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purpose of this study was to evaluate the relationship between force
and stiffness after stretch of activated fibers, while simultaneously
changing contractility by interfering with the cross-bridge kinetics and
muscle activation. Single fibers dissected from lumbrical muscles of
frogs were placed at a length 20% longer than the plateau of the
force-length relationship, activated, and stretched by 5 and 10% of
fiber length (speed: 40% fiber length/s). Experiments were conducted
with maximal and submaximal stimulation in Ringer solution and
with the addition of 2 and 5 mM of the myosin inhibitor 2,3-
butanedione monoxime (BDM) to the solution. The steady-state force
after stretch of an activated fiber was higher than the isometric force
produced at the corresponding length in all conditions investigated.
Lowering the frequency of stimulation decreased the force and stiff-
ness during isometric contractions, but it did not change force en-
hancement and stiffness enhancement after stretch. Administration of
BDM decreased the force and stiffness during isometric contractions,
but it increased the force enhancement and stiffness enhancement
after stretch. The relationship between force enhancement and stiff-
ness suggests that the increase in force after stretch may be caused by
an increase in the proportion of cross bridges attached to actin.
Because BDM places cross bridges in a weakly bound, pre-power-
stroke state, our results further suggest that force enhancement is
partially associated with a recruitment of weakly bound cross bridges
into a strongly bound state.

cross bridge; muscle contraction; force enhancement; 2,3-butanedione
monoxime

WHEN SKELETAL MUSCLE IS STRETCHED While activated, the steady-
state isometric force attained after stretch is higher than that
produced during purely isometric contractions at the corre-
sponding length (1, 8, 14, 22, 25, 28). The mechanism behind
this phenomenon, referred to as residual force enhancement,
remains unknown. It has been suggested that force enhance-
ment is associated with cross-bridge kinetics (26), specifically
that the proportion of cross bridges attached to actin after
stretch is increased compared with that attained during isomet-
ric contractions (14, 20). Assuming that everything else re-
mains the same, an increased proportion of attached cross
bridges would be associated with an increased stiffness (11).

Sugi and Tsuchiya (31) showed that stiffness of single fibers
increased during stretch of activated fibers, and then decreased
just after stretch, reaching the same level as that observed
during isometric contractions at the corresponding length.
Using a similar preparation, Julian and Morgan (18) showed
that stiffness increased during stretch and remained virtually
constant after stretch, not decreasing to the level of the iso-
metric contractions just before stretch. Although these results
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are different, both authors used them to dismiss cross-bridge
explanations for the force enhancement. However, in a study
using whole cat soleus, it was found that stiffness was in-
creased in the force-enhanced state compared with isometric
contractions at the corresponding length (14). Therefore, stiff-
ness results between studies and across different preparations
are inconclusive.

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the relationship
between force and stiffness after stretch of activated single
fibers, while simultaneously changing contractility by chang-
ing muscle activation and cross-bridge kinetics. Activation was
altered by changing the frequency of stimulation, and cross-
bridge kinetics was altered by adding the myosin inhibitor
2,3-butanedione monoxime (BDM) to the Ringer solution.
Decreasing frequency of stimulation decreases force and stiff-
ness simultaneously, whereas BDM reduces force while leav-
ing stiffness nearly unaffected by biasing the ratio of strongly
bound vs. weakly bound cross bridges toward the weakly
bound state (13, 29).

METHODS

Muscle fiber preparation. Single muscle fibers with an approximate
length of 2 mm were carefully dissected from lumbrical muscles of
the foot of the frog Rana pipiens. Treatment of these animals and all
experimental procedures were approved by the University of Calgary
committee for the ethical use of animals in research.

The tendons of the isolated fibers were gripped with T-shaped,
aluminum foil clips, as close as possible to the tendons to minimize
compliance of the system. The two clips were hooked between a
servomotor length controller (Aurora Scientific) and a force trans-
ducer (Sensomotor) inside an experimental chamber, containing tem-
perature-controlled (~9°C) Ringer solution (in mmol: 115 NaCl, 3
KCl, 3 CaCl,, 2 NaH,POj, and 20 NaHCOs, pH = 7.5). The fiber was
then suspended inside the experimental chamber between two plati-
num wire electrodes, connected to a stimulator (Grass S88, Grass
Instruments). Fibers were activated through electrical stimulation
using square-wave pulses (0.4-ms duration) at an amplitude of 25%
above the voltage that produced maximal tetanic force production
(range: 25-50 V). The frequency of stimulation was set individually
for each fiber to produce a fused tetanic contraction with the smallest
possible frequency to avoid fatigue and/or damage (range in these
experiments: 25-35 Hz).

Fiber length and force measurements. After defining the optimal
voltage and frequency of stimulation for the experiments, fibers were
paced for ~60 min with twitch contractions (90-s intervals). During
this period, fibers were inspected visually for any apparent damage,
and they were evaluated for a decrease in force. After the pacing, two
to three tetanic contractions (1 s) were performed to check for any
decrease in force. If damage was found or force had decreased, the
fibers were discarded and the experiments were stopped. Reference
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STIFFNESS AND SINGLE MUSCLE FIBERS
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Fig. 1. Stiffness measurement during a typical ) . g
experiment. Force trace during length change :/Z\ steepest inflection R
imposed to the fiber during an isometric contrac- g 0.640 -4 %
tion is shown. Force-length curve was fitted with ~ Ral)
a third-order exponential equation, and the de- 5] 2
rivative of the fitted curve was taken to define S 0.635 F2 g
maximal stiffness, corresponding to the steepest - =
point of the force-extension curve. In this exam- %
ple, the force curve was fitted as follows: y = 0.630 - Lo
—-367,165-x> + 1,356.3:x> + 5.8982-x + force (mN)
0.6,258; » =099. |7 stiffness (mN/mm)
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contractions (1 s) were repeated throughout the experiments, and
testing was stopped at any time if the reference force was decreased.

An active force-length relationship was obtained from isometric
tetanic contractions (2-s duration, 5-min intervals). The plateau of the
force-length relationship, referred to as L, hereafter, and the descend-
ing limb of the force-length relationship were identified. Fibers were
then placed at an initial length (L;) of ~20% above L., and they were
activated to produce maximal isometric force. At 1 s after the onset of
activation, fibers were stretched (5 and 10% of fiber length, at a speed
of 40% fiber length/s) and held isometric at the final length (Ly). The
total contraction time was always 4 s. At all times, isometric reference
contractions were performed at Lo, L;, and L¢ before and after the
stretch contractions. In all (isometric and stretch) contractions, a
stretch of 0.2% fiber length at 100% fiber length/s was imposed just
before deactivation to measure stiffness of the fibers.

To test the relationship between force enhancement and stiffness
for different cross-bridge kinetics, all procedures described above
were repeated, in the same fibers, after adding 2 mM and 5 mM BDM
to the Ringer solution, and using contractions performed at a fre-
quency of 50 and 25% of the frequency necessary to produce a fused
tetanic contraction.

Data analysis. Force enhancement was defined as the increase in
steady-state force after active stretch compared with the purely iso-
metric force at the corresponding length. Tangential stiffness was
measured by taking the derivatives of the force increase during the
imposed length change. Therefore, the measurement reflects the
instantaneous stiffness (Fig. 1). Force and stiffness after the active
stretch tests and the isometric reference contractions for the different
conditions were compared using nonparametric statistics. A signifi-
cance level of P < 0.05 was used for all analyses.

RESULTS

Force and stiffness of the single fibers investigated in this
study were significantly affected by BDM, length, and fre-
quency of stimulation (Tables 1-3). Increasing concentrations
of BDM and decreasing frequencies of stimulation decreased
the active force produced during isometric contractions at all
lengths investigated (Table 1). Increasing lengths decreased the
active force produced during isometric contractions in Ringer
solution, after adding 2 mM BDM, or when the stimulation
frequency was lowered to 50% of its tetanic level. After adding
5 mM BDM, or lowering the stimulation frequency to 25%
from its tetanic level, the active force during isometric con-
tractions was not decreased significantly with increasing fiber
lengths (Table 1).

0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20
Fiber length change (%)

Stiffness recorded at L, was (mean = SD) 7.58 *= 1.41,
744 £ 148, 545 = 0.44, and 6.62 £ 1.23 mN/mm for
isometric contractions performed in Ringer solution, with 2
mM and 5 mM BDM, and with 50% of the tetanic frequency
of stimulation, respectively. There was a distinct difference
between the effects of BDM on force and stiffness, because
BDM decreased force significantly more than it decreased
stiffness (Fig. 2).

The steady-state isometric force after stretch of fibers acti-
vated in Ringer solution was higher than the force produced
during the isometric reference contractions at the correspond-
ing lengths (Fig. 3). This force enhancement was greater after
10% compared with 5% stretches (Fig. 3, Table 2). Fiber
stiffness in the force-enhanced state was higher than stiffness
obtained for the isometric reference contractions (Table 3).

Adding BDM decreased isometric force, but it increased the
relative force enhancement. This increase was higher after the
10% compared with the 5% stretch (Fig. 4, Table 2). Caution
should be exercised when interpreting these results, because
force did not reach a complete steady state for the tests
involving BDM, because force relaxation after stretch was very
slow. After BDM administration, fiber stiffness decreased, but
stiffness was always greater in the force-enhanced state com-
pared with the isometric reference state (cf. Fig. 4; Table 3).

When fibers were stretched during submaximal stimulation
(50 and 25% of the tetanic stimulation frequency), force

Table 1. Active force produced during isometric
contractions in Ringer solution, with 2 mM and 5 mM
BDM, and with 50% and 25% of the tetanic frequency
of stimulation + 25% and L, + 30%

Lo Lo + 20% Lo + 25% Lo + 30%
Control 0.58*0.11 0.54=0.10 0.52%0.09 0.49x0.10
2 mM BDM 0.46=0.14 0.42x0.07 0.41x0.07 0.39+0.07
5 mM BDM 0.260.07 0.27%0.07 0.26x0.07 0.26*0.08
50% Fr 0.51=0.09 0.48=0.09 0.47x0.08 0.43+0.08
25% Fr 0.36=0.07 0.36x0.07 0.34x0.06 0.35*0.06

Values are means = SD. Contractions were performed isometrically (with-
out changing the length during the contractions) at optimal length (Lo), Lo +
20%, Lo + 25% and L, + 30% given in mN. BDM, 2,3-butanedione
monoxime; 50% Fr, 50% of tetanic frequency of stimulation; 25% Fr; 25% of
tetanic frequency of stimulation.
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STIFFNESS AND SINGLE MUSCLE FIBERS 1771

Fig. 2. Effects of 2,3-butanedione monoxime
on isometric force and stiffness, during contrac-
tions performed at optimal length (L,). Force
and stiffness were normalized to the maximal
values obtained during individual contractions.
Note that 2,3-butanedione monoxime causes a
greater decrease in force than stiffness. Values
are means £ SD.
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enhancement was similar to that observed for maximally stim-
ulated fibers (Figs. 5 and 6, Table 2). At 50% stimulation, fiber
stiffness was greater in the force-enhanced compared with the
isometric reference state (Fig. 5, Table 3). No reliable stiffness
measurements could be obtained for stimulations at 25% of the
tetanic level.

DISCUSSION

The main findings of this study were that /) force enhance-
ment was accompanied by an increased stiffness compared
with the isometric reference stiffness; 2) BDM increased force
enhancement and stiffness enhancement compared with the

5 mM

experiments performed in Ringer solution; and 3) lowering the
frequency of stimulation did not change force enhancement
and stiffness enhancement compared with experiments per-
formed at fused tetanic frequencies. In short, there was a direct
relationship between enhanced force and stiffness, before and
after changing the frequency of stimulation and adding BDM,
suggesting that force enhancement is caused partially by an
increase in the proportion of attached cross bridges after
stretch.

Control experiments (Ringer solution). In this study, force
enhancement after stretch was associated with an increase in
fiber stiffness. Although this result is similar to what had been

10% Sretch

1.2 1 pz
/\ e 5% stretch
z NG e
=) 0.8 1
:)/ ......
2
=}
0.4 '
L,+25% L, +30%

0.0 - —
-
=
— 1.3 4 S
= £
5 1.2 /
5
— 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Time (s)

Fig. 3. Force-time histories of contractions in a single fiber activated in Ringer solution. Isometric reference contractions were produced at L, + 25% and L, +
30%, and active stretches of 5 and 10% fiber lengths ending at L, + 25% and L, + 30%, respectively, are also shown. Stretches were performed at a speed of
40% fiber length/s. After both stretches, the isometric steady-state force was greater than that produced during the corresponding isometric reference contractions.
Force enhancement was greater after 10% compared with 5% stretches. Stiffness at isometric steady state after stretch was also greater than that measured during

the corresponding isometric reference contractions. L, fiber length.
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STIFFNESS AND SINGLE MUSCLE FIBERS

Table 2. Total force produced during isometric contractions and after stretches of 5 and 10% fiber length

Isometric Force After Isometric Force After
Force Lo + Stretch Lo + Force Lo + Stretch Lo +
Condition 25%, mN 25%, mN FE, mN FE, % 30%, mN 30%, mN FE, mN FE, %

Control 0.57%0.11 0.65*+0.12 0.07%£0.02 13.3*£2.4% 0.58*+0.12 0.68*+0.13 0.10+0.02 17.9%£5.5%
2 mM BDM 0.45%0.07 0.52%0.09 0.07%=0.02 15.6t4.6F 0.47£0.09 0.60*=0.10 0.12%0.02 27.2+7.5%%
5 mM BDM 0.30%=0.09 0.3620.09 0.06=0.01 20.4*£5.1%F 0.280.09 0.45+0.12 0.17%+0.03 68.120.6%F
50% Fr 0.52+0.10 0.58*+0.11 0.06+0.01 12.6+3.4% 0.51+0.10 0.60+0.11 0.08+0.02 17.3+5.5%
25% Fr 0.40%0.08 0.45*+0.10 0.05*+0.03 12.4+6.5% 0.45+0.09 0.51%+0.09 0.07%+0.02 15.9*£5.4%

Values are means = SD. All stretches started at L, + 20%. Force enhancement (FE) is given in absolute terms (mN) and relative to the isometric force
produced at the corresponding length (%). *Stretch significantly different from isometric contraction, P < 0.05. {Force enhancement significantly different from

control situation, P < 0.05.

observed previously in whole muscles (14), studies investigat-
ing stiffness after stretch in single fibers were inconclusive. On
the one hand, Sugi and Tsuchiya (31) suggested that fiber
stiffness in the force-enhanced state was similar to that ob-
served during the isometric reference contractions (their Figs.
2 and 3). On the other hand, Julian and Morgan (18) observed
that fiber stiffness was increased after stretch compared with
the stiffness observed in the isometric phase preceding the
stretch. The present results are the first to demonstrate con-
vincingly an increased stiffness in the force-enhanced state
compared with the stiffness in the corresponding isometric
reference contractions.

Although our results of an increased fiber stiffness in the
force-enhanced state agree with some published results (14),
they do not agree with others (31), and it is not obvious why
apparently similar experiments should give conflicting results.
However, interpretation of stiffness results must be made with
caution. Stiffness does not only reflect the proportion of at-
tached cross bridges but also the cross-bridge attachment
distribution (9, 10) and non-cross-bridge compliant structures
present in the muscle or fiber preparation (2, 4, 9, 10). Fur-
thermore, it is known that filaments’ compliance increases
during muscle activation and force generation, which would
underestimate cross-bridge stiffness during our measurements.
Since the relevant stiffness comparisons in the present study
were made between isometric reference contractions [at a
given length and for a given condition (activation, BDM)] and
the corresponding isometric contraction after stretch, filaments
compliance does not play a critical role in the interpretations of
our results. If one assumes that cross-bridge distribution is
similar in the force-enhanced and isometric reference state,
then increased fiber stiffness reflects an increase in the propor-
tion of attached cross bridges. Therefore, the results of this

study suggest that force enhancement is caused, at least in part,
by an increase in the proportion of attached cross bridges.

Effects of BDM. It has been shown that BDM suppresses
both isometric force and stiffness (2, 3, 13, 17, 29, 30), but
decreases stiffness significantly less than force, thereby in-
creasing the stiffness-to-force ratio (29, 30). This finding was
confirmed in the present study (Fig. 2). The effects of BDM on
force production are less pronounced than those observed by
Bagni et al. (2). Although it may be a result of different muscle
preparations (lumbrical vs. tibialis anterior) and temperatures
(9 vs. 14°C), the reasons why BDM depresses force less in our
experiments are unclear. The small decrease in stiffness with
increasing concentrations of BDM suggests that BDM de-
creases to some extent the proportion of attached cross bridges.
However, force decreased substantially more than stiffness
with increasing concentrations of BDM.

BDM is thought to bind to cross bridges and decrease the
rate of P; release, while accelerating the rate of ATP hydrolysis
(13, 17). As a consequence, BDM-treated cross bridges are
thought to attach rapidly to actin and remain proportionally
longer in the pre- than the post-powerstroke state compared
with untreated controls. Therefore, BDM is expected to in-
crease the proportion of weakly bound vs. strongly bound cross
bridges (29). Such weakly bound cross bridges would contrib-
ute to stiffness but not to force, a situation that agrees with the
results observed in the present experiments.

Force enhancement and stiffness enhancement were in-
creased after BDM administration. The increase in stiffness
suggests that force enhancement in BDM fibers is attained with
a relative increase in the proportion of cross bridges attached to
actin. However, force enhancement was higher than stiffness
enhancement, suggesting that not the entire force enhancement
was caused by an increase in the proportion of attached cross

Table 3. Total stiffness produced during isometric contractions and after stretches of 5 and 10% fiber length

Stiffness
After
Isometric Stretch Lo Isometric Stiffness After
Stiffness Lo + + 25% mN/ Stiffness Lo + Stretch Lo +
Condition 25% mN/mm mm SE, mN/mm SE, % 30%, mN/mm 30%, mN/mm SE, mN/mm SE, %
Control 5.85%1.11 6.77+1.53 0.92+0.52 9.4+6.9% 5.59*1.15 5.59+1.35 0.75*+0.73 13.6+13.9%
2 mM BDM 7.14*£1.45 8.15%£2.00 1.01+0.84 13.9*+11.7* 6.68*1.37 8.50*£2.28 1.82*+1.31 27.3%£19.8*F
5 mM BDM 6.90*+1.40 8.34%2.00 1.45+0.85 20.7*+11.6%F 7.98+1.58 10.15+2.76 2.18£2.40 29.0*=31.4%%
50% Fr 5.80*£1.18 6.32+1.39 0.51+0.41 8.83£7.3* 5.59*1.15 6.46*1.43 0.87%£0.56 15.7%+10.9*

Values are means * SD from 6 experiments. All stretches started at L, + 20%. Stiffness enhancement (SE) is given in absolute terms (mN/mm) and relative
to the isometric stiffness produced at the corresponding length (%). *Stretch significantly different from isometric contraction, P < 0.05. {Force enhancement

significantly different from control situation, P < 0.05.
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STIFFNESS AND SINGLE MUSCLE FIBERS

10% stretch

5% stretch

Force (mN)

1773

Fig. 4. Force-time histories of contractions in a
single fiber after adding 2 mM 2,3-butanedione
monoxime to the Ringer solution. Contractions
are performed at the same lengths and mechan-
ical conditions as those shown in Fig. 3, and
force and stiffness are also increased after
stretch.

Time (s)

bridges. Assuming that weakly bound cross bridges do not
contribute significantly to force, combined with evidence that
BDM slows the rate of P; release (13), these results lead to the
following hypothesis: force enhancement is partially caused by
a stretch-induced increase in the proportion of attached cross
bridges and a conversion of weakly bound to strongly bound
(force producing) cross bridges. For a normal, reference fiber
stretched in Ringer solution, the ratio of weakly bound to
strongly bound cross bridges is low, and therefore the conver-
sion from weakly bound to strongly bound cross bridges is
expected to be small. In BDM-treated fibers, the ratio of
weakly bound to strongly bound cross bridges is high. During
stretch, weakly and strongly bound cross bridges contribute to
stiffness and peak force attained at the end of the stretch. After
stretch, a great number of the weakly bound cross bridges have
been converted to force-producing, strongly bound cross
bridges, thereby increasing force enhancement to levels above
those observed in control fibers.

A series of studies that manipulate phosphate analogs and
polyethylene glycol (6, 12) or changes in temperature (7, 24,
33), interventions that alter the proportion of weakly and
strongly bound cross bridges, suggest that weakly bound cross

>

=

— 1.3 4 — e e
= /

T 12 /

5

] 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

bridges are involved in high forces produced during stretch. In
here, we expand that hypothesis to propose that such conver-
sion of weakly to strongly bound cross bridges can also be
responsible, at least in part, for the long-lasting force enhance-
ment observed after stretch.

Effects of stimulation rate. To further elucidate whether part
of the force enhancement was caused by a shift of cross bridges
from a weakly to a strongly bound state, we decreased fiber
activation by lowering the frequency of stimulation. If force
enhancement was partially caused by a conversion of weakly
bound to strongly bound cross bridges, lowering the stimula-
tion rate should cause levels of force enhancement similar to
control experiments, and lower than BDM experiments, be-
cause there is no evidence that lowering the frequency of
stimulation shifts cross bridges from strongly bound to weakly
bound states. In fact, the level of force enhancement and
stiffness during submaximal stimulation, after 5 and 10%
stretches, was similar to that observed during high-frequency
stimulation (Table 2).

Mechanisms of force enhancement. Although the results of
this study, and previous studies performed in our laboratory
(25), suggest that force enhancement is caused by changes in

1.2 7
10% stretch
P 5% stretch
Z p
o I Tt ar mer e e P
55 .....
o Fig. 5. Force-time histories of contractions in a
f N single fiber activated in Ringer solution with
L, +25% L, +30% 50% of maximal frequency of stimulation. Con-
mmmmmmmm tractions were performed at the same lengths
and mechanical conditions as those shown in
— Fig. 3, and force and stiffness are also increased
R after stretch.
S~
— 1.3 4 O U
~ /
=
= 12 /
5
— 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Time (s)
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STIFFNESS AND SINGLE MUSCLE FIBERS
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Fig. 6. Force-time histories of contractions in a = 1.3
single fiber activated in Ringer solution with -5 7
25% of maximal frequency of stimulation. A: éﬁ 1.2
isometric contraction was produced at L, + @
25%, and the active stretch of 5% fiber length - 0 ! 2 3 4 5 0 7 8
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active stretch of 10% fiber length was per-
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the cross-bridge kinetics, there is evidence that force enhance-
ment is associated with more than one mechanism (26). Two
mechanisms that have been suggested in the literature are /)
sarcomere length nonuniformity and instability (18, 21) and 2)
engagement of a passive element (15, 16, 25, 27).

With regard to mechanism 1, Julian and Morgan (18) ob-
served that, during stretch on the descending limb of the
force-length relationship, sarcomeres near the center region of
muscle fibers stretched more than sarcomeres near the end of
the fibers, which remained almost isometric. Morgan (21)
suggested that force enhancement was produced by sarcomeres
that did not stretch significantly, whereas the sarcomeres that
stretched to lengths beyond myofilament overlap would be
supported by passive elements, rendering an equilibrium force
that would be greater than that produced during isometric
contractions. Although there is evidence that this mechanism
may work in some situations (5, 18, 32), there are results that
are incompatible with the sarcomere length nonuniformity
theory. For example, sarcomere length does not diverge during
the force-enhanced state (8); force enhancement is observed on
the ascending limb of the force-length relationship, a region
considered mechanically stable (23); and force enhancement
exceeds the isometric forces at the plateau of the force-length
relationship (28). Therefore, sarcomere nonuniformity may be

responsible for part of the force enhancement, but it cannot
explain it completely.

With regard to mechanism 2, force enhancement may be
associated with the engagement of a passive element on acti-
vation and stretch. Evidence for this mechanism comes from
studies showing an increase in the passive force after active,
but not passive, muscle stretch observed in different muscle
preparations (15, 16, 25, 27). This increase in passive force
enhancement is long lasting and increases with stretch magni-
tude and initial muscle length, and it is independent of the
speed of stretch (15, 16), characteristics that are similar to
those of the total force enhancement. It has been suggested that
the structure responsible for the increase in passive force after
stretch of an activated muscle is titin (15, 16, 19, 25). However,
the passive force enhancement is always smaller than the total
force enhancement, and it does not occur at short muscle
lengths. Therefore, it cannot explain solely the stretch-induced
force enhancement.

Summary. Our results show a strong relationship between
the relative increase in force and the relative increase in
stiffness after active stretch of muscle fibers. This relationship
is preserved for different stretch amplitudes and changed cross-
bridge kinetics. Therefore, we propose that part of the observed
force enhancement is caused by an increase in the proportion of
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attached cross bridges. However, for all conditions (control,
BDM, decreased frequency of stimulation), force enhancement
was greater than stiffness enhancement, suggesting that there
must be another factor contributing to force enhancement. On
the basis of the results of this study, we propose that this other
factor might be a stretch-induced conversion of weakly bound
to strongly bound cross bridges. This latter effect appears to be
particularly dominant for the situation with the greatest stretch
amplitude (10%) and highest (5 mM) BDM concentrations.

GRANTS
This study was funded by Canadian Institutes of Health Research (CIHR).

REFERENCES

1. Abbott BC and Aubert XM. The force exerted by active striated muscle
during and after change of length. J Physiol 117: 77-86, 1952.

2. Bagni MA, Cecchi G, Colombini B, and Colomo F. A non-cross-bridge
stiffness in activated frog muscle fibers. Biophys J 82: 3118-3127, 2002.

3. Bagni MA, Cecchi G, Colomo F, and Garzella P. Effects of 2,3-
butanedione monoxime on the crossbridge kinetics in frog single muscle
fibres. J Muscle Res Cell Motil 13: 516-522, 1992.

4. Bagni MA, Cecchi G, Colomo F, and Garzella P. Development of
stiffness precedes cross-bridge attachment during the early tension rise in
single frog muscle fibres. J Physiol 481: 273-278, 1994.

5. Brown LM and Hill L. Some observations on variations in filament
overlap in tetanized muscle fibres and fibres stretched during a tetanus,
detected in the electron microscope after rapid fixation. J Muscle Res Cell
Motil 12: 171-182, 1991.

6. Chinn M, Getz EB, Cooke R, and Lehman SL. Force enhancement by
PEG during ramp stretches of skeletal muscle. J Muscle Res Cell Motil 24:
571-578, 2003.

7. Coupland ME, Puchert E, and Ranatunga KW. Temperature depen-
dence of active tension in mammalian (rabbit psoas) muscle fibres: effect
of inorganic phosphate. J Physiol 536: 879-891, 2001.

8. Edman KA, Elzinga G, and Noble MI. Residual force enhancement after
stretch of contracting frog single muscle fibers. J Gen Physiol 80: 769—
784, 1982.

9. Forcinito M, Epstein M, and Herzog W. Theoretical considerations on
myofibril stiffness. Biophys J 72: 1278-1286, 1997.

10. Forcinito M, Epstein M, and Herzog W. A numerical study of the
stiffness of a sarcomere. J Electromyogr Kinesiol 8: 133-138, 1998.

11. Ford LE, Huxley AF, and Simmons RM. Tension responses to sudden
length change in stimulated frog muscle fibres near slack length. J Physiol
269: 441-515, 1977.

12. Getz EB, Cooke R, and Lehman SL. Phase transition in force during
ramp stretches of skeletal muscle. Biophys J 75: 2971-2983, 1998.

13. Herrmann C, Wray J, Travers F, and Barman T. Effect of 2,3-
butanedione monoxime on myosin and myofibrillar ATPases. An example
of an uncompetitive inhibitor. Biochemistry 31: 12227-12232, 1992.

14. Herzog W and Leonard TR. The history dependence of force production
in mammalian skeletal muscle following stretch-shortening and shorten-
ing-stretch cycles. J Biomech 33: 531-542, 2000.

15. Herzog W and Leonard TR. Force enhancement following stretching of
skeletal muscle: a new mechanism. J Exp Biol 205: 1275-1283, 2002.

16.

17.

18.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

217.

28.

29.

30.

31

32.

33.

Herzog W, Schachar R, and Leonard TR. Characterization of the
passive component of force enhancement following active stretching of
skeletal muscle. J Exp Biol 206: 3635-3643, 2003.

Higuchi H and Takemori S. Butanedione monoxime suppresses contrac-
tion and ATPase activity of rabbit skeletal muscle. J Biochem (Tokyo) 105:
638-643, 1989.

Julian FJ and Morgan DL. The effect on tension of non-uniform
distribution of length changes applied to frog muscle fibres. J Physiol 293:
379-392, 1979.

. Labeit D, Watanabe K, Witt C, Fujita H, Wu Y, Lahmers S, Funck T,

Labeit S, and Granzier H. Calcium-dependent molecular spring elements
in the giant protein titin. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 100: 13716-13721,
2003.

Linari M, Lucii L, Reconditi M, Casoni ME, Amenitsch H, Bernstorff
S, Piazzesi G, and Lombardi V. A combined mechanical and X-ray
diffraction study of stretch potentiation in single frog muscle fibres.
J Physiol 526: 589-596, 2000.

Morgan DL. An explanation for residual increased tension in striated
muscle after stretch during contraction. Exp Physiol 79: 831-838, 1994.
Morgan DL, Whitehead NP, Wise AK, Gregory JE, and Proske U.
Tension changes in the cat soleus muscle following slow stretch or
shortening of the contracting muscle. J Physiol 522: 503-513, 2000.
Peterson DR, Rassier DE, and Herzog W. Force enhancement in single
skeletal muscle fibres on the ascending limb of the force-length relation-
ship. J Exp Biol 207: 2787-2791, 2004.

Piazzesi G, Reconditi M, Koubassova N, Decostre V, Linari M, Lucii
L, and Lombardi V. Temperature dependence of the force-generating
process in single fibres from frog skeletal muscle. J Physiol 549: 93—-106,
2003.

Rassier DE and Herzog W. Active force inhibition and stretch-induced
force enhancement in frog muscle treated with BDM. J Appl Physiol 97:
1395-1400, 2004.

Rassier DE and Herzog W. Considerations on the history dependence of
muscle contraction. J Appl Physiol 96: 419-427, 2004.

Rassier DE and Herzog W. Effects of shortening on stretch-induced
force enhancement in single skeletal muscle fibers. J Biomech 37: 1305—
1312, 2004.

Rassier DE, Herzog W, Wakeling J, and Syme DA. Stretch-induced,
steady-state force enhancement in single skeletal muscle fibers exceeds the
isometric force at optimum fiber length. J Biomech 36: 1309-1316, 2003.
Regnier M, Morris C, and Homsher E. Regulation of the cross-bridge
transition from a weakly to strongly bound state in skinned rabbit muscle
fibers. Am J Physiol Cell Physiol 269: C1532—-C1539, 1995.

Seow CY, Shroff SG, and Ford LE. Detachment of low-force bridges
contributes to the rapid tension transients of skinned rabbit skeletal muscle
fibres. J Physiol 501: 149-164, 1997.

Sugi H and Tsuchiya T. Stiffness changes during enhancement and
deficit of isometric force by slow length changes in frog skeletal muscle
fibres. J Physiol 407: 215-229, 1988.

Talbot JA and Morgan DL. Quantitative analysis of sarcomere non-
uniformities in active muscle following a stretch. J Muscle Res Cell Motil
17: 261-268, 1996.

Wang G and Kawai M. Effect of temperature on elementary steps of the
cross-bridge cycle in rabbit soleus slow-twitch muscle fibres. J Physiol
531: 219-234, 2001.

J Appl Physiol « VOL 99 « NOVEMBER 2005 « WWW.jap.org

G002 ‘6T 1290190 uo Bio°ABojoisAyd-del wol) papeojumoq



http://jap.physiology.org

