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Abstract. In the mammalian cochlea, hair bundles of the sensory outer and inner hair cells detect mechanical signals. A hair
bundle comprises a set of rod-like stereocilia that pivot around their insertion points in the hair-cell’s apex. Stereocilia are linked by
gating springs and connectors, also known as top or shaft connectors, side, lateral, or ankle links. Gating springs link neighboring
stereocilia of differing height, while connectors link all neighboring stereocilia. Sound-induced gating-spring oscillations open
and close mechanoelectrical transduction channels attached to the gating springs, causing oscillations in the hair cell’s receptor
current. In contrast to gating springs, connectors are not attached to channels and their functional role is unclear. To determine
how the specific properties of gating springs and connectors contribute to outer-hair-cell bundle function, we use a computational
model of an outer-hair-cell bundle, which accounts for nonlinear hair-bundle splaying at rest, nonlinear fluid forces on stereocilia,
and nonlinear channel gating. The model is validated by reproducing many experimental observations, including stereocilium
splaying at rest and hair-bundle stiffness decreases caused by breaking gating springs or connectors. We discuss how varying the
gating-spring and connector stiffnesses affects the receptor current in response to stimulation at the characteristic frequency of the
hair cell.

INTRODUCTION

In the auditory, vestibular, and lateral-line organs of vertebrates, hair bundles convert forces induced by sound, head
motion or position, and fluid into receptor currents [1]. A hair bundle comprises rows and columns of rod-like stere-
ocilia protruding from the hair-cell’s apex and increasing in height toward one edge of the bundle. In a column,
stereocilia of increasing height are linked by gating springs, which transmit forces that gate (open and close) mecha-
noelectrical transduction (MET) channels. Rows are formed by stereocilia of similar height, which are not linked by
gating springs. Deflection of a hair bundle toward its tallest row (row 1) causes its stereocilia to pivot, gating-spring
forces to increase, and MET channels to open. Gating springs comprise tip-links, made of the proteins protocad-
herin 15 (PCDH15) and cadherin 23 (CDH23), and other elastic elements in series with the MET channels [1, 2].
Stereocilia are also linked within rows and columns by connectors, which do not gate channels. It has been proposed
that connectors increase the coherence of stereociliary motions and decrease hair-bundle damping, but recent work in
outer-hair-cell (OHC) bundles show that connectors can decrease the uniformity of stereociliary motions and increase
hair-bundle damping, calling the role of OHC connectors into question [3, 4, 5]. Connectors comprise different el-
ements in different types of bundles and include top and shaft connectors, side, lateral, and ankle links [6, 7, 8, 9,
10].

The structure and function of hair bundles differ between species, between organs, and between different locations
within an organ, but we have a limited understanding of the relationship between a hair bundle’s structure and its
function [1]. Gating-spring and connector stiffnesses differ between different types of bundles and between different
locations within an organ, but we do not know how specific gating-spring or connector stiffnesses contribute to bundle
function in the mammalian cochlea [3, 11, 12, 13]. In addition, connector stiffness may differ between rows and
columns within the same bundle and we have no information about gating-spring or connector damping [12]. Here we
focus on the contribution of gating-spring and connector stiffness to OHC-bundle function in the mammalian cochlea.

The function of an OHC bundle is to convert sound-induced forces into receptor currents. OHC structure changes
from the cochlear base to apex: bundle stiffness decreases, stereocilium number decreases, stereocilium height in-
creases, pivot and gating-spring stiffness decrease, and gating-spring resting tension decreases [11, 14, 15, 16, 17].
OHC connectors comprise stereocilin, immunolabeling of which decreases in intensity from base to apex, suggest-
ing a decrease in connector stiffness and damping from base to apex [9]. Because OHC mechanics changes with
characteristic place along the cochlea, we study OHC bundles corresponding to a specific characteristic-frequency
(CF) region (4 kHz). Using a computational model, we determine the OHC bundle receptor current in response to
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FIGURE 1. (A) An OHC bundle column. Stereocilia of different rows have different heights, widths, and pivot spacing (black).
In response to a sound-induced stimulus force, stereocilia deflect around their pivots (blue) in the hair-cell apex. Stereocilia are
linked by connectors (red) and gating springs (green) that gate MET channels (brown circles) through which the receptor current
(brown dashed lines) flows. To help visualize the deflection, a deflection much larger than the physiological maximum (less than
a stereocilium’s radius) is shown. (B) In a bundle without gating-springs, the minimum gaps between neighboring stereocilia are
shown versus the connector stiffness. The minimum gap is along the undeflected connectors in panel A. The wild-type (WT)
connector stiffness is indicated by the vertical gray line. The length of a reforming gating spring composed of PCDH15-PCDH15
is indicated by the horizontal green line. (C) Fluid damping coefficients associated with changing stereocilium separations along
the connectors are shown versus the minimum gap between stereocilia. The WT values of the minimum gaps are indicated by
vertical gray lines.

oscillatory tectorial-membrane forces versus the stimulus frequency. To determine the contributions of gating-springs
and connectors, we vary the properties of these components and calculate the changes in the receptor current.

OUTER HAIR CELL BUNDLE MECHANICS

To demonstrate some of the consequences of varying gating-spring and connector stiffness, we use an OHC bundle
model consisting of a single column of stereocilia (Fig. 1A). Because the stereocilia pivot rather than bend, a single
connector between neighboring stereocilia is sufficient to capture the connector’s mechanical effects [18, 19, 20, 21].
Pivots, gating-springs, and connectors are viscoelastic elements. Fluid between neighboring stereocilia causes damp-
ing and couples the stereocilia [3, 22, 23]. We describe each MET channel using two-state kinetics [24]. Myosin
motors set the gating-spring resting tensions and the resting open probabilities [1, 11, 25, 26, 27]. We do not include
adaptation for three reasons [1, 26]. First, adaptation’s mechanism in OHCs remains a matter of debate [27, 28, 29].
Second, adaptation has a small effect on OHC-bundle mechanics [27, 29]. Third, by omitting adaptation, we distin-
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FIGURE 2. (A) The bundle’s stiffness is shown versus the gating-spring stiffness (dark blue). For comparison, the experimentally-
measured hair-bundle stiffness is shown as horizontal light-blue lines (mean (solid) ± standard deviation (dashed)) [11]. For a
single column, this stiffness is the measured bundle stiffness divided by the number of columns in the bundle. The WT gating-
spring stiffness (gray line) is chosen such that the model bundle’s stiffness matches that of experiments. (B) The normalized
receptor current is shown versus the stimulus frequency for the WT bundle (brown). Receptor currents for weakened (10% of the
WT values) gating-springs (green) or connectors (red) are also shown. A vertical gray line indicates the bundle’s CF.

guish its effect on the receptor current from the viscoelastic effects we discuss here. Based on prior measurements,
we expect adaptation to high-pass filter the receptor current with a corner frequency of about 600-800 Hz for a 4 kHz
CF OHC [30, 31, 32]. The tectorial membrane displaces the OHC bundle and the fluid around the bundle almost
simultaneously, thus there is little fluid damping caused by the surrounding fluid on an OHC in situ [33, 34]. We
stimulate the row 1 tip of the OHC bundle using sinusoidal tectorial-membrane forces. The receptor current is the
sum of the MET currents through each channel and is normalized to the maximum current for fully open channels.

Wild-type (WT) OHC bundle parameters correspond to the 4 kHz CF region in the rat and mouse. We determine
the stereocilium heights, widths, pivot spacings and resting gating-spring lengths from published electron and light
microscopy data [11, 35, 36]. We validate the model by reproducing many different experimental observations. For
example, by matching the bundle’s stiffness and damping to that of experimental measurements, we determine the
pivot, gating-spring, and connector stiffness and damping [4, 11]. We describe channel dynamics using a recent
estimate of the channel time constant and a gating swing such that the width of the receptor-current activation curve
matches experimental measurements [24, 29, 37]. By integrating analytical expressions for the damping between
separating and sliding cylinders, we calculate the fluid damping between stereocilia and validate these calculations by
comparing them with prior computational fluid dynamics results [3, 23, 38, 39].

RESULTS

The connectors and gating springs cause the stereocilia to lean toward each other at rest (gray stereocilia, Fig. 1A). The
leaning angles and the gaps between neighboring stereocilia depend nonlinearly on the link stiffnesses (e.g. Fig. 1B).
Noise breaks OHC tip links, the extracellular parts of gating springs, increasing the gaps between neighbors [2, 40,
41, 42]. In other words, noise causes stereocilia to splay in their resting state. Tip links can reform, first as 100-nm
PCDH15-PCDH15 filaments before they are replaced by PCDH15-CDH23 filaments [2, 43]. Without connectors,
however, the minimum gaps between neighboring stereocilia would be too large (> 200 nm) to allow the tip links
to reform. In our model, increasing the connector stiffness decreases the minimum gaps between neighbors, which
would allow the tip links to reform (Fig. 1B). As suggested previously, the WT connector stiffness is sufficiently large
to constrain the minimum gaps and limit stereocilium splaying at rest [9, 44].

Fluid damping between neighboring stereocilia depends nonlinearly on the gaps between the stereocilia [3, 22,
23]. In our model, the fluid damping coefficient associated with stereocilia separating decreases as the minimum gap
between stereocilia increases (Fig. 1C). Thus, decreasing the gating-spring or connector stiffness decreases the fluid
damping between neighbors. Because the row 2-3 gap exceeds that of row 1-2 and row 3 is shorter than row 2, the
row 2-3 damping coefficient is less than that of row 1-2.
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Owing to MET channel gating, hair-bundle stiffness depends nonlinearly on gating-spring stiffness (Fig. 2A). This
nonlinearity arises because hair-bundle stiffness depends on the gating-spring stiffness and the MET channel’s open
probability, which depends nonlinearly on the gating-spring stiffness [13, 24, 26, 45]. At all gating-spring stiffness val-
ues, MET channel opening decreases bundle stiffness, a phenomenon known as gating compliance [13, 45]. Although
bundle stiffness initially increases with gating-spring stiffness, gating compliance also increases with gating-spring
stiffness, causing bundle stiffness to eventually decrease with gating-spring stiffness. For the WT bundle, decreasing
gating-spring stiffness decreases bundle stiffness, in agreement with experimental observations [11].

Although the bundle displaces less in response to stimulus forces (bundle stiffness increases) as the gating-spring
stiffness increases, the CF receptor current in response to an oscillatory stimulus force increases markedly with gating-
spring stiffness (Fig. 2B). In contrast, the CF receptor current increases very little with increasing connector stiffness.
Because of bundle damping and MET channel kinetics, the receptor current decreases with increasing stimulus fre-
quency.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Although we model only a single column of an OHC bundle, we gain insight into three nonlinear contributions of
gating springs and connectors to OHC bundle function. First, connectors constrain the gaps between neighboring
stereocilia, allowing broken gating springs to reform. Second, gating-springs and connectors regulate the damping
between neighbors by constraining the gaps between them. Third, gating springs can increase or decrease bundle
stiffness, because they also regulate MET-channel gating. Additionally, we find that the receptor current is much
more sensitive to gating-spring than connector stiffness.

The increase in gaps between neighboring stereocilia with decreasing connector stiffness agrees with the increase in
splaying at rest seen in OHC mutants lacking connectors [4, 9, 10]. Connectors may also protect gating springs from
breaking in response to high stimulus intensities, but we expect this protection to come at a cost [44]. If connectors
act in parallel with gating springs and reduce gating-spring forces at high stimulus intensities, then they will also
reduce gating-spring forces at low stimulus intensities, decreasing bundle sensitivity. Whether connectors increase
OHC bundle coherence remains to be determined [3]. We also show that connectors regulate bundle damping and
have little effect on CF receptor currents.

Bundle stiffness varies nonlinearly with gating-spring stiffness. The size of this effect increases with the gating
swing size, the change in the gating-spring’s length when the MET channel opens [1, 26, 45]. Here we use a gating-
swing of 0.5 nm to match the measured width of the current activation curves [29]. It is likely, however, that the
activation curve width is overestimated and that we have consequently underestimated the gating-swing size [12, 28,
29]. Thus, the gating-spring stiffness at which the bundle stiffness peaks may be smaller than we show here. Because
of the experimentally-observed increase in gating-spring stiffness toward the cochlear base, gating compliance may
contribute more to the stiffness of basal bundles than apical bundles [11, 14].

The contributions of gating-spring and connector damping remain to be determined. We find that links regulate fluid
damping and prior work shows that MET channel gating dynamics causes damping [24]. It is difficult to disentangle
these contributions to bundle damping from intrinsic link damping, even though we have data showing that bundle
damping changes when links are broken [4]. We expect link damping to decrease bundle displacements and receptor
currents and because mammalian hair bundles must respond to high stimulus frequencies, we expect link damping
to be small. Links may, however, have unavoidable damping owing to physical constraints on their biomolecular
structure. Link damping may contribute to calcium-independent adaptation or the coherence of stereociliary motions
at high stimulus frequencies [3, 46].

Because of the minimal number of assumptions and because the single-column model is validated by matching
experimental observations, we expect our single-column 2D results to apply to 3D OHC bundles with adaptation.
However, we also expect the results to be modified in 3D bundles with adaptation and for these bundles to exhibit
additional effects associated with gating-spring and connector mechanics. Our single-column model does not account
for the possibility that OHC columns do not move in parallel in vitro, that there are connectors between columns, and
that adaptation affects the receptor current in response to low-frequency stimuli [5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 30, 47]. Comparing 2D
bundles, 3D bundles, and bundles with and without adaptation will further clarify the contributions of gating-springs
and connectors to OHC function.
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COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

Karl Grosh: Nice talk. I wonder if you could just clarify the twenty degree phase angle and how that changes 
with frequency and what are the contributions and mechanisms that give rise to it. I thought that was really 
interesting. 
Author: It’s coming predominantly from the channel dynamics. It takes time for the channels to open. This then 
creates an effective corner frequency. If we make the time constant smaller, we can raise the corner frequency.
Karl Grosh: Is this a purely linear effect?
Author: Purely linear. Everything I’ve shown you is linear response. We linearize all of the nonlinear equations of 
motion.
Ernst Dalhoff: So if I understand correctly this is a cycle-by-cycle process. Even if the whole system adapts, 
I always would expect these twenty degrees?
Author: Yes, you will always get a phase difference, although its exact magnitude depends on the the bundle’s 
properties. This is completely passive. I have deliberatively avoided any active process.

Robert Raphael: It seems there is an assumption that you are making that the open probability and rate constants 
of the mechanotransduction channel are the same in each bundle. Experimentalists tell us they can’t measure this. 
So you could have the possibility of different characteristics of the channels.
Author: Absolutely. We’re assuming that all the channels within a single bundle have the same properties. You 
are correct that as you look at bundles tonotopically, we know that the conductance of these channels changes. I’ve 
shown you that the gating-spring stiffness changes. In fact, the gating-spring stiffness contributes to the open 
probability curve I showed you. As you increase the gating-spring stiffness, this curve is going to get sharper. So 
in fact channel opening is changing as you increase the gating-spring stiffness.

Justin Faber: Thank you for the very nice talk. I have two questions. This elliptical or circular motion, do 
you think there could be any fluid-dynamical advantage of avoiding friction or is this way too small of a scale?
Author: Any time you see elliptical motion, it’s indicating dissipation. I think the system is not optimized. 
Optimally, all of the columns would be parallel. It’s just a limitation of development.
Justin Faber: I’m wondering, why three rows of stereocilia instead of two or ten?
Author: I’m wondering that two. One of the things we’re working on is taking this type of model and changing the 
number of rows, to try and determine how changing the number of rows contributes. That’s one of the mysteries. 
Why are mammalian cochlear hair bundles special with three rows? Nonmammalian hearing bundles have 11-12 
rows of stereocilia.

Marcel van der Heijden: Very, very beautiful talk. Are you aware that recent OCT data show distinct DC 
or rectified responses of outer-hair-cells? What are the implications of your findings for that?
Author: It’s something we’re working on. We’re aiming to also calculate the DC response, but we notice that the 
AC response is always at the start bigger than the DC response and that there’s a trade-off. The question is what’s 
more salient for encoding the signal.
Marcel van der Heijden: And maybe related to it: directional sensitivity. The way the bundles are stimulated 
may very well depend on frequency and SPL in vivo.
Author: The wavelength of the traveling wave is much larger than the size of the hair bundle, so there’s no 
reason to expect that there wouldn’t be anything but uniform stimulation. However, I can’t rule out that there’s 
not some micromechanical structure that’s determining a non-radial stimulus on the hair bundles. All we can do is 
push the bundle in the preferred direction and change the angle of stimulation and look at the response.

Jonathan Ashmore: What happens when you have really stubby little stereocilia, as you find i n t he s uper 
high-
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frequency animals like bats and things like that?
Author: Then the effective stiffness of the stereocilia is very, very high because the effective stiffness goes like one 
over the length squared. Very handwavingly, you’re increasing the corner frequency of the system because you 
are increasing the stiffness. The problem however is, as you decrease the subtectorial space size, you increase the 
drag. It’s weird to me that you’re increasing the drag as you go to high frequencies. It’s not just the drag on the hair 
bundle you’re fighting. You’re also fighting the drag in the subtectorial space.

REFERENCES

1. D. Ó Maoiléidigh and A. J. Ricci, “A bundle of mechanisms: Inner-ear hair-cell mechanotransduction.” Trends Neurosci 42, 221–236 (2019).
2. P. Kazmierczak, H. Sakaguchi, J. Tokita, E. M. Wilson-Kubalek, R. A. Milligan, U. Müller, and B. Kachar, “Cadherin 23 and protocadherin

15 interact to form tip-link filaments in sensory hair cells.” Nature 449, 87–91 (2007).
3. A. S. Kozlov, J. Baumgart, T. Risler, C. P. C. Versteegh, and A. J. Hudspeth, “Forces between clustered stereocilia minimize friction in the ear

on a subnanometre scale,” Nature 474, 376–379 (2011).
4. A. X. Cartagena-Rivera, S. Le Gal, K. Richards, E. Verpy, and R. S. Chadwick, “Cochlear outer hair cell horizontal top connectors mediate

mature stereocilia bundle mechanics.” Sci Adv 5, eaat9934 (2019).
5. A. W. Peng, A. L. Scharr, G. A. Caprara, D. Nettles, C. R. Steele, and A. J. Ricci, “Fluid jet stimulation of auditory hair bundles reveal spatial

non-uniformities and two viscoelastic-like mechanisms.” Front Cell Dev Biol 9, 725101 (2021).
6. G. P. Richardson and C. Petit, “Hair-bundle links: Genetics as the gateway to function.” Cold Spring Harb Perspect Med 9 (2019), 10.1101/csh-

perspect.a033142.
7. R. J. Goodyear, W. Marcotti, C. Kros, and G. P. Richardson, “Development and properties of stereociliary link types in hair cells of the mouse

cochlea.” J Comp Neurol 485, 75–85 (2005).
8. V. Tsuprun, P. A. Schachern, S. Cureoglu, and M. Paparella, “Structure of the stereocilia side links and morphology of auditory hair bundle in

relation to noise exposure in the chinchilla.” J Neurocytol 32, 1117–1128 (2003).
9. E. Verpy, M. Leibovici, N. Michalski, R. J. Goodyear, C. Houdon, D. Weil, G. P. Richardson, and C. Petit, “Stereocilin connects outer hair

cell stereocilia to one another and to the tectorial membrane.” J Comp Neurol 519, 194–210 (2011).
10. P. Avan, S. Le Gal, V. Michel, T. Dupont, J.-P. Hardelin, C. Petit, and E. Verpy, “Otogelin, otogelin-like, and stereocilin form links connecting

outer hair cell stereocilia to each other and the tectorial membrane.” Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A 116, 25948–25957 (2019).
11. M. Tobin, A. Chaiyasitdhi, V. Michel, N. Michalski, and P. Martin, “Stiffness and tension gradients of the hair cell’s tip-link complex in the

mammalian cochlea.” Elife 8 (2019), 10.7554/eLife.43473.
12. J.-H. Nam, A. W. Peng, and A. J. Ricci, “Underestimated sensitivity of mammalian cochlear hair cells due to splay between stereociliary

columns,” Biophys. J. 108, 2633–2647 (2015).
13. P. Martin, A. D. Mehta, and A. J. Hudspeth, “Negative hair bundle stiffness betrays a mechanism for mechanical amplification by the hair

cell,” Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 97, 12026–12031 (2000).
14. D. Strelioff and A. Flock, “Stiffness of sensory-cell hair bundles in the isolated guinea pig cochlea.” Hear Res 15, 19–28 (1984).
15. D. J. Lim, “Functional structure of the organ of corti: a review.” Hear Res 22, 117–146 (1986).
16. B. Roth and V. Bruns, “Postnatal development of the rat organ of corti. ii. hair cell receptors and their supporting elements.” Anat Embryol

(Berl) 185, 571–581 (1992).
17. Y. M. Yarin, A. N. Lukashkin, A. A. Poznyakovskiy, H. Meissner, M. Fleischer, J. Baumgart, C. Richter, E. Kuhlisch, and T. Zahnert, “Tono-

topic morphometry of the lamina reticularis of the guinea pig cochlea with associated microstructures and related mechanical implications.” J
Assoc Res Otolaryngol 15, 1–11 (2014).

18. J. Howard and J. F. Ashmore, “Stiffness of sensory hair bundles in the sacculus of the frog.” Hear Res 23, 93–104 (1986).
19. A. C. Crawford, M. G. Evans, and R. Fettiplace, “Activation and adaptation of transducer currents in turtle hair cells,” J Physiol 419, 405–434

(1989).
20. K. D. Karavitaki and D. P. Corey, “Sliding adhesion confers coherent motion to hair cell stereocilia and parallel gating to transduction chan-

nels.” J Neurosci 30, 9051–9063 (2010).
21. Y. Wang, C. R. Steele, S. Puria, and A. J. Ricci, “In situ motions of individual inner-hair-cell stereocilia from stapes stimulation in adult mice.”

Commun Biol 4, 958 (2021).
22. D. E. Zetes and C. R. Steele, “Fluid-structure interaction of the stereocilia bundle in relation to mechanotransduction.” J Acoust Soc Am 101,

3593–3601 (1997).
23. K. K. Miller, P. Atkinson, K. R. Mendoza, D. Ó Maoiléidigh, and N. Grillet, “Dimensions of a living cochlear hair bundle.” Front Cell Dev

Biol 9, 742529 (2021).
24. V. Bormuth, J. Barral, J.-F. Joanny, F. Jülicher, and P. Martin, “Transduction channels’ gating can control friction on vibrating hair-cell bundles

in the ear,” Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 111, 7185–7190 (2014).
25. J. A. Assad, G. M. G. Shepherd, and D. P. Corey, “Tip-link integrity and mechanical transduction in vertebrate hair cells,” Neuron 7, 985–994

(1991).
26. D. P. Corey, D. Ó Maoiléidigh, and J. F. Ashmore, “Mechanical transduction processes in the hair cell,” in Understanding the Cochlea, edited

by G. A. Manley, A. W. Gummer, A. N. Popper, and R. R. Fay (Springer International Publishing, Cham, 2017) pp. 75–111.
27. G. A. Caprara, A. A. Mecca, and A. W. Peng, “Decades-old model of slow adaptation in sensory hair cells is not supported in mammals.” Sci

Adv 6, eabb4922 (2020).
28. D. Ó Maoiléidigh and A. J. Hudspeth, “Effects of cochlear loading on the motility of active outer hair cells,” Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 110,

5474–5479 (2013).
29. G. A. Caprara and A. W. Peng, “Mechanotransduction in mammalian sensory hair cells.” Mol Cell Neurosci 120, 103706 (2022).

050008-6

 05 M
arch 2024 18:13:30

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tins.2018.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature06091
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature10073
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aat9934
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcell.2021.725101
https://doi.org/10.1101/csh-perspect.a033142
https://doi.org/10.1002/cne.20513
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:NEUR.0000021906.08847.d2
https://doi.org/10.1002/cne.22509
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1902781116
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.43473
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bpj.2015.04.028
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.210389497
https://doi.org/10.1016/0378-5955(84)90221-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/0378-5955(86)90089-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00185616
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10162-013-0420-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10162-013-0420-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/0378-5955(86)90178-4
https://doi.org/10.1113/jphysiol.1989.sp017878
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.4864-09.2010
https://doi.org/10.1038/s42003-021-02459-6
https://doi.org/10.1121/1.418320
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcell.2021.742529
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcell.2021.742529
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1402556111
https://doi.org/10.1016/0896-6273(91)90343-X
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abb4922
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abb4922
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1302911110
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mcn.2022.103706
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00185616


30. A. J. Ricci, H. J. Kennedy, A. C. Crawford, and R. Fettiplace, “The transduction channel filter in auditory hair cells.” J Neurosci 25, 7831–7839
(2005).

31. H. J. Kennedy, M. G. Evans, A. C. Crawford, and R. Fettiplace, “Fast adaptation of mechanoelectrical transducer channels in mammalian
cochlear hair cells,” Nat. Neurosci. 6, 832–836 (2003).

32. A. W. Peng, T. Effertz, and A. J. Ricci, “Adaptation of mammalian auditory hair cell mechanotransduction is independent of calcium entry,”
Neuron 80, 960–972 (2013).

33. J.-H. Nam and R. Fettiplace, “Theoretical conditions for high-frequency hair bundle oscillations in auditory hair cells.” Biophys J 95, 4948–
4962 (2008).

34. D. M. Freeman and T. F. Weiss, “The role of fluid inertia in mechanical stimulation of hair cells.” Hear Res 35, 201–207 (1988).
35. D. N. Furness, S. Mahendrasingam, M. Ohashi, R. Fettiplace, and C. M. Hackney, “The dimensions and composition of stereociliary rootlets

in mammalian cochlear hair cells: comparison between high- and low-frequency cells and evidence for a connection to the lateral membrane.”
J Neurosci 28, 6342–6353 (2008).

36. D. N. Furness, Y. Katori, B. Nirmal Kumar, and C. M. Hackney, “The dimensions and structural attachments of tip links in mammalian
cochlear hair cells and the effects of exposure to different levels of extracellular calcium.” Neuroscience 154, 10–21 (2008).

37. M. Beurg, J.-H. Nam, and R. Fettiplace, “The speed of the hair cell mechanotransducer channel revealed by fluctuation analysis.” J Gen
Physiol 153 (2021), 10.1085/jgp.202112959.

38. A. J. Hunt, F. Gittes, and J. Howard, “The force exerted by a single kinesin molecule against a viscous load.” Biophys J 67, 766–781 (1994).
39. J. Baumgart, The Hair Bundle: Fluid-Structure Interaction in the Inner Ear, Ph.D. thesis, Technische Universität Dresden (2011).
40. J. O. Pickles, M. P. Osborne, and S. D. Comis, “Vulnerability of tip links between stereocilia to acoustic trauma in the guinea pig.” Hear Res

25, 173–183 (1987).
41. J. A. Clark and J. O. Pickles, “The effects of moderate and low levels of acoustic overstimulation on stereocilia and their tip links in the guinea

pig.” Hear Res 99, 119–128 (1996).
42. E. L. Wagner and J.-B. Shin, “Mechanisms of hair cell damage and repair.” Trends Neurosci 42, 414–424 (2019).
43. A. A. Indzhykulian, R. Stepanyan, A. Nelina, K. J. Spinelli, Z. M. Ahmed, I. A. Belyantseva, T. B. Friedman, P. G. Barr-Gillespie, and G. I.

Frolenkov, “Molecular remodeling of tip links underlies mechanosensory regeneration in auditory hair cells,” PLoS Biol. 11, e1001583 (2013).
44. W. Han, J.-O. Shin, J.-H. Ma, H. Min, J. Jung, J. Lee, U.-K. Kim, J. Y. Choi, S. J. Moon, D. W. Moon, J. Bok, and C. H. Kim, “Distinct

roles of stereociliary links in the nonlinear sound processing and noise resistance of cochlear outer hair cells.” Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A 117,
11109–11117 (2020).

45. J. Howard and A. J. Hudspeth, “Compliance of the hair bundle associated with gating of mechanoelectrical transduction channels in the
bullfrog’s saccular hair cell,” Neuron 1, 189–199 (1988).

46. J. Howard and A. J. Hudspeth, “Mechanical relaxation of the hair bundle mediates adaptation in mechanoelectrical transduction by the bull-
frog’s saccular hair cell,” Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 84, 3064–3068 (1987).

47. G. A. Caprara, A. A. Mecca, Y. Wang, A. J. Ricci, and A. W. Peng, “Hair bundle stimulation mode modifies manifestations of mechanotrans-
duction adaptation.” J Neurosci 39, 9098–9106 (2019).

050008-7

 05 M
arch 2024 18:13:30

https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1127-05.2005
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn1089
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2013.08.025
https://doi.org/10.1529/biophysj.108.138560
https://doi.org/10.1016/0378-5955(88)90118-9
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1154-08.2008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroscience.2008.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1085/jgp.202112959
https://doi.org/10.1085/jgp.202112959
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0006-3495(94)80537-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/0378-5955(87)90089-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-5955(96)00092-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tins.2019.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.1001583
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1920229117
https://doi.org/10.1016/0896-6273(88)90139-0
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.84.9.3064
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1408-19.2019

