
royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rsif
Research
Cite this article: Dinges GF, Bockemühl T,
Iacoviello F, Shearing PR, Büschges A, Blanke

A. 2022 Ultra high-resolution biomechanics

suggest that substructures within

insect mechanosensors decisively affect their

sensitivity. J. R. Soc. Interface 19: 20220102.
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2022.0102
Received: 3 February 2022

Accepted: 30 March 2022
Subject Category:
Life Sciences–Engineering interface

Subject Areas:
biomechanics, systems biology

Keywords:
load sensors, campaniform sensilla,

finite-element analysis, principal component

analysis, Drosophila melanogaster, strain
Author for correspondence:
Gesa F. Dinges

e-mail: g.dinges@uni-koeln.de
© 2022 The Authors. Published by the Royal Society under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution
License http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/, which permits unrestricted use, provided the original
author and source are credited.
Electronic supplementary material is available

online at https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.

c.5953469.
Ultra high-resolution biomechanics
suggest that substructures within
insect mechanosensors decisively affect
their sensitivity

Gesa F. Dinges1, Till Bockemühl1, Francesco Iacoviello2, Paul R. Shearing2,
Ansgar Büschges1 and Alexander Blanke1,3

1Institute of Zoology, University of Cologne, 50674 Cologne, Germany
2Electrochemical Innovation Lab, Department of Chemical Engineering, University College London,
WC1DE 6BT London, UK
3Institute of Evolutionary Biology and Ecology, University of Bonn, 53121 Bonn, Germany

GFD, 0000-0002-1759-738X; TB, 0000-0002-6213-8107; FI, 0000-0003-3564-2380;
PRS, 0000-0002-1387-9531; AB, 0000-0003-2123-1900; AB, 0000-0003-4385-6039

Insect load sensors, called campaniform sensilla (CS), measure strain changes
within the cuticle of appendages. This mechanotransduction provides the
neuromuscular system with feedback for posture and locomotion. Owing to
their diverse morphology and arrangement, CS can encode different strain
directions. We used nano-computed tomography and finite-element analysis
to investigate how different CS morphologies within one location—the
femoral CS field of the leg in the fruit fly Drosophila—interact under load.
By investigating the influence of CS substructures’ material properties
during simulated limb displacement with naturalistic forces, we could show
that CS substructures (i.e. socket and collar) influence strain distribution
throughout the whole CS field. Altered socket and collar elastic moduli
resulted in 5% relative differences in displacement, and the artificial removal
of all sockets caused differences greater than 20% in cap displacement. Appar-
ently, CS sockets support the distribution of distal strain to more proximal CS,
while collars alter CS displacement more locally. Harder sockets can increase
or decrease CS displacement depending on sensor location. Furthermore,
high-resolution imaging revealed that sockets are interconnected in subcuticu-
lar rows. In summary, the sensitivity of individual CS is dependent on the
configuration of other CS and their substructures.

1. Introduction
Campaniform sensilla (CS) are load sensors, embedded near joints within the exos-
keleton of insect legs, that measure tonic forces and their rates of change [1–4]. Each
CS consists of cuticular substructures, such as a cap, collar and socket, andmultiple
internal cell bodies including a neuron [5,6]. The deformation of the cuticular sub-
structures is a crucial aspect of mechanotransduction [6,7]. Furthermore, the
relative position, eccentricity and orientation of the cap enable directional sensitivity
when transducing cuticular compressions induced by external and muscle-
generated forces [8–11]. Sensory discharge from CS informs neuro-muscular
networkson the limb’s state, especially regarding load.Thisproprioceptive feedback
can helpmodify and reinforcemotor output in a task-dependentmanner, ultimately
enabling adaptable movements, such as walking [12–15].

CS are usually found in close proximity to joints (figure 1a,b); there, the
sensor substructures work together to generate sensory discharge in response
to cuticle bending. The cap of a CS is suspended over a hole in the cuticle
and is attached to it via the collar and the joint membrane [17–19]. Below the
cap, a bipolar neuron’s modified dendrite reaches the cap’s underside, while
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Figure 1. Location and arrangement of the CS field and finite-element simulation set-up. (a) Three-dimensional rendered fly, the arrow indicates the location of the
femoral sensilla field (FeF) of the metathoracic leg; (b) three-dimensional rendered images of the femur, indicating the location of the FeF. Femur is shown in two
different opacities to underline the proximity of the FeF to the femoral muscles; (c) scanning electron microscopy image of the metathoracic FeF. Image modified
from Dinges et al. [16], scale bar 25 µm; (d ) schematic of a CS; (e) nano-CT slice of the FeF; ( f ) nano-CT-based segmentation of the FeF. The colours and numbers
of each cap are used throughout the publication, trapezoids indicate model constraints, arrows indicate forces applied; (g) the sockets underneath the caps seen in
( f ), viewpoint from the inside of the leg (i.e. distal end of the socket); (g0) the sockets underneath the caps seen in ( f ), viewpoint from the cuticle inwards
(i.e. proximal end of the socket); (h) the set-up s-9, with the socket of CS 9 removed (indicated with an arrow); (h0) the set-up s-5 with the socket of CS 5
removed; do: dorsal, vt: ventral, prox: proximal, dis: distal, ant: anterior, pos: posterior.
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the axon of the neuron projects into the ventral nerve cord
(morphology schematized in figure 1d ). The dendrite is
surrounded by a socket [20]. Furthermore, collars can act
as stiffening rings that alter a caps sensitivity to the
global strain [21,22]. However, not all Drosophila leg CS
have visible collars (figure 1c), suggesting intra-group strain
alterations that may not affect all cap displacements in the
same way [16].

The geometry of CS substructures directly affects how CS
transduce strain into action potentials. Compressive strain
displaces the cap vertically by compressing the hole under-
neath the cap horizontally. Because the sensory neuron’s
dendrite is connected to the cap, it elongates along its longi-
tudinal axis [6]. Through the orientation of CS with varying
degrees of eccentricity (figure 1c,f ), the sensitivity of individ-
ual CS to strains arising from distinct directions is modulated.
CS with higher eccentricities (elliptical) compress along their
short axis [15]. Additionally, CS with an eccentricity of zero
(circular) are also present on the legs (figure 1c,f; [16,23])
and can either be directionally sensitive through asymmetric
collars or act as omnidirectionally sensitive tactile sensors
[10,15]. The grouping of diverse CS morphologies can pro-
vide the nervous system with highly specific information on
local strain directions and magnitude [11,21]. CS are often
found in clusters (i.e. groups or fields) and sometimes as
single CS. Single CS may function as general strain indicators;
multiple CS, with the same cap orientations but differing
eccentricities, can form functional units when aligned,
which can compute sophisticated features of load signals
(e.g. by fractionating strain; [1,24–26]).

The structural components of each CS may influence the
compressive strains sensed by surrounding CS, but it is
unclear how CS substructures interact and affect strain pro-
liferation. Modelling studies have shown that multiple holes
in a structure, like an exoskeleton, can alter the overall com-
pliance at that location [21,22,27]. Although CS themselves
do not affect the cuticle’s stiffness, the cuticular holes amplify
local stress when a force is applied [21,22,27]. This indicates
that CS arrangement in fields may have specific amplification
functions that can influence the mechanical filtering of sen-
sory input [20]. Further, CS morphologies within a field
range in eccentricity, size and relative orientation (figure 1c
as an example). In the drosopholid leg, there are two CS
fields. The femoral CS field contains a variety of mor-
phologies in proximity, which may imply that individual
CS sensitivities are influenced through the interplay of all
sensors (all CS locations can be seen in [16] and [23]).

We investigated strain distribution in this CS field, which
contains sensors varying in size, orientation and morphology,
as well as differences in key aspects, such as the presence of a
strain-amplifying collar. The differences seen in this field may
modulate strain, creating amplifications for individual CS
induced by others. Using nano-computed tomography
(nano-CT), we constructed a finite-element analysis and



Table 1. Material properties of CS structures and material property variations (Cases) are applied for each finite-element analysis. The YM of four structural
components from C. vicina (CS cap, collar, socket and the cuticle). All values in GPa. Poisson’s ratio for all is 0.3. Physiological values are based on [22]; their
sockets are referred to as socket septum. The YM of the socket and collar used in combination (cases c-c, c-p, p-c and p-p) in this study to investigate the
structural influence on strain distribution. First letter of each case is the socket YM, second letter the collar YM. ‘c’ = cuticular, ‘p’ = physiological. Arrows
indicate value increase or decrease compared with physiological value. c: cuticular; p: physiological.

structure

YM

physiological c-c c-p p-c p-p

cap 6

collar 4.8 1.5 ↓ 4.8 1.5 ↓ 4.8

socket 0.15 1.5 ↑ 1.5 ↑ 0.15 0.15

cuticle 1.5
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identified further morphological attributes of the field, such
as sockets that are connected to one another, ultimately creat-
ing groups within the field. The finite-element analysis was
used to investigate how physical connections between CS,
which could influence strain distribution, and different CS
parameters, which can alter the sensitivity, affect the
displacement. Thus, CS parameters affect the displacement
throughout the field upon the application of stress.

Previous investigations have shown how structural com-
ponents of CS contribute to mechanotransduction. Skordos
et al. [22], modelling a single CS, found that the stiffness of
the septum, cap and cuticle does not affect transduction
while the collar’s material properties can tune the sensitivity
of a sensillum. Vincent et al. [27] modelled a CS field as
‘holes’ in the cuticle and thereby showed that greater
sensitivity is achieved when these holes are arranged in a
regular pattern. Additionally, an evenly spaced pattern
increases the energy absorption of the cuticle, which ampli-
fies the strain around each sensillum. Kaliyamoorthy et al.
[28] combined finite-element analysis and confocal micro-
scopic images of the cockroach trochanteral CS to analyse
how modelled climbing compresses different CS fields. By
using a high-resolution physiological CS field in a finite-
element analysis, we expanded on these models by showing
that the previously uncharacterized morphology of CS
substructures influences strain dynamics.

The present study advances current knowledge about the
mechanosensation of CS by combining accurate morphologi-
cal data with naturalistic force data extracted from jumping
flies to infer the influence of CS substructures on strain mag-
nitudes and distributions. In conclusion, our model connects
high-resolution CS morphologies with realistic strain in
the leg of D. melanogaster and provides a basis for future
kinematic models.
2. Material and methods
2.1. Sample preparation and data acquisition
The metathoracic legs of female wild-type D. melanogaster (Berlin-
K, RRID:BDSC_8522) aged 3–5 days post-eclosion were fixed
using 4% paraformaldehyde with 5% glacial acetic acid, dehy-
drated in an EtOH gradient, critically point dried (CPD 020;
Oerlikon Balzers, Balzers, Liechtenstein) and mounted onto the
tip of an insect pin using dental glue.

Nano-CT was performed for the femoral CS field of a
metathoracic leg using a ZEISS Xradia 810 Ultra (Carl Zeiss
X-ray Microscopy Inc., Pleasanton, CA) with a voxel size of
63 nm and a field of view of 65 µm, employing a camera binning
of 1 and 1601 projections. For an overview of the femur, a
metathoracic leg was imaged using a ZEISS Xradia 520 Versa
(Carl Zeiss X-ray Microscopy Inc., Pleasanton, CA) with a
voxel size of 0.69 µm, using a camera binning 2. The X-ray
tube was operated at 40 kV and 76 µA, acquiring 1601 projections
and an exposure time of 6 s per projection. The raw transmission
images from both micro- and nano-scale CT imaging
experiments were reconstructed using a commercial image recon-
struction software package (Zeiss XMReconstructor, Carl Zeiss
X-ray Microscopy Inc., Pleasanton, CA), which employs a filtered
back-projection algorithm. Segmentations of the reconstructed
image stacks were carried out using ITK-snap (figure 1e; [29];
RRID:SCR_002010) and rendered using Blender (figure 1f,g–g0;
version 2.79; RRID:SCR_008606). Images were compiled using
Corel Photo-Paint (version x6; RRID:SCR_014235).

In addition to a colour coding, we numerated the CS caps in
ascending order, starting in the bottom right with 1 (top left is
11), with socket numbers corresponding to their respective caps
(figure 1f ).

2.2. Biomechanical analysis
We used finite-element analysis to study the deformations in a
CS field induced by forces resulting from bending of the entire
femur. To determine how a force applied to the entire femur
affects the CS field, we applied a tensile force of 35 µN along
the complete distal end of the model based on forces measured
during fly take-off ([30]; arrows in figure 1f show force vectors).
Since the femoral CS field is located on the ventral side of this leg
segment, a bending of the segment upwards leads to tensile
forces in this region of the segment. We distributed the tensile
force evenly across all elements at the ‘face’ of the distal end of
the CS model. To fix the model, its complete proximal face was
constrained in all axes (trapezoids in figure 1f ) so that an
elongation of the rest of the model was still possible. Material
properties of the cuticle, Young’s moduli (YM; E) and Poisson’s
ratio (v) were taken from the measurements reported in Skordos
et al. [22] for Calliphora vicinia (table 1).

We used the open-source finite-element solver VOX-FE2 for
the analysis of stress and strains in the CS field. The FE mesh
and the model constraints were generated and defined using
a plugin graphical user interface established in PARAVIEW
(v. 4.1.0, www.paraview.org; RRID:SCR_002516, plugin from
http://sourceforge.net/projects/vox-fe). The segmented geome-
tries were exported from ITK-SNAP and converted in
PARAVIEW into an FE mesh with 7 557 345 (complete), 7 511
352 (without one socket), 7 490 229 (without the other socket)
or 7 127 949 (without all sockets) hexahedral elements by direct
voxel conversion based on the resolution of the nano-CT.

http://www.paraview.org
http://sourceforge.net/projects/vox-fe
http://sourceforge.net/projects/vox-fe
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From the finite-element analysis results, we extracted the
maximum (most tensile) and minimum (most compressive) prin-
cipal strains (P1/ε1 and P3/ε3, respectively) using the VOX-FE2
PARAVIEW plugin. Displacements were further analysed and
visualized in R Studio (RRID:SCR_000432) and Matlab (RRID:
SCR_001622).

2.3. Principal component analysis
We determined the main axes orientations of CS caps and their
underlying sockets using principal component analysis
(figure 2c). In other words, we used principal component analy-
sis as a way to find the largest Cartesian dimension of CS caps.
Generally, principal component analysis determines the direc-
tions of largest variance in a dataset which lie orthogonal to
each other. Here, we applied it in a novel manner, to determine
the directions of largest variance within the Cartesian coordi-
nates of the surfaces generated from µCT image stacks of
individual caps and connected sockets, respectively. The first
two principal components describe the two main axes, (i.e. the
major and minor axis of a given cap (red and green axes in
figure 2c)). Note, this also allows for an intuitive estimate of
the eccentricity of a particular cap; if the major and minor axes
have similar lengths, then the cap is more circular (i.e. eccentri-
city is low). If the major axis is noticeably longer, the cap is
more oval shaped (high eccentricity). For connected sockets, we
calculated only the first principal component. Connected sockets
were identified through nano-CT (figure 1g0). The axes (blue lines
in figure 2c) describe the general main orientation of a particular
set of connected sockets. Consequently, the third principal com-
ponent gives information about the normal orientation of a
given point or structure.

2.4. Displacement analysis
We visualized the effects of force application during finite-element
analysis on individual CS caps by calculating the displacement
vectors for all points between the unloaded and the loaded con-
ditions. Because absolute displacement distances were very small
relative to the average size of the CS, we multiplied the vector
lengths by a factor of 100 to visualize their directions (figure 2d).
The lengths of these arrows are equivalent to the displacement
during force application. Due to the high number of elements in
each finite-element analysis model, we plotted only every 200th
displacement vector.

The displacement and consequent deformation of CS caps is
important for understanding their function when the leg strains.
To clarify further how each CS is deformed, we extracted the
individual CS caps and their associated displacement vectors
and re-oriented them according to their individual major and
minor axes (figure 2e). In this depiction, the vertical axis (z) of
a particular CS thereby corresponds to its major axis (identical
to the red axis in figure 2d, first principal component), the
y-axis corresponds to its minor axis (identical to the green axis
in figure 2d, second principal component). The displacement
vectors have been rotated and re-arranged correspondingly. All
positional information has been transformed from micrometre
into normalized z-scores for a comparable depiction.

2.5. Parameters
We used the same material properties as Skordos et al. [22] and
Sun et al. [6] for the cap, collar, socket and cuticle (table 1).
These values originate from C. vicinia and are phylogenetically
the most comparable, available values. The lower the YM, the
more flexible the material; the higher the YM, the less change
in shape. In each of the four analysed cases (table 1), the YM
of the socket and collar was either physiological (p) or set to
the YM of the cuticle (cuticular YM; c) in order to investigate
the influence of varying material parameters within substruc-
tures on overall strain patterns. By altering the YM of the
structures to that of the cuticle, we could simulate the lack of a
collar and sockets that react to strain in the same manner as
the surrounding cuticle. To investigate how the presence of sock-
ets influence strain distributions, we removed (i) all sockets;
(ii) the socket of CS 5 or (iii) the socket of CS 9 with physiological
YM parameters in all structures (case p-p; figure 1h–h0). Unlike
other publications, we refer to the socket (or socket septum)
and the collar as separate entities, as the morphological descrip-
tion of the outer morphology suggests that not all CS have
collars, but all have sockets.
3. Results
3.1. Some sensilla are interconnected
The femoral field is found on the proximal, ventral end of the
femur (figure 1a,b). The 11 CS of the femoral field are
arranged in three columns and were visualized using nano-
CT (figure 1c,d,e). Within each column, the elliptical CS have
the same relative long axis orientation (figure 1f ). Three CS
are circular (CS 1, 4 and 5), and these are the only CS with
an identifiable collar (figure 1f ). The elliptical CS in column
one (CS 8–11, left column) has a mirrored orientation to the
CS in columns two (CS 6 and 7, centre column) and three
(CS 2 and 3, right column; figure 1f ).

The nano-CT reconstruction reveals physical connections
between sockets 8–11 and between sockets 1 and 4–6
(figure 1g–g0). To test how these connections influence
strain propagation, we removed individual sockets as
shown in figure 1h,h0 in our finite-element analysis. Visually,
the axes of the three circular CS (1, 4, 5) are similar to each
other but different compared with the CS of their correspond-
ing column. Their eccentricity is low, and the orientations of
their major and minor axes should only have a weak
influence on their directional sensitivity. For elliptical CS, the
medial ends of their sockets have similar long axis orientations
as their corresponding cap (electronic supplementary material,
video S1). Interestingly, themedial ends of the sockets of the cir-
cular CS caps are highly eccentric (electronic supplementary
material, video S1), and the orientation of the socket of CS 1,
for example, is the same as that of the neighbouring CS sockets
from elliptical caps (CS 2, 3, 4 and 5). Thus, the outer geometry
of CS does not necessarily translate to their inner geometry.
Additionally, the outer structures show less displacement
than the internal substructures in proximal CS (CS 10–11;
figure 2a,b), suggesting an influence of the sockets on uniform
strain distribution within the field.

Finite-element analysis shows that physiological input
forces similar to a flight take-off scenario, equivalent to an
upward bend of the femur, translate all CS laterally (relative
to the CS-centric coordinate system defined by the main axes,
figure 2c) with higher strain in the more distal CS (figure 2d ).
The vector orientations of the resulting strain are dependent
on the location of each cap (figure 2e). The various displace-
ments (magnitude and direction relative to CS main axes)
suggest a diverse mechanical influence throughout the field.
While the more proximal CS (CS 7, 11) generally have shorter
vectors, the orientation and vector length throughout col-
umns consisting of elliptical CS with the same general long
axes (e.g. CS 8–11) also show different vector lengths and
orientation.
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3.2. Campaniform sensilla substructures influence strain
transduction

We altered the individual YMs of the socket and collar in four
different cases (table 1) to analyse their influence on CS displa-
cement within a field. Additionally, the influence of the
interconnected sockets was tested by removing all sockets or
only individual sockets within a group of connected sockets
(figure 3a). The finite-element analysis results show the highest
tensile (ε1) and compressive (ε3) strains, independent of the YM
cases, in the proximity of CS 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 (figure 2a). Two YM
cases show two opposing areas around CS 1’s cap that have
higher tensile or compressive displacement. This suggests that
CS 1 compresses along the short axis of its socket. The other
circular CS does not show similar strains (figure 2a).

All three material combinations with different YM com-
pared with the physiological case (p-p; table 1) show
altered displacement throughout the field. Cases c-p (socket
YM higher than physiological, collar YM physiological) and
c-c (socket YM higher than physiological, collar YM lower
than physiological) were similar in the six most distal CS
(figure 2 schematic) but differed in the displacement of the
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five most proximal CS. The relatively compliant collars of CS
1, 4 and 5 in c-c reduced the displacement of proximal CS,
whereas physiologically elastic collars in the case c-p led to
more displacement in CS 9, 10 and 11. In general, harder col-
lars affected displacement in proximal CS (figure 3b).

When the sockets were harder (c-c), the effect on cap dis-
placement was reversed relative to the previous experiments
(p-c, figure 3b). The caps that displaced less than in the
physiological case (p-p) when the socket was harder (CS
10, 11) displaced more when the socket was physiological
(c-c). Additionally, in c-p, where the sockets are harder
than physiological and the collar is physiological, the only
displacements that decrease are those of CS 9–11 (table 2).
Caps that displaced more with a cuticular socket than in
p-p (caps 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5) displaced less when the socket
was physiological (p-c, socket physiological YM, collar
lower than physiological YM). Thus, harder sockets reduced
tensile strains in distal CS while increasing tensile strains in
proximal CS (for arrangement figure 1f ). Ultimately, this
material correlation allows a more uniform strain distri-
bution throughout the field, possibly providing more CS
stimulation overall.

When all sockets were removed (s-0; figure 3a,c), there was
an overall increase in displacement throughout the field that
affected all CS except the two most proximal (CS 11 and 7).
This displacement increase works in a gradient, most affecting
the second most distal CS of each column (CS 4 and 9) and
affecting the third most distal CS (CS 10 and 5) to a lesser
degree (for CS arrangement figure 1f ). This indicates that
sockets affect the overall compliance of the field.



Table 2. Cap displacement during modulation of substructure YM
compared with the physiological state. Summary of results from figure 3b.
Effects on cap displacement relative to the physiological case. Differences
indicated through arrows, either indicating increase (upwards arrow) or
decrease (downwards arrow). The arrow location represents the location of
the CS cap, i.e. the top row arrows are CS 11 and 7; the second row are CS
10, 6, 3; the third row CS 9, 5, 2; fourth row CS 8, 4, 1.

cuticular socket
YM, physiological
collar YM (c-p)

cuticular socket
YM, cuticular
collar YM (c-c)

physiological
socket YM,
cuticular collar
(p-c)

↓ ↑ ↑ ↑ ↑ ↑

↓ ↑ ↑ ↑ ↑ ↑ ↑ ↑ ↑

↓ ↑ ↑ ↑ ↑ ↑ ↑ ↑ ↑

↑ ↑ ↑ ↑ ↑ ↑ ↑ ↑ ↑
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The absolute displacement (figure 3d–d0) shows com-
pression in the five distal CS (1, 2, 3, 4 and 7) when
physiological parameters were used. When all sockets were
removed (s-0; figure 3a,d0), a minor increase in compression
could be seen in the aforementioned CS. Removing single
sockets of those that are interconnected did not significantly
affect the absolute displacement, but did affect the overall dis-
placement in comparison to the physiological (p-p) condition
with sockets (figure 3a,d0). This indicates that sockets can alter
the displacement of CS caps, underlining that socket
networks have a function in the transduction mechanism.
3.3. Socket properties affect strain levels in caps and
collars

We analysed the effect of altering the YM on the socket
(figure 4a) displacement in the same manner as the cap.
The greatest tensile strain can be seen around the distal-
most sockets and the socket of CS 11. All YM cases caused
either an increased displacement or no change (figure 4b).
Harder sockets (figure 4b, c-c) tended to displace more than
physiological sockets (figure 4b, c-p). Sockets that are inter-
connected displaced less when the sockets were harder and
the collars were more compliant (figure 4b, c-c). Physiological
sockets with more compliant collars affected the unconnected
sockets more by decreasing their displacement compared
with the other cases (figure 4b, p-c).

As shown previously, the caps of CS 9, 10 and 11 dis-
placed less when the socket was harder than physiological
(c-p) (figure 4b). When the collar was harder (c-p), it caused
more compressive strain in the socket (figure 4b). The entire
column (CS 11, 10, 9 and 8), in turn, displaced the most
when the socket was more compliant than physiological
(p-c) (figure 4b). When the socket YM was physiological,
there was the most tensile strain compared with the other
cases (figure 4b). This indicates that a more compliant
socket increases tensile cap strain, whereas a harder socket
increases cap compression.

Predominantly, the sockets that are not interconnected
(CS 2, 3 and 7) showed the greatest compression (figure 4c).
The connected sockets of CS 8–11 also compress but to a
lesser degree. The interconnected sockets of CS 1, 4, 5 and 6
did not compress in any case (figure 4c). Generally, altered
YM parameters had little effect on the absolute displacement
of the sockets, and both connected and unconnected sockets
responded to changes in compliance. The absolute displace-
ment of the sockets (figure 4c) shows that there are
compressive strains throughout the network, except in the
socket of CS 7. Again, there were no clear differences between
the YM cases or through the removal of individual sockets.
4. Discussion
The application of physiological input forces on a highly
detailed CS field shows that the material properties and the
specific arrangement of collars and sockets affect the displa-
cement of caps throughout the field. Moreover, our results
demonstrate that circular CS could indeed have directional
sensitivity based on the geometry of their collars and that
sockets are partially interconnected in groups.

We studied the displacement of the femoral CS field during
the application of physiological strain. The field contains
sensors with differences in all key morphological aspects
(orientations, eccentricity, collared/uncollared; figure 1f ). The
combination of these different CS morphologies in one field
may influence the sensitivity of individual sensors, as the
relationship between and the shape of cuticular holes can
tune the rate of change in strain [21]. We therefore used this
field to investigate how physical connections between CS as
well as different physical CS parameters affect the displacement
throughout the field upon the application of tensile loads that
mimic typically occurring forces and force directions. By alter-
ing the YM of CS subunits or removing these structures
altogether, we analysed the roles of different CS components.

Our results show that CS sockets within the femoral field
are partially interconnected and that this influences strain dis-
tribution. Generally, the sockets seem to be displaceable entities
with their own directional sensitivity, and they transform the
stimulus along their axes (figure 3). Unlike the findings
reported in Skordos et al. [22], our data underline that the stiff-
ness of the sockets can affect CS displacement. Additionally,
although collars only surround the three circular CS, they influ-
ence the displacement of the entire field (figures 2d and 3b).
This underlines that major structural components of CS,
sockets and collars regulate the amplification of strain.

4.1. Caps
Grouping CS based on the orientation of their long axes is
suggested to unitize their functionality as they will respond
to similar forces [1,25,31]. All eight elliptical CS in the femoral
field are orientated at roughly 45° to the long axis of the limb
(figures 1f and 2c). This suggests that they are most sensitive
to torques, as torques produce helical compressions and ten-
sions that are maximal along the line oriented 45° to the leg’s
long axis [11]. Elliptical CS oriented either perpendicular or
parallel to the leg’s long axis, on the other hand, would
respond to ventral or dorsal bending, respectively [11]. The
presence of different long axis orientations within one field
suggests that it is exposed to directionally antagonistic
strains. Other insects, such as C. morosus, have multiple CS
in spatially separated groups on the femur, with each group
having one dominant CS orientation, and these groups
together build one field [32]. Together, they encode forces
of the coxo-trochanteral joint and forces that produce a
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twisting motion in the femur. These twisting forces may
occur during stepping movements [33]. It is possible that in
the smaller femur of D. melanogaster, one field of CS with
different directional sensitivities encodes all relevant strains
for the motor output control during posture and locomotion.

In addition to orientation variability, differences in CS cap
sizes are present ([25], figure 2c). In our study, we found a size
gradient in each column, with the smallest CS in the most
proximal positions and the largest in the most distal positions
(figures 1f and 2c). This cap size gradient is also represented
through gradients in displacement strength (figure 3). Cap
size, as well as elastic properties, can modulate CS sensitivity
[17,24,34]. The cap size gradients may thus divide strain into
narrow ranges to allow for a more precise representation of
strain levels during different locomotion tasks.

Encoding of directional strain is commonly associated
with elliptical CS [11]. The circular CS (1, 4 and 5) may be
omnidirectionally responsive or directionally sensitive if
their caps are asymmetrically located within their collar
[10,35]. CS 4 and 5 appear evenly surrounded by their collars
and may function as tactile receptors that respond equally
well to stresses applied from any direction [15]. CS 1, on
the other hand, is asymmetrically located within its collar,
which ultimately provides this CS with axes that may lead
to directional sensitivity (figures 1f and 2a) [36]. However,
Dinges et al. [16] showed that the relative location of this
CS is variable between individuals, and the asymmetry
seen here may not be representative of all femoral fields.
4.2. Sockets and collars
Through altering the YM of CS substructures, we investigated
their effects on a CS field’s dynamics. The YM of the collar
could influence the displacement of an individual CS cap;
however, the socket, cuticular cap and spongy cuticle YM do
not affect the overall coupling mechanism (the lateral displace-
ment of the cap induced by cuticular compression; [22]). Based
on our data, we propose that socket properties are relevant for
overall displacement within a network, as both more compli-
ant and harder sockets change the displacement. Some CS
displace less with harder sockets while others displace more
(figure 3b). This is apparent when the collar’s YM is physio-
logical and the sockets’ YM is increased (c-p), where the
proximal CS displace less than the distal, and the right
column CS displace more than the left. Thus, connected sock-
ets may play a functional role and may have their own
compressional axes, making them susceptible to strain stimuli.
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Sockets have been described as a part of the stimulus
conversion during which the dendritic tip, which is sur-
rounded by the socket, is transversely compressed and the
cap is displaced vertically [22,37]. In hair shafts, which
undergo a similar lateral displacement, the dendrite’s move-
ment is restricted by the resistance and stability of the socket
during compression [38,39]. It is also predicted that the
medial socket end may add a factor of directional sensitivity
by limiting the movement of the dendrite [38]. Our data
suggest that, in addition to the relevance of sockets for indi-
vidual CS, the socket network influences the entire field.
There is a gradual distribution of strain through the sockets
in the CS that are united by connected sockets (figure 3).
The strain in our model was applied along the long axis of
the femur (figure 1f ), but the finite-element analysis results
show the strain distribution on a diagonal aligning with the
sockets. Thus, the morphology of the interconnected sockets
alters the proliferation of strains along the cuticle.

For a single CS, a 30% change in collar stiffness can
amplify the cap displacement 1.5-fold [22]. Our data show
that within this CS field, the collars of a single CS can also
affect the displacement of multiple CS (figure 3). Further-
more, as no collars were identified around the elliptical CS,
they may be less sensitive to strain as they do not have a
stiff surrounding ring for signal amplification.

4.3. Context integration
The femoral field can be compressed during behaviours such as
walking and jumping through the resistance of depressor
muscle activity [25]. When the depressor is active, the femur
presses down toward the ground, and this force is resisted by
the substrate, which causes bending of the femur. Our simu-
lation shows that this dorsal bending of the femur indeed
displaces femoral field CS, most prominently the distal CS.

To improve the model in the future, the material properties
for D. melanogaster CS should be measured using nano-
indentation [40]. Skordos et al. [22] depicted that homogeneous
material properties can negatively affect physical CS models,
with directionally opposite cap movements based on the
homo- and heterogeneity of the cap as well as differences in
output magnitude. Thus, future models should implement
the anisotropic viscoelastic material properties which are
most likely also characteristic for CS fields and their surround-
ing cuticle. Further, in other insects, like a mantid (Mantidae)
and a beetle (Tenebrionidae), it has been shown that joint stiff-
ness varies throughout the leg, which could have considerable
effects on the nearby CS [41].

It is difficult to directly correlate strain patterns and mag-
nitudes with CS activation patterns at this stage, as the
neuronal encoding of cap compression has yet to be estab-
lished. Moran et al. [7] used cockroaches to estimate that a
CS cap needs to be compressed by 10 to 20 nm for the sensory
neuron to fire, but other studies suggest that a displacement
of 1 nm may be sufficient [21]. In future experiments, the
effect on CS displacement through a femoral movement
should be correlated with CS signalling through, for example,
mechanical displacement of the femur during calcium
imaging of the femoral field.

Our results contribute to our understanding of force-to-
strain transformation in distinct CS locations. By expanding
the acquired CS locations and limb displacement directions,
as well as studying larger insects with different CS mor-
phologies, we will be able to investigate how natural limb
movements produce different strain portfolios, ultimately
affecting CS stimuli. Furthermore, the interindividual variabil-
ity in CS fields is likely to change strain amplification and
strain exposure between individuals [16]. Comparing finite-
element analysis from multiple individuals’ CS locations will
give us insight into CS function and the nervous system’s
role in equalling out morphological differences.
5. Conclusion
The application of physiological input forces on a highly
detailed CS field model shows that the properties of collars
and sockets affect the displacement of caps throughout the
field. Moreover, sockets are structurally interconnected
within a field, creating functional subunits that alter the
strain distributions. Our results further demonstrate that
circular CS could indeed have directional sensitivity based
on the geometry of their collars.

The interconnectedness of the nervous and biomechanical
systems cannot be ignored, as CS consist of mechanical path-
ways that link extracellular structures to neuronal signalling
pathways [6]. Future studies will need to consider how CS
arranged in groups/fields, with their particular substructure
arrangement, encode the dynamics of cuticular strains for the
neuronal system.

Data accessibility. Data have been made available https://doi.org/10.
5281/zenodo.5960143.
Authors’ contributions. G.F.D.: conceptualization, data curation, formal
analysis, investigation, visualization, writing—original draft and
writing—review and editing; T.B.: conceptualization, formal analysis,
investigation and writing—review and editing; F.I.: data curation and
writing—review and editing; P.R.S.: funding acquisition; A.Bü.: con-
ceptualization, funding acquisition, investigation and writing—
review and editing; A.Bl.: conceptualization, formal analysis, funding
acquisition, investigation, writing—original draft and writing—
review and editing.

All authors gave final approval for publication and agreed to be
held accountable for the work performed therein.

Conflict of interest declaration. All authors declare they have no conflicts of
interest.

Funding. G.F.D. and A.Bü. were supported by the Deutsche For-
schungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) (grant
no. 233886668/GRK1960); A.Bü. and A.Bl. were supported by
research grant ‘C3CNS’ in the international NeuroNex-programme
(DFG, Bu857/15 and BL1355/6-1 [436258345]). F.I. and P.R.S.
acknowledge support from The EPSRC (grant nos. EP/M008428/1
and EP/N032888/1). P.R.S. acknowledges the Royal Academy of
Engineering (grant no. CiET1718\59].
Acknowledgements. We would like to thank Dr Alexander S. Chockley
and Dr Nicholas S. Szczecinski for helpful comments and discussion.
G.F.D. is a member of the 233886668/GRK1960 (Deutsche
Forschungsgemeinschaft, German Research Foundation).
References
1. Pringle JWS. 1938 Proprioception in insects. II. The
action of the campaniform sensilla on the legs.
J. Exp. Biol. 15, 114. (doi:10.1242/jeb.15.1.114)
2. Ridgel AL, Frazier SF, DiCaprio RA, Zill SN. 2000
Encoding of forces by cockroach tibial
campaniform sensilla: implications in dynamic
control of posture and locomotion. J. Comp.
Physiol. A 186, 359–374. (doi:10.1007/
s003590050436)

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.5960143
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.5960143
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.15.1.114
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s003590050436
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s003590050436


royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rsif
J.R.Soc.Interface

19:20220102

10
3. Ridgel AL, Frazier SF, Dicaprio RA, Zill SN. 1999
Active signaling of leg loading and unloading in the
cockroach. J. Neurophysiol. 81, 1432–1437. (doi:10.
1152/jn.1999.81.3.1432)

4. Zill SN, Dallmann CJ, Büschges A, Chaudhry S,
Schmitz J. 2018 Force dynamics and synergist muscle
activation in stick insects: the effects of using joint
torques as mechanical stimuli. J. Neurophysiol. 120,
1807–1823. (doi:10.1152/jn.00371.2018)

5. Grünert U, Gnatzy W. 1987 Campaniform sensilla of
Calliphora vicina (Insecta, Diptera) II. Typology.
Zoomorphology 106, 320–328. (doi:10.1007/
BF00312006)

6. Sun L, Gao Y, He J, Cui L, Meissner J, Verbavatz JM,
Li B, Feng X, Liang X. 2019 Ultrastructural
organization of NompC in the mechanoreceptive
organelle of Drosophila campaniform
mechanoreceptors. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 116,
7343–7352. (doi:10.1073/pnas.1819371116)

7. Moran DT, Rowley III JC, Zill SN, Varela FG. 1976 The
mechanism of sensory transduction in a
mechanoreceptor. Functional stages in campaniform
sensilla during the molting cycle. J. Cell Biol. 71,
832–847. (doi:10.1083/jcb.71.3.832)

8. Zill SN, Moran DT, Varela FG. 1981 The exoskeleton
and insect proprioception: II. Reflex effects of Tibial
campaniform sensilla in the American Cockroach,
Periplaneta Americana. J. Exp. Biol. 94, 43–55.
(doi:10.1242/jeb.94.1.43)

9. Zill SN, Chaudhry S, Büschges A, Schmitz J. 2015
Force feedback reinforces muscle synergies in insect
legs. Arthropod. Struct. Dev. 44, 541–553. (doi:10.
1016/j.asd.2015.07.001)

10. Zill SN, Chaudhry S, Büschges A, Schmitz J. 2013
Directional specificity and encoding of muscle forces
and loads by stick insect tibial campaniform
sensilla, including receptors with round cuticular
caps. Arthropod. Struct. Dev. 42, 455–467. (doi:10.
1016/j.asd.2013.10.001)

11. Zill SN, Moran DT. 1981 The exoskeleton and
insect proprioception. I. Responses of tibial
campaniform sensilla to external and muscle-
generated forces in the American cockroach,
Periplaneta americana. J. Exp. Biol. 91, 1–24.
(doi:10.1242/jeb.91.1.1)

12. Akay T, Haehn S, Schmitz J, Büschges A. 2004
Signals from load sensors underlie interjoint
coordination during stepping movements of the
stick insect leg. J. Neurophysiol. 92, 42–51. (doi:10.
1152/jn.01271.2003)

13. Akay T, Bässler U, Gerharz P, Büschges A. 2001 The
role of sensory signals from the insect coxo-
trochanteral joint in controlling motor activity of the
femur-Tibia joint. J. Neurophysiol. 85, 594–604.
(doi:10.1152/jn.2001.85.2.594)

14. Bässler U. 1977 Sensory control of leg movement in
the stick insect Carausius morosus. Biol. Cybern 25,
61–72. (doi:10.1007/BF00337264)

15. Delcomyn F, Nelson ME, Cocatre-Zilgien JH. 1996
Sense organs of insect legs and the selection of
sensors for agile walking robots. Int. J. Robotics Res.
15, 113–127. (doi:10.1177/027836499601500201)

16. Dinges GF, Chockley AS, Bockemühl T, Ito K, Blanke
A, Büschges A. 2021 Location and arrangement of
campaniform sensilla in Drosophila melanogaster.
J. Comp. Neurol. 529, 905–925. (doi:10.1002/cne.
24987)

17. Chapman KM, Mosinger JL, Duckrow RB. 1979 The
role of distributed viscoelastic coupling in sensory
adaptation in an insect mechanoreceptor. J. Comp.
Physiol. A 131, 1–12. (doi:10.1007/bf00613078)

18. Palka J, Malone MA, Ellison RL, Wigston DJ. 1986
Central projections of identified Drosophila sensory
neurons in relation to their time of development.
J. Neurosci. 6, 1822–1830. (doi:10.1523/JNEUROSCI.
06-06-01822.1986)

19. Thurm U. 1964 Mechanoreceptors in the cuticle of
the honey bee: fine structure and stimulus
mechanism. Science 145, 1063–1065. (doi:10.1126/
science.145.3636.1063)

20. Sane SP, McHenry MJ. 2009 The biomechanics of
sensory organs. Integr. Comp. Biol. 49, i8–i23.
(doi:10.1093/icb/icp112)

21. Menon C, Brodie R, Clift S, Vincent JFV. 2009
Concept design of strain sensors inspired by
campaniform sensilla. Acta Astronaut. 64, 176–182.
(doi:10.1016/j.actaastro.2008.07.007)

22. Skordos A, Chan PH, Vincent JFV, Jeronimidis G.
2002 A novel strain sensor based on the
campaniform sensillum of insects. Phil. Trans. Ser. A
360, 239–253. (doi:10.1098/rsta.2001.0929)

23. Merritt DJ, Murphey RK. 1992 Projections of leg
proprioceptors within the CNS of the fly Phormia in
relation to the generalized insect ganglion. J. Comp.
Neurol. 322, 16–34. (doi:10.1002/cne.903220103)

24. Cohen MJ. 1963 The crustacean myochordotonal
organ as a proprioceptive system. Comp. Biochem.
Physiol. 8, 223–243. (doi:10.1016/0010-
406X(63)90127-0)

25. Harris CM, Dinges GF, Haberkorn A, Gebehart C,
Büschges A, Zill SN. 2020 Gradients in
mechanotransduction of force and body weight in
insects. Arthropod. Struct. Dev. 58, 100970. (doi:10.
1016/j.asd.2020.100970)

26. Matheson T. 1992 Range fractionation in the locust
metathoracic femoral chordotonal organ. J. Comp.
Physiol. A 170, 509–520. (doi:10.1007/BF00191466)

27. Vincent JFV, Clift SE, Menon C. 2007 Biomimetics of
campaniform sensilla: measuring strain from the
deformation of holes. J. Bionic Eng. 4, 63–76.
(doi:10.1016/S1672-6529(07)60015-8)

28. Kaliyamoorthy S, Zill SN, Quinn RD, Ritzmann RE,
Choi J. 2001 Finite element analysis of strains in a
Blaberus cockroach leg during climbing. In Proc.
2001 IEEE/RSJ Int. Conf. on Intelligent Robots and
Systems. Expanding the Societal Role of Robotics in
the Next Millennium, Maui, HI, 29 October–
3 November, pp. 833–838. Piscataway, NJ: IEEE.

29. Yushkevich PA, Gao Y, Gerig G. 2016 ITK-SNAP: an
interactive tool for semi-automatic segmentation of
multi-modality biomedical images. In Proc. of th
Ann. Int. Conf. of the IEEE Engineering in Medicine
and Biology Society, Orlando, FL, 16–20 August, pp.
3342–3345. Piscataway, NJ: IEEE.

30. Furuya R, Takahashi H, Vinh NT, Yano T, Ito K,
Takahata T, Matsumoto K, Shimoyama I. 2016
Measurement of jumping force of a fruit fly using a
mesa structured force plate. In 2016 IEEE 29th Int.
Conf. on Micro Electro Mechanical Systems (MEMS),
Orlando, FL, 16–20 August, pp. 165–168.
Piscataway, NJ: IEEE.

31. Kaliyamoorthy S, Quinn RD, Zill SN. 2005 Force
sensors in hexapod locomotion. Int. J. Robotics Res.
27, 563–574.

32. Zill SN, Neff D, Chaudhry S, Exter A, Schmitz J,
Büschges A. 2017 Effects of force detecting
sense organs on muscle synergies are
correlated with their response properties. Arthropod.
Struct. Dev. 46, 564–578. (doi:10.1016/j.asd.2017.
05.004)

33. Dallmann CJ, Dürr V, Schmitz J. 2016 Joint torques
in a freely walking insect reveal distinct functions of
leg joints in propulsion and posture control.
Proc. R. Soc. B 283, 20151708. (doi:10.1098/rspb.
2015.1708)

34. Zill SN, Ridgel AL, DiCaprio RA, Frazier SF. 1999
Load signaling by cockroach trochanteral
campaniform sensilla. Brain Res. 822, 271–275.
(doi:10.1016/S0006-8993(99)01156-7)

35. Dickinson MH. 1992 Directional sensitivity and
mechanical coupling dynamics of campaniform
sensilla during chordwise deformations of the fly
wing. J. Exp. Biol. 169, 221. (doi:10.1242/jeb.169.1.
221)

36. Zill SN, Büschges A, Schmitz J. 2011 Encoding of
force increases and decreases by tibial campaniform
sensilla in the stick insect, Carausius morosus.
J. Comp. Physiol. A 197, 851–867. (doi:10.1007/
s00359-011-0647-4)

37. Chapman KM, Duckrow RB, Moran DT. 1973 Form
and role of deformation in excitation of an insect
mechanoreceptor. Nature 244, 453–454. (doi:10.
1038/244453a0)

38. Gaffal KP, Tichy H, Theiß J, Seelinger G. 1975
Structural polarities in mechanosensitive sensilla
and their influence on stimulus transmission
(Arthropoda). Zoomorphologie 82, 79–103. (doi:10.
1007/BF00993585)

39. Merritt DJ. 1987 The cercal sensilla of the blowfly
Lucilia cuprina. I. Structure of the sockets and distal
dendritic regions. Tissue Cell 19, 287–299. (doi:10.
1016/0040-8166(87)90013-9)

40. Ebenstein DM, Pruitt LA. 2006 Nanoindentation of
biological materials. Nano Today 1, 26–33. (doi:10.
1016/S1748-0132(06)70077-9)

41. Oh JK, Behmer ST, Marquess R, Scholar EA, Akbulut
M. 2019 Investigation of mechanical properties of
tibia and femur articulations of insect joints with
different joint functions. MRS Commun. 9, 900–903.
(doi:10.1557/mrc.2019.71)

http://dx.doi.org/10.1152/jn.1999.81.3.1432
http://dx.doi.org/10.1152/jn.1999.81.3.1432
http://dx.doi.org/10.1152/jn.00371.2018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00312006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00312006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1819371116
http://dx.doi.org/10.1083/jcb.71.3.832
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.94.1.43
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.asd.2015.07.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.asd.2015.07.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.asd.2013.10.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.asd.2013.10.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.91.1.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1152/jn.01271.2003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1152/jn.01271.2003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1152/jn.2001.85.2.594
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00337264
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/027836499601500201
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cne.24987
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cne.24987
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/bf00613078
http://dx.doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.06-06-01822.1986
http://dx.doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.06-06-01822.1986
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.145.3636.1063
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.145.3636.1063
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/icb/icp112
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.actaastro.2008.07.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsta.2001.0929
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cne.903220103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0010-406X(63)90127-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0010-406X(63)90127-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.asd.2020.100970
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.asd.2020.100970
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00191466
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1672-6529(07)60015-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.asd.2017.05.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.asd.2017.05.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2015.1708
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2015.1708
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0006-8993(99)01156-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.169.1.221
http://dx.doi.org/10.1242/jeb.169.1.221
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00359-011-0647-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00359-011-0647-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/244453a0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/244453a0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00993585
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00993585
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0040-8166(87)90013-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0040-8166(87)90013-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1748-0132(06)70077-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1748-0132(06)70077-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1557/mrc.2019.71

	Ultra high-resolution biomechanics suggest that substructures within insect mechanosensors decisively affect their sensitivity
	Introduction
	Material and methods
	Sample preparation and data acquisition
	Biomechanical analysis
	Principal component analysis
	Displacement analysis
	Parameters

	Results
	Some sensilla are interconnected
	Campaniform sensilla substructures influence strain transduction
	Socket properties affect strain levels in caps and collars

	Discussion
	Caps
	Sockets and collars
	Context integration

	Conclusion
	Data accessibility
	Authors' contributions
	Conflict of interest declaration
	Funding
	Acknowledgements
	References


