L., and Sogaard-Andersen, L. (2003). Cell behavior and cell-cell 
communication during fruiting body morphogenesis in Myxococcus xanthus. J. 
Microbiol. Methods 55, 829–839. doi: 10.1016/j.mimet.2003.08.007

Kaimer, C., Berleman, J. E., and Zusman, D. R. (2012). Chemosensory signaling 
controls motility and subcellular polarity in Myxococcus xanthus. Curr. Opin. Microbiol. 
15, 751–757. doi: 10.1016/j.mib.2012.10.005

Kaimer, C., and Zusman, D. R. (2016). Regulation of cell reversal frequency in 
Myxococcus xanthus requires the balanced activity of CheY-like domains in FrzE and 
FrzZ. Mol. Microbiol. 100, 379–395. doi: 10.1111/mmi.13323

Kaiser, D., and Welch, R. (2004). Dynamics of fruiting body morphogenesis. J. 
Bacteriol. 186, 919–927. doi: 10.1128/JB.186.4.919-927.2004

Keane, R., and Berleman, J. (2016). The predatory life cycle of Myxococcus xanthus. 
Microbiology (Reading) 162, 1–11. doi: 10.1099/mic.0.000208

Kim, S. Y., Gitai, Z., Kinkhabwala, A., Shapiro, L., and Moerner, W. E. (2006). Single 
molecules of the bacterial actin MreB undergo directed treadmilling motion in 
Caulobacter crescentus. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 103, 10929–10934. doi: 10.1073/
pnas.0604503103

Lele, P. P., Hosu, B. G., and Berg, H. C. (2013). Dynamics of mechanosensing in the 
bacterial flagellar motor. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 110, 11839–11844. doi: 10.1073/
pnas.1305885110

Leonardy, S., Freymark, G., Hebener, S., Ellehauge, E., and Sogaard-Andersen, L. 
(2007). Coupling of protein localization and cell movements by a dynamically localized 
response regulator in Myxococcus xanthus. EMBO J. 26, 4433–4444. doi: 10.1038/sj.
emboj.7601877

Leonardy, S., Miertzschke, M., Bulyha, I., Sperling, E., Wittinghofer, A., and 
Sogaard-Andersen, L. (2010). Regulation of dynamic polarity switching in bacteria by 
a Ras-like G-protein and its cognate GAP. EMBO J. 29, 2276–2289. doi: 10.1038/
emboj.2010.114

https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2023.1294631
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/microbiology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmicb.2023.1294631/full#supplementary-material
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmicb.2023.1294631/full#supplementary-material
https://doi.org/10.15252/embj.2022111661
https://doi.org/10.15252/embj.2022111661
https://doi.org/10.1038/239500a0
https://doi.org/10.1128/JB.00559-06
https://doi.org/10.1128/JB.00559-06
https://doi.org/10.1128/JB.00544-07
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1574-6976.2009.00185.x
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0804387105
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0804387105
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms15370
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.89.078101
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mib.2011.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mib.2011.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-micro-092611-150055
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ceb.2022.102076
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2022.891694
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2022.891694
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.plrev.2017.06.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.plrev.2017.06.016
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-13179-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41579-019-0314-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrmicro3398
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature20121
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1716441115
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-13274-3
https://doi.org/10.1242/jcs.227694
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41564-018-0203-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41564-018-0203-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrm2596
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.74.7.2938
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.74.7.2938
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature10316
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature10316
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0004853
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.221579598
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0400704101
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0400704101
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abq0619
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.semcdb.2015.10.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mimet.2003.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mib.2012.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/mmi.13323
https://doi.org/10.1128/JB.186.4.919-927.2004
https://doi.org/10.1099/mic.0.000208
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0604503103
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0604503103
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1305885110
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1305885110
https://doi.org/10.1038/sj.emboj.7601877
https://doi.org/10.1038/sj.emboj.7601877
https://doi.org/10.1038/emboj.2010.114
https://doi.org/10.1038/emboj.2010.114


Chen et al. 10.3389/fmicb.2023.1294631

Frontiers in Microbiology 10 frontiersin.org

Liu, B., Qu, M. J., Qin, K. R., Li, H., Li, Z. K., Shen, B. R., et al. (2008). Role of cyclic 
strain frequency in regulating the alignment of vascular smooth muscle cells in vitro. 
Biophys. J. 94, 1497–1507. doi: 10.1529/biophysj.106.098574

Lobedanz, S., and Sogaard-Andersen, L. (2003). Identification of the C-signal, a 
contact-dependent morphogen coordinating multiple developmental responses in 
Myxococcus xanthus. Genes Dev. 17, 2151–2161. doi: 10.1101/gad.274203

Luciano, J., Agrebi, R., Le Gall, A. V., Wartel, M., Fiegna, F., Ducret, A., et al. (2011). 
Emergence and modular evolution of a novel motility machinery in bacteria. PLoS 
Genet. 7:e1002268. doi: 10.1371/journal.pgen.1002268

Martino, F., Perestrelo, A. R., Vinarsky, V., Pagliari, S., and Forte, G. (2018). Cellular 
Mechanotransduction: from tension to function. Front. Physiol. 9:824. doi: 10.3389/
fphys.2018.00824

Mauriello, E. M., Mignot, T., Yang, Z., and Zusman, D. R. (2010a). Gliding motility 
revisited: how do the myxobacteria move without flagella? Microbiol. Mol. Biol. Rev. 74, 
229–249. doi: 10.1128/MMBR.00043-09

Mauriello, E. M., Mouhamar, F., Nan, B., Ducret, A., Dai, D., Zusman, D. R., et al. 
(2010b). Bacterial motility complexes require the actin-like protein, MreB and the Ras 
homologue, MglA. EMBO J. 29, 315–326. doi: 10.1038/emboj.2009.356

Mcbride, M. J., and Zusman, D. R. (1996). Behavioral analysis of single cells of 
Myxococcus xanthus in response to prey cells of Escherichia coli. FEMS Microbiol. Lett. 
137, 227–231. doi: 10.1111/j.1574-6968.1996.tb08110.x

Mercier, R., Bautista, S., Delannoy, M., Gibert, M., Guiseppi, A., Herrou, J., et al. 
(2020). The polar Ras-like GTPase MglA activates type IV pilus via SgmX to enable 
twitching motility in Myxococcus xanthus. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 117, 
28366–28373. doi: 10.1073/pnas.2002783117

Miertzschke, M., Koerner, C., Vetter, I. R., Keilberg, D., Hot, E., Leonardy, S., et al. 
(2011). Structural analysis of the Ras-like G protein MglA and its cognate GAP MglB 
and implications for bacterial polarity. EMBO J. 30, 4185–4197. doi: 10.1038/
emboj.2011.291

Mignot, T., Shaevitz, J. W., Hartzell, P. L., and Zusman, D. R. (2007). Evidence that 
focal adhesion complexes power bacterial gliding motility. Science 315, 853–856. doi: 
10.1126/science.1137223

Munoz-Dorado, J., Marcos-Torres, F. J., Garcia-Bravo, E., Moraleda-Munoz, A., and 
Perez, J. (2016). Myxobacteria: moving, killing, feeding, and surviving together. Front. 
Microbiol. 7:781. doi: 10.3389/fmicb.2016.00781

Nan, B. (2017). Bacterial gliding motility: rolling out a consensus model. Curr. Biol. 
27, R154–R156. doi: 10.1016/j.cub.2016.12.035

Nan, B. Y., Bandaria, J. N., Guo, K. Y., Fan, X., Moghtaderi, A., Yildiz, A., et al. (2015). 
The polarity of myxobacterial gliding is regulated by direct interactions between the 
gliding motors and the Ras homolog MglA. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 112, E186–
E193. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1421073112

Nan, B. Y., Bandaria, J. N., Moghtaderi, A., Sun, I. H., Yildiz, A., and Zusman, D. R. 
(2013). Flagella stator homologs function as motors for myxobacterial gliding motility 
by moving in helical trajectories. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 110, E1508–E1513. doi: 
10.1073/pnas.1219982110

Nan, B., Chen, J., Neu, J. C., Berry, R. M., Oster, G., and Zusman, D. R. (2011). 
Myxobacteria gliding motility requires cytoskeleton rotation powered by proton motive 
force. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 108, 2498–2503. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1018556108

Nan, B., Mauriello, E. M., Sun, I. H., Wong, A., and Zusman, D. R. (2010). A multi-
protein complex from Myxococcus xanthus required for bacterial gliding motility. Mol. 
Microbiol. 76, 1539–1554. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2958.2010.07184.x

Nan, B., Mcbride, M. J., Chen, J., Zusman, D. R., and Oster, G. (2014). Bacteria that 
glide with helical tracks. Curr. Biol. 24, R169–R173. doi: 10.1016/j.cub.2013.12.034

Nord, A. L., Gachon, E., Perez-Carrasco, R., Nirody, J. A., Barducci, A., Berry, R. M., 
et al. (2017). Catch bond drives stator mechanosensitivity in the bacterial flagellar motor. 
Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 114, 12952–12957. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1716002114

Patryn, J., Allen, K., Dziewanowska, K., Otto, R., and Hartzell, P. L. (2010). 
Localization of MgIA, an essential gliding motility protein in Myxococcus xanthus. 
Cytoskeleton 67, 322–337. doi: 10.1002/cm.20447

Persat, A., Nadell, C. D., Kim, M. K., Ingremeau, F., Siryaporn, A., Drescher, K., et al. 
(2015). The mechanical world of Bacteria. Cells 161, 988–997. doi: 10.1016/j.
cell.2015.05.005

Potapova, A., Carreira, L. A. M., and Sogaard-Andersen, L. (2020). The small GTPase 
MglA together with the TPR domain protein SgmX stimulates type IV pili formation in M. 
xanthus. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 117, 23859–23868. doi: 10.1073/pnas.2004722117

Schumacher, D., and Sogaard-Andersen, L. (2017). Regulation of cell polarity in 
motility and cell division in Myxococcus xanthus. Annu. Rev. Microbiol. 71, 61–78. doi: 
10.1146/annurev-micro-102215-095415

Shi, W., Ngok, F. K., and Zusman, D. R. (1996). Cell density regulates cellular reversal 
frequency in Myxococcus xanthus. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 93, 4142–4146. doi: 
10.1073/pnas.93.9.4142

Shi, W., and Zusman, D. R. (1993). The two motility systems of Myxococcus xanthus 
show different selective advantages on various surfaces. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 90, 
3378–3382. doi: 10.1073/pnas.90.8.3378

Sliusarenko, O., Zusman, D. R., and Oster, G. (2007). Aggregation during fruiting 
body formation in Myxococcus xanthus is driven by reducing cell movement. J. Bacteriol. 
189, 611–619. doi: 10.1128/JB.01206-06

Sogaard-Andersen, L. (2007). “Contact-dependent signaling in Myxococcus xanthus: 
the function of the C-signal in fruiting body morphogenesis” in Myxobacteria: 
Multicellularity and differentiation, 77–91.

Sourjik, V., and Wingreen, N. S. (2012). Responding to chemical gradients: bacterial 
chemotaxis. Curr. Opin. Cell Biol. 24, 262–268. doi: 10.1016/j.ceb.2011.11.008

Sozinova, O., Jiang, Y., Kaiser, D., and Alber, M. (2006). A three-dimensional model 
of myxobacterial fruiting-body formation. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 103, 
17255–17259. doi: 10.1073/pnas.0605555103

Sun, M., Wartel, M., Cascales, E., Shaevitz, J. W., and Mignot, T. (2011). Motor-driven 
intracellular transport powers bacterial gliding motility. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 
108, 7559–7564. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1101101108

Sun, H., Zusman, D. R., and Shi, W. Y. (2000). Type IV pilus of Myxococcus xanthus is 
a motility apparatus controlled by the frz chemosensory system. Curr. Biol. 10, 
1143–1146. doi: 10.1016/S0960-9822(00)00705-3

Szadkowski, D., Carreira, L. A. M., and Sogaard-Andersen, L. (2022). A bipartite, 
low-affinity roadblock domain-containing GAP complex regulates bacterial front-rear 
polarity. PLoS Genet. 18:e1010384. doi: 10.1371/journal.pgen.1010384

Szadkowski, D., Harms, A., Carreira, L. A. M., Wigbers, M., Potapova, A., Wuichet, K., 
et al. (2019). Spatial control of the GTPase MglA by localized RomR-RomX GEF and 
MglB GAP activities enables Myxococcus xanthus motility. Nat Microbiol 4, 1344–1355. 
doi: 10.1038/s41564-019-0451-4

Tala, L., Fineberg, A., Kukura, P., and Persat, A. (2019). Pseudomonas aeruginosa 
orchestrates twitching motility by sequential control of type IV pili movements. Nat. 
Microbiol. 4, 774–780. doi: 10.1038/s41564-019-0378-9

Tao, J., Li, Y., Vig, D. K., and Sun, S. X. (2017). Cell mechanics: a dialogue. Rep. Prog. 
Phys. 80:036601. doi: 10.1088/1361-6633/aa5282

Thutupalli, S., Sun, M., Bunyak, F., Palaniappan, K., and Shaevitz, J. W. (2015). 
Directional reversals enable Myxococcus xanthus cells to produce collective one-
dimensional streams during fruiting-body formation. J. R. Soc. Interface 12:20150049. 
doi: 10.1098/rsif.2015.0049

Tipping, M. J., Delalez, N. J., Lim, R., Berry, R. M., and Armitage, J. P. (2013). Load-
dependent assembly of the bacterial flagellar motor. MBio 4:4. doi: 10.1128/mBio.00551-13

Treuner-Lange, A., Macia, E., Guzzo, M., Hot, E., Faure, L. M., Jakobczak, B., et al. 
(2015). The small G-protein MglA connects to the MreB actin cytoskeleton at bacterial 
focal adhesions. J. Cell Biol. 210, 243–256. doi: 10.1083/jcb.201412047

Van Den Ent, F., Izore, T., Bharat, T. A., Johnson, C. M., and Lowe, J. (2014). Bacterial 
actin MreB forms antiparallel double filaments. elife 3:e02634. doi: 10.7554/eLife.02634

Velicer, G. J., and Vos, M. (2009). Sociobiology of the myxobacteria. Annu. Rev. 
Microbiol. 63, 599–623. doi: 10.1146/annurev.micro.091208.073158

Wadhams, G. H., and Armitage, J. P. (2004). Making sense of it all: bacterial 
chemotaxis. Nat. Rev. Mol. Cell Biol. 5, 1024–1037. doi: 10.1038/nrm1524

Wadhwa, N., Phillips, R., and Berg, H. C. (2019). Torque-dependent remodeling of 
the bacterial flagellar motor. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 116, 11764–11769. doi: 
10.1073/pnas.1904577116

Welch, R., and Kaiser, D. (2001). Cell behavior in traveling wave patterns of myxobacteria. 
Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 98, 14907–14912. doi: 10.1073/pnas.261574598

Wong, G. C. L., Antani, J. D., Lele, P., Chen, J., Nan, B., Kühn, M. J., et al. (2021). Roadmap 
on emerging concepts in the physical biology of bacterial biofilms: from surface sensing to 
community formation. Phys. Biol. 18:051501. doi: 10.1088/1478-3975/abdc0e

Zhang, Y., Ducret, A., Shaevitz, J., and Mignot, T. (2012a). From individual cell 
motility to collective behaviors: insights from a prokaryote, Myxococcus xanthus. FEMS 
Microbiol. Rev. 36, 149–164. doi: 10.1111/j.1574-6976.2011.00307.x

Zhang, Y., Franco, M., Ducret, A., and Mignot, T. (2010). A bacterial Ras-like small 
GTP-binding protein and its cognate GAP establish a dynamic spatial polarity Axis to 
control directed motility. PLoS Biol. 8:e1000430.

Zhang, Y., Guzzo, M., Ducret, A., Li, Y. Z., and Mignot, T. (2012b). A dynamic 
response regulator protein modulates G-protein-dependent polarity in the bacterium 
Myxococcus xanthus. PLoS Genet. 8:e1002872. doi: 10.1371/journal.pgen.1002872

Zhang, W., Wang, Y., Lu, H., Liu, Q., Wang, C., Hu, W., et al. (2020). Dynamics of 
solitary predation by Myxococcus xanthus on Escherichia coli observed at the single-cell 
level. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 86, e2286–19. doi: 10.1128/AEM.02286-19

Zhou, T., and Nan, B. (2017). Exopolysaccharides promote Myxococcus xanthus social 
motility by inhibiting cellular reversals. Mol. Microbiol. 103, 729–743. doi: 10.1111/
mmi.13585

https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2023.1294631
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/microbiology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://doi.org/10.1529/biophysj.106.098574
https://doi.org/10.1101/gad.274203
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pgen.1002268
https://doi.org/10.3389/fphys.2018.00824
https://doi.org/10.3389/fphys.2018.00824
https://doi.org/10.1128/MMBR.00043-09
https://doi.org/10.1038/emboj.2009.356
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1574-6968.1996.tb08110.x
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2002783117
https://doi.org/10.1038/emboj.2011.291
https://doi.org/10.1038/emboj.2011.291
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1137223
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2016.00781
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2016.12.035
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1421073112
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1219982110
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1018556108
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2958.2010.07184.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2013.12.034
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1716002114
https://doi.org/10.1002/cm.20447
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2015.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2015.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2004722117
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-micro-102215-095415
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.93.9.4142
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.90.8.3378
https://doi.org/10.1128/JB.01206-06
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ceb.2011.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0605555103
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1101101108
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0960-9822(00)00705-3
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pgen.1010384
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41564-019-0451-4
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41564-019-0378-9
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6633/aa5282
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2015.0049
https://doi.org/10.1128/mBio.00551-13
https://doi.org/10.1083/jcb.201412047
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.02634
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.micro.091208.073158
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrm1524
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1904577116
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.261574598
https://doi.org/10.1088/1478-3975/abdc0e
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1574-6976.2011.00307.x
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pgen.1002872
https://doi.org/10.1128/AEM.02286-19
https://doi.org/10.1111/mmi.13585
https://doi.org/10.1111/mmi.13585

	Mathematical modeling of mechanosensitive reversal control in Myxococcus xanthus
	Introduction
	Results
	Modeling the coupling between polarity control and A-motility
	Interaction between MglA and A-motors predicts dependence of cell reversal frequency on substrate stiffness in A+S− cells
	Activation of A-motors affects cell reversal frequency
	Proper reversal control networks can explain disparities in mechanosensing behaviors in A+S− vs. wild type cells

	Discussion
	Data availability statement
	Author contributions

	References

