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Coordinated Hydrolysis Explains the Mechanical Behavior of Kinesin
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ABSTRACT The two-headed motor protein kinesin hydrolyzes nucleotide to move unidirectionally along its microtubule track
at speeds up to 1000 nm/s (Saxton et al., 1988) and develops forces in excess of 5 pN (Hunt et al., 1994; Svoboda et al., 1994a).
Individual kinesin molecules have been studied recently in vitro, and their behavior has been characterized in terms of force-
velocity curves and variance measurements (Svoboda and Block, 1994a; Svoboda et al., 1994b). We present a model for force
generation in kinesin in which the ATP hydrolysis reactions are coordinated with the relative positions of the two heads. The
model explains the experimental data and permits us to study the relative roles of Brownian motion and elastic deformation in

the motor mechanism of kinesin.

INTRODUCTION

Any mechanism that proposes to explain the operation of the
motor protein kinesin is constrained by the following recent
observations: (i) the protein moves unidirectionally along a
microtubule protofilament (Ray et al., 1993); (ii) it can
achieve speeds of nearly 1000 nm/s at low loads, decreasing
to zero velocity at a stall force between 5 and 6 pN, which
is practically independent of ATP concentration (Hunt et al.,
1994; Svoboda and Block, 1994a); (iii) the variance in its
trajectories at low loads increases linearly with time at a rate
significantly below that expected for a Poisson stepping pro-
cess (Svoboda et al., 1994b). Indeed, Svoboda et al. have
measured the entire force-velocity curve at several ATP
concentrations (Svoboda and Block, 1994a). These data,
along with their experiments measuring the growth of the
trajectory variance, provide a strong constraint on pro-
posed mechanisms.

Biochemical studies generally measure only the aggregate
hydrolysis rate of all of the ATPase sites. Recently, however,
efforts have been made to distinguish between the ATPase
rates of each head, and they do not appear to be operating
independently (Gilbert et al., 1995, Hackney, 1994; Johnson
et al., 1994). Here we present a model in which coordinated
hydrolysis naturally occurs.!

One question common to all motor models is the relative
roles of Brownian motion and elastic deformation energy in
transducing chemical bond energy into a directed force.
Some models of molecular motors rest almost entirely on
rectifying Brownian diffusion to produce a thrust, or torque
(Cordova et al., 1991; Huxley, 1957; Meister et al., 1989;

! There is no direct evidence that a single-headed kinesin or dynein mol-
ecule, acting alone, can drive a load. However, Gelles et al. (1994) have
reported that several single-headed kinesins can move a microtubule in an
in vitro assay. These single heads are mechanically coupled via the micro-
tubule, so the motion of one influences the others.
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Peskin et al., 1993). Such models cease to operate at zero
temperature. Others ascribe the displacement of the motor to
a “power stroke” in the form of a conformational change in
the motor induced by nucleotide binding and/or hydrolysis
(Finer et al., 1994; Rayment et al., 1994) or by binding to the
microtubule track (Huxley and Simmons, 1971). Models of
this sort continue to operate at zero temperature. (Of course,
hydrolysis would cease as T— 0, hence these statements
apply only to the models.) This is a fundamental issue in
understanding motor function, but it is extremely difficult to
resolve experimentally (Hunt et al., 1994). The model we
present incorporates both conformational and Brownian con-
tributions, so that we can investigate the dominant contri-
bution of each mechanism. We find that, to fit the experi-
mental data, there must be an elastic (e.g., enthalpic)
deformation that moves each head at least 80% of the dis-
tance between binding sites, the remaining distance being
accomplished by Brownian diffusion.

DESCRIPTION OF THE MODEL

Fig. 1 shows the essentials of the mechanical model. We
assume that only one head of the motor can bind to each
B-tubulin site at a time. These sites are located at a distance
L = 8 nm apart. The two heads of the motor are connected
at a hinge. We assume that the hinge swings freely within its
range of motion but that this range is limited so that the
distance between the heads as measured along the microtu-
bule cannot be greater than L. The two heads can freely pass
each other. As in the experiments of Svoboda et al., the motor
tows a latex bead, which is joined to the hinge of the motor
by an elastic tether. A load force, f, opposing the motion of
the motor, is applied to the bead by a laser trap (Svoboda and
Block, 1994a).

In the model, each head of the motor has two possible tubulin
affinity states, denoted S and W. In state S, the head has a high
affinity for the B-tubulin sites. It will bind to the first empty site
that it encounters and remain there until a transition to state W
occurs. In state W, the head has a low affinity for the B-tubulin
sites; it diffuses along the microtubule and is oblivious to these
sites, not binding even if it encounters an empty one.
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FIGURE 1 The mechanical model consists of two héads joined by a
free hinge attached to a bead by an elastic linkage. The heads face in
the same direction, which defines the forward direction of the motor as
a whole. We assume that the microtubule track has discrete sites, located
8 win apart, at which the kinesin heads may bind reversibly (the asym-
metry of the binding sites is indicated by their shape}. Ouly one head
at a time may be bound to any given site, and we assume that the size
of the heads and the hinge connecting them makes it impossible for the
heads to reach more than 3 nm apart. Thus, the only way that both heads
can be bound is if they occupy adjacent sites on the tbulin polymer.
Finally, we assume that the two heads can move freely past each other,
like the legs of a person walking. The elasticity of the heads is modeled
by a pair of linear “ankle” springs, whose strain state is indicated by their
shading (light = vnstrained, dark = strained). The model setup i3 in-
tended to mimic the experimental setup of Svoboda and Block (1994);
however, the drawings are not to scale. The top panel shows the motor
in state § - 8. The back head is in its forward-leaning state (the gray
spring is relaxed); the front head, because it is hinged to its partner, is
forced inte its backward-leaning state (the strain is indicated by a black
spring). In the elastic potential well of the bead-motor linkage, the bead
is subject to Brownian fluctuations. (middle} The motor can make for-
ward progress by detaching the back head (entering state W - 8), where-
upon the front head relieves its strain by swinging forward; this Is the
power stroke {and puts the motor in state § - 'W). Af some point, the head
regains its affinity for the track, and the motor reenters state § - 8. The
new forward head then rapidly diffuses to the first empty site it en-
counters (in the lower panel this is shown as the forward site}. Note that this
sequence represents an 8-nm step for the motor as a whole, because the
average position of the two heads has advanced 8 am. Note that the act of
docking has put head A into a strained configuration. Alternatively, the
motor can make an 8-nm backward step (not shown) by picking up the front
head, swinging it backwards, and reattaching it to the track.
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The transition from state § — W involves ATP hydroly-
sis. We shall assume that the hydrolysis rate is greater for the
back hcad than for the front head. This is one of the two
mechanisms that drives the motor forward. The other mecha-
nism involves the geometry of a Kinesin head bound to the
microtubular track (in state 8). We assume that the preferred
configuration of the bound head is one in which the head
leans forward. When the motor has both heads bound, the
back head is in this favorable configuration, but the front
head is forced into a strained, backward-leaning configura-
tion because of its hinged connection to the back head. This
strain on the front head is relieved when the back head
switches to its weak-binding state and detaches. Then the
front head, still in state 8, can relax by rotating forward and
pulling the formerly back head forwards. This is the “power
stroke” of the motor’s mechanical cycle.?

THE MECHANOCHEMICAL CYCLE

We can now describe the mechanical cycle of the motor as
follows (Fig. 1). We start from the state S * §, in which both
heads are bound to the microtubule at adjacent sites, § nm
apart. In this state, the motor is rigid and the latex bead
undergoes Brownian motion in the potentiai weil established
by the elastic tether of the bead to the hinge of the motor. The
next event that can happen is the transition 8§ — W, in which
one of the two heads detaches. As explained above, this re-
quires ATP hydrolysis, and the transition is more likely to
occur in the back head. This could occur, for example, be-
cause the strain induced in the front head adversely affects
its hydrolysis site, slowing or arresting its catalytic activity.
Once 2 head is in state W, it is free to move, and a coupled
Brownian motion of that head and the bead accurs. The po-
tentiai energy of this coupled Brownian motion involves not
only the elastic tether that connects the bead to the hinge, but
also the elasticity of the bound head (i.e., the spring in Fig.
1) that favors the forward-leaning configuration of the head
in state 8. The motion of the free head is restricted to the
interval (—L, L) with respect to the position of the bound
head. This situation persists until the transition W — § oc-
curs, at which point the free head recovers its high affinity
for the (empty) binding sites on the microtubule.” The free
head then binds to the first site that it encounters. The two
sites that are within reach are the ones 8 nm in front and 8

2 Note that the hand-over-hand gait we have assumed requires that the for-
ward head generates the power stroke by puliing the rear head. This is unlike
macroscopic walking, which is “ballistic” (i.e., depends on inertia). Without
inertia, the rear head cannot contribute to the power stroke once it detaches.
3 Ancther possibility in this situation is that the one remaining bound head
hydrolyzes ATP and makes the transition § — W. Then the molor is in the
state W - W and dissociates from the microtubule. Such events are in fact
observed (Svoboda and Block, 1994a). Their probability can be kept low in
the model by assuming that the rate of the S — W transition depends on the
angle of the bound head in such a way that the rate is low at the intermediate
angles likely to be assumed by a bound head when the other head is freely
diffusing along the microtubule. For purposes of this paper, we assume that
the transition § - W — W - W does not occur.



204s Biophysical Journal

nm in back of the bound head. It is biased toward the more
posterior of these sites by the applied load, but toward the
more anterior site by the forward-leaning tendency of the
bound head.

Although the mechanical cycle does not uniquely deter-
mine the kinetics, Fig. 2 shows how the mechanical cycle in
Fig. 1 is consistent with the kinetic scheme proposed by
Gilbert et al. (Gilbert et al., 1993; Johnson and Gilbert, 1994),
The key parameters of the modei are:

¢ B3, = unbinding rate constant for the back head S - W

& B, = unbinding rate constant for the front head S - W

e o = rebinding rate constant for ¢ither head W — §

® [ = distance between the binding sites on the microtubule

e x, = equilibrium position of the hinge with respect to the
bound head when only one head is bound. We define the
power stroke as the distance the free head moves from its
original position to get to that equilibrium position {power
stroke = L + 2x;).

® f = applied load

The two asymmetries that drive the motor are (i) 3, > B,
which expresses the greater ATPase activity of the back head
of the motor, and (ii} x, > 0, which expresses the forward-
leaning tendency of a bound kinesin head; this generates the
“power stroke” of the motor. The first of these inequalities
makes the back head more likely to detach, and the second
one makes it more likely to reattach as a front head. Under
the combined influence of these two asymmetries, the motor
marches systematically forward.

ANALYSIS AND SIMULATION OF THE MODEL

We have numerically simulated the motion of a single two-
headed kinesin molecule towing a latex bead against an ap-
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FIGURE 2 The mechanical cycle mapped cnto the kinetic cycle proposad
by Gilbert and Johnson (1994a, b). Their pathway for a single head is shown
boxed. When the two heads are joined by a hinge, their cycles are correlated.
The diagram shows one possible sequence of states wherein the energy for
driving the power stroke derives from the binding free energy of the motor
to the fubulin track, analogous to the Huxley-Simmons modei for myosin
{Huxley and Simmons, 1971}, Fast reactions are indicated by double arrows,
whereas slow reactions are indicated by separate arrows. The model pa-
rameters « and B can be determined from the kinetic parameters a” and g’
by taking into account the equilibrium constants of the fast reactions.

Volume 68  Apnl 1995

plied load. The direction in which the motoer steps, and the
waiting times between steps, are stochastically determined as -
foliows. In state (S + 8) the motor can step forward by de-
taching its back head, and it can step backward by detaching
its front head. The rate constants for these competing tran-
sitions are 3, and 3, respectively, independent of the posi-
tion of the bead. Thus, the probability of a forward step from
state (8 - 8)Y— (8 - W), is B/(B, + By, whereas the prob-
ability of a backward step of this type is B/(B, + B;). The
waiting time for the transition (8 - 8) — (8 - W) is expo-
nentially distributed with mean 1/(3, + B;), independent of
the direction of the step.

The situation with one head bound, the other free (i.e., state
(S - W) is more complicated. We assume that the free head
diffuses much more rapidly than the bead; this implies that
it equilibrates with the instantaneous position of the bead. At
the instant of the (8 - W) — (S - 8) transition, the free head
begins its diffusive search for an empty site. Because this
search takes place so rapidly that the bead has essentially no
time to move, we can perform a “fast scale” analysis to evalu-
ate the probahility that the first site encountered is the front
site and, hence, that the transition (8§ - W) — (8 - 8)is a for-
ward rather than a backward step (see Appendix). This prob-
ability depends on the instantaneous position of the bead
(therefore, it depends indirectly on the load force that is ap-
plied to the bead). The waiting time for the (S - W) — (8 - §)
transition is exponentially distributed with mean 1/e.

Now consider the motion of the bead. In state (§ - 8), the
motor is rigid, so the bead executes a one-dimensional
Brownian motion in a given potential. In state (S - W), the

‘Brownian motions of the bead and the free head are coupled.

Because the diffusion coefficient of the free head is much
greater than that of the bead, we can compute a free energy
that serves as the effective potential for the Brownian motion
of the bead in state (8 - W). Thus, in both states the bead
executes Brownian motion in a potential. The particular po-
tential felt by the bead, however, varies depending on the
state and position of the kinesin motor to which it is attached.

The foregoing ideas can be used not only to simulate the
motion of an individual kinesin motor but also to analyze the
behavier of an ensemble of such motors. To do the analysis,
however, we make one further simplifying assumption: that
the diffusion time of the bead over distances on the order of
8 nm 1is brief in comparison with the mean lifetimes of the
states S and W, L.e., the reaction rates e and 8 that summarize
the hydrolysis cycle are slow in comparison with the rate of
diffusion of the bead over the step length of the motor, Under
this assumption, we no longer need to track the diffusion of
the bead, but can instead average over bead positions ap-
propriately weighted by the equilibrium position density of
the bead. In particular, we average over the positions of the
bead when computing the probability that a free head will
find a front or a back binding site when it reattaches to the
track. This reduces the motion of kinesin to a Markov-chain,
for which we can calculate the mean displacement and also
the rate of growth of the variance in the position of the motor,
as time goes by.
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In the Appendix, we compute the following simple ex-
pression for the mean velocity of the motor

o= 3(55) e )

Reaction
asymmetry

(1)

Power stroke

where v = 8, + f3; is the total hydrolysis rate of both heads
and § = B, - f3; is the difference in the rate of hydrolysis
between the two heads. The quantity P(f) is the probability
that a head that has just made the W — S8 transition (i.e., has
regained its high affinity) will find the empty binding site in
front of the bound head instead of the one behind the bound
head. Because the load, f, opposes the motion, P is a de-
creasing function of £* For a particular experiment at con-
stant load, P is a constant. '

In addition to the mean velocity, higher moments can be
calculated; in the Appendix, we derive an expression for the
growth rate of the variance:

d L?
a0 =557 ®
1 b 1 ob
efrn-3) -3l -3)- ()
t- (o + Y ‘
RESULTS

Fig. 3 shows a simulated trajectory of a bead attached to the
motor. This sample path reflects the stochastic motion of
the bead-motor assembly. The motor is stepping in 8-nm
increments; however, if the bead-motor spring is too weak,
it is difficult to discern those steps because they are concealed
in the Brownian fluctuations of the bead. Using the laser trap,
Svoboda and Block were able to stiffen effectively the bead
spring and reveal the underlying stepping dynamics. The tra-
jectery in Fig. 3 was generated with a stiffer bead spring than
the force-velocity and variance calculations {(see below) to
reveal the steps.

Fig. 4 shows the fits of the model to the force-velocity data
of Svoboda and Block (2) at high (2 mM) and low (10 uM)
ATP concentrations. The model was initially fit to the high
[ATP] data using experimentally determined values for all
parameters except for the reaction rate asymmetry parameter,
8, and the mechanical asymmetry parameter, x,. Then to fit
the data for the low [ATP] force-velocity curve, only the net
reaction rate, -y, was changed while holding the ratio B/B,
constant (30 that 8 changes in proportion to -y). To fit the
force-velocity data, we found that it was necessary to impose
both a reaction rate ratic 8/8, = 0.05, and also a power
stroke that would carry the free head at least 80% of the

* P also depends on the size of the power stroke and the elastic stiffness of
the heads and of the bead-motor linkage.
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FIGURE 3 A stochastic simulation of the model equations illustrating the
statistical nature of the motor’s progress. In this simulation, the time step
was 7 X 1077 5; the plot shows computed points sampled every 0.1 ms. The
§-nm steps are not discernible if the bead-motor spring is weak so that the
steps are concealed in the bead’s thermal fluctuations; therefore, in this
simulation the bead-motor linkage was assigned the stiffness K, = 0.8 pN/
nm, which is greater than the values used in Figs. 4 and 5, so that the stepping
dynamics would be clearly visible.

distance to the next binding site; neither asymmetry by itself
would suffice to fit the data.

Fig. 5 shows the fit of the model to the variance data of
Svoboda et al. {1994b). If the kinesin motor were progressing
by random Poisson steps of length L at rate 3, then the
variance in its position would grow linearly with time at a rate
L*B, (see the discussion after Eq. A.30 in the Appendix). The
actual rate, both for kinesin and for the model, is considerably
less than this, an indication that more than one rate-limiting
step is involved in each 8-nm step of the motor. At present,
only low load variance data are available. If variance data
were collected at several loads, those data, together with the
force-velocity data that are already available, would provide
a severe consiraint on the model parameters and, indeed, a
severe test of the model itself.

DiISCUSSION

Fitting the model to the above data imposes twe constraints
on the operation of the motor. First, elastic deformation of
the bound kinesin head (the “power stroke”) accomplishes at
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FIGURE 4 The predicted load velocity curves from Eq. I for high (ZmM)
{top) and low (10 pM) ATP concentrations (botfom). The data are from
Svoboda and Block {1994). The parareter valuss used to fit the data were:
o = 400 57, v = 105 s7%, & = 100 57!, X, (stiffness of bead-motor
linkage) = 0.25 pN/nm (Svoboda and Block, 1994), x, = 3 nm (cor-
responding to a power stroke of 14 am), K, (head elasticity) = 1 pN/nm.,
All parameters are the same for the two data sets except that the net
hydrolysis rate, y, was decreased from 105 to 11 7%, while maintaining
the ratio 4@, constant. Note the S-shaped character of the force-
velocity curve: the kinesin motor is insensitive to load at low loads, and
this aspect of its dynamics is captured by the model.

least 80% of the step, the remaining 20% being supplied by
thermal motion. Thus, it is clear that a substantial elastic
shape change is required to bias the motor’s walk sufficiently
to generate the observed force-velocity behavior. The un-
certainty as to the exact values for the head elasticity and the
bead-motor connection do not affect this very much, because
altering their values over a wide range could not compensate

for too small a power stroke. Second, fitting the model to the '

data requires that the rear head be at least 20 times more
Jikely to bind and/or hydrolyze its ATP than is the front head;
the model is insensitive to asymmetries much above this
level.

The principle enunciated here is simple: a pair of elasti-
cally coupled ATPases can function as a powerful motor if
their individual asymmetries and the manner in which they
are coupled makes a forward step more likely than a back-
ward one. We have suggested two mechanisms for this: hy-
drolysis reaction asymmetry and an elastically driven power
stroke. Although either is sufficient to drive the motor for-
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FIGURE 5 Comparison of simulated trajectory variance {erratic fine) to
the measured trajectory variance (®) (4). The least-squares slope of the
experimental data is 3120 nm?s, and the slope of the variance predicted by
Eq. 2 is 3560 nm?/s. A Poisson stepper would have a slope of B,Lt = 6400
nm?/s. All parameters are the same as in b except that here K, = 0.03 pN/nm.
The veal bead-motor linkage acts like a nonlinear spring, so its stiffness is
load-dependent. The variance measurements in (4) were made at low load.

ward, both are needed to fit the data. Both mechanisms are
related 10 the angle that a bound kinesin head makes with the
track. When both heads are bound, the geometry of the mator
as a whole dictates that the back head is leaning forward
whereas the front head is leaning backward. We assume that
a head leaning forward is more likely to hydrolyze ATF and

~ hence ta detach, and that the forward-leaning configuration

has a lower free energy than the backward-leaning configu-
ration. This leads to a preferred sequence of events in which
the back (forward-leaning) head binds and splits ATP, and
detaches from the track. Once this has happened, the front
(backward-leaning) head is free to relax by rotating forward,
and this biases the diffusion of the free head in the forward
direction. This makes the free head more likely to find the
binding site 8 nm in front of the bound head, not the site 8
nm behind the bound head, where it started.

Why should a forward-leaning kinesin head hydrolyze
ATP faster than a backward-leaning head? It is known that
kinesin bound to tubulin is a far more effective ATPase than
kinesin alone, and it is likely that the ATP-binding site is
ciose to the tubulin-binding site, as it is in myosin (Raymeat
et al., 1993). Therefore, it is likely that the ATPase site
interacts strongly with the tubulin-binding site on a ki-
nesin head. Thus, it would not be surprising if the ATPase
activity depended on the specific geometry of the kinesin-
microtubule interaction.

The success of the asymmetric reaction rate model gives
encouragement to the view that other molecular motors may
operate on the same principle. The pivoting cross-bridge pic-
ture is almost irresistible for kinesin, myosin, and dynein,
given their molecular gecmetries (Rayment and Holden,
1994; Rayment et al., 1993); however, for other motors the
geometry is not so suggestive. For example, DNA and RNA
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polymerases present no obvious protuberances; however,
they are multimeric and hydrolyze nucleotide at a high rate.
Therefore, it is worth considering the possibility that these
motors operate by two or more hydrolysis sites whose ac-
tivities are correlated. Indeed, Vale has noted that for many
progressive enzymes it appears necessary to coordinate the
binding activities of several sites on different subunits (Vale,
1994). This hypothesis finds precedent in the multiple, co-
ordinated hydrolysis sites found to control the opening and
closing of the CFTR chloride channel (Anderson et al., 1992;
Hwang et al., 1993; Nagel et al., 1994). Finally, we note that
both Hackney (1994) and Gilbert and Johnson (1994, 1995)
have found evidence from kinetic studies that the two kinesin
heads alternate their hydrolysis cycles. Our mechanical study
complements and reinforces their conclusions.
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us, and S. Block for valuable conversations and suggestions.
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APPENDIX

Derivation of the model equations

Consider the model shown in Fig. 1. Two heads are connected by a hinge
to which is attached a large bead by a spring. The motor is asymmetrical,
so that we can distinguish the front from the back. The track is also asym-
metrical; the motor and the track fit together such that the motor faces in
the direction of increasing x.

The track has equally spaced binding sites separated by a distance L =
8 nm. Orly one head may bind to a given site, and the heads may move freely
past one ancther. The coordinates of the heads are x = x, and x = x,. The
hinge is atways located halfway between the heads: x, = (x, — x,)/2. We
assume that the hinge swings freely within its range of motion, but that it
imposes the constraint: 1x, — x| =< L.

The motor tows a 0.5-pm bead whose coordinate is denoted x;. The bead
is connected to the hinge by a linear spring of stiffness K. A load foree, f,
is applied to the bead (positive to the left). Let D, be the diffusion coefficient
of the bead. We condense the hydrolysis cycle into two states, which we
denote 0 and 1, with transition rate constants showu in Fig. 6 a.

In state 0, a head can glide freely along the track and does not interact
with the binding sites. In state 1, the head binds to the first empty site it
encounters, Once bound, it remains bound at the same site until the transition
1 — 0 occurs.

We shall assume that the rate constant for the transition 1 -~ 0 depends
on the angle that the bound head makes with the track; this angle is de-
termined by the relative position of the hinge and the head. Note that

B, = Blx, — x) = BGlx +x) ~ x) = Blln, - x)2) (A1)

and
B = Blw, — 1) = BGlx + ) — 1) = Blln — 1021 (A2)

This provides a mechanism of interaction between the two heads. For ex-
ample, suppose that 3 is an increasing function; then x, < x, implies 8, »
B, This means that the back head is more likely to detach than the front head.

If we ignore the labels “1” and “2" of the heads, the motor as a whole
has but three distingnishable states: 11, 0110, and 00, In state 00, however,
both heads are free, and the motor dissociates from the track, terminating
the walk. Therefore, we need coasider only states 11 and 01=10. The pos-
sible transitions and the progress of the motor can be depicted as shown in
Fig. 6 b.
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FIGURE 6 Schematic of the model geometry {(not to scale). (a) The state
transition diagram for a single head. 0 is the detached state, and 1 the
attached state. a is the attachment rate constant, and 3 is the detachment rate
censtant, which may depend on the angle of the head as measured by the
longitudinal displacement of the hinge from the head, x, - x. (&) ({eft) The
transition diagram between the two states {01) and (11). 8, and B, are the
rate constants for detaching the front and back head from the track, re-
spectively. In state (1, when only one head is bound, there is another pos-
sibility (not shown) in which the single-bound head detaches, terminating
the wailk. We shall ignove this possibility here, although it is easily included.
o is the rate constant for binding the free head to the track, and p is the
probability that it binds in fronr of the bound head (so that 1 — p is the
probability of binding in back of the front head). Clockwise arrows denote
forward progress of the motor, and counterclockwise arrows represent back-
wards progress. (right) The probability branching diagram showing the
progress of the motor. We define the motor position, x,, as the position of
the kinge when both heads are bound (state 11) and the position of the bound
head when only one head is bound {state 01}, Thus, x, changes in increments
of =L/2 during the transitions. Over a full cycle, 11 — 11, however, the
change in x, is 0 or *L. (c) The Markov chain describing the movement
of the motor. State j denotes x, = jL. Integer values of f {filled circles)
correspond to states with both heads bound; half-integer values correspond
to states with one head bound.

To determine the motion of the bead, we must give a more detailed
analysis of states 11 and 01 and derive expressions for the rate constants of
the transitions, some of which depend on the position of the bead.

State 11: both heads bound

In this state, the motor is rigid; its heads occupy adjacent sites on the track
and the hinge is halfway between them. Let x,, be the position of the hinge.
Then the front head is at x, + L/2 and the back head is at x,, — Lf2. In this
configuration, the bead diffuses with diffusion coefficient D, in the potential
of the bead-motor spring:
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