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Abstract

Mechanical force regulates the formation and growth of cell-cell junctions. Cadherin is a
prominent homotypic cell adhesion molecule that plays a crucial role in establishment of
intercellular adhesion. It is known that the transmitted force through the cadherin-mediated
junctions directly correlates with the growth and enlargement of the junctions. In this paper, we
propose a physical model for the structural evolution of cell-cell junctions subjected to pulling
tractions, using the Bell-Dembo-Bongard thermodynamic model. Cadherins have multiple
adhesive states and may establish slip or catch bonds depending on the Ca” concentration. We
conducted a comparative study between the force-dependent behavior of clusters of slip and
catch bonds. The results show that the clusters of catch bonds feature some hallmarks of cell
mechanotransduction in response to the pulling traction. This is a passive thermodynamic
response and is entirely controlled by the effect of mechanical work of the pulling force on the

free energy landscape of the junction.



Introduction

Many important biological and pathological processes depend on the interactions between cells.
Differentiation, embryogenesis, tumor invasion, and metastasis are often controlled by
intercellular interactions (A. Pierres 2000; Derycke and Bracke 2004). Cell-cell adhesion is
especially important in maintaining the tissue integrity and resisting the mechanical challenges
experienced by epithelial and endothelial cells (Harris and Tepass 2010). The cell-cell adhesion
is often established by specific homotypic interactions of dedicated transmembrane adhesion
molecules. The major types of specialized intercellular junctions are tight junctions, gap
junctions, and adherens junctions (AJs), mediated by occludins, connexins, and cadherins,
respectively (Dejana 2004; Vasioukhin and Fuchs 2001).

The specific binding between cadherins is one of the key steps in establishment of cell-cell
contacts (Baum and Georgiou 2011). Cadherin consists of an extracellular adhesive domain and
a cytoplasmic domain, which is linked to the actin cytoskeleton by a battery of cytoplasmic
signaling and scaffolding proteins, such as pl120 phosphoprotein, B-catenin, a-catenin, and
vinculin (Nagafuchi 2001; Yap et al. 1997). Linked to the actomyosin contractile machinery, the
Als provide an intercellular mechanical linkage to transmit the cytoskeletal contraction between
the cells (Hoelzle and Svitkina 2012). Transmission of endogenic or exogenic forces through the
Als controls the growth and maturation of junctions and initiates the cascades of intracellular
signals that are detrimental to the cellular phenotype (Chen et al. 2004). This is reminiscent of
the well-known sensory function of cell-matrix focal adhesions (FAs) (Eyckmans et al. 2011). It
is known that the FAs grow in response to the mechanical forces. A popular hypothesis holds
that the FAs are able to perceive the mechanical stimulations and translate them into chemical

signaling, a phenomenon often referred to as cell mechanotransduction (Vogel and Sheetz 2006).



Structure and functions of intercellular AJs share noticeable similarities with FAs. They both
consist of dense clusters of transmembrane receptors that bind selectively to other cells or
components of extracellular matrix. FAs and AJs are connected to the actin filaments through a
myriad of scaffolding and plaque proteins that transmit the cytoskeletal traction to the adhesion
site. These similarities motivated the idea that AJs may also act as mechanosensors (Schwartz
and DeSimone 2008). Experiments have demonstrated that AJs grow in response to externally
applied forces as well as internal actomyosin contraction. Liu et al. (Liu et al. 2010) reported a
direct correlation between the magnitude of tugging forces transferred through endothelial cell
junctions and the size of the junctions. They found that myosin II activity facilitates the bridge
formation and accumulation of cadherins in AJs. le Duc et al. (Ie Duc et al. 2010) examined the
response of AlJs of epithelial cells to the externally applied forces. Beads coated with
recombinant E-cadherin ectodomains were trapped in a magnetic field and adhered to the dorsal
surfaces of cultured epithelial cells. The beads were then twisted by oscillating the magnetic
field. They found that the adhesive contact between the bead and the cell stiffens in response to
the repetitive twisting force. The strengthening of adhesion was particularly observed by further
accumulation of vinculin, a protein involved in anchoring the actomyosin filaments to the
adhesion junctions.

The strengthening mechanism of cell-cell junctions is critical for maintaining tissue integrity and
preventing the cell-cell rupture in response to external forces. There is a growing interest in
understanding the physical and molecular mechanisms that regulate the sensory pathways at the
Als. Several molecular mechanisms have been postulated with regards to the role of cytoplasmic
proteins in regulating mechanotransduction at AlJs. It is generally believed that the force

transmission through binding partners of vinculin may alter their conformations and capacity to



interact with vinculin. For example, it is proposed that the force-dependent recruitment of
vinculin is induced by the unfolding of a-catenin and exposing its cryptic binding sites to
vinculin (Yonemura et al. 2010).

From a physical viewpoint, it is important to understand how a single cadherin bond responds to
increasing tension. A physically intuitive description of unbinding kinetics was first proposed by

Bell (Bell 1978), which states that the average rate of unbinding, &, ,

is exponentially dependent
on the tensile force developed in the bond. This model characterizes the behavior of slip bonds; a
family of biological bonds whose lifetime shortens with the application of tensile force.
Alternatively, catch bonds represent the behavior of a group of biological bonds whose lifetime
shows a biphasic dependence on applied mechanical tension and may become longer lived when
subjected to mechanical tension (Zhu et al. 2005). The force-enhanced adhesion of catch bonds
has been identified in several key cellular bonds (Marshall et al. 2003; Sarangapani et al. 2004;
Truong and Danen 2009). Recently, the molecular mechanism of cadherin catch bond formation
is demonstrated (Manibog et al. 2014; Rakshit et al. 2012). Accordingly, cadherins can form
catch bonds in their x-dimer adhesion state. At this configuration, the application of mechanical
force leads to formation of de novo hydrogen bonds that tighten the contact between the x-
dimers.

It has been suggested that the establishment of catch bonds may regulate the
mechanotransduction at cell adhesion sites (Schwarz 2013). Novikova and Storm (Novikova and
Storm 2013) has presented an analytical assessment of the effect of catch bond formation
between ligands and receptors on the behavior of FAs . Their results show that the clusters of

catch bonds provide stronger adhesion to the extracellular matrix compared to the slip bonds. In

the present work, we will extend their approach and conduct a comparative study between the



force-dependent behavior of slip and catch bonds at an isolated adhesion site between two cells.
To this end, we use a deterministic approach based on the classical Bell-Dembo-Bongard model
for the adhesion at biological interfaces (Bell et al. 1984). Within this thermodynamic
framework, membrane adhesion is mediated by the interplay between specific adhesions, generic
interfacial repulsion, and the mixing entropy. We use this thermodynamic model to analyze the

effect of pulling force on the population of bonds in a cluster and the size of the adhesion site.

Adhesion Model
Figure 1 schematically shows an adhesion site formed by a cluster of bonds between two similar

cells with membrane areas of A, and A,. The flexible cell membranes are conjugated via N,
specific bonds spread out over an adhesion site with area of A,. The initial number of laterally
mobile receptors on the membranes is assumed to be N, and N, , respectively. The short-range

adhesive interaction between the homotypic receptors is opposed by the inter-membrane
repulsion, induced by thermal fluctuation, dipole interactions, or steric repulsion. In the
deterministic approach presented here, the repulsion is due to the steric repulsion imposed by a
squeezed layer of glycocalyx covering the cell membranes. Membranes have a finite bending
rigidity K and are subjected to membrane tension o. The adhesion complex formed by the
cluster of receptor-receptor bonds is assumed to survive long enough to mature into a junction
after association with the scaffolding/adaptor proteins and actin microfilaments. The matured
cluster is subjected to the pulling force F', due to motor activity of myosins.

The plaque proteins accumulate at the cytoplasmic side of the junction and are assumed to
transmit the actomyosin generated force to the bonds. These bonds are modeled as simple

harmonic springs with stiffness k, and their rest and deformed lengths are represented by [,



and [, , respectively. The elastic membrane locally deforms around the established bonds to

conform to the disjoining pressure induced by the inter-membrane repulsion. Here, we

characterize the gap between the membrane profiles by u(r) where r=(x,y) indicates the

position vector on an arbitrary plane perpendicular to the bonds.

Various theoretical models are introduced to capture the catch-to-slip transition of biological
bonds (Prezhdo and Pereverzev 2009; Sokurenko et al. 2008; Zhu et al. 2005). Here, we use the
so-called two-pathway model to conceptualize the kinetics of bond dissociation (Pereverzev et al.
2005). This model has been fitted quantitatively to a number of experimental catch-bond data
and provided useful analytical results. Within the framework of this model, bonds reside in a
single stable state but may depart the energy well via two alternative pathways with different
energy barriers. Figure 2 schematically shows the potential energy profile of a bond initially

residing in state x,, the equilibrium distance between the receptors. The slip and catch energy
barriers correspond to the separation distance x, and x_, respectively. In the absence of force,

the slip pathway involves higher energy barrier compared to that of the catch state and thus, there
is a higher probability to escape the potential well via the catch pathway. Development of force

f, in the bond changes the energy landscape with different effects on bond configuration in the

slip and catch states. In the slip state, force pulls the receptors away and decreases the energy
barrier whereas in the catch state it pushes them in and increases the energy barrier. With
increasing the force, taking the catch pathway becomes more costly and bonds are compelled to
slip. The rate constant of transition from a bound to a free state is taken to be the superimposition

of Kramer’s type unbinding rates through slip and catch pathways. That is

koﬁ(fb)=k‘vexp[i”—is}kcexp[_kfb—?]. (1)
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and k, and k_represent the force-independent rates of slip and

catch unbinding, respectively. Perverzev et al. (Pereverzev et al. 2005) evaluated the average

lifetime of a bond during the catch to slip transition. Assuming that unbinding is a Poisson

process, its probability density at time ¢ can be represented by p(7) =k, exp[—koﬁt]. Thus, the

mean lifetime of a bond subjected to force f, follows

v(f)= [t =k (f). @

Eq. (2) has four parameters that can be obtained by fitting to the experimental data. Here for

simplicity, we set the activation lengths 6, and . equal and represent them with a single length
scale 6 (Novikova and Storm 2013; Sun et al. 2012). Since bonds are taken to be linear springs,

we further assume that § =1, — I, = f, / k, . The binding kinetics of receptors can be represented as

ANy (Noyg (MmN |[No=N, | (3)
dt\ A, T\a, ) " A A,

The 2D binding rate k,, is assumed to change with 6 as (Sun et al. 2009)

k, =k exp [—62 /8] ], 4)

on

where k), is a binding coefficient and §,, is a characteristic binding length.

The dominant mechanism for the growth of cell adhesion sites depends on the relative magnitude
of the diffusion time of free receptors and the characteristic reaction time between receptors
(Boulbitch et al. 2001). If the diffusion time far exceeds the time required for reaction, the
association between the membranes is controlled by the flux of the receptor into the adhesion
site. On the other extreme, if the reaction time is relatively long, the binding is reaction

dominated and the diffusion plays a negligible role. The theory presented here is restricted to the



case in which the diffusion of receptors and cytoplasmic plaque proteins happens on a timescale
much faster than the characteristic time of receptor binding (Dembo et al. 1988; Olberding et al.
2010). This assumption, although restrictive, greatly simplifies the mathematical framework of
our model. One important implication of this assumption is that it guaranties the balance of
lateral osmotic pressure induced by the clustered bonds and the energy penalty to overcome the
repulsion, as discussed later.

The total Gibbs free energy of the system, G

o » 18 comprised from different contributions

G, (A,:N,.0,)=U+G,+G,+G, -W+G,,, . (5)
Here U is the adhesion energy, G, is the stored energy in the stretched bonds, G, is the elastic
energy stored in the flexible membrane, G, is the repulsive inter-membrane potential (e.g.,
induced by the compressed glycocalyx), and W is the mechanical work done by the pulling

force F. Additionally, G

 represents the configurational contributions in free energy, defined

as

G, =-TS, 6)

where T is the temperature and S shows the mixing entropy.

The total binding energy depends on E,, the enthalpy gain associated with the binding of a pair
of receptors, and the number of bonds; i.e., U =U (N b,Eb) . The stored energy in stretched bonds

can be presented by

1 2
Gb=52kb(ui_lbo) 5 (7)



where u, =u(r;.) shows the gap distance at r;, the position vector of the i” bond. The inter-
membrane repulsive interaction is taken to be a simple harmonic potential with strength k,

placed at u, (Schmidt et al. 2012)

, |1 2
G, = dr{zkg(ug—u(r)) } (8)

A
G, in Eq. (5) represents the elastic energy of the flexible membrane represented by the energy

functional (Schmidt et al. 2012)

G, - dzr{g(vzu(r))z +%(Vu(r))2}. 9)

Ay
The actomyosin force F' contributes to the extension of the elastic bonds and the mechanical

work by

Iy
W=| Fdi,, (10)

lbO
assuming that the pulling force is evenly distributed among bonds and all bonds are equally

deformed (i.e., u, =1/,). The free receptors may conjugate with other receptors and the resulting

bonds adjust their position in the adhesion site in response to the pulling traction. The entropy

N,
A—blw”. (11)

Note that here the area occupied by each receptor embedded in the membrane is approximated

cost of bond accumulation can be represented by

Nl_Nb NZ_Nb

150]+Nbln

S=—k3{(N1—Nb)ln[ 1,30]+(N2-Nb)1n[

1 2

by L.
Minimization of free energy with respect to u leads to the following Euler-Lagrange equation

for the gap distance between the membrane profiles in equilibrium

10



1

K V'u(r) - o Vou(r)+k, (ur)-u, )+ (k, (u(r) - 1,,) - F/N,)8(r- 1) =0, (12)

where V* is the Laplacian operator. Assuming that bonds are stretched equally, this equation
can be solved subjected to the boundary conditions of
u(r)=1, ,and Vu(r)=0, (13)

The solution to Eq. (12) is

u(r)=ug+CEb(K0[B+ r—rf]-K,[B |r-x[]) . (14)

where K| is the modified Bessel function of the second kind,

B =\/O’i1/0 —4Kkg (15)

2K ’

C=y s . (16)

i=1
After partial integration of Eq. (12), we can derive the condition for mechanical equilibrium and

find the tension developed at each stretched bond as

f,,=k,,(l,,—l,,0)=NL( ) dzr{kg(ug—u)}+F). (17)

b
Further, the combination of repulsive potential and the stored elastic energy in the membrane can
be simplified as (Appendix A)

kN, (u, -1, (312 _ 312)
G=G,+G, = . B (18)

CAC A

i=1

11



In the limit of high density of accumulated bonds, the 2D bond distribution is approximated by a
hexagonal-lattice. We made this assumption primarily to simplify the calculation of stored
energy function of deformed membranes. However, the formation of high density and ordered
distributions of cadherin bonds have been recently confirmed in AJs (Strale et al. 2015; Wu et al.
2015). Under this condition, the contribution of membrane elastic energy is screened and Eq.

(18) can be estimated by the following simple expression (Appendix A)

1 2
G=5Abkg(ug—lb) , for B,A<<l1, (19)

where A =./A, /N, is the average distance between the bonds. Henceforth, we shall use this

approximation for our calculations (see Results and Discussions).

Inside the adhesion site, bonds are constantly formed and broken due to their finite lifetime and
in response to the cytoskeletal traction. This is inherently a non-equilibrium process, as shown by
Eq. (3). Additionally, the arrangement of established bonds at cell-cell junctions is dynamic and
changes with time. The dynamics and mobility of cadherin bonds inside mature Als are
measured by photobleaching and photoactivation techniques (Daneshjou et al. 2015; Hoffman
and Yap 2015; Yamada et al. 2005) and the results point to continuous rearrangement of
cadherin linkages within AJs. The growth of adhesion sites is controlled by the difference
between the lateral osmotic pressure induced by the bonds and the compressive pressure of inter-

membrane repulsion. The generated lateral pressure can be expressed as (Appendix A)
! : 20
H=—5kg(ug—lb) , (20)

When the total free energy is minimized (i.e., dG,

tot

/A, =0), the repulsive pressure induced by

compressed glycocalyx balances the osmotic pressure of bonds

12



Nk, T
Ab

1 2
=§kg(ug—lb) : (21)

When the system is out of equilibrium, A, and N, will spontaneously change until the state of
minimum free energy is reached. If N, is kept constant, IT acts as a self-assembly pressure to
reduce A, by pushing bonds closer to each other. This is an example of repulsion-induced
aggregation, first noted by Bruinsma et al. (Bruinsma et al. 1994). If N, decreases, the adhesion
area will shrink, leading to membrane dewetting. An increase in N,, however, gives rise to a

larger adhesion area and growth of the cluster. In the present work, the diffusion of receptors and
the transport of bonds are assumed to happen quickly enough so that the balance Eq. (21) is
satisfied at any instant of time. Finally, it is safe to assume that the total of tensile forces

developed in the stretched bonds balances the pulling force and the inter-membrane repulsion
F+ Ak, (u,=1,)= Nk, (I, - 1), (22)

which is equivalent to G, /dl, =0 .

Results and Discussions

Table 1 shows the non-dimensional forms of the parameters. The values of the model parameters
used in this study are listed in Table 2. The stiffness of the cadherin bonds has been studied using
different experimental measurements and computational simulations (Baumgartner et al. 2000;
Perret et al. 2004; Sivasankar et al. 2001; Sotomayor and Schulten 2008). The results greatly
differ for different members of the cadherin family and strongly depend on the Ca**
concentration. Here, the bond stiffness is assumed to vary between 2-4 pN/nm, consistent with
the reported values for E-cadherin using single molecular force spectroscopy (Bajpai et al. 2009).

The lifetimes of cadherin bonds reported in the literature vary in a significantly wide range

13



(Leckband and Sivasankar 2012). Here, we used Eq. (1) to present the unbinding rate of catch-

slip bonds with k, =0.15 s and k, =10 s™'. For slip bonds, the unbinding rate is estimated by

K, (f,)=k, exp[f—fﬁ

} with k, =0.8 s™'. The resulting lifetimes are shown by Figure 3. These
B

input parameters are chosen to yield lifetimes qualitatively similar to the experimental results of
Manibog et al. (Manibog et al. 2014) and at the same time keep the computational time of our
simulations relatively small.

At the first step, we find the equilibrium configuration of a junction subjected to a fixed pulling
force. The equilibrium solution of state equations (3), (21) and (22) for a given pulling force
leads to one stable local minimum for the free energy and one unstable saddle point. Figure 4
shows some representative examples of bond arrangement in the cluster and the gap profile

between the membranes. For our calculations, we assumed that bonds are densely packed

(B.A<<1) and used the asymptotic expression (19) to evaluate G, the summation of store

elastic energy in the deformed membrane and the squeezed glycocalyx. Figure 5 shows the
variation of G with the bond length at a stable configuration. The results are compared with
those obtained from the series expansion (18). Evidently, the series is rapidly convergent and can
be safely replaced by the asymptotic solution with a negligible error.

The stable and unstable branches of the equilibrium solutions are shown in Figure 6 and 7,
considering bonds with different rigidities. The pulling force tends to separate the membranes
and will eventually lead to disassembly of the junction. The disassembly happens at a finite
adhesion area between the membranes and is due to a saddle point bifurcation at a critical force,
where the stable and unstable branches converge. We performed a comparative bifurcation

analysis of the behavior of slip and catch bonds at the junctions, as shown by the figures. The
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gap distance between the membranes grows larger as the pulling force increases and stretches the
bonds. The most striking difference between the behavior of slip and catch bonds appears by

comparing the variation of N, with F'. While the number of slip bonds is a decreasing function

of the pulling force, the population of catch bonds grows with the force before junctional
instability. As previously noted (Novikova and Storm 2013; Schwarz 2013), this is the
characteristic behavior of catch bonds subjected to a shared force. Increasing the force makes the
catch bonds longer-lived and allows the cluster to retain a larger number of bonds.

Another interesting observation is the strong and positive correlation between the pulling force

and A,, the size of the adhesion site, when dissociation takes place by the catch-slip transition.
While slip transition leads to only a small increase in A,, catch bonds appear to act as force

transducer leading to the enlargement of the cluster. Qualitatively, this is similar to the results of
Liu et al. (Liu et al. 2010) who demonstrated strong correlation between the tugging force and
the size of AJs of endothelial cells. Force-induced enlargement of the adhesion area is more

pronounced at lower k, values. The growth of adhesion sites with force predicted by our model

is a purely thermodynamic response and is a result of the balance between the lateral osmotic
pressure of accumulated bonds and the energy penalty to overcome the repulsion. The inter-
membrane repulsion is alleviated by increasing the pulling force and the separation of
membranes. This pressure drop is compensated by increasing the adhesion area and reduction of
osmotic pressure. It should be noted that increasing the number of bonds does not results in a
higher bond density at the junction. Instead, the areal densities of both slip and catch bonds

slightly decay at higher pulling forces. The correlation between the force and N, (and A,)
depends on k, and becomes stronger as the unbinding via catch pathway is expedited (Figure 8).

In obtaining the results presented here, we assumed that the activation length 6 in the two-

15



pathway model is force-dependent and equal with §=1, -1, = f, / k,, as proposed by Sun et al.

2012. Alternatively, it can be argued that the length scale § is a characteristic property of the
bond and its value is independent from the pathway in the phase space. While this could be a
valid argument, implementing a force-independent activation length for the bonds does not
qualitatively change our results.

In the second part of our numerical study, we consider the kinetics of the force-dependent
configuration of a junction. The puling force is assumed to be a simple smooth function of time

as (see the inset of Figure 9(a))

F;m" ?Slos
F(7)=1 Eni+g”(l—cos[ﬁ(f—ms)]), 9%10° =7 210" . (23)
F, +F,, 729x10°

The equilibrium configuration of the junction, in absence of an external force, is taken as the

initial condition for the kinetic Eq. (3). To ensure that the cluster’s structure evolves along the

stable branch of solutions, a small pulling force (F, . =100) is applied to the junction in a period

ini

of time during which the solutions fluctuates between the branches but eventually stabilizes.

Thereafter, the pulling force is slowly and gradually increased until it reaches F,, + F

. and stays
constant. Figures 9 and 10 show the variation of state parameters with time for three different

The highest value of F

ult

values of F, is chosen to be equal to the critical force at the saddle

-
point bifurcation. As expected, all results become unstable at this force.

The population of slip bonds decreases with time and reaches a constant value, following a trend
opposite to that of the applied pulling force. When the ultimate force is comparable with the

critical force at the saddle point, the cluster becomes unstable and number of bonds rapidly

16



drops. Conversely, the number of the catch bonds raises with the force, concurrent with
increasing their lifetime (Figure 11). Similarly, the adhesion area of the catch bond clusters
strongly correlates with force and the cluster grows in size as the pulling force increases with
time. The size of adhesion cluster made by slip bonds, however, follows a different trend. It
slightly increases initially and then decays with stronger pulling forces.

A major assumption behind the presented theory is that the growth of adhesion cluster is
reaction-dominated. The transport of free receptors is assumed to happen sufficiently fast so that
the population of newly formed bonds is determined by Eq. (3) and is not restricted by the supply

of free receptors by diffusion. This can be better understood by looking at the variation of G,
with N, , as shown by Figure 12. The changes in mixing entropy of clusters made by slip and

catch bonds follow opposite trends as the junction evolves with time. The primary effect of
pulling force is to contribute to mechanical work. In the case of slip bonds, this is followed by
the reduction of surviving bonds, determined by Eq. (3), and a net enthalpy loss. The rising
number of free bonds leads to an increase in mixing entropy. In the case of catch bonds, the
mechanical works is accompanied by an enthalpy gain as more receptors contribute in binding
process. Since the adhesion is reaction-controlled, the consumption of free receptors does not
lead to a non-uniform distribution of free receptors near the edge of junction, as shown in
diffusion-dominated cases (Shenoy and Freund 2005). Thus, the application of force downgrades

the effect of mixing entropy before the emergence of saddle node bifurcation.

Concluding Remarks
In this paper we used a physical model to study the intercellular junctions subjected to an
external pulling force. The study is relevant to the cluster of cadherin bonds at AJs subjected to a

pulling force. The model is an extension of the classical Bell-Dembo-Bongard model and based

17



on multiple simplifying assumptions. Probably the most tenuous assumption here is the lack of
any sensory function for the myriad of the cytoskeletal plaque proteins. Instead, they are
assumed to simply link the receptors to the cytoskeleton. The model further assumes that the
diffusion of receptors happens sufficiently fast and the lateral osmotic pressure of accumulated
bonds and the inter-membrane repulsion always remain in balance. The model is comprised from
two elastic membranes with specific interactions, mediated by mobile receptors, and a simple
repulsive potential. The localized pulling force at the junction modifies the free energy landscape
of the junction as a thermodynamic system. We studied the equilibrium and kinetic
configurations of the junction considering the slip or catch behavior for the clustered bonds. The
clusters of catch bonds specifically showed some characteristics of cell mechanotransduction
where the population of bonds and the adhesion area of junction grew spontaneously in response
to the pulling traction.

Obviously, the proposed minimal model does not do the justice to the rich and complex
repertoire of molecular structure at cellular junctions and does not capture many subtleties of the
structure of AJs. For example, it does not include the contribution of the signaling proteins in the
regulation of the cytoskeletal contraction nor does it represent the hierarchical structure of Als.
Cadherin organization in AlJs is suggested to be hierarchical and vary over different length
scales. AJs are formed by assembly of multiple micro-clusters, each of which contains smaller
and more densely packed cluster of cadherin bonds (Yap et al. 2015). Our model represents the
structural evolution of a single cadherin cluster and does not account for such hierarchy in
structure. Direct comparison with experimental results such as those presented by Liu et al. (Liu

et al. 2010) requires a more comprehensive model of AJ structure at different scales.
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Cell mechanotransduction at cell-cell junctions is generally attributed to the putative sensory
function of binding partner of vinculin such as a-catenin in the bundle of plaque proteins (Barry
et al. 2014; Yonemura et al. 2010). Our physical model, on the other hand, proposes an entirely
different scenario based on the catch-to-slip transition of cadherin bonds during dissociation. Our
results show the pulling force transmitted at a cellular junction directly affects the accumulation
of catch bonds formed by the homotypic receptors and leads to the enlargement of cluster. In this
thermodynamic framework, the enlargement and apparent stiffening of adhesion sites are results
of a thermodynamic process to achieve the state of minimum free energy, independent from any
regulatory function of other molecular sensors as postulated in the other models. These
thermodynamic contributions can be considered as a precursor for mechanotransduction at cell-
cell junctions. At some point, they will be coupled with the biochemical machinery of the cell
and become part of the signal transduction pathway.

These results encourage us to think of mechanotransduction as a general thermodynamic process,
favored by establishment of catch bonds, and not necessarily specific to cadherin-mediated AJs
of epithelial tissue cells. Different types of cell-cell junctions with entirely different molecular
repertoire may feature the hallmarks of mechanotransduction that can be explained by the
proposed model. For example, it is known that the structure of desmosomes in epidermal
keratinocytes depends on the mechanical stimulations (Reichelt 2007; Russell et al. 2004; Takei
et al. 1998; Yano et al. 2004). It is still unclear whether desmogleins or desmocollins can form
catch bonds. But if catch bonds are present, our model suggests that the pulling traction exerted
by the intermediate filaments could mediate the mechanotransduction and lead to spontaneous

accumulation of desmogleins and desmocollins and enlargement of desmosomes.

19



Acknowledgments

The authors are indebted to anonymous reviewers for their insightful comments.

20



Appendix A

The summation of elastic energy of the membrane and the repulsive potential is
G=G,+G, = de { (Vu(r)) + 2 (Vu(r) }+ : de (wrr-u)}. (A1)

Using partial integration along with the equilibrium Eq. (17), we find

G=%g(ug—lb) [ d&r {u, - u(r)}. (A2)

Substitution of the membrane profiles, given by Eq. (14), into (A2) yields

G = (I —u,)Ck th dr{z

r—i;|]—rKo[B_|r—r;|]) . (A3)

Ny
Using fo dr{ErKO[B+|r—ri|]}= (113\7,7)2 ,

i=1 *

Nya(u,-1,) k, (312—312)

(K. [B.Jell- K, [B.e])

(K [5.

i=1

G = (A4)

<<1, corresponding to the dense clustering, the denominator of Eq. (A4) can

be approximated by an integral as

N,
* 2w
ZKO(BJI.)zZJrfO dzzKO(z)LBi)= (ABt)z . (AS)

Substitution of (A5) into (A4) yields
! Ak 1) A6
G == Ak (u =1,)". (A6)

This energy provides a lateral self-assembly pressure of I1= _9G _ _Ek (u, -1).

b

21



References

A. Pierres AMB, P. Bongrand (2000) Cell-Cell Interactions. In: A. Baszkin WN (ed) Physical
Chemistry of Biological Interfaces. Marcel Dekker, pp 459-522

Bajpai S, Feng YF, Krishnamurthy R, Longmore GD, Wirtz D (2009) Loss of alpha-Catenin
Decreases the Strength of Single E-cadherin Bonds between Human Cancer Cells J Biol
Chem 284:18252-18259 doi:10.1074/jbc.M109.000661

Barry AK, Tabdili H, Muhamed I, Wu J, Shashikanth N, Gomez GA, Yap AS, Gottardi CJ, de
Rooij J, Wang N, Leckband DE (2014) alpha-Catenin cytomechanics - role in cadherin-
dependent adhesion and mechanotransduction Journal of cell science 127:1779-1791
doi:10.1242/jcs.139014

Baum B, Georgiou M (2011) Dynamics of adherens junctions in epithelial establishment,
maintenance, and remodeling The Journal of cell biology 192:907-917
doi:10.1083/jcb.201009141

Baumgartner W, Hinterdorfer P, Ness W, Raab A, Vestweber D, Schindler H, Drenckhahn D
(2000) Cadherin interaction probed by atomic force microscopy Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 97:4005-4010 doi:Doi
10.1073/Pnas.070052697

Bell GI (1978) Models for the specific adhesion of cells to cells Science 200:618-627

Bell GI, Dembo M, Bongrand P (1984) CELL-ADHESION - COMPETITION BETWEEN
NONSPECIFIC REPULSION AND SPECIFIC BONDING Biophysical Journal
45:1051-1064

Boulbitch A, Guttenberg Z, Sackmann E (2001) Kinetics of membrane adhesion mediated by
ligand-receptor interaction studied with a biomimetic system Biophysical Journal
81:2743-2751

Bruinsma R, Goulian M, Pincus P (1994) SELF-ASSEMBLY OF MEMBRANE JUNCTIONS
Biophysical Journal 67:746-750

Chen CS, Tan J, Tien J (2004) Mechanotransduction at cell-matrix and cell-cell contacts Annual
Review of Biomedical Engineering 6:275-302
doi:10.1146/annurev.bioeng.6.040803.140040

Daneshjou N, Sieracki N, Amerongen GPV, Conway DE, Schwartz MA, Komarova YA, Malik
AB (2015) Racl functions as a reversible tension modulator to stabilize VE-cadherin
trans-interaction (vol 208, pg 23, 2015) Journal of Cell Biology 209:181-181

Dejana E (2004) Endothelial cell-cell junctions: happy together Nature reviews Molecular cell
biology 5:261-270 doi:10.1038/nrm1357

Dembo M, Torney DC, Saxman K, Hammer D (1988) The reaction-limited kinetics of
membrane-to-surface adhesion and detachment Proc R Soc Lond B Biol Sci 234:55-83

Derycke LDM, Bracke ME (2004) N-cadherin in the spotlight of cell-cell adhesion,
differentiation, embryogenesis, invasion and signalling International Journal of
Developmental Biology 48:463-476 doi:10.1387/ijdb.0417931d

Eyckmans J, Boudou T, Yu X, Chen CS (2011) A hitchhiker's guide to mechanobiology
Developmental cell 21:35-47 doi:10.1016/j.devcel.2011.06.015

Harris TJ, Tepass U (2010) Adherens junctions: from molecules to morphogenesis Nature
reviews Molecular cell biology 11:502-514 d0i:10.1038/nrm2927

Hoelzle MK, Svitkina T (2012) The cytoskeletal mechanisms of cell-cell junction formation in
endothelial cells Molecular biology of the cell 23:310-323 do0i:10.1091/mbc.E11-08-0719

22



Hoffman BD, Yap AS (2015) Towards a Dynamic Understanding of Cadherin-Based
Mechanobiology Trends in cell biology 25:803-814 do0i:10.1016/j.tcb.2015.09.008

le Duc Q, Shi Q, Blonk I, Sonnenberg A, Wang N, Leckband D, de Rooij J (2010) Vinculin
potentiates E-cadherin mechanosensing and is recruited to actin-anchored sites within
adherens junctions in a myosin II-dependent manner The Journal of cell biology
189:1107-1115 doi:10.1083/jcb.201001149

Leckband D, Sivasankar S (2012) Biophysics of cadherin adhesion Sub-cellular biochemistry
60:63-88 doi:10.1007/978-94-007-4186-7 4

Lieber AD, Yehudai-Resheff S, Barnhart EL, Theriot JA, Keren K (2013) Membrane Tension in
Rapidly Moving Cells Is Determined by Cytoskeletal Forces Current Biology 23:1409-
1417 doi:10.1016/j.cub.2013.05.063

Liu Z, Tan JL, Cohen DM, Yang MT, Sniadecki NJ, Ruiz SA, Nelson CM, Chen CS (2010)
Mechanical tugging force regulates the size of cell-cell junctions Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 107:9944-9949
doi:10.1073/pnas.0914547107

Manibog K, Li H, Rakshit S, Sivasankar S (2014) Resolving the molecular mechanism of
cadherin catch bond formation Nat Commun 5:3941 doi:10.1038/ncomms4941

Marshall BT, Long M, Piper JW, Yago T, McEver RP, Zhu C (2003) Direct observation of catch
bonds involving cell-adhesion molecules Nature 423:190-193 doi:10.1038/nature01605

Nagafuchi A (2001) Molecular architecture of adherens junctions Current opinion in cell biology
13:600-603

Novikova EA, Storm C (2013) Contractile fibers and catch-bond clusters: a biological force
sensor? Biophysical journal 105:1336-1345 doi:10.1016/j.bpj.2013.07.039

Olberding JE, Thouless MD, Arruda EM, Garikipati K (2010) The non-equilibrium
thermodynamics and kinetics of focal adhesion dynamics PLoS One 5:¢12043
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0012043

Pereverzev YV, Prezhdo OV, Forero M, Sokurenko EV, Thomas WE (2005) The two-pathway
model for the catch-slip transition in biological adhesion Biophysical journal 89:1446-
1454 doi:10.1529/biophysj.105.062158

Perret E, Leung A, Feracci H, Evans E (2004) Trans-bonded pairs of E-cadherin exhibit a
remarkable hierarchy of mechanical strengths Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences of the United States of America 101:16472-16477
doi:10.1073/pnas.0402085101

Prezhdo OV, Pereverzev YV (2009) Theoretical Aspects of the Biological Catch Bond Accounts
of Chemical Research 42:693-703 doi:10.1021/ar800202z

Rakshit S, Zhang Y, Manibog K, Shafraz O, Sivasankar S (2012) Ideal, catch, and slip bonds in
cadherin adhesion Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States
of America 109:18815-18820 doi:10.1073/pnas.1208349109

Reichelt J (2007) Mechanotransduction of keratinocytes in culture and in the epidermis European
Journal of Cell Biology 86:807-816 d0i:10.1016/j.ejcb.2007.06.004

Russell D, Andrews PD, James J, Lane EB (2004) Mechanical stress induces profound
remodelling of keraitin filaments and cell junctions in epidermolysis bullosa simplex
keratinocytes Journal of cell science 117:5233-5243 doi:10.1242/jcs.01407

Sarangapani KK, Yago T, Klopocki AG, Lawrence MB, Fieger CB, Rosen SD, McEver RP, Zhu
C (2004) Low force decelerates L-selectin dissociation from P-selectin glycoprotein
ligand-1 and endoglycan J Biol Chem 279:2291-2298 doi:10.1074/jbc.M310396200

23



Schmidt D, Bihr T, Seifert U, Smith AS (2012) Coexistence of dilute and densely packed
domains of ligand-receptor bonds in membrane adhesion Epl 99 doi:10.1209/0295-
5075/99/38003

Schwartz MA, DeSimone DW (2008) Cell adhesion receptors in mechanotransduction Current
opinion in cell biology 20:551-556 d0i:10.1016/j.ceb.2008.05.005

Schwarz US (2013) Catch Me Because You Can: A Mathematical Model for Mechanosensing
(vol 105, pg 1287, 2013) Biophysical Journal 105:1934-1934
doi:10.1016/j.bpj.2013.09.017

Shenoy VB, Freund LB (2005) Growth and shape stability of a biological membrane adhesion
complex in the diffusion-mediated regime Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences of the United States of America 102:3213-3218 doi:10.1073/pnas.0500368102

Sivasankar S, Gumbiner B, Leckband D (2001) Direct measurements of multiple adhesive
alignments and unbinding trajectories between cadherin extracellular domains
Biophysical Journal 80:1758-1768

Sokurenko EV, Vogel V, Thomas WE (2008) Catch-Bond Mechanism of Force-Enhanced
Adhesion: Counterintuitive, Elusive, but ... Widespread? Cell Host & Microbe 4:314-323
doi:10.1016/j.chom.2008.09.005

Sotomayor M, Schulten K (2008) The allosteric role of the Ca(2+) switch in adhesion and
elasticity of C-cadherin Biophysical Journal 94:4621-4633
doi:10.1529/biophysj.107.125591

Strale PO, Duchesne L, Peyret G, Montel L, Nguyen T, Png E, Tampe R, Troyanovsky S, Henon
S, Ladoux B, Mege RM (2015) The formation of ordered nanoclusters controls cadherin
anchoring to actin and cell-cell contact fluidity Journal of Cell Biology 210:333-346
doi:10.1083/jcb.201410111

Sun L, Cheng QH, Gao HJ, Zhang YW (2009) Computational modeling for cell spreading on a
substrate mediated by specific interactions, long-range recruiting interactions, and
diffusion of binders Physical Review E 79 doi:10.1103/PhysRevE.79.061907

Sun L, Cheng QH, Gao HJ, Zhang YW (2012) Effect of loading conditions on the dissociation
behaviour of catch bond clusters Journal of the Royal Society Interface 9:928-937
doi:10.1098/rsif.2011.0553

Takei T, Kito H, Du W, Mills I, Sumpio BE (1998) Induction of interleukin (IL)-1 alpha and
beta gene expression in human keratinocytes exposed to repetitive strain: Their role in
strain-induced keratinocyte proliferation and morphological change Journal of Cellular
Biochemistry 69:95-103

Truong H, Danen EH (2009) Integrin switching modulates adhesion dynamics and cell migration
Cell Adh Migr 3:179-181

Vasioukhin V, Fuchs E (2001) Actin dynamics and cell-cell adhesion in epithelia Current
opinion in cell biology 13:76-84

Vogel V, Sheetz M (2006) Local force and geometry sensing regulate cell functions Nature
reviews Molecular cell biology 7:265-275 doi:10.1038/nrm1890

Wiesinger A, Peters W, Chappell D, Kentrup D, Reuter S, Pavenstaedt H, Oberleithner H,
Kuempers P (2013) Nanomechanics of the Endothelial Glycocalyx in Experimental
Sepsis Plos One 8 doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0080905

Wu Y, Kanchanawong P, Zaidel-Bar R (2015) Actin-Delimited Adhesion-Independent
Clustering of E-Cadherin Forms the Nanoscale Building Blocks of Adherens Junctions
Developmental cell 32:139-154 doi:10.1016/j.devcel.2014.12.003

24



Yamada S, Pokutta S, Drees F, Weis WI, Nelson WJ (2005) Deconstructing the cadherin-
catenin-actin complex Cell 123:889-901 doi:10.1016/j.cell.2005.09.020

Yano S, Komine M, Fujimoto M, Okochi H, Tamaki K (2004) Mechanical stretching in vitro
regulates signal transduction pathways and cellular proliferation in human epidermal
keratinocytes Journal of Investigative Dermatology 122:783-790 doi:10.1111/.0022-
202X.2004.22328.x

Yap AS, Bricher WM, Gumbiner BM (1997) Molecular and functional analysis of cadherin-
based adherens junctions Annual review of cell and developmental biology 13:119-146
doi:10.1146/annurev.cellbio.13.1.119

Yap AS, Gomez GA, Parton RG (2015) Adherens Junctions Revisualized: Organizing Cadherins
as Nanoassemblies Developmental cell 35:12-20 doi:10.1016/j.devcel.2015.09.012

Yonemura S, Wada Y, Watanabe T, Nagafuchi A, Shibata M (2010) alpha-Catenin as a tension
transducer that induces adherens junction development Nature Cell Biology 12:533-U535
doi:10.1038/ncb2055

Zhu C, Lou J, McEver RP (2005) Catch bonds: physical models, structural bases, biological
function and rheological relevance Biorheology 42:443-462

Zuckerman DM, Bruinsma RF (1998) Vesicle-vesicle adhesion by mobile lock-and-key
molecules: Debye-Huckel theory and Monte Carlo simulation Physical Review E 57:964-
977 doi:10.1103/PhysRevE.57.964

25



Table 1.

Table 2.

Table Captions

List of non-dimensional parameters.

Values of model parameters.
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Figure 1.

Figure 2.

Figure 3.

Figure 4.

Figure 5.

Figure Captions

(a) Schematic presentation of a cluster of bonds between two cells, subjected to
pulling force F. (b) The flexible membranes are subjected to membrane tension
and inter-membrane repulsive potential (e.g., induced by glycocalyx). Adhesion is
mediated by the specific binding of receptors. The bonds are linear springs with

length [, and stiffness k, . The adhesion cluster is assumed to be circular in shape
with the area of A, (not shown in the figure).
The profile of potential energy in the two-pathway model (Prezhdo and
Pereverzev 2009). In the absence of force (solid line), bond resides in the
equilibrium state x,. It may escape the potential well via two pathways with
different energy barriers at x, and x_ , corresponding to the catch and slip states,
respectively. Development of mechanical force, f,, changes the energy landscape
and the energy barriers (dashed line).
The variation of lifetime of a single slip and catch bond with force (k, =100).
The arrangement of bonds and the gap distance between the membranes at
F =58000 for junctions formed by slip and catch bonds.

Examining the convergence of series expansion (18), plotted versus the bond
length, at a stable configuration and in the absence of a pulling force. Blue line
shows the results obtained by the asymptotic relation (19) in comparison with the
series expansion (18) represented by dashed red lines. The number of terms in the
series expansion is gradually increased considering more layers of bonds, as shown

in the inset.
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Figure 6.

Figure 7.

Figure 8.

Figure 9.

Variation of (a) [,, (b) A,, (c) N,, and (d) 7, with pulling force at a junction

formed by a cluster of slip bonds. Stable and unstable branches are shown by solid

and dashed lines, respectively.
Variation of (a) [,, (b) A,, (c) N,, and (d) 7, with pulling force at a junction
formed by a cluster of catch bonds. Stable and unstable branches are shown by

solid and dashed lines, respectively.

The effect of unbinding rate (via catch pathway) on the variation of (a) A, and
(b) N,. Stable and unstable branches are shown by solid and dashed lines,
respectively.

The variation of (a) ,, (b) A,, and (c) N, of a stable cluster of slip bonds with
time (k, =100). The inset on panel (a) shows the variation of the pulling force
with time, according to Eq. (23), with three different values of F,,, labeled as (1),
(2) , and (3). The largest value of F, is equal to the critical force at the saddle

point bifurcation.

Figure 10. The variation of (a) [,, (b) A, , and (c) N, of a cluster of catch bonds with time.

See the caption of Figure 7 for more explanation.

Figure 11. Variation of the lifetime of a single slip or catch bond with time (k, =100). The

pulling force follows Eq. (23) and F,, is set equal to the critical force at the saddle

point bifurcation.
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Figure 12. Variation of configurational components of free energy with the number of slip
and catch bonds in a junction (k, =100 ). The pulling force follows Eq. (23) and
F,

ult

is set equal to the critical force at the saddle point bifurcation.
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Table 1

Symbol Expression Definition
Z, L/l length of bond
_ i gap profile between
u Ul membranes
X,y X/, v/, position coordinates
Kb A, / l;o surface area of a junction
n, N,/A, density of bonds
l;b k2 [k, T stiffness of each bond
T k)t / L time
T k) / koﬁ‘lifo lifetime of each bond
= 2 unbinding rate via catch
kc kv lbO /kon pathway
F Fl,,/k,T total pulling force
J_C;, Jolyo/RsT force at each bond
= G/k.T stored energy in
G /s membrane and glycocalyx
~ configurational component
cfg GCfg/kBT & P

of free energy
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Table 2

Parameter Value Source
N, 10* (Bell et al. 1984)
Lo 10nm (Bell et al. 1984)
(Zuckerman and
% 30nm Bruinsma 1998)
d,, 10nm (Sun et al. 2012)
A, 10% um? Assumed
k 9 3 (Wiesinger et al.
s 10 pN /nm 2013)e
k, 2-4pN/nm (Bajpai et al. 2009)
o 0.2pN/nm (Lieber et al. 2013)
(Zuckerman and
K S0k, T Bruinsma 1998)
k) ~1um® /s (Sun et al. 2012)

¢ Their results are used to estimate the value of kg .
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