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Abstract

Plasmids, extrachromosomal DNA molecules commonly found in bacterial and archaeal cells, play an important role in bacte-
rial genetics and evolution. Our understanding of plasmid biology has been furthered greatly by the development of mathemati-
cal models, and there are many questions about plasmids that models would be useful in answering. In this review, we present 
an introductory, yet comprehensive, overview of the biology of plasmids suitable for modellers unfamiliar with plasmids who 
want to get up to speed and to begin working on plasmid- related models. In addition to reviewing the diversity of plasmids and 
the genes they carry, their key physiological functions, and interactions between plasmid and host, we also highlight selected 
plasmid topics that may be of particular interest to modellers and areas where there is a particular need for theoretical devel-
opment. The world of plasmids holds a great variety of subjects that will interest mathematical biologists, and introducing new 
modellers to the subject will help to expand the existing body of plasmid theory.

Data SummaRy
Supporting data for Figure 1 can be found at 10.6084/m9.figshare.23744571 [1]

IntRoDuctIon
Plasmids are extrachromosomal DNA molecules common in many bacteria [2]. They replicate independently from the chromo-
some (and from other DNA molecules in the cell), and often exist in the cell in multiple copies. They can be transmitted vertically 
to daughter cells on host cell division and in some cases horizontally to other bacteria. The simplest plasmids are effectively 
parasites of their hosts: they colonize the host and use its cellular machinery to reproduce themselves. But they also form part of 
the bacterial genome, and genes located on plasmids have effects on the metabolic processes of their hosts, on the host phenotype, 
and therefore on host fitness. The most studied of these plasmid- borne genes are antibiotic resistance genes, which are a serious 
threat to the continuing effectiveness of antibiotics in clinical use [3, 4].

The term ‘plasmid’ was coined by Lederberg [5] to refer to any genetic determinant outside the chromosome, including 
chloroplast and mitochondrial genomes and certain viruses, but is now restricted to the simple extrachromosomal DNA 
molecules found in bacteria, archaea and some eukaryotes. Historically, plasmids were of interest for two primary reasons: 
horizontal transfer between cells and antibiotic resistance. The earliest plasmids discovered were capable of transferring 
themselves between bacterial cells [2, p. 9], and this novel method of horizontal gene transfer was of great interest to bacterial 
geneticists.

Antibiotic resistance plasmids were also discovered early on: this greatly increased interest in plasmids as a clinically important 
contributor to the spread of antibiotic resistance [6]. Today, a much greater variety of plasmids are known and studied by biologists. 
As components of the bacterial genome, plasmids play an important role in the evolution of bacterial populations; therefore, a 
clear understanding of all aspects of plasmid biology is necessary for a full understanding of bacterial genetics.
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Plasmids are also of interest in their own right, as evolving biological entities. Mathematical modelling can make, and has already 
made, an important contribution to understanding the biology of plasmids and their role in the ecology and evolution of bacteria. 
The existing literature (reviewed in [7]) includes models focusing both on fundamental plasmid biology and on particular 
contributions of plasmids to bacterial populations, especially antibiotic resistance. Mathematical approaches are diverse and 
depend on the question at hand: we briefly review them in Box 1.

While a large number of plasmid models exist, this number is still small in the light of their biological interest. For those interested 
in learning about plasmids, there are a large variety of existing reviews covering plasmids and their evolution generally [6, 8, 9], 
the diversity of plasmids [10–12], antibiotic resistance plasmids [4, 13–15], the physiological functions of plasmids [16–21], and 
interactions between plasmids and between hosts and plasmids [14, 22–26]. Why therefore another review article?

The diversity and complexity of plasmids can easily be overwhelming for those without prior knowledge, which includes many 
theoretical biologists who originally have a background in a subject other than biology, such as mathematics, physics, or computer 
science. In particular, as soon as a novice sets up a model, many questions about meaningful biological assumptions appear. To 

Box 1. modelling approaches used in plasmid models

A variety of methods have been applied to modelling plasmids and their hosts. The oldest and most widely used are determin-
istic differential equation models that divide the host population into groups based on plasmid content, in the simplest case just 
plasmid- carrying and plasmid- free bacteria. These models track the population sizes of the groups, coupling the population 
dynamics with the dynamics of the plasmid. This technique has been applied to exploring the effects of conjugation on plasmid 
dynamics [112, 220] and to the ‘plasmid paradox‘ [221–224] (discussed further in Boxes 4 and 5, respectively), as well as many 
other questions [69, 121, 122, 203]. Some models use difference equations in a similar fashion [182, 225]. Stochastic simula-
tions of such models, usually with stochastic rates paralleling the transition rates of the deterministic models, are also common 
[225, 226]. Other models have used analytical stochastic approaches [198]; branching process models are particularly useful 
when modelling the invasion of a plasmid or the early spread of a novel plasmid variant [205, 227, 228]. While most plasmid 
models include population dynamics, some models, in the tradition of population genetics, fix the population size. Based on 
extensions of the classical Moran model [229], these models only consider changes in the relative frequencies of cell types: 
these can be deterministic [68, 230] or stochastic [230, 231]. The final common approach is the use of individual- based simula-
tions [102, 206, 232, 233], which allow a realistic incorporation of many biological processes at the cost of little analytical tracta-
bility. Although most models are of a host population, there are some models of plasmids within a single cell, both deterministic 
[234, 235] and stochastic [199]. Of course, many studies combine multiple modelling methods: particularly common are the 
combination of an analytically tractable model of some sort with a simulation [225, 228, 233].
The biology, the specific question and the goal of the model determine which processes and features are taken into account. 
Models of a host population usually incorporate a few common biological processes. The most basic of these is the host popula-
tion dynamics, which includes a growth model (often either exponential or Monod growth), competition between cells (often via 
a Lotka–Volterra model or explicit inclusion of a common resource), washout of cells (for chemostat models) and fitness costs 
or benefits to carrying particular plasmids. Horizontal transfer is frequently included: see Box 4 for a discussion of modelling 
horizontal transfer. Finally, loss of the plasmid during segregation is also a common model component: this can be modelled 
explicitly as a component of a stochastic model, but in ODE models it is usually modelled as a flux of cells from a plasmid- 
carrying to a plasmid- free compartment at a constant per capita rate. Other model features include physiological changes in 
the cells or age structure in the population [102, 112], migration [68], explicit modelling of the segregation of plasmids on host 
cell division [182, 228] and plasmid replication during the cell cycle [236], and many others.
The parameters associated with these models usually need to be assigned values, although for some models it may be 
possible to obtain analytical results (e.g. [223]). Many studies incorporate experimental and modelling work in the same study 
[98, 220, 232], and then the parameters can be estimated from the accompanying experiments. In the absence of codesigned 
experiments, parameter values or plausible parameter ranges usually need to be obtained from the literature, either directly or 
by additional parameter estimation from published data. For models with one or few parameters, it may be possible to explic-
itly explore the plausible parameter space. Otherwise, depending on the goals and scope of the study, a parameter sensitivity 
analysis might be required. Parameter estimates are usually obtained from in vitro experimental studies. Parameter estimation 
is often non- trivial (see also Box 4 for the estimation of transfer rates). The parameterization of in vivo models is notoriously 
difficult. An example of thoughtful and sophisticated parameter estimation for an in vivo model is the method developed by 
Tepekule et al. [226], who make use of various kinds of data and observations from multiple different sources, including micro-
biome time series data, to parameterize their model.
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lower the hurdle to start working on plasmids, we here present an overview of plasmid biology explicitly targeted at modellers 
new to the field.

An introduction to plasmids for modellers could certainly have various levels of biological detail and complexity: here, we want 
to go beyond a basic and largely conceptual level. From our own experience, we mostly see the need for a review that, while 
introductory, does not oversimplify the biology. While no prior knowledge about plasmids is required to read the article, some 
background about bacteria and microbiology is assumed. In the interest of accessibility to modellers with differing knowledge of 
microbiology, we provide a glossary of terms used: terms in the glossary are marked with an asterisk on first use. In the next three 
sections, we focus on plasmids themselves, discussing the variety of plasmids, their gene content and the important physiological 
functions they carry out; in the fifth section, we explicitly turn to the relationship between plasmids and their hosts, considering 
plasmid–host interactions, as well as interactions between plasmids. In four boxes, we highlight selected key topics related to 
plasmids and their hosts that are especially captivating for modellers, and provide a few references to relevant modelling work as 
a starting point for further reading. At the end of the article, we discuss several areas where we see particular scope (and need) 
for more modelling. Hopefully, the review will enable readers to begin working on models that will expand our understanding 
of plasmids and their hosts.

natuRal hIStoRy of plaSmIDS
Plasmids are extremely widespread in the wild: bacteria and archaea from almost all taxonomic groups have been found to contain 
plasmids [8]. They also exist in eukaryotes, particularly fungi (see e.g. [27, 28]), and even in mitochondria within eukaryotic cells 
[29]; but we shall focus our attention on bacterial (and archaeal) plasmids. Precise quantification of the frequency of plasmids 
in different taxa is complicated by variable search effort: plasmids from bacteria of clinical importance or from model species 
are overrepresented among sequenced plasmids, particularly those from the Gammaproteobacteria, where antibiotic resistance 
plasmids have been the subject of extensive study [30].

Plasmids themselves may be naturally classified on the basis of biologically relevant properties. Perhaps the most important 
of these is the capacity for horizontal transmission* between bacteria by conjugation (the details of conjugation are discussed 
below). Conjugative plasmids carry all of the genes necessary for conjugation, and are therefore self- transmissible; mobilizable 
plasmids do not carry the full transfer machinery, but have a sufficient subset to be able to undergo conjugation in the presence of 
a conjugative plasmid which supplies the rest; the remaining plasmids are nontransmissible. It has been estimated that about half 
of all plasmids are nontransmissible, with the remaining half approximately equally divided between conjugative and mobilizable 
[31, 32]; however, recent results suggest that a large fraction of plasmids that are traditionally classified as nontransmissible might 
in fact be mobilizable, and mobilizable plasmids might make up the majority of all plasmids [33]. The capacity for conjugation 
is connected to two other biologically relevant properties: plasmid size and the number of copies of the plasmid maintained in a 
host cell. In general, conjugative plasmids are large and have a low copy number (typically one or a few copies per cell), while small 
plasmids, which tend to have a high copy number, are more often mobilizable or nontransmissible [8]: see Fig. 1. Nontransmissible 
plasmids exhibit a much larger range of sizes than transmissible plasmids, and there are some nontransmissible plasmids that are 
even larger than typical conjugative plasmids, which may be in the process of becoming accessory chromosomes* [31, 34]. Plasmids 
may also be classified as broad or narrow host- range plasmids, depending on whether they are capable of becoming established 
in a large variety of hosts, or are reliant on a particular group of bacteria [16]. Plasmids are also classified based on topology, 
which has particular effects on the biology of replication: the majority of plasmids are circular, but some linear plasmids have 
been found [35–38]. Beyond this division of plasmids based on broad properties, it is natural to develop a systematic biological 
classification of plasmid types. The classical approach is to divide plasmids into incompatibility groups. We say that two plasmids 
are in the same incompatibility group if they are incompatible; that is, if they cannot be stably maintained together in the same 
cell line [39]. This concept is perhaps a bit counterintuitive – plasmids are in the same group if they are incompatible with each 
other – but it produces natural kinds because the cause of incompatibility is usually interference between common regulatory 
systems on the incompatible plasmids [20]: this mechanism of incompatibility is shown in Fig. 2(a), and discussed further below. 
Because incompatible plasmids share fundamental genes, incompatibility groups may be looked on as ‘species’ of plasmids, and the 
production of new incompatibility groups as plasmid speciation [40, 41]. It has been suggested that in the modern world of abundant 
plasmid sequences, the concept of incompatibility groups could be replaced altogether in favour of directly comparing sequences 
of fundamental plasmid genes; this has been argued to address perceived conceptual limitations, such as the ability of single point 
mutations to create new incompatibility groups [42, 43]. These methods have used the sequences of the replication proteins (REP 
classification), the conjugative transfer proteins (MOB classification), or the entire plasmid to reconstruct phylogenetic relation-
ships between plasmids [10, 44–47]. We shall see below that plasmids can fuse with each other and separate again, and they gain 
or lose segments by the movement of mobile genetic elements or by recombination: therefore the concepts of a plasmid type and 
the identity of a plasmid over time can be quite fluid in practice, with plasmids that belong to multiple incompatibility groups, or 
that significantly change their structure or gene content while remaining in the same incompatibility group. For the purposes of 
modelling, whether different plasmids count as being of the same type will generally simply have to be imposed by the modeller.
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Fig. 1. Distribution of plasmid lengths among mobility classes of plasmids. Plasmid length data are taken from PLSDB (retrieved 1 March 2023 [237]) 
and the distribution is derived by kernel density estimation in R [238] with the ggplot2 library [239]. The top panel shows all plasmids in the database; 
the bottom four panels show plasmids from the four bacterial families with the most sequences in the database. The graph was cut off at 300 000 bp 
for reasons of scale: 1844 plasmids in the database (5.34% of the total) are longer than the limit; the longest plasmid in the database is 4 605 385 bp. 
The plasmid sequences in PLSDB have been annotated with MOB- typer [240] to identify putative relaxases* or conjugative genes (see the explanation 
of these terms in the text). Those plasmids with neither are nontransmissible, those with both are conjugative, and those with only the relaxase are 
mobilizable; note that this means that those mobilizable plasmids with an oriT but no relaxase are not recognized as mobilizable. The 'weird’ class 
includes those plasmids that had conjugative genes but no relaxase: these would be nontransmissible, but nonetheless have all the genes for a 
secretion system and mating pair formation. It is possible that these are misidentified conjugative plasmids, which have an unknown relaxase, or 
misidentified mobilizable or nontransmissible plasmids, which do not actually have conjugative genes.
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Fig. 2. Mechanisms limiting coinfection of bacteria by multiple plasmids. (a) Unstable inheritance. Because the two plasmid types share a common 
copy number, random segregation at host cell division eventually ensures that they are separated into distinct hosts carrying only one plasmid type. 
(b) Surface and entry exclusion. The plasmids encode proteins which prevent the host cell from being a recipient in conjugation. (c) Destruction of the 
incoming plasmid. Novel plasmids are degraded by plasmid- encoded immune systems, such as CRISPR/Cas* or restriction enzymes* once in the host 
cell.

anatomy of plaSmIDS
The understanding of plasmids must of course start with the plasmid itself, as a molecule, a sequence of nucleotides, and a 
collection of genes.

Genes carried on plasmids
The genes carried on a plasmid may be broadly divided into two groups based on their function: those with plasmid- specific 
functions and those that primarily affect the host phenotype. The genes responsible for plasmids’ own housekeeping functions 
make up the plasmid backbone, while the other genes carried by a plasmid are called payload or accessory genes [16]. The 
housekeeping genes of the plasmid typically fall into a few classes: there are the genes responsible for the replication of the 
plasmid, a stability system that ensures the plasmid is stably inherited across host generations and, if the plasmid is transmissible, 
the genes responsible for conjugation or mobilization and overcoming host defences to establish the plasmid in the recipient 
cell [11]. The most important of these are the genes controlling replication. They will include the oriV (origin of vegetative 
replication, the sequence at which plasmid replication begins), as well as the genes for any proteins necessary for replication and 
for the components of a system to control replication of the plasmid [11]. Typically, the origin of replication and a few genes 
involved in replication form the minimum subsequence of the plasmid that is capable of replication in a host, called the ‘basic 
replicon’*, which constitutes an absolutely minimal plasmid [48]. The simplest plasmids – often called cryptic plasmids – may 
have no payload genes [49–51]; they therefore do nothing but hang around in the cell. But many plasmids, and for obvious 
reasons the plasmids of greatest interest, carry genes that contribute to the phenotype of the host cell. The most studied plasmid 
payload genes are antibiotic resistance genes. These are found extremely frequently, in a wide variety of hosts, and encoding 
resistance to a wide variety of antibiotics [3, 4, 52]; some aspects of plasmid- borne antibiotic resistance and models thereof are 
discussed in Box 2. Plasmids may also encode resistance to other environmental dangers, such as heavy metals or other toxins 
[53–55]. A second large class of payload genes provide some new metabolic process [56, 57]; this might include, for example, 
the ability to metabolize a new substrate for growth [58–60]. Virulence factors are also often found on plasmids [61]. Plasmids 
also carry genes responsible for social interactions between bacteria (discussed below). Particularly interesting examples of 
plasmid- borne traits include the gall- forming properties of the plant pathogen Agrobacterium tumefaciens, which are caused 
by the horizontal transfer of a portion of a plasmid to the host plant [62], and the symbiosis between nitrogen- fixing rhizobial 
bacteria and leguminous plants, in which both the genes responsible for nitrogen fixation and for interactions with the plant 
host are found on plasmids [63]. An extensive list of functions observed on plasmids may be found in [1, pp. 4–5]. Sometimes, 
even essential genes are found on plasmids [64, 65], although extrachromosomal replicons with the unique copy of an essential 
gene are sometimes categorized as secondary chromosomes* or chromids* instead of plasmids. Why particular genes are found 
on plasmids rather than on chromosomes is a longstanding question. Numerous hypotheses and models have been developed 
to explain the distribution of genes (see e.g. [63, 66–69]). Possible explanations include the advantages of mobility for local 
adaptation when there is patchy or temporally varying selection [63, 66]. In different conditions the same genes may be located 
on different replicons: it has been hypothesized that the majority (if not all) bacterial genes have spent time on plasmids and 
on chromosomes over evolutionary time [66].
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Box 2. plasmids and antibiotic resistance

Antibiotic resistance genes are frequently located on plasmids [241, 242], and the serious threat of antibiotic resistance means 
that understanding the contribution of plasmids to its evolution is one of the most important applications of plasmid biology. 
The reasons antibiotic resistance genes are so often found on plasmids may include that plasmids allow bacteria to temporarily 
acquire resistance genes that are not needed in nonselective environments [52], or that the presence of plasmids in multiple 
copies increases either the dosage of resistance genes [243, 244], or the rate of emergence of new resistance alleles [90, 245], 
or both. Horizontal transmission of plasmids enables antibiotic resistance to spread very quickly in bacterial communities 
[4, 13, 246]. The human gut is a site of substantial plasmid transfer. Resistance plasmids within the gut continue to evolve 
[247] and are transferred between members of the microbiota within individuals and spread across individuals, as shown by 
León- Sampedro et al. [248] for the plasmid pOXA- 48 in the gut of hospital patients. During antibiotic treatment, not only the 
pathogen population but also the patient’s normal microbiome is exposed to antibiotic pressure, inadvertently selecting for 
resistance (so- called bystander selection). However, resistance plasmids are also found in human populations without strong 
exposure to antibiotics [249]. Resistance in commensal bacteria can be problematic for two reasons. First, some commensal 
species, such as Escherichia coli, Klebsiella pneumoniae, or Staphylococcus aureus, can turn pathogenic and cause infections of 
the urinary tract, the lung, or wounds, and are a major cause of nosocomial infections. Second, resistance plasmids may spread 
from commensal bacteria to obligate pathogens [250–253]. Despite the immense clinical relevance of plasmids, modelling 
studies are biased towards chromosomal resistance. Nonetheless, a body of theoretical literature on plasmid- mediated resist-
ance has accumulated [15, 254], and plasmids are increasingly attracting the attention of modellers. For example, Svara and 
Rankin [207] developed an ODE model to determine under which treatment conditions – antibiotic dose and intervals between 
administrations – resistance on a conjugative plasmid would be favoured over resistance on the chromosome. Their model also 
includes an incompatible plasmid without the resistance gene, leading to six different cell types that compete with each other. 
Other models have, for example, addressed how patterns of drug use determine the prevalence of resistance plasmids within 
the microbiota at the level of the individual [226] and the level of the population [254] and examined the interaction of plasmid- 
borne resistance with specific modes of drug action [212]. Models furthermore often complement in vitro experiments to help 
explain and interpret the observed dynamics of plasmid- mediated antibiotic resistance (e.g. [245, 255]).

Genetic structure
The genes on plasmids are not distributed arbitrarily, but tend to have an organized structure. This structure is often modular, 
with genes with related functions located together on the plasmid; there are then segments of the plasmid for replication, conju-
gation, different payload genes, and so on [11]; see, for example, the plasmids depicted in Fig. 3. In addition, the genes carried 
on plasmids are often located within other, nested mobile genetic elements*: a plasmid- borne gene may be in a gene cassette*, 
which is integrated into an integron*, which is carried by a transposon*, which is located on the plasmid [16]. The modular 
structure suggests that plasmids may frequently evolve by the gain or loss of entire modules, whether by recombination* with 
chromosomes or other plasmids or by the movement of mobile genetic elements. This also means that plasmids are frequently 
genetic mosaics, which may combine components of several mobile genetic elements together with pieces of multiple original 
plasmids and chunks of chromosomes [70–75]. Large plasmids may contain multiple basic replicons (e.g. F, see [76]); this means 
that they can replicate starting from any one of their several oriV sequences using the replication mechanism encoded by that 
basic replicon. Usually, only one will be active at a time, since otherwise there would be conflicts between the replication processes; 
often different replicons will be active in different hosts, extending the plasmid host range [12].

plasmid multimers
In addition to the formation of mosaics by accumulation of portions of plasmids and other replicons, several plasmid copies may 
fuse into one molecule, forming a plasmid multimer; plasmids frequently exist in hosts as a mixture of monomers and multimers 
of various sizes [77–80]. Multimerization occurs not only between plasmids of the same type, but also of distinct types, forming 
plasmid cointegrates that exhibit the properties of both their components [72, 81–84]: this is depicted in Fig. 3(a). The formation of 
plasmid multimers and cointegrates is driven by homologous recombination* or recombination of transposable elements located 
on one or the other plasmid [85–87], and sometimes by more exotic processes (reviewed in [22]); to counteract multimerization, 
plasmids frequently encode multimer resolution systems.

phySIoloGy of plaSmIDS
The backbone genes of plasmids have functions related to the ‘life’ of the plasmid itself, and are responsible for its maintenance 
in the host, its propagation (vertically or horizontally) and similar housekeeping. These functions constitute the physiology of 
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Fig. 3. Illustration of important processes in plasmid biology with examples of three different plasmids. (a) The low- copy- number (~1 copy per cell) 
plasmids p42a (conjugative) and p42d (nontransmissible) of Rhizobium etli CFN42 (GenBank accession numbers CP000134.1 and U80928.5 [256, 257]) 
fuse into a cointegrate and then are transferred by conjugation from a host to a new recipient. The two cells have been pulled together by a pilus, which 
has then been retracted. A single strand of a plasmid copy is transferred, while the other strand remains within the cell in circular form. Afterward, 
a second strand will be synthesized in both cells to generate double- stranded DNA. p42d is also referred to as pSym, since it contains most of the 
genes responsible for rhizobial symbiosis in this strain; it is normally transferred horizontally by cointegration with p42a [191, 258]. (b) The copies of 
the small, high- copy- number (~14 copies per cell) resistance plasmid pB1000 (GenBank accession number GU080070.1 [180]) have been segregated 
between daughter cells at host division; cell division is almost complete. Inside each bacterial cell, the plasmids and chromosome are depicted. The 
diagrams of the plasmids show the open reading frame* of each gene on the plasmid as an arrow coloured by the function of the encoded protein. 
The region of pB1000 marked in the replication colour contains the plasmid origin of replication and the coding sequences for the RNAs involved in 
regulation of replication. The origins of replication of p42a and p42d are located inside the RepA gene; the origin of transfer of p42a is marked with a 
dot in the mobilization colour.

the plasmid, and their presence is what distinguishes a plasmid from a simple fragment of DNA that might be picked up by 
transformation*.

Replication and plasmid copy number and their control
It is a defining attribute of plasmids that they replicate in their host cells autonomously from the chromosome. Although most 
plasmids rely partially on host proteins for replication, they also carry genes essential to their replication and responsible for its 
regulation. The regulation of replication ensures that the plasmid is present in the host population at a fixed number of copies per 
cell. Control of copy number is necessary to ensure the stable maintenance of the plasmid: if the copy number falls too low, there 
is a greater risk of producing plasmid- free segregants, while if the copy number is allowed to grow without limit, the plasmid will 
impose a heavy fitness cost on its hosts; Box 3 discusses the multilevel selection acting on traits such as plasmid copy number. 
We have already seen that there are low- and high- copy- number plasmids; but there is much copy number variation among 
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Box 3. plasmids and multilevel evolutionary dynamics

Multilevel selection
Because plasmids depend on a bacterial host to survive and propagate, they offer an excellent example of multilevel selection: 
the fitness of plasmids depends both on their own properties (of replication, maintenance, etc.) and indirectly on the fitness of 
their hosts [66]. As we have seen, plasmid- borne genes frequently affect host fitness as well as the fitness of the plasmid itself: 
this includes both direct effects on host phenotype and the indirect fitness effects discussed in the text. Interactions between 
these two levels have important implications for the evolution of plasmids and for their contribution to the evolution of their 
hosts. For example, there is a trade- off between rates of vertical and horizontal transmission of plasmids [15, 100, 128]: the 
costs to the host of conjugation mean that increased horizontal transmission reduces vertical transmission. A similar trade-
 off also leads to conflicting selection pressures on the plasmid copy number: a plasmid variant with a higher copy number 
outcompetes a variant with a lower copy number at the intracellular level, but if the copy number increases too much, the 
burden on the host cell may become too high [129, 259].
Allele dynamics on multicopy plasmids
An effect of multicopy plasmids on bacterial evolution is the possibility for loci on multicopy plasmids to be heterozygous 
(reviewed in [8]). The dynamics of alleles on multicopy plasmids depend on processes at two levels – intracellular plasmid 
replication and segregation and population dynamics at the cellular level. If the alleles have fitness effects, the host fitness 
depends on the plasmid composition within the cell, and various forms of dominance or heterozygote advantage are possible. 
As illustrated in Fig.  4, random segregation of plasmid copies at host cell division changes the plasmid composition from 
mother to daughter cells, which is termed segregational drift [260]. In the long term, this leads to the loss of heterozygosity 
on plasmids unless there is selection for maintaining the two plasmid types together. Segregational drift does not alter the 
allele frequency in the bacterial population per se, but since it leads to the generation of wild- type homozygous cells, it reduces 
the number of cells carrying the mutant allele, which increases the strength of genetic drift. This means novel mutations on 
plasmids have a higher chance of being lost than those on a monoploid chromosome, at least in the absence of gene dosage 
effects [98, 228, 261]. Replication of plasmids may also be a source of drift: selection of plasmids to replicate, if at least partially 
random, creates a ‘rich- get- richer’ effect that leads to more extreme biases in plasmid content in offspring [230]. The evolu-
tionary dynamics on multicopy plasmids have recently received substantial attention from both experimentalists [90, 261] and 
theoreticians [228, 230] and from both together [98, 245, 260, 262]. Early models have studied the dynamics of incompatible 
multicopy plasmids, which is a closely related problem [198, 200, 201].

Fig. 4. Schema of the effect of segregational drift on a novel allele located on a plasmid. A novel allele originally arises on one 
copy of the plasmid, and by random segregation wild- type and mutant plasmids eventually end up in different, homozygous cells. 
We here describe one way of modelling the process mathematically [228]. In the simplest case, cell dynamics are modelled by 
a birth- death process with per capita birth and death rates  bi  and  di , which may depend on the number of mutant plasmids  i  
in a given cell. Prior to cell division, plasmids are replicated such that the cell contains twice the original number. Two possible 
models for plasmid replication are ‘regular replication’, where each copy is replicated exactly once, and ‘random replication’, 
where copies are randomly picked for replication one by one (cf. [198]). Each daughter cell then receives half of those plasmids 
with segregation being random with respect to mutant and wild- type variants. With n total plasmid copies and x mutant copies 

after plasmid replication, the probability that one daughter cell receives  j  and the other one  x− j  mutant copies is then given by 

 
(2− δj,x/2)

(x
j
)(2n−x

n−j
)
/
(2n
n
)
 
, where  δi,j  denotes Kronecker’s delta. Adapted from [90, 245].
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high- copy- number plasmids, from around 10 copies to hundreds (e.g. [78, 88]). The copy number is not exactly identical from 
cell to cell, but is subject to some noise, which can be reduced by a partitioning system [89]. The plasmid copy number may of 
course be subject to evolution, even over short time scales when the plasmid carries an important host function [90–92].

The replication control system ensures that the replication rate per plasmid copy per host generation is greater than one when the 
copy number is below the target and less than one when the copy number exceeds the target [1, p. 31], so that the copy number is 
increased by replication or reduced as host cell divisions dilute the plasmids faster than they replicate to reach the target. The rate 
of replication is regulated by negative feedback: one common mechanism is by control of the production of a plasmid- encoded 
Rep protein that is responsible for initiating the replication of the plasmid by binding to the oriV and recruiting the necessary 
enzymes for replication. Expression of Rep is repressed by some trans- acting* product encoded by the plasmid: a separate, 
specialized repressor*, Rep itself, or another protein cotranscribed with Rep. As the plasmid copy number increases, more of this 
repressor is produced, and it prevents the production of Rep protein, creating a negative feedback loop [2, 17, 18, 93–95]. This 
mechanism explains the origin of plasmid incompatibility due to a common basic replicon. Since the repressors are trans- acting, 
two distinct plasmids with the same basic replicon will contribute to repressing each other’s replication, and therefore will share 
a common copy number. In the absence of selection for both plasmid types, this means that after a few generations random 
segregation* at host cell division will have separated the plasmid types into distinct host cells, and thus the two plasmids cannot 
be stably maintained together [20]; see Fig. 2(a). When replication is permitted by the control system, the selection of the plasmid 
copies to be replicated seems to be at random in at least some cases [96, 97], although it is difficult to definitively confirm this 
experimentally, and it may not be the case for all plasmids [98]. The mechanisms of replication are reviewed in [19].

Segregation of plasmids at host cell division
When a host cell divides, the plasmid copies present end up in one or other of the daughter cells (see Fig. 3b). In the absence of 
any intervention by the plasmid, this will happen essentially at random: the plasmids in one portion of the cell when it divides 
go to one daughter, and the plasmids elsewhere go to the other. For plasmids with a high copy number, this may be sufficient to 
stably vertically transmit the plasmid: with n copies, the probability of producing a plasmid- free daughter by random segregation 
is 21−n, which may be sufficiently small to be negligible. Indeed, some high- copy- number plasmids do not seem to have any other 
partitioning mechanism [96]. In practice, this is quite successful in reducing plasmid loss to a very low level [99].

For low- copy- number plasmids a further active partitioning system that ensures that both daughter cells receive a copy of the 
plasmid is necessary. This can be done by localizing plasmids in separate regions of the cell before cell division (e.g. [100, 101]). 
A common class of such systems functions by encoding a protein complex and a cis- acting* site on the plasmid. The protein 
complex binds a pair of plasmids together at their respective copies of the cis- acting site and then physically separates the pair at 
cell division, possibly by binding to a point on the cell membrane or another host structure [21].

Even high- copy- number plasmids need to ensure that they are not made unstable by multimerization. The replication control 
systems we have discussed above control the number of copies of the basic replicon in the cell; this means that if multimers of 
the plasmid form, the number of physical molecules containing the plasmid falls without a derepression of replication (as the 
number of copies of the basic replicon remains the same). Since the number of physical molecules is what determines the prob-
ability of producing a plasmid- free daughter cell, multimerization reduces the stability of the plasmid. Moreover, larger plasmid 
multimers are replicated more often, since more copies of the basic replicon means more oriVs at which to initiate replication. 
A cell with multimers is thus likely to obtain more multimers, and reduce the plasmid’s stability further, in the so- called ‘dimer 
catastrophe’ [102]. To counteract this effect, plasmids generally encode a multimer resolution system, which converts multimers 
back to monomers by site- specific recombination* [21, 103, 104].

Another group of plasmid functions, variously called postsegregational killing, host killing, toxin–antitoxin systems, or plasmid 
addiction, are often included with stability systems, but we shall consider them separately below.

horizontal transfer by conjugation
Perhaps the most famous physiological function of plasmids is the ability to transfer themselves from one host to another. Transfer 
by conjugation requires physical contact between the donor and recipient cell, which is usually, at least in Gram- negative* bacteria, 
achieved using a proteinaceous structure called a pilus: see Fig. 3(a). Usually, a single strand of the plasmid is transferred into 
the recipient cell, and the second strand is then resynthesized in both cells, meaning that conjugation also involves duplication 
of the plasmid; however, in some plasmids of Streptomyces, the entire double- stranded plasmid is translocated from the donor to 
recipient [105, 106]. In some cases, there is the possibility of retrotransfer, the transfer of genetic material from the recipient back 
to the host, during conjugation [107]. Some plasmids can undergo horizontal transfer through more exotic mechanisms [108], 
sometimes involving cooperation between donor and recipient [109], but here we focus on common conjugation. In addition 
to the pili, which bring the donor and recipient into contact so that conjugation can occur, the typical conjugation machinery 
consists of four parts.
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The first is the oriT, or origin of transfer, the sequence on the plasmid at which transfer begins. One strand of the plasmid is 
nicked* here by the second component, a relaxase*, which binds to the free end of the strand. The relaxase interacts with a 
type IV coupling protein (T4CP, the third component), and is transferred, together with the attached plasmid strand, by a type 
IV secretion system (T4SS, the fourth component) into the recipient cell. Once the entire strand has passed into the recipient 
cell, the relaxase catalyses the ligation* of the transferred strand back into a circular form [31]. This mechanism explains the 
distinction between conjugative and mobilizable plasmids discussed above: conjugative plasmids carry all of these compo-
nents, while mobilizable plasmids encode only the oriT and corresponding relaxase, but not the expensive T4SS (and may or 
may not carry the T4CP), and therefore need a conjugative plasmid to provide the missing components. Some mobilizable 
plasmids only have the oriT, and rely on another plasmid even for a matching relaxase; these generally have a reduced rate of 
transfer [22, 33, 110]. The T4SS, T4CP and pili are each large protein complexes, which are costly to express, and the process 
of conjugation itself is energetically costly [25]. Moreover, some bacteriophages* bind to the proteins of the pilus (so- called 
‘male- specific phages’), so bacterial cells expressing pili are at greater risk of infection. Therefore the conjugative phenotype 
is tightly regulated, to avoid imposing a large fitness cost on the host cell, and is almost always unexpressed [24, 111]. Signals 
that lead to expression of conjugation may include the detection of suitable recipients or specific environmental conditions 
[17, 111]; also, a temporary period of expression typically occurs immediately after a novel plasmid is first transferred to a 
recipient, before the repression becomes effective [112]. The modelling of conjugation in general, and conjugation rates in 
particular, is discussed in Box 4.

Transmissible plasmids often also encode genes that assist the plasmid in becoming established in newly infected cells, particularly 
if the cells are genetically distinct from the previous host. The region containing these genes is usually close to the oriT and is 
transferred first during conjugation, so that genes that suppress restriction enzymes* or the SOS response* in the newly infected 
cell can be expressed early on [11, 113]. These genes are responsible for overcoming the various components of the bacterial 
immune system [73, 113], which we discuss below.

Conjugative and some mobilizable plasmids prevent closely related plasmids from transferring into their hosts by conjugation 
(see Fig. 2b). There are two mechanisms for this: surface exclusion, which prevents mating pair formation, and entry exclusion, 
which is more common and prevents plasmid DNA from entering the host during conjugation (reviewed in [23, 24]).

postsegregational killing
Many plasmids exhibit a spiteful behaviour: they kill plasmid- free daughter cells of their hosts. This phenomenon is variously 
called postsegregational killing, host killing, or plasmid addiction. It was briefly mentioned above, together with stability mecha-
nisms, because this is the classical explanation of postsegregational killing: it ensures the stable inheritance of the plasmid (see 
e.g. [2, 21, 114, 115]).

The postsegregational killing system involves two components (generally proteins or RNAs), one that kills (or at least suppresses 
growth in) the host, and a second that suppresses the first: for this reason these systems are also called toxin–antitoxin systems. 
Both are expressed constitutively* in the presence of the plasmid, and the antitoxin prevents the death of the host. However, the 
antitoxin has a much smaller half- life, so in plasmid- free daughters it degrades faster than the toxin, and the toxin kills the cell 
[21, 116, 117]. A slight variant is found in restriction–modification systems, in which there is no need for a difference in half- life: 
the antitoxin (methylase) needs to be present in a higher concentration to suppress killing than the toxin (restriction enzyme) 
needs to kill, and as the concentrations fall in the absence of the plasmid the antitoxin becomes ineffective first [118, 119]. A 
plasmid- free daughter cell is plasmid- free whether it is alive or dead; postsegregational killing can maintain the relative stability 
of a plasmid by ensuring that the proportion of hosts carrying a plasmid does not decrease, but that does not affect the absolute 
number of hosts carrying the plasmid, which continues to decrease. This is confirmed both empirically [120] and by modelling 
[121]. In the exponential phase of bacterial growth, therefore, postsegregational killing would have no stabilizing effect. In the 
stationary phase, however, where competition between hosts and plasmid- free cells for resources becomes more important, or 
when there is significant spatial structure [122], postsegregational killing may have a more important role in plasmid stability. 
Postsegregational killing may also serve other functions besides stability, including interplasmid competition [120, 123]. Toxin–
antitoxin systems are also frequently found on bacterial chromosomes, where their function is somewhat obscure [117, 124–126].

EcoloGy of plaSmIDS
Thus far, we have focused on the biology of the plasmid itself, largely in isolation; however, plasmids exist in a larger ecological 
context that includes their hosts, the larger population of hosts (or potential hosts) and the community it is part of, and other 
plasmids and nonplasmid mobile genetic elements in their host or the host population. (Pilosof [127] provides a brief review of 
relevant concerns in modelling such complex communities.) Here, we explicitly consider the influence of interactions with all of 
these entities on the biology of the plasmid and host.
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Box 4. conjugative plasmid spread

Dating back to Stewart and Levin [221], the majority of modelling studies consider a well- mixed population (such as a liquid 
culture) and assume that conjugative plasmid transfer follows the principles of mass- action kinetics [263]. Transfer is thus 
proportional to the densities of plasmid- free and plasmid- carrying cells and a conjugation coefficient  γ . The framework is 
similar to classical epidemiological models with infected and uninfected patients. Based on the model shown in Fig. 5, Levin et 
al. [220] showed that mass- action kinetics with a constant  γ  captures the plasmid dynamics well in populations with constantly 
dividing cells (but not during lag phase or close to stationary phase). Models based on this approach have been used to address 
a large range of questions on plasmid dynamics, such as the plasmid paradox described in Box 5 [223], the question of which 
genes are carried on plasmids [69, 264], the dynamics of cooperative genes and cheating [265], the evolution of antibiotic resist-
ance [207, 226] (see also Box 2) and the role of conjugation in the rate of adaptation [208, 227]. A simplifying assumption in most 
of these models is that the transfer coefficient  γ  is constant in time and independent of, for example, resource availability [263]. 
Dependence of  γ  on a resource C can be modelled by a Monod function (see e.g. [266]). Spatial models of plasmid transfer are 
the minority. One of the first examples of a spatial model is the individual- based lattice model by Krone et al. [232], in which 
zero, one, or two cells may reside on the sites of a lattice. Plasmid- free cells receive plasmids at stochastic rates that depend on 
the number of donors and transconjugants* in a local neighbourhood and the amount of nutrients in a ‘nutrient neighbourhood’. 
The model is combined with experiments on agar surfaces, capturing the experimental observations well.

Fig. 5. Flow diagram (a) and system of ODES (b) for the model of Levin et al. [220]. Three types of cells are distinguished: 
plasmid- free (with density  n ), an original plasmid- carrying population (with density  n+ , not shown in the flow diagram) and 
transconjugants (with density  n∗ ). Conjugation is modelled through a mass- action kinetics term with conjugation coefficient  γ  , 
and the bacterial populations grow exponentially at rate  ψ .

How much do plasmids conjugate? The donor and recipient species, the plasmid, environmental factors and coinfecting plas-
mids influence the rate of plasmid transfer [267]. There is, surprisingly, no standard method for estimating conjugation rates 
[268–270]. Many studies do not estimate the conjugation coefficient  γ  but report quantities such as the number of transcon-
jugants per donor or per recipient. Methods to estimate the conjugation coefficient  γ  are mostly derived from models that 
describe plasmid spread by ordinary differential equations [220, 266, 269]. For example, Levin et al. [220] solved their ODEs 
(Fig. 5) to obtain the expression

 γ = ψ
N(a)−N(b) ln

R+ρ(b)
R+ρ(a) ,  

where  N(b)  and  N(a)  are the total population sizes at time points  a  and  b ,  ρ(t) =
n∗(t)
n(t)   and  R = n+(t)

n(t)   (the last of which is a 
constant in the model). All quantities on the right- hand side can be estimated from experimental data to obtain an estimate 
for  γ . Recently, Kosterlitz et al. [268] proposed a fluctuation test similar to the fluctuation assays for mutation rate estimation, 
which go back to Luria and Delbrück [271]. Estimates for  γ  range over several orders of magnitude, ranging from ~10-20 ml cell-1 
h−1 to 5×10-7 ml cell-1 h−1 [267]. It seems that conjugation rates can be higher in vivo than in vitro [272–274].
Like most – if not all – traits, the conjugation rate is itself subject to evolution [275, 276]. As the conjugation rate can be 
controlled by the host, the recipient cell, or the plasmid, evolution of both bacteria and plasmids can change how much transfer 
occurs. Selection pressures on bacteria and plasmids might thereby diverge (recently formalized in a model by Sheppard et 
al. [275]). As explained in the main text, conjugation is costly. Unless the plasmid carries genes that are beneficial to its host 
and outweigh the costs, selection drives the conjugation rate down. The plasmid, on the other hand, needs to strike a balance 
between horizontal transfer and vertical transmission [275, 276]. Higher conjugation rates are beneficial but only to the extent 
that the host is not harmed too much, similar to the transmission–virulence trade- off in pathogen evolution.

Interactions with the individual host
The plasmid only exists inside the host, and depends on the host to carry out all of its physiological processes, in particular 
replication. As we have already seen in Box 3, this aspect of the plasmid lifestyle means that multilevel selection is of great 
importance to plasmids. Plasmid fitness can be divided into two components corresponding to the two ways a plasmid can 
propagate to new hosts: vertical, from vertical transmission to daughter cells of their current host, and horizontal, from infection 
of new hosts by conjugation. Vertical fitness of plasmids is directly dependent on host fitness, while horizontal fitness is more 
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Box 5. the plasmid paradox

One of the great questions of plasmid biology is the ‘plasmid paradox’: why are there plasmids at all? A simple cryptic plasmid, 
which does nothing but replicate itself inside the host, imposes a fitness cost. Therefore, over the long term, bacteria carrying 
plasmids should be outcompeted by plasmid- free bacteria and go extinct, taking their plasmids with them [159, 160]. In some 
cases, plasmids may transfer horizontally fast enough to be maintained despite fitness costs, analogously to how parasites 
survive [160], although reliable estimates for transfer rates in nature are needed to determine whether conjugation rates are in 
fact high enough. It is difficult to see, however, how horizontal transfer could maintain mobilizable plasmids, and of course it is 
impossible that horizontal transmission explains the maintenance of nontransmissible plasmids.
Plasmids could also be maintained by carrying advantageous genes that would make the net fitness effect of the plasmid posi-
tive: but these genes could move by recombination from the plasmid to another replicon such as the chromosome, allowing 
the bacterium to lose the plasmid and have its cake and eat it too. Bergstrom et al. [223] analysed an ODE model of plasmid 
persistence, starting from the assumption that the rate of horizontal transfer is not high enough to maintain the plasmids as 
parasites: this assumption is formally given by the relation

 ψα + τ > γN+ , 
where  ψ  is the per capita growth rate of plasmid- free bacteria, α  is the proportional fitness cost of carrying the plasmid,  τ   is 
the per capita rate of segregative loss,  γ  is the horizontal transfer rate and N+  is the maximum total bacterial population size 
obtainable. They show that this implies the eventual extinction of plasmid- carrying cells, even if there is a beneficial gene on 
the plasmid (or fluctuating selection), provided that the beneficial gene can also be located on the chromosome.
Bergstrom et al. [223] do show, however, that plasmids can persist in two circumstances. The first is if the plasmids have a 
net fitness benefit and the population is subject to regular strong selective sweeps of adaptive variants immigrating into the 
population: in this case, bacteria that have incorporated the beneficial gene onto the chromosome are eliminated by the selec-
tive sweep, while the plasmid can transfer to the new strain. The second is if there are multiple species or ecotypes of bacteria 
present and the beneficial gene is occasionally lost in each ecotype (due to drift, demographic stochasticity, selective sweeps, 
etc.): the plasmid is maintained by the ability to transfer between ecotypes.
There has been extensive modelling of other possible resolutions of the plasmid paradox (see e.g. [221–224, 277–279]). 
Possible answers include selective pressures encouraging maintenance of some genes on disposable or transmissible repli-
cons [63, 66–68, 280], nonconstant or variable rates of horizontal transfer [112, 281], the maintenance of nonconjugative plas-
mids by constant replenishment by conjugative plasmids that lose transfer genes [32], fitness effects of plasmid–plasmid 
interactions [206] and, particularly in the case of large nontransmissible plasmids close to being accessory chromosomes, 
evolutionary constraints of genome organization [12, 282] – after all, no one calls the presence of more than one chromosome 
in an organism the ‘chromosome paradox’. Future modelling work will hopefully help to tie the theories to the circumstances 
of specific plasmids and bacteria and determine which mechanisms are responsible for maintenance in particular systems.

independent (although plasmid spread by horizontal transmission still requires persistence of the host). In general, there may 
be strong trade- offs between vertical and horizontal transmission [128, 129], for example due to the fitness costs of conjugation 
to the host. Since both contribute to total plasmid fitness, there will often be different possible successful life history strategies 
with a different emphasis on horizontal versus vertical transmission [15] (the extreme case being nontransmissible plasmids that 
rely entirely on vertical transmission).

The importance of the plasmid–host relationship is not unilateral. Although hosts are not dependent on plasmids (with some 
exceptions where essential genes are found on plasmids), plasmids form a part of the host genome, and are therefore intrinsi-
cally linked to the host phenotype and fitness. We have already discussed the wide range of payload genes found on many 
plasmids that provide important host phenotypes, including antibiotic resistance, virulence, metabolism of novel substrates 
and rhizobial symbiosis. Payload genes on plasmids may be particularly important for phenotypes that are involved in local 
adaptation [63, 67]. They often have context- dependent fitness effects, providing fitness benefits in some environments and 
conditions and causing fitness costs in others [130, 131]. In addition to carrying important genes, plasmids also frequently 
influence the regulation and expression of chromosomal genes, which similarly affects the host phenotype (reviewed in [132]). 
In some cases this can take the form of interference between plasmid and host gene regulation, producing a reduction in host 
fitness [133, 134], particularly for plasmids that are new to the host and not well adapted. However, changes in the expression 
of chromosomal genes can also be adaptive, affecting traits such as motility, biofilm formation, antibiotic resistance, virulence, 
or aspects of the bacterial metabolism [26, 132]. Nevertheless, in the absence of genes with important host fitness effects, 
plasmids are often costly to the bacteria that carry them, and this cost increases with copy number [90, 135]; the fitness costs 
of plasmids lead to the so- called ‘plasmid paradox’ discussed in Box 5. In addition to interference between gene regulation or 
the physiological processes of the plasmid and chromosome [14, 25, 133, 134, 136–139], the causes of this fitness cost include 



13

Dewan and Uecker, Microbiology 2023;169:001362

bacterial stress responses to foreign DNA [14, 25], the cost of plasmid replication and gene expression [14, 25, 140, 141] 
and the possibility of disruption of host genes by the plasmid recombining with the chromosome [25]. These costs can be 
reduced or eliminated by compensatory evolution of the plasmid [137, 142–144], the host chromosome [145–150], or both 
[138, 151–154], and evolution experiments have shown that this occurs regularly, especially if selection for the plasmid 
ensures that it is maintained before compensation is complete [138, 142–146, 148, 149, 151–153, 155, 156]; there is also some 
observational evidence of compensatory evolution in plasmids in the wild [157, 158]. The coevolved plasmid and chromosome 
produced by compensatory evolution are specifically adapted to each other, and to existence as components of a single genome 
[26] (although some compensatory changes on the plasmid are general enough to also reduce the fitness cost in other hosts 
[152]), even to the extent that coevolved cells cured of the plasmid have lower fitness than wild- type cells [145, 159, 160]. 
Gama et al. [14] argue that this coevolution – or rather its loss – leads to the overestimation of the fitness costs of plasmids in 
laboratory conditions compared to those that are common in nature: the reported in vitro fitness cost of a plasmid seems to 
increase with time since plasmid isolation, suggesting that the fitness costs seen in experiments may be at least partially due 
to maladaptive plasmid evolution under laboratory conditions, leading to the loss of evolved cost mitigation (see also [135]). 
As already pointed out above, the fitness cost of the plasmid may also be strongly dependent on the environmental context 
[131], further reducing the generalizability of experimental measurements.

Despite the wonders of plasmid biology, some bacteria are just not interested in hosting a plasmid. They instead prevent the 
establishment of plasmids in general or of particular plasmids using defence systems that destroy plasmids (and other mobile 
genetic elements) upon arrival in the cell (e.g. [161–164]). The best known bacterial immune systems are CRISPR/Cas*, which 
targets specific mobile genetic elements based on recorded DNA sequences, and restriction enzymes*, which target foreign DNA 
in general [161, 162].

Interactions with the host community
The individual host of a plasmid will be part of a larger population of host or potential host bacteria, which in turn make up part 
of a larger ecological community. Since plasmids are associated with their hosts, they are inherently influenced by all community 
interactions. Through their effects on host phenotypes they in turn alter these interactions, and may thus be subject to eco- evolutionary 
feedbacks. Morever, social traits are frequently encoded by payload genes on plasmids: for example, plasmids have a higher density of 
genes for secreted proteins than chromosomes [165], which includes proteins involved in both cooperative and antagonistic interac-
tions between bacteria [68]. Cooperative interactions between plasmid hosts and other bacteria include antibiotic resistance, if the 
mechanism of resistance is the degradation of the antibiotic [166], while antagonistic interactions include production of bacteriocins, 
excreted toxins that kill other bacteria and are often found on plasmids (indeed, one of the earliest discovered families of plasmids 
codes for colicins, bacteriocins produced by and targeting Escherichia coli [3]). The plasmid codes for both the bacteriocin, which 
is excreted (in some cases killing the host in the process), and an immunity gene, which protects against the bacteriocin [167]; thus 
bacteriocins behave like an extracellular version of a postsegregational killing system, killing those cells that do not carry the plasmid. 
Plasmid- borne genes can also play a role in interactions with other cells without actively affecting them: for example, some plasmids 
of Pseudomonas spp. sensitize their hosts to growth- inhibiting compounds excreted by other bacteria [168].

Bacterial interactions are strongly dependent on whether bacteria are free- living or in a biofilm*. Planktonic* bacteria in liquid culture 
can potentially encounter many different cells, but are usually not in close proximity to each other. In biofilms, bacteria are nonmotile 
and in close contact with their direct neighbours. Biofilms are moreover highly spatially heterogeneous, with different conditions 
on the surface and the interior of the biofilm, affecting the physiology and growth of bacteria. Conjugative plasmids can increase 
the propensity of their hosts to form biofilms (this may in part be due to the pilus serving to attach planktonic cells to the growing 
biofilm) [169–173]. How the aggregation of bacteria in biofilms in turn affects conjugative plasmid spread is complicated. Conjugation 
rates are often higher in biofilms than in planktonic bacteria due to stable cell- to- cell contact and stable mating pair formation [172], 
yet the spread of plasmids through biofilms is nonetheless often limited, as discussed by Stalder and Top [174]. While plasmids may 
not spread through the entire biofilm, the biofilm lifestyle may aid the maintenance of conjugative plasmids and prevent the loss of 
transfer genes [175].

Plasmids not only influence ecological interactions, but also cause genetic interactions between individuals of the host population 
by horizontally transferring chromosomal genes: conjugative plasmids that integrate into the host chromosome or that pick up 
pieces of the chromosome by homologous recombination can then transfer chromosomal DNA to a recipient on conjugation 
[176], such as in the classic Hfr strains of E. coli [3]. There is also the possibility of retrotransfer of chromsomal genes [107].

Since horizontal transfer of plasmids between distinct bacterial species is common, multispecies communities enable new plasmid 
dynamics, including the maintenance of plasmids in less- than- ideal hosts by transfer from a species to which they are better adapted 
[177], and improved compensatory amelioration of fitness costs through transfer between multiple species [142, 178]. Microbial 
communities also include species that are not bacteria, and plasmids can also contribute to or be affected by interactions of their hosts 
with these organisms. For example, Cairns et al. [179] showed that exposure to a virus that targets conjugation machinery to infect a 
cell selected for reduced conjugative ability in a plasmid, but predation by a ciliate increased conjugation rate.
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Interactions with other plasmids and mobile genetic elements
Multiple plasmids often coexist in the same population, and even a single bacterium often carries multiple plasmids of distinct types 
(see e.g. [37, 38, 49, 180, 181]). There is thus much opportunity for interactions between plasmids. The simplest such interaction is 
preventing coinfection of the same cell by excluding other plasmids. We have already seen mechanisms that can prevent coinfection: 
plasmid incompatibility and entry and surface exclusion [182]. Postsegregational killing can also lead to loss of a coinfecting plasmid 
over time [120]. Some plasmids also actively destroy other potentially coinfecting plasmids with plasmid- borne CRISPR/Cas [183–185] 
or restriction–modification systems [118, 119, 186] (see Fig. 2c), which work analogously to their chromosomal counterparts.

If multiple plasmids successfully establish in a common host, they may impose a high fitness cost. However, compensatory evolution 
that eliminates the fitness costs of one plasmid can sometimes allow for the acquisition of other related plasmids at no additional cost 
[187]. Similarly, some plasmids exhibit positive fitness epistasis*, meaning the total fitness cost of carrying multiple plasmids is less than 
the sum of the fitness costs of each individually [130, 188, 189]. Environmental conditions can affect the maintenance of coinfection: 
if coinfecting plasmids carry similar beneficial payload genes, the less advantageous might be lost in the presence of selection, even if 
coexistence is possible in the absence of selection [155]. Coinfection will have important effects on compensatory evolution to reduce 
plasmid fitness costs, as in coinfected hosts there will have to be evolution not only to reduce plasmid–chromosome conflicts, but 
also plasmid–plasmid conflicts.

The effects of plasmid interactions on horizontal transfer can be varied [190]. We have already seen that mobilizable plasmids rely on a 
coinfecting conjugative plasmid to be transferred; cooperative horizontal transfer can also occur through a process called conduction, 
in which a plasmid forms a cointegrate with a conjugative plasmid and is transferred by conjugation [114, 115, 191]; this is shown in 
Fig. 3(a). Between conjugative plasmids, coinfection can produce both an increase in conjugation rate (called facilitation [22]), and 
a decrease [192]. Similar interactions between plasmids can alter their ability to promote biofilm formation [173]. So far, we have 
implicitly talked about plasmid–plasmid interactions from the perspective of pairs of plasmids. When there are more than two types 
of plasmids present in a host cell, there will be higher- order interactions between plasmids that will need to be taken into account 
[156, 193].

Plasmids also coexist in their hosts with other mobile genetic elements. Some of these exist in the host in the form of a plasmid, and 
therefore may exhibit interactions with plasmids similar to plasmid–plasmid interactions: for example, some bacteriophages [3, 35], 
and integrative conjugative elements* (ICEs) [194]. Many phages target plasmid- encoded structures to infect their hosts (particularly 
structures related to conjugation) [195, 196]; other plasmid–phage interactions include the horizontal transmission of plasmids by 
transduction* in phages [22], and the ability of some plasmids to inhibit the infection of their hosts by phages [197].

fInal REmaRkS
In this review, we provide an overview of the biology of plasmids, aiming to make the topic accessible to modellers unfamiliar with 
plasmids. Mathematical modelling provides a powerful tool to understand the biology of plasmids and to make predictions about their 
contributions to bacterial evolution (which is especially important with respect to the evolution of clinically important traits such as 
antibiotic resistance). The great diversity of plasmids means that modelling is needed both to seek out general unifying patterns and 
to determine properties specific to particular plasmid systems. We conclude by putting forward a few areas of plasmid biology that 
have so far scarcely been addressed by modellers.

The vast majority of plasmid models consider plasmids of only one type and distinguish only between plasmid- carrying 
and plasmid- free cells. Models that account for the plasmid copy number, despite appearing early on [129, 198–202], have 
remained overall rare. Recently the topic started to receive growing attention, mostly (but not exclusively) in the context 
of allele dynamics on multicopy plasmids (see Box 3 and [92]). Several of the early models of multicopy plasmids consider 
segregation of two incompatible plasmids and thus include coinfection of cells by multiple plasmid types. Generally, however, 
there are still few models that consider the coexistence of plasmids of different types in the same cell (for two examples, see 
[203, 204]). For a guide to designing such models, see the recent article by Igler et al. [197]. Studies allowing for multiple 
plasmid types in the population (but not within the same cell) are more common, but also rare compared to those with a 
single plasmid type; they mostly focus on competition between different plasmids for host cells [69, 205–208]. Coinfection 
and interactions between different plasmids, such as cotransfer of nonconjugative with conjugative plasmids, are common 
and likely have a great influence on the evolution and ecology of bacteria. To understand the evolutionary dynamics of 
plasmids and hosts, it is thus crucial to develop more theory that takes multiple plasmid types and coinfection into account.

A related question is why we see such great diversity of plasmids. The huge number of bacterial species and environments 
they inhabit implies a huge number of niches for plasmids. Yet it remains puzzling why some plasmids have a high and 
others a low copy number, why some plasmids are very large and others tiny, why some plasmids are conjugative and 
others not even transmissible, etc. Moreover, plasmids of different types coexisting in a bacterial population share the 
same niche, at least to a first approximation. Modelling has shown that two types of plasmids can coexist if they follow 
different strategies regarding their transfer rate and costs [206, 209, 210]. Similarly, the evolution of plasmid host range 
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[147, 153, 211] and rapid speciation of plasmids [88] may contribute to the development and spread of new plasmid types 
in the wild. Future models could combine ecological considerations at the level of plasmids (such as differential strategies 
or interactions between coinfecting plasmids) with evolutionary dynamics (such as the evolution of conjugation rates or 
plasmid speciation) to provide further insights into the processes that shape plasmid diversity.

As pointed out in Box 2, plasmid- mediated antibiotic resistance is less studied in models than chromosomal resistance. Many 
models of antibiotic resistance evolution consider the effects of treatments such as combination therapies or drug dosing 
regimes on the evolution of resistance within hosts and strategies to manage existing resistance at the population level (for 
a few examples of models including plasmids, see [212–215]). Given the clinical relevance of plasmid- mediated resistance, 
it seems of great importance to develop further models to test how treatment regimes and population- wide protocols affect 
resistance on plasmids. Many infections are polymicrobial, in which case plasmids might spread from one species to others 
during treatment [216], influencing the treatment outcome. The effects of treatment protocols on bacterial communities 
harbouring plasmids are an important future direction of modelling. Resistance plasmids in commensal bacteria are also 
important since they may be transferred to pathogenic bacteria or the commensals themselves may become opportunistic 
pathogens. During treatment, commensal bacteria are often exposed to antibiotic pressure, selecting for resistance (so- called 
bystander selection). Moreover, plasmids carried by commensal bacteria may evolve both during treatment and in the 
absence of antibiotics and become less costly, for example. Transmission of commensal bacteria between individuals 
can spread resistance plasmids in a host population. Plasmids in commensals have already received some attention from 
modellers but there is much more to explore and understand (see Box 2 and also [217, 218]). Topics of concern where we 
see a need for further modelling include the evolution of plasmids within commensals, their maintenance in the absence 
of treatment, their potential transfer to pathogens, and their maintenance and spread at the population level. Of special 
interest are how these processes interact and how they are influenced by treatment protocols and frequencies.

Lastly, more models of bacterial biofilms are needed, both in the context of general plasmid biology and in a clinical 
context, taking into account a three- dimensional spatial structure with varying nutrient and antibiotic concentrations and 
potentially the attachment and detachment of planktonic bacteria (for an example of a biofilm model, see [219]). Plasmids 
are very widespread, diverse and of great relevance for bacterial ecology and evolution (and as a consequence for human 
health). While a large body of theory on the evolution of plasmids and their hosts exists, there remain many puzzles and 
unsolved questions. We hope that our review provides interested mathematical biologists with the necessary background 
to start to develop novel theory on plasmid dynamics.

GloSSaRy
Accessory chromosome: see secondary chromosome.

Bacteriophage: virus that infects bacteria.

Biofilm: an aggregation of bacteria that adhere to each other and a surface, and excrete a extracellular polymer that surrounds 
them.

bp (base pairs): the unit of length of a DNA molecule; a base pair consists of a pair of nucleotides from each strand of the molecule.

Chromid: see secondary chromosome.

cis- acting: of a gene or regulatory sequence: only affecting the same replicon on which it is located; the opposite of trans- acting.

Constitutively expressed: of a gene: constantly transcribed and expressed (as opposed to being regulated so it is only transcribed 
in specific circumstances where it is needed).

CRISPR/Cas: a bacterial adaptive immune system: it consists of specific sequences from mobile genetic elements copied into the 
bacterial chromosome (CRISPR) and a Cas enzyme that recognizes and cuts DNA molecules with those sequences.

Epistasis: the interaction of different genes contributing to the same phenotype: when the collective effect of two (or more) genes 
on the phenotype is not just the sum of the effects to the two genes alone, there is epistasis between the two loci.

Gene cassette: a small mobile genetic element consisting of a gene and a site where recombination into a replicon can occur; 
see integron.

Gram- positive/negative: a major classification of bacteria, based on whether they are stained by the dye in a Gram stain proce-
dure (named after the Danish bacteriologist Hans Christian Gram); Gram- negative bacteria have a second outer membrane 
surrounding their cell wall.

Horizontal transmission/horizontal (gene) transfer: the transfer of genetic material between two cells, as opposed to vertical 
inheritance of genes from mother to daughter cell.
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Integrative conjugative element: a type of mobile genetic element: they normally exist integrated into the host chromosome, but 
can excise from the chromosome, take on a temporary plasmid- like form, and transfer to another cell by conjugation.

Integron: the place where gene cassettes are integrated into a replicon: consists of a gene coding for a site- specific recombinase 
and a recombination site where that recombinase can integrate gene cassettes.

Ligation: the process of joining the backbone of a strand of DNA together, sealing a break that previously existed between 
nucleotides; the opposite of nicking.

Mobile genetic element: any genetic material that can be transferred between locations in the genome of an organism or between 
organisms.

Nicking: the process of disconnecting the backbone of a strand of DNA by breaking the bonds between adjacent nucleotides; 
the opposite of ligation.

Open reading frame: the sequence of DNA coding for a protein.

Phage: see bacteriophage.

Planktonic: floating freely in the water column, as opposed to being associated with a surface or able to swim against the current.

Recombination: the process of ‘crossing over’ between two DNA molecules: the molecules are broken at the target site and the new 
ends are exchanged between molecules and resealed; when this occurs between two circular DNA molecules, it fuses them into 
one circle, and when it occurs between two parts of the same circular DNA molecule, it separates it into two circular molecules; 
it has site- specific and homologous forms.

Recombination, homologous: recombination between two double- stranded DNA molecules occurring at any location where 
the two molecules have a homology (that is, where their sequence is the same); most bacteria have recombinases that catalyse 
this process.

Recombination, site- specific: recombination between two DNA molecules catalysed by an enzyme that recognizes a specific 
sequence on the molecules to be recombined.

Relaxase: an enzyme that catalyses nicking.

Replicon: an independently replicating DNA molecule; strictly speaking, everything that replicates from a particular origin of 
replication.

Repressor: a protein that prevents the transcription (and therefore expression) of a gene.

Restriction enzyme: an enzyme that catalyses the breaking of a DNA molecule at a specific sequence.

Secondary chromosome: a large replicon in some bacteria that contains essential genes, but is smaller than the main chromosome; 
something between an ordinary chromosome and an ordinary plasmid.

Segregation: the division of copies of a replicon between daughter cells on cell division.

SOS response: a bacterial stress response.

trans- acting: of a gene or regulatory sequence: affecting both the replicon it is located on and any homologous genes or regions 
on other replicons; the opposite of cis- acting.

Transconjugant: a cell that has received a plasmid through conjugation from another cell.

Transduction: a mechanism of horizontal gene transfer in which nonviral genetic material is accidentally packaged into a 
bacteriophage, and transferred by the phage to other bacteria.

Transformation: a mechanism of horizontal gene transfer in which free DNA molecules in the environment are taken up by a 
bacterium.

Transposon/transposable element: a mobile genetic element capable of moving itself from one location to another in the genome, 
either by copying or by excision and reinsertion.

Funding information
This work was funded by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) – project number 400993799 (project 3 within 
the Research Training Group 2501 Translational Evolutionary Research, https://gepris.dfg.de/gepris/projekt/400993799). I.D. is a member of the Inter-
national Max Planck Research School for Evolutionary Biology and gratefully acknowledges the benefits provided by the programme.

https://gepris.dfg.de/gepris/projekt/400993799


17

Dewan and Uecker, Microbiology 2023;169:001362

References
 1. Dewan I, Uecker H. A mathematician’s guide to plasmids: an 

introduction to plasmid biology for modellers. Figshare 2023. 
DOI: 10.6084/m9.figshare.23744571. 

 2. Summers DK. The Biology of Plasmids. Oxford: Blackwell Science; 
1996.

 3. Falkow S. Infectious Multiple Drug Resistance. London: Pion; 1975.

 4. Carattoli A. Plasmids and the spread of resistance. Int J Med 
Microbiol 2013;303:298–304. 

 5. Lederberg J. Cell genetics and hereditary symbiosis. Physiol Rev 
1952;32:403–430. 

 6. Helinski DR. A brief history of plasmids. EcoSal Plus 
2022;10:eESP00282021. 

 7. Hernández- Beltrán JCR, San Millán A, Fuentes- 
Hernández A, Peña- Miller R. Mathematical models of plasmid 
population dynamics. Front Microbiol 2021;12:606396. 

 8. Rodríguez- Beltrán J, DelaFuente J, León- Sampedro R, 
MacLean RC, San Millán Á. Beyond horizontal gene transfer: 
the role of plasmids in bacterial evolution. Nat Rev Microbiol 
2021;19:347–359. 

 9. Hall JPJ, Harrison E, Baltrus DA. Introduction: the secret 
lives of microbial mobile genetic elements. Phil Trans R Soc B 
2022;377. 

 10. Fernandez- Lopez R, Redondo S, Garcillan- Barcia MP, 
de la Cruz F. Towards a taxonomy of conjugative plasmids. Curr 
Opin Microbiol 2017;38:106–113. 

 11. Garcillán- Barcia MP, Alvarado A, de la Cruz F. Identification of 
bacterial plasmids based on mobility and plasmid population 
biology. FEMS Microbiol Rev 2011;35:936–956. 

 12. Hülter N, Ilhan J, Wein T, Kadibalban AS, Hammerschmidt K, 
et  al. An evolutionary perspective on plasmid lifestyle modes. 
Curr Opin Microbiol 2017;38:74–80. 

 13. Bennett PM. Plasmid encoded antibiotic resistance: acquisition 
and transfer of antibiotic resistance genes in bacteria. Br J Phar-
macol 2008;153 Suppl 1:S347–57. 

 14. Gama JA, Zilhão R, Dionisio F. Impact of plasmid interactions 
with the chromosome and other plasmids on the spread of anti-
biotic resistance. Plasmid 2018;99:82–88. 

 15. Zwanzig M. The ecology of plasmid- coded antibiotic resistance: 
a basic framework for experimental research and modeling. 
Comput Struct Biotechnol J 2021;19:586–599. 

 16. Martin IainB. Horizontal gene transfer. In: Gogarten MB, Gogarten 
JP and Olendzenski L (eds). Methods in Molecular Biology 532, vol. 
5. 2009. pp. 73–102.

 17. Bingle LEH, Thomas CM. Regulatory circuits for plasmid survival. 
Curr Opin Microbiol 2001;4:194–200. 

 18. del Solar G, Espinosa M. Plasmid copy number control: an ever- 
growing story. Mol Microbiol 2000;37:492–500. 

 19. del Solar G, Giraldo R, Ruiz- Echevarría MJ, Espinosa M, 
Díaz- Orejas R. Replication and control of circular bacterial plas-
mids. Microbiol Mol Biol Rev 1998;62:434–464. 

 20. Novick RP. Plasmid incompatibility. Microbiol Rev 
1987;51:381–395. 

 21. Zielenkiewicz U, Cegłowski P. Mechanisms of plasmid stable 
maintenance with special focus on plasmid addiction systems. 
Acta Biochim Pol 2001;48:1003–1023. 

 22. Dionisio F, Zilhão R, Gama JA. Interactions between plasmids 
and other mobile genetic elements affect their transmission and 
persistence. Plasmid 2019;102:29–36. 

 23. Garcillán- Barcia MP, de la Cruz F. Why is entry exclusion an 
essential feature of conjugative plasmids? Plasmid 2008;60:1–18. 

 24. Getino M, de la Cruz F, Baquero F, Bouza E, Gutiérrez- Fuentes JA. 
Natural and artificial strategies to control the conjugative trans-
mission of plasmids. Microbiol Spectr 2018;6:1. 

 25. San Millan A, MacLean RC. Fitness costs of plasmids: a limit to 
plasmid transmission. In: Baquero F (ed). Microbial Transmission. 
Chap 4. Washington, DC: ASM Press; 2019. pp. 65–79.

 26. Vial L, Hommais F. Plasmid- chromosome cross- talks. Environ 
Microbiol 2020;22:540–556. 

 27. Kiyosawa H, Hughes JE, Podgorski GJ, Welker DL. Small circular 
plasmids of the eukaryote Dictyostelium purpureum define two 
novel plasmid families. Plasmid 1993;30:106–118. 

 28. Qin H, Welker DL, Youssef NN. Isolation and characterization of a 
linear plasmid from the entomopathogenic fungus Ascosphaera 
apis. Plasmid 1993;29:19–30. 

 29. Silliker ME, Cummings DJ. A mitochondrial DNA rearrangement 
and three new mitochondrial plasmids from long- lived strains of 
Podospora anserina. Plasmid 1990;24:37–44. 

 30. Shintani M, Sanchez ZK, Kimbara K. Genomics of microbial plas-
mids: classification and identification based on replication and 
transfer systems and host taxonomy. Front Microbiol 2015;6:242. 

 31. Smillie C, Garcillán- Barcia MP, Francia MV, Rocha EPC, 
de la Cruz F. Mobility of plasmids. Microbiol Mol Biol Rev 
2010;74:434–452. 

 32. Coluzzi C, Garcillán- Barcia MP, de la Cruz F, Rocha EPC. Evolu-
tion of plasmid mobility: origin and fate of conjugative and 
nonconjugative plasmids. Mol Biol Evol 2022;39:6. 

 33. Ares- Arroyo M, Coluzzi C, Rocha EPC. Origins of transfer estab-
lish networks of functional dependencies for plasmid transfer by 
conjugation. Nucleic Acids Res 2023;51:3001–3016. 

 34. Hall JPJ, Botelho J, Cazares A, Baltrus DA. What makes a mega-
plasmid? Philos Trans R Soc Lond B Biol Sci 2022;377:20200472. 

 35. Ravin NV. N15: the linear phage–plasmid. Plasmid 
2011;65:102–109. 

 36. Chen CW, Yu T- W, Lin Y- S, Kieser HM, Hopwood DA. The conju-
gative plasmid SLP2 of Streptomyces lividans is a 50 kb linear 
molecule. Mol Microbiol 1993;7:925–932. 

 37. Casjens S, Palmer N, van Vugt R, Huang WM, Stevenson B, et al. 
A bacterial genome in flux: the twelve linear and nine circular 
extrachromosomal DNAs in an infectious isolate of the 
Lyme disease spirochete Borrelia burgdorferi. Mol Microbiol 
2000;35:490–516. 

 38. Ventura M, Canchaya C, Tauch A, Chandra G, Fitzgerald GF, et al. 
Genomics of Actinobacteria: tracing the evolutionary history of an 
ancient phylum. Microbiol Mol Biol Rev 2007;71:495–548. 

 39. Novick RP, Clowes RC, Cohen SN, Curtiss R 3rd, Datta N, et al. 
Uniform nomenclature for bacterial plasmids: a proposal. Bacte-
riol Rev 1976;40:168–189. 

 40. Chabbert YA, Roussel A. Taxonomy and epidemiology of R plas-
mids as molecular species. J Antimicrob Chemother 1977;3 Suppl 
C:25–33. 

 41. Sýkora P. Macroevolution of plasmids: a model for plasmid 
speciation. J Theor Biol 1992;159:53–65. 

 42. Petersen J. Phylogeny and compatibility: plasmid classification 
in the genomics era. Arch Microbiol 2011;193:313–321. 

 43. Garcillán- Barcia MP, Francia MV, de la Cruz F. The diversity of 
conjugative relaxases and its application in plasmid classifica-
tion. FEMS Microbiol Rev 2009;33:657–687. 

Acknowledgements
We thank Román Zapién- Campos, Ernesto Berríos- Caro, Christin Nyhoegen, Arne Traulsen and two anonymous referees for valuable comments on the 
manuscript, and Álvaro San Millán for helpful discussions on Figure 1. We thank Justine Renno for designing the bacteria in Figure 3.

Conflicts of interest
The authors declare that there are no conflicts of interest.



18

Dewan and Uecker, Microbiology 2023;169:001362

 44. Francia MV, Varsaki A, Garcillán- Barcia MP, Latorre A, Drainas C, 
et al. A classification scheme for mobilization regions of bacterial 
plasmids. FEMS Microbiol Rev 2004;28:79–100. 

 45. Redondo- Salvo S, Fernández- López R, Ruiz R, Vielva L, 
de Toro M, et al. Pathways for horizontal gene transfer in bacteria 
revealed by a global map of their plasmids. Nat Commun 
2020;11:3602. 

 46. Redondo- Salvo S, Bartomeus- Peñalver R, Vielva L, Tagg KA, 
Webb HE, et al. COPLA, a taxonomic classifier of plasmids. BMC 
Bioinformatics 2021;22:390. 

 47. Garcillán- Barcia MP, Redondo- Salvo S, de la Cruz F. Plasmid 
classifications. Plasmid 2023;126:102684. 

 48. Kollek R, Oertel W, Goebel W. Isolation and characterization 
of the minimal fragment required for autonomous replication 
(“Basic replicon”) of a copy mutant (pKN102) of the antibiotic 
resistance factor R1. Molec Gen Genet 1978;162:51–57. 

 49. Burian J, Guller L, Macor M, Kay WW. Small cryptic plasmids of 
multiplasmid, clinical Escherichia coli. Plasmid 1997;37:2–14. 

 50. Zaleski P, Wolinowska R, Strzezek K, Lakomy A, Plucienniczak A. 
The complete sequence and segregational stability analysis of a 
new cryptic plasmid pIGWZ12 from a clinical strain of Escherichia 
coli. Plasmid 2006;56:228–232. 

 51. Moran RA, Hall RM. pBuzz: a cryptic rolling- circle plasmid from a 
commensal Escherichia coli has two inversely oriented oriTs and 
is mobilised by A B/O plasmid. Plasmid 2019;101:10–19. 

 52. Wang Y, Batra A, Schulenburg H, Dagan T. Gene sharing among 
plasmids and chromosomes reveals barriers for antibiotic 
resistance gene transfer. Philos Trans R Soc Lond B Biol Sci 
2022;377:20200467. 

 53. Silver S. Plasmid- determined metal resistance mechanisms: 
range and overview. Plasmid 1992;27:1–3. 

 54. Kothari A, Wu Y- W, Chandonia J- M, Charrier M, Rajeev L, et al. 
Large circular plasmids from groundwater plasmidomes span 
multiple incompatibility groups and are enriched in multimetal 
resistance genes. mBio 2019;10:e02899- 18. 

 55. Mukhtar S, Ahmad S, Bashir A, Mehnaz S, Mirza MS, et al. Identifi-
cation of plasmid encoded osmoregulatory genes from halophilic 
bacteria isolated from the rhizosphere of halophytes. Microbiol 
Res 2019;228:126307. 

 56. Palomino A, Gewurz D, DeVine L, Zajmi U, Moralez J, et  al. 
Metabolic genes on conjugative plasmids are highly prevalent 
in Escherichia coli and can protect against antibiotic treatment. 
ISME J 2023;17:151–162. 

 57. Yu W, Gillies K, Kondo JK, Broadbent JR, McKay LL. Loss of plasmid- 
mediated oligopeptide transport system in lactococci: another 
reason for slow milk coagulation. Plasmid 1996;35:145–155. 

 58. Chakrabarty AM. Dissociation of a degradative plasmid aggre-
gate in Pseudomonas. J Bacteriol 1974;118:815–820. 

 59. van der Meer JR. Genetic adaptation of bacteria to chlorinated 
aromatic compounds. FEMS Microbiol Rev 1994;15:239–249. 

 60. Pandeeti EVP, Longkumer T, Chakka D, Muthyala VR, 
Parthasarathy S, et al. Multiple mechanisms contribute to lateral 
transfer of an organophosphate degradation (opd) island in Sphin-
gobium fuliginis ATCC 27551. G3 2012;2:1541–1554. 

 61. Portnoy DA, Martinez RJ. Role of a plasmid in the pathogenicity 
of Yersinia species. Curr Top Microbiol Immunol 1985;118:29–51. 

 62. Beijersbergen A, Smith SJ, Hooykaas PJJ. Localization and 
topology of VirB proteins of Agrobacterium tumefaciens. Plasmid 
1994;32:212–218. 

 63. Wardell GE, Hynes MF, Young PJ, Harrison E. Why are rhizobial 
symbiosis genes mobile? Phil Trans R Soc B 2022;377. 

 64. Anda M, Ohtsubo Y, Okubo T, Sugawara M, Nagata Y, et al. Bacterial 
clade with the ribosomal RNA operon on a small plasmid rather 
than the chromosome. Proc Natl Acad Sci 2015;112:14343–14347. 

 65. Wein T, Wang Y, Barz M, Stücker FT, Hammerschmidt K, et al. 
Essential gene acquisition destabilizes plasmid inheritance. 
PLoS Genet 2021;17:e1009656. 

 66. Eberhard WG. Evolution in bacterial plasmids and levels of selec-
tion. Q Rev Biol 1990;65:3–22. 

 67. Eberhard WG. Why do bacterial plasmids carry some genes and 
not others? Plasmid 1989;21:167–174. 

 68. Rankin DJ, Rocha EPC, Brown SP. What traits are carried on 
mobile genetic elements, and why? Heredity 2011;106:1–10. 

 69. Lehtinen S, Huisman JS, Bonhoeffer S. Evolutionary mecha-
nisms that determine which bacterial genes are carried on plas-
mids. Evol Lett 2021;5:290–301. 

 70. Boyd EF, Hill CW, Rich SM, Hartl DL. Mosaic structure of plas-
mids from natural populations of Escherichia coli. Genetics 
1996;143:1091–1100. 

 71. Osborn AM, da Silva Tatley FM, Steyn LM, Pickup RW, Saunders JR. 
Mosaic plasmids and mosaic replicons: evolutionary lessons 
from the analysis of genetic diversity in IncFII- related replicons. 
Microbiology 2000;146:2267–2275. 

 72. Froehlich B, Parkhill J, Sanders M, Quail MA, Scott JR. The pCoo 
plasmid of enterotoxigenic Escherichia coli is a mosaic cointe-
grate . J Bacteriol 2005;187:6509–6516. 

 73. Fecskeová L, Kovařík M, Javorský P, Pristaš P. Mosaic structure 
of the small cryptic plasmid pKST23 from Escherichia coli. Folia 
Microbiol 2012;57:277–279. 

 74. Spaková T, Fecskeová LK, Javorský P, Pristas P. Two rep genes 
in small cryptic plasmid pKST21 of Escherichia coli. Curr Microbiol 
2013;67:437–441. 

 75. Maida I, Fondi M, Orlandini V, Emiliani G, Papaleo MC, et al. Origin, 
duplication and reshuffling of plasmid genes: Insights from Burk-
holderia vietnamiensis G4 genome. Genomics 2014;103:229–238. 

 76. Gibbs MD, Spiers AJ, Bergquist PL. RepFIB: a basic replicon of 
large plasmids. Plasmid 1993;29:165–179. 

 77. Bedbrook JR, Ausubel FM. Recombination between bacterial 
plasmids leading to the formation of plasmid multimers. Cell 
1976;9:707–716. 

 78. Projan SJ, Monod M, Narayanan CS, Dubnau D. Replication prop-
erties of pIM13, a naturally occurring plasmid found in Bacillus 
subtilis, and of its close relative pE5, a plasmid native to Staphy-
lococcus aureus. J Bacteriol 1987;169:5131–5139. 

 79. Wein T, Wang Y, Hülter NF, Hammerschmidt K, Dagan T. Antibi-
otics interfere with the evolution of plasmid stability. Curr Biol 
2020;30:3841–3847. 

 80. Abe R, Akeda Y, Sugawara Y, Matsumoto Y, Motooka D, et  al. 
Enhanced carbapenem resistance through multimerization of plas-
mids carrying carbapenemase genes. mBio 2021;12:e0018621. 

 81. Milliken CE, Clowes RC. Molecular structure of an R factor, its 
component drug- resistance determinants and transfer factor. J 
Bacteriol 1973;113:1026–1033. 

 82. Nugent ME, Hedges RW. Recombinant plasmids formed in vivo 
carrying and expressing two incompatibility regions. J Gen Micro-
biol 1979;114:467–470. 

 83. Hülter NF, Wein T, Effe J, Garoña A, Dagan T. Intracellular compe-
titions reveal determinants of plasmid evolutionary success. 
Front Microbiol 2020;11:2062. 

 84. Taylor DE, Levine JG, Bradley DE. In vivo formation of a plasmid 
cointegrate expressing two incompatibility phenotypes. Plasmid 
1981;5:233–244. 

 85. Ohtsubo E, Zenilman M, Ohtsubo H, McCormick M, Machida C, 
et al. Mechanism of insertion and cointegration mediated by IS1 
and Tn3. Cold Spring Harb Symp Quant Biol 1981;45 Pt 1:283–295. 

 86. Machida Y, Machida C, Ohtsubo H, Ohtsubo E. Factors deter-
mining frequency of plasmid cointegration mediated by insertion 
sequence IS1. Proc Natl Acad Sci 1982;79:277–281. 

 87. Liu Y, He D, Zhang M, Pan Y, Wu H, et al. The formation of two 
hybrid plasmids mediated by IS26 and Tn6952 in Salmonella 
enterica serotype enteritidis. Front Microbiol 2021;12. 

 88. Santos- Lopez A, Bernabe- Balas C, Ares- Arroyo M, Ortega- 
Huedo R, Hoefer A, et al. A naturally occurring single nucleotide 



19

Dewan and Uecker, Microbiology 2023;169:001362

polymorphism in a multicopy plasmid produces a reversible 
increase in antibiotic resistance. Antimicrob Agents Chemother 
2017;61:e01735- 16. 

 89. Wong Ng J, Chatenay D, Robert J, Poirier MG. Plasmid copy 
number noise in monoclonal populations of bacteria. Phys Rev E 
Stat Nonlin Soft Matter Phys 2010;81:011909. 

 90. San Millan A, Escudero JA, Gifford DR, Mazel D, MacLean RC. 
Multicopy plasmids potentiate the evolution of antibiotic resist-
ance in bacteria. Nat Ecol Evol 2016;1:10. 

 91. Mei H, Arbeithuber B, Cremona MA, DeGiorgio M, Nekrutenko A. 
A high- resolution view of adaptive event dynamics in a plasmid. 
Genome Biol Evol 2019;11:3022–3034. 

 92. Hernandez- Beltran JCR, Miró Pina V, Siri- Jégousse A, Palau S, 
Peña- Miller R, et al. Segregational instability of multicopy plas-
mids: a population genetics approach. Ecol Evol 2022;12:e9469. 

 93. Burian J, Stuchlík S, Kay WW. Replication control of a small 
cryptic plasmid of Escherichia coli. J Mol Biol 1999;294:49–65. 

 94. Nordström K. Plasmid R1--replication and its control. Plasmid 
2006;55:1–26. 

 95. Rivera- Urbalejo A, Pérez- Oseguera Á, Carreón- Rodríguez OE, 
Cevallos MA. Mutations in an antisense RNA, involved in the 
replication control of a repABC plasmid, that disrupt plasmid 
incompatibility and mediate plasmid speciation. Plasmid 
2015;78:48–58. 

 96. Reyes- Lamothe R, Tran T, Meas D, Lee L, Li AM, et al. High- copy 
bacterial plasmids diffuse in the nucleoid- free space, replicate 
stochastically and are randomly partitioned at cell division. 
Nucleic Acids Res 2014;42:1042–1051. 

 97. Nordström K, Gerdes K. Clustering versus random segregation 
of plasmids lacking a partitioning function: a plasmid paradox? 
Plasmid 2003;50:95–101. 

 98. Garoña A, Santer M, Hülter NF, Uecker H, Dagan T. Segregational 
drift hinders the evolution of antibiotic resistance on polyploid 
replicons. PLoS Genet, In press.

 99. Lau BTC, Malkus P, Paulsson J. New quantitative methods for 
measuring plasmid loss rates reveal unexpected stability. 
Plasmid 2013;70:353–361. 

 100. Guynet C, Cuevas A, Moncalián G, de la Cruz F. The stb operon 
balances the requirements for vegetative stability and conjuga-
tive transfer of plasmid R388. PLoS Genet 2011;7:e1002073. 

 101. Yao S, Helinski DR, Toukdarian A. Localization of the natu-
rally occurring plasmid ColE1 at the cell pole. J Bacteriol 
2007;189:1946–1953. 

 102. Summers DK, Beton CWH, Withers HL. Multicopy plasmid 
instability: the dimer catastrophe hypothesis. Mol Microbiol 
1993;8:1031–1038. 

 103. Crozat E, Fournes F, Cornet F, Hallet B, Rousseau P. Resolution of 
multimeric forms of circular plasmids and chromosomes. Micro-
biol Spectr 2014;2. 

 104. Summers DK, Sherratt DJ. Multimerization of high copy 
number plasmids causes instability: ColE1 encodes a determi-
nant essential for plasmid monomerization and stability. Cell 
1984;36:1097–1103. 

 105. Possoz C, Ribard C, Gagnat J, Pernodet J- L, Guérineau M. The 
integrative element pSAM2 from Streptomyces: kinetics and 
mode of conjugal transfer. Mol Microbiol 2001;42:159–166. 

 106. Thoma L, Muth G. Conjugative DNA transfer in Streptomyces by 
TraB: is one protein enough? . FEMS Microbiol Lett 2012;337:81–88. 

 107. Szpirer C, Top E, Couturier M, Mergeay M. Retrotransfer or gene 
capture: a feature of conjugative plasmids, with ecological and 
evolutionary significance. Microbiology 1999;145:3321–3329. 

 108. Erdmann S, Tschitschko B, Zhong L, Raftery MJ, Cavicchioli R. A 
plasmid from an Antarctic haloarchaeon uses specialized membrane 
vesicles to disseminate and infect plasmid- free cells. Nat Microbiol 
2017;2:1446–1455. 

 109. Blesa A, Baquedano I, Quintáns NG, Mata CP, Castón JR, 
et  al. The transjugation machinery of Thermus thermophilus: 

Identification of TdtA, an ATPase involved in DNA donation. PLoS 
Genet 2017;13:e1006669. 

 110. Ramsay JP, Kwong SM, Murphy RJT, Yui Eto K, Price KJ, et al. An 
updated view of plasmid conjugation and mobilization in Staphy-
lococcus . Mobile Genetic Elements 2016;6:e1208317. 

 111. Koraimann G, Wagner MA. Social behavior and decision making 
in bacterial conjugation. Front Cell Infect Microbiol 2014;4. 

 112. Lundquist PD, Levin BR. Transitory derepression and the mainte-
nance of conjugative plasmids. Genetics 1986;113:483–497. 

 113. Samuel B, Burstein D. A diverse repertoire of anti- defense 
systems is encoded in the leading region of plasmids. Microbi-
ology 2023. DOI: 10.1101/2023.02.15.528439. 

 114. Clark AJ, Adelberg EA. Bacterial conjugation. Annu Rev Microbiol 
1962;16:289–319. 

 115. Xiao J, Melton RE, Kieser T. High- frequency homologous 
plasmid- plasmid recombination coupled with conjugation of 
plasmid SCP2* in Streptomyces. Mol Microbiol 1994;14:547–555. 

 116. Gerdes K, Rasmussen PB, Molin S. Unique type of plasmid main-
tenance function: postsegregational killing of plasmid- free cells. 
Proc Natl Acad Sci 1986;83:3116–3120. 

 117. Jensen RB, Gerdes K. Programmed cell death in bacteria: proteic 
plasmid stabilization systems. Mol Microbiol 1995;17:205–210. 

 118. Naito T, Kusano K, Kobayashi I. Selfish behavior of restriction- 
modification systems. Science 1995;267:897–899. 

 119. Kusano K, Naito T, Handa N, Kobayashi I. Restriction- modification 
systems as genomic parasites in competition for specific 
sequences. Proc Natl Acad Sci 1995;92:11095–11099. 

 120. Cooper TF, Heinemann JA. Postsegregational killing does not 
increase plasmid stability but acts to mediate the exclusion of 
competing plasmids. Proc Natl Acad Sci 2000;97:12643–12648. 

 121. Mongold JA. Theoretical implications for the evolution of 
postsegregational killing by bacterial plasmids. Am Nat 
1992;139:677–689. 

 122. Rankin DJ, Turner LA, Heinemann JA, Brown SP. The coevolu-
tion of toxin and antitoxin genes drives the dynamics of bacte-
rial addiction complexes and intragenomic conflict. Proc R Soc B 
2012;279:3706–3715. 

 123. Cooper TF, Paixão T, Heinemann JA. Within- host competition 
selects for plasmid- encoded toxin- antitoxin systems. Proc Biol 
Sci 2010;277:3149–3155. 

 124. Tsilibaris V, Maenhaut- Michel G, Mine N, Van Melderen L. What 
is the benefit to Escherichia coli of having multiple toxin- antitoxin 
systems in its genome? J Bacteriol 2007;189:6101–6108. 

 125. Magnuson RD. Hypothetical functions of toxin- antitoxin systems. 
J Bacteriol 2007;189:6089–6092. 

 126. Song S, Wood TK. Post- segregational killing and phage inhibition 
are not mediated by cell death through toxin/antitoxin systems. 
Front Microbiol 2018;9:814. 

 127. Pilosof S. Conceptualizing microbe- plasmid communities as 
complex adaptive systems. Trends Microbiol 2023;31:672–680. 

 128. Bethke JH, Ma HR, Tsoi R, Cheng L, Xiao M, et  al. Vertical and 
horizontal gene transfer tradeoffs direct plasmid fitness. Mol 
Syst Biol 2023;19:e11300. 

 129. Paulsson J. Multileveled selection on plasmid replication. 
Genetics 2002;161:1373–1384. 

 130. Platt TG, Morton ER, Barton IS, Bever JD, Fuqua C. Ecological 
dynamics and complex interactions of Agrobacterium megaplas-
mids. Front Plant Sci 2014;5:635. 

 131. Hall JPJ, Harrison E, Lilley AK, Paterson S, Spiers AJ, et  al. 
Environmentally co- occurring mercury resistance plasmids 
are genetically and phenotypically diverse and confer vari-
able context- dependent fitness effects. Environ Microbiol 
2015;17:5008–5022. 

 132. Billane K, Harrison E, Cameron D, Brockhurst MA. Why do plas-
mids manipulate the expression of bacterial phenotypes? Philos 
Trans R Soc Lond B Biol Sci 2022;377:20200461. 



20

Dewan and Uecker, Microbiology 2023;169:001362

 133. Hall JPJ, Wright RCT, Harrison E, Muddiman KJ, Wood AJ, et al. 
Plasmid fitness costs are caused by specific genetic conflicts 
enabling resolution by compensatory mutation. PLoS Biol 
2021;19:e3001225. 

 134. Diaz Ricci JC, Hernández ME. Plasmid effects on Escherichia coli 
metabolism. Crit Rev Biotechnol 2000;20:79–108. 

 135. Alonso- Del Valle A, León- Sampedro R, Rodríguez- Beltrán J, 
DelaFuente J, Hernández- García M, et al. Variability of plasmid 
fitness effects contributes to plasmid persistence in bacterial 
communities. Nat Commun 2021;12:2653. 

 136. Harr B, Schlötterer C. Gene expression analysis indicates 
extensive genotype- specific crosstalk between the conjuga-
tive F- plasmid and the E. coli chromosome. BMC Microbiol 
2006;6:80. 

 137. Yano H, Wegrzyn K, Loftie- Eaton W, Johnson J, Deckert GE, et al. 
Evolved plasmid- host interactions reduce plasmid interference 
cost. Mol Microbiol 2016;101:743–756. 

 138. Zhang J- F, Fang L- X, Chang M- X, Cheng M, Zhang H, et al. A trade-
 off for maintenance of multidrug- resistant IncHI2 plasmids 
in Salmonella enterica serovar Typhimurium through adaptive 
evolution. mSystems 2022;7:e0024822. 

 139. Rajer F, Sandegren L. The role of antibiotic resistance 
genes in the fitness cost of multiresistance plasmids. mBio 
2022;13:e0355221. 

 140. Lamberte LE, Baniulyte G, Singh SS, Stringer AM, Bonocora RP, 
et  al. Horizontally acquired AT- rich genes in Escherichia coli 
cause toxicity by sequestering RNA polymerase. Nat Microbiol 
2017;2:16249. 

 141. Rodríguez- Beltrán J, León- Sampedro R, Ramiro- Martínez P, 
de la Vega C, Baquero F, et  al. Translational demand is not a 
major source of plasmid- associated fitness costs. Philos Trans R 
Soc Lond B Biol Sci 2022;377:20200463. 

 142. Heuer H, Fox RE, Top EM. Frequent conjugative transfer acceler-
ates adaptation of a broad- host- range plasmid to an unfavorable 
Pseudomonas putida host. FEMS Microbiol Ecol 2007;59:738–748. 

 143. Porse A, Schønning K, Munck C, Sommer MOA. Survival and 
evolution of a large multidrug resistance plasmid in new clinical 
bacterial hosts. Mol Biol Evol 2016;33:2860–2873. 

 144. Dorado- Morales P, Garcillán- Barcia MP, Lasa I, Solano C. Fitness 
cost evolution of natural plasmids of Staphylococcus aureus. 
mBio 2021;12:e03094- 20. 

 145. Bouma JE, Lenski RE. Evolution of a bacteria/plasmid associa-
tion. Nature 1988;335:351–352. 

 146. San Millan A, Peña- Miller R, Toll- Riera M, Halbert ZV, McLean AR, 
et al. Positive selection and compensatory adaptation interact to 
stabilize non- transmissible plasmids. Nat Commun 2014;5:1. 

 147. Loftie- Eaton W, Yano H, Burleigh S, Simmons RS, Hughes JM, et al. 
Evolutionary paths that expand plasmid host- range: implications 
for spread of antibiotic resistance. Mol Biol Evol 2016;33:885–897. 

 148. Harrison E, Guymer D, Spiers AJ, Paterson S, Brockhurst MA. 
Parallel compensatory evolution stabilizes plasmids across the 
parasitism- mutualism continuum. Curr Biol 2015;25:2034–2039. 

 149. Hall JPJ, Wright RCT, Guymer D, Harrison E, Brockhurst MA. 
Extremely fast amelioration of plasmid fitness costs by multiple 
functionally diverse pathways. Microbiology 2020;166:56–62. 

 150. Zhang L, Fu Y, Zhang L, Xu Q, Yang Y, et al. Co- evolutionary adap-
tations of Acinetobacter baumannii and a clinical carbapenemase- 
encoding plasmid during carbapenem exposure. Evol Appl 
2022;15:1045–1061. 

 151. Dahlberg C, Chao L. Amelioration of the cost of conjugative plasmid 
carriage in Eschericha coli K12. Genetics 2003;165:1641–1649. 

 152. Dionisio F, Conceição IC, Marques ACR, Fernandes L, Gordo I. 
The evolution of a conjugative plasmid and its ability to increase 
bacterial fitness. Biol Lett 2005;1:250–252. 

 153. Sota M, Yano H, Hughes JM, Daughdrill GW, Abdo Z, et al. Shifts in 
the host range of a promiscuous plasmid through parallel evolu-
tion of its replication initiation protein. ISME J 2010;4:1568–1580. 

 154. Zwanzig M, Harrison E, Brockhurst MA, Hall JPJ, Berendonk TU, 
et al. Mobile compensatory mutations promote plasmid survival. 
mSystems 2019;4:1. 

 155. Carrilero L, Kottara A, Guymer D, Harrison E, Hall JPJ, et al. Posi-
tive selection inhibits plasmid coexistence in bacterial genomes. 
mBio 2021;12:3. 

 156. Given C, Penttinen R, Jalasvuori M. Plasmid viability depends on 
the ecological setting of hosts within a multiplasmid community. 
Microbiol Spectr 2022;10:e0013322. 

 157. Malaka De Silva P, Stenhouse GE, Blackwell GA, Bengtsson RJ, 
Jenkins C, et al. A tale of two plasmids: contributions of plasmid 
associated phenotypes to epidemiological success among 
Shigella. Proc Biol Sci 2022;289:20220581. 

 158. Takeda T, Yun C- S, Shintani M, Yamane H, Nojiri H. Distribution of 
genes encoding nucleoid- associated protein homologs in plas-
mids. Int J Evol Biol 2011;2011:685015. 

 159. Harrison E, Brockhurst MA. Plasmid- mediated horizontal 
gene transfer is a coevolutionary process. Trends Microbiol 
2012;20:262–267. 

 160. Brockhurst MA, Harrison E. Ecological and evolutionary solu-
tions to the plasmid paradox. Trends Microbiol 2022;30:534–543. 

 161. Price VJ, Huo W, Sharifi A, Palmer KL. CRISPR- Cas and 
restriction- modification act additively against conjugative anti-
biotic resistance plasmid transfer in Enterococcus faecalis. 
mSphere 2016;1:e00064- 16. 

 162. Pursey E, Dimitriu T, Paganelli FL, Westra ER, van Houte S. 
CRISPR- Cas is associated with fewer antibiotic resistance genes 
in bacterial pathogens. Phil Trans R Soc B 2022;377. 

 163. Jaskólska M, Adams DW, Blokesch M. Two defence systems 
eliminate plasmids from seventh pandemic Vibrio cholerae. 
Nature 2022;604:323–329. 

 164. Miyakoshi M, Shintani M, Inoue K, Terabayashi T, Sai F, et  al. 
ParI, an orphan ParA family protein from Pseudomonas 
putida KT2440- specific genomic island, interferes with 
the partition system of IncP- 7 plasmids. Environ Microbiol 
2012;14:2946–2959. 

 165. Nogueira T, Rankin DJ, Touchon M, Taddei F, Brown SP, et  al. 
Horizontal gene transfer of the secretome drives the evolution of 
bacterial cooperation and virulence. Curr Biol 2009;19:1683–1691. 

 166. Kelsic ED, Zhao J, Vetsigian K, Kishony R. Counteraction of anti-
biotic production and degradation stabilizes microbial communi-
ties. Nature 2015;521:516–519. 

 167. Riley MA, Wertz JE. Bacteriocins: evolution, ecology, and applica-
tion. Annu Rev Microbiol 2002;56:117–137. 

 168. Smith BA, Dougherty K, Clark M, Baltrus DA. Experimental evolu-
tion of the megaplasmid pMPPla107 in Pseudomonas stutzeri 
enables identification of genes contributing to sensitivity to an 
inhibitory agent . Phil Trans R Soc B 2022;377. 

 169. Ghigo J- M. Natural conjugative plasmids induce bacterial biofilm 
development. Nature 2001;412:442–445. 

 170. Madsen JS, Burmølle M, Hansen LH, Sørensen SJ. The intercon-
nection between biofilm formation and horizontal gene transfer. 
FEMS Immunol Med Microbiol 2012;65:183–195. 

 171. Cook LCC, Dunny GM. The influence of biofilms in the biology of 
plasmids. Microbiol Spectr 2014;2:5. 

 172. Abe K, Nomura N, Suzuki S. Biofilms: hot spots of horizontal gene 
transfer (HGT) in aquatic environments, with a focus on a new 
HGT mechanism. FEMS Microbiol Ecol 2020;96:fiaa031. 

 173. Gama JA, Aarag Fredheim EG, Cléon F, Reis AM, Zilhão R, et al. 
Dominance between plasmids determines the extent of biofilm 
formation. Front Microbiol 2020;11:02070. 

 174. Stalder T, Top E. Plasmid transfer in biofilms: a perspective on 
limitations and opportunities. NPJ Biofilms Microb 2016;2:1. 

 175. Metzger GA, Ridenhour BJ, France M, Gliniewicz K, Millstein J, 
et al. Biofilms preserve the transmissibility of a multi- drug resist-
ance plasmid. NPJ Biofilms Microb 2022;8:95. 



21

Dewan and Uecker, Microbiology 2023;169:001362

 176. Lee H- H, Hsu C- C, Lin Y- L, Chen CW. Linear plasmids mobilize 
linear but not circular chromosomes in Streptomyces: support 
for the “end first” model of conjugal transfer. Microbiology 
2011;157:2556–2568. 

 177. Hall JPJ, Wood AJ, Harrison E, Brockhurst MA. Source–sink 
plasmid transfer dynamics maintain gene mobility in soil bacte-
rial communities. Proc Natl Acad Sci 2016;113:8260–8265. 

 178. Li L, Dechesne A, Madsen JS, Nesme J, Sørensen SJ, et  al. 
Plasmids persist in a microbial community by providing fitness 
benefit to multiple phylotypes. ISME J 2020;14:1170–1181. 

 179. Cairns J, Koskinen K, Penttinen R, Patinen T, Hartikainen A, 
et al. Black queen evolution and trophic interactions determine 
plasmid survival after the disruption of the conjugation network. 
mSystems 2018;3:e00104- 18. 

 180. San Millan A, Escudero JA, Gutierrez B, Hidalgo L, 
Garcia N, et al. Multiresistance in Pasteurella multocida is mediated 
by coexistence of small plasmids . Antimicrob Agents Chemother 
2009;53:3399–3404. 

 181. Smith CJ, Tribble GD, Bayley DP. Genetic elements of bacteroides 
species: a moving story. Plasmid 1998;40:12–29. 

 182. van der Hoeven N. Evolution of bacterial surface exclusion 
against incompatible plasmids. J Theor Biol 1985;117:431–452. 

 183. Pinilla- Redondo R, Mayo- Muñoz D, Russel J, Garrett RA, 
Randau L, et al. Type IV CRISPR- Cas systems are highly diverse 
and involved in competition between plasmids. Nucleic Acids Res 
2019;48. 

 184. Kamruzzaman M, Iredell JR. CRISPR- Cas system in antibiotic 
resistance plasmids in Klebsiella pneumoniae. Front Microbiol 
2019;10:2934. 

 185. Pinilla- Redondo R, Russel J, Mayo- Muñoz D, Shah SA, 
Garrett RA, et al. CRISPR- Cas systems are widespread accessory 
elements across bacterial and archaeal plasmids. Microbiology 
2021;50:4315–4328. DOI: 10.1101/2021.06.04.447074. 

 186. Igler C, Huisman JS, Siedentop B, Bonhoeffer S, Lehtinen S. 
Plasmid co- infection: linking biological mechanisms to ecolog-
ical and evolutionary dynamics. Phil Trans R Soc B 2022;377. 

 187. Santos- Lopez A, Bernabe- Balas C, San Millan A, Ortega- Huedo R, 
Hoefer A, et al. Compensatory evolution facilitates the acquisi-
tion of multiple plasmids in bacteria. Microbiology 2017. DOI: 
10.1101/187070. 

 188. San Millan A, Heilbron K, MacLean RC. Positive epistasis between 
co- infecting plasmids promotes plasmid survival in bacterial 
populations. ISME J 2014;8:601–612. 

 189. Lopez JG, Donia MS, Wingreen NS. Modeling the ecology of para-
sitic plasmids. ISME J 2021;15:2843–2852. 

 190. Horne T, Orr VT, Hall JPJ. How do interactions between mobile 
genetic elements affect horizontal gene transfer? Curr Opin 
Microbiol 2023;73:102282. 

 191. Brom S, Girard L, Tun- Garrido C, García- de los Santos A, 
Bustos P, et  al. Transfer of the symbiotic plasmid of Rhizo-
bium etli CFN42 requires cointegration with p42a, which 
may be mediated by site- specific recombination. J Bacteriol 
2004;186:7538–7548. 

 192. Gama JA, Zilhão R, Dionisio F. Conjugation efficiency depends on 
intra and intercellular interactions between distinct plasmids: 
Plasmids promote the immigration of other plasmids but repress 
co- colonizing plasmids. Plasmid 2017;93:6–16. 

 193. Gama JA, Zilhão R, Dionisio F. Multiple plasmid interfer-
ence – Pledging allegiance to my enemy’s enemy. Plasmid 
2017;93:17–23. 

 194. Burrus V, Pavlovic G, Decaris B, Guédon G. Conjugative transpo-
sons: the tip of the iceberg. Mol Microbiol 2002;46:601–610. 

 195. Ojala V, Laitalainen J, Jalasvuori M. Fight evolution with evolu-
tion: plasmid- dependent phages with a wide host range prevent 
the spread of antibiotic resistance. Evol Appl 2013;6:925–932. 

 196. Ojala V, Mattila S, Hoikkala V, Bamford JK, Hiltunen T, et  al. 
Scoping the effectiveness and evolutionary obstacles in using 

plasmid- dependent phages to fight antibiotic resistance. Future 
Microbiol 2016;11:999–1009. 

 197. Igler C, Schwyter L, Gehrig D, Wendling CC. Conjugative plasmid 
transfer is limited by prophages but can be overcome by high 
conjugation rates. Phil Trans R Soc B 2022;377. 

 198. Novick RP, Hoppensteadt FC. On plasmid incompatibility. Plasmid 
1978;1:421–434. 

 199. Seneta E, Tavaré S. Some stochastic models for plasmid copy 
number. Theor Popul Biol 1983;23:241–256. 

 200. Ishii K, Hashimoto- Gotoh T, Matsubara K. Random replication 
and random assortment model for plasmid incompatibility in 
bacteria. Plasmid 1978;1:435–445. 

 201. Cullum J, Broda P. Rate of segregation due to plasmid incompat-
ibility. Genet Res 1979;33:61–79. 

 202. Nordström K, Aagaard- Hansen H. Maintenance of bacterial plas-
mids: comparison of theoretical calculations and experiments 
with plasmid R1 in Escherichia coli. Mol Gen Genet 1984;197:1–7. 

 203. Condit R, Levin BR. The evolution of plasmids carrying multiple 
resistance genes: the role of segregation, transposition, and 
homologous recombination. Am Nat 1990;135:573–596. 

 204. Verweij W, Griswold CK. Spatial structure and benefits to hosts 
allow plasmids with and without post- segregational killing 
systems to coexist. Biol Lett 2023;19:20220376. 

 205. Tazzyman SJ, Bonhoeffer S. Plasmids and evolutionary rescue 
by drug resistance. Evolution 2014;68:2066–2078. 

 206. Werisch M, Berger U, Berendonk TU. Conjugative plasmids 
enable the maintenance of low cost non- transmissible plasmids. 
Plasmid 2017;91:96–104. 

 207. Svara F, Rankin DJ. The evolution of plasmid- carried antibiotic 
resistance. BMC Evol Biol 2011;11:130. 

 208. Geoffroy F, Uecker H. Limits to adaptation on conjugative plas-
mids. BioRxiv 2022. DOI: 10.1101/2022.12.07.519465. 

 209. van der Hoeven N. A mathematical model for the co- existence 
of incompatible, conjugative plasmids in individual bacteria of a 
bacterial population. J Theor Biol 1984;110:411–423. 

 210. Van der Hoeven N. Coexistence of incompatible plasmids in a 
bacterial population living under a feast and famine regime. J 
Math Biol 1986;24:313–325. 

 211. Yano H, Rogers LM, Knox MG, Heuer H, Smalla K, et al. Host range 
diversification within the IncP- 1 plasmid group. Microbiology 
2013;159:2303–2315. 

 212. Willms AR, Roughan PD, Heinemann JA. Static recipient cells 
as reservoirs of antibiotic resistance during antibiotic therapy. 
Theor Popul Biol 2006;70:436–451. 

 213. D’Agata EMC, Dupont- Rouzeyrol M, Magal P, Olivier D, Ruan S. 
The impact of different antibiotic regimens on the emergence of 
antimicrobial- resistant bacteria. PLoS One 2008;3:e4036. 

 214. Bergstrom CT, Lo M, Lipsitch M. Ecological theory suggests that 
antimicrobial cycling will not reduce antimicrobial resistance in 
hospitals. Proc Natl Acad Sci 2004;101:13285–13290. 

 215. Webb GF, D’Agata EMC, Magal P, Ruan S. A model of antibiotic- 
resistant bacterial epidemics in hospitals. Proc Natl Acad Sci 
2005;102:13343–13348. 

 216. Orazi G, O’Toole GA. “It takes a village”: mechanisms underlying 
antimicrobial recalcitrance of polymicrobial biofilms. J Bacteriol 
2019;202:e00530- 19. 

 217. Volkova VV, Lanzas C, Lu Z, Gröhn YT. Mathematical model of 
plasmid- mediated resistance to ceftiofur in commensal enteric 
Escherichia coli of cattle. PLoS One 2012;7:e36738. 

 218. Volkova VV, Lu Z, Lanzas C, Scott HM, Gröhn YT. Modelling 
dynamics of plasmid- gene mediated antimicrobial resistance in 
enteric bacteria using stochastic differential equations. Sci Rep 
2013;3:2463. 

 219. Fox RE, Zhong X, Krone SM, Top EM. Spatial structure and nutri-
ents promote invasion of IncP- 1 plasmids in bacterial popula-
tions. ISME J 2008;2:1024–1039. 



22

Dewan and Uecker, Microbiology 2023;169:001362

 220. Levin BR, Stewart FM, Rice VA. The kinetics of conjugative 
plasmid transmission: fit of a simple mass action model. Plasmid 
1979;2:247–260. 

 221. Stewart FM, Levin BR. The population biology of bacterial plas-
mids: a priori conditions for the existence of conjugationally 
transmitted factors. Genetics 1977;87:209–228. 

 222. Levin BR, Stewart FM. The population biology of bacterial plas-
mids: a priori conditions for the existence of mobilizable noncon-
jugative factors. Genetics 1980;94:425–443. 

 223. Bergstrom CT, Lipsitch M, Levin BR. Natural selection, infectious 
transfer and the existence conditions for bacterial plasmids. 
Genetics 2000;155:1505–1519. 

 224. Lili LN, Britton NF, Feil EJ. The persistence of parasitic plasmids. 
Genetics 2007;177:399–405. 

 225. Ponciano JM, De Gelder L, Top EM, Joyce P. The population 
biology of bacterial plasmids: a hidden Markov model approach. 
Genetics 2007;176:957–968. 

 226. Tepekule B, Abel Zur Wiesch P, Kouyos RD, Bonhoeffer S. Quan-
tifying the impact of treatment history on plasmid- mediated 
resistance evolution in human gut microbiota. Proc Natl Acad Sci 
2019;116:23106–23116. 

 227. Tazzyman SJ, Bonhoeffer S. Fixation probability of mobile genetic 
elements such as plasmids. Theor Popul Biol 2013;90:49–55. 

 228. Santer M, Uecker H. Evolutionary rescue and drug resistance on 
multicopy plasmids. Genetics 2020;215:847–868. 

 229. Moran PAP. Random processes in genetics. Math Proc Camb 
Philos Soc 1958;54:60–71. 

 230. Santer M, Kupczok A, Dagan T, Uecker H. Fixation dynamics of 
beneficial alleles in prokaryotic polyploid chromosomes and 
plasmids. Genetics 2022;222:2. 

 231. Novozhilov AS, Karev GP, Koonin EV. Mathematical modeling 
of evolution of horizontally transferred genes. Mol Biol Evol 
2005;22:1721–1732. 

 232. Krone SM, Lu R, Fox R, Suzuki H, Top EM. Modelling the spatial 
dynamics of plasmid transfer and persistence. Microbiology 
2007;153:2803–2816. 

 233. Domingues CPF, Rebelo JS, Monteiro F, Nogueira T, Dionisio F. 
Harmful behaviour through plasmid transfer: a successful evolu-
tionary strategy of bacteria harbouring conjugative plasmids. 
Philos Trans R Soc Lond B Biol Sci 2022;377:20200473. 

 234. Lee SB, Bailey JE. A mathematical model for Λdv Plasmid repli-
cation: analysis of wild- type Plasmid. Plasmid 1984;11:151–165. 

 235. Brendel V, Perelson AS. Quantitative model of ColE1 plasmid 
copy number control. J Mol Biol 1993;229:860–872. 

 236. Karin M. Evolutionary model for the unequal segregation of high 
copy Plas Mids. PLoS Comput Biol 2019;15:cbi. 

 237. Schmartz GPet al. PLSDB: advancing a comprehensive database 
of bacterial plasmids. Nucleic Acids Res 2021;50:D273–D278. 

 238. R Core Team. R: a language and environment for statistical 
computing. Vienna, Foundation for Statistical Computing; 2020. 
https://www.r-project.org/

 239. Wickham H. ggplot2: Elegant Graphics for Data Analysis. 2nd ed. 
Cham: Springer; 2016., p. :isbn. 

 240. Robertson J, Nash JHE. MOB- suite: software tools for clustering, 
reconstruction and typing of plasmids from draft assemblies. 
Microb Genom 2018;4:8. 

 241. Doumith M, Dhanji H, Ellington MJ, Hawkey P, 
Woodford N. Characterization of plasmids encoding extended- 
spectrum β-lactamases and their addiction systems circulating 
among Escherichia coli clinical isolates in the UK. J Antimicrob 
Chemother 2012;67:878–885. 

 242. Ramirez MS, Iriarte A, Reyes- Lamothe R, Sherratt DJ, 
Tolmasky ME. Small Klebsiella pneumoniae plasmids: neglected 
contributors to antibiotic resistance. Front Microbiol 2019;10:2182. 

 243. San Millan A, Santos- Lopez A, Ortega- Huedo R, Bernabe- Balas C, 
Kennedy SP, et  al. Small- plasmid- mediated antibiotic resistance 

is enhanced by increases in plasmid copy number and bacterial 
fitness. Antimicrob Agents Chemother 2015;59:3335–3341. 

 244. Sandegren L, Andersson DI. Bacterial gene amplification: impli-
cations for the evolution of antibiotic resistance. Nat Rev Microbiol 
2009;7:578–588. 

 245. Rodriguez- Beltran J, Hernandez- Beltran JCR, DelaFuente J, 
Escudero JA, Fuentes- Hernandez A, et  al. Multicopy plasmids 
allow bacteria to escape from fitness trade- offs during evolu-
tionary innovation. Nat Ecol Evol 2018;2:873–881. 

 246. Lopatkin AJ, Meredith HR, Srimani JK, Pfeiffer C, Durrett R, et al. 
Persistence and reversal of plasmid- mediated antibiotic resist-
ance. Nat Commun 2017;8:1689. 

 247. DelaFuente J, Toribio- Celestino L, Santos- Lopez A, León- 
Sampedro R, Alonso- Del Valle A, et  al. Within- patient evolu-
tion of plasmid- mediated antimicrobial resistance. Nat Ecol Evol 
2022;6:1980–1991. 

 248. León- Sampedro R, DelaFuente J, Díaz- Agero C, Crellen T, 
Musicha P, et al. Pervasive transmission of a carbapenem resist-
ance plasmid in the gut microbiota of hospitalized patients. Nat 
Microbiol 2021;6:606–616. 

 249. Conteville LC, Vicente ACP. A plasmid network from the gut 
microbiome of semi- isolated human groups reveals unique and 
shared metabolic and virulence traits. Sci Rep 2022;12:12102. 

 250. Schwalbe RS, Hoge CW, Morris JG Jr, O’Hanlon PN, Crawford RA, 
et al. In vivo selection for transmissible drug resistance in Salmo-
nella typhi during antimicrobial therapy. Antimicrob Agents Chem-
other 1990;34:161–163. 

 251. Archambaud M, Gerbaud G, Labau E, Marty N, Courvalin P. 
Possible in- vivo transfer of beta- lactamase TEM- 3 from Kleb-
siella pneumoniae to Salmonella kedougou. J Antimicrob Chem-
other 1991;27:427–436. 

 252. Carattoli A. Plasmid- mediated antimicrobial resistance in 
Salmonella enterica. Curr Issues Mol Biol 2003;5:113–122. 

 253. Boekhoud IM, Hornung BVH, Sevilla E, Harmanus C, 
Bos- Sanders IMJG, et  al. Plasmid- mediated metronidazole 
resistance in Clostridioides difficile. Nat Commun 2020;11:598. 

 254. Austin DJ, Kakehashi M, Anderson RM. The transmission 
dynamics of antibiotic–resistant bacteria: the relationship 
between resistance in commensal organisms and antibiotic 
consumption. Proc R Soc Lond B 1997;264:1629–1638. 

 255. De Gelder L, Ponciano JM, Abdo Z, Joyce P, Forney LJ, et al. 
Combining mathematical models and statistical methods to 
understand and predict the dynamics of antibiotic- sensitive 
mutants in a population of resistant bacteria during experi-
mental evolution. Genetics 2004;168:1131–1144. 

 256. González V, Santamaría RI, Bustos P, Hernández- González I, 
Medrano- Soto A, et al. The partitioned Rhizobium etli genome: 
genetic and metabolic redundancy in seven interacting repli-
cons. Proc Natl Acad Sci 2006;103:3834–3839. 

 257. González V, Bustos P, Ramírez- Romero MA, Medrano- Soto A, 
Salgado H, et al. The mosaic structure of the symbiotic plasmid 
of Rhizobium etli CFN42 and its relation to other symbiotic 
genome compartments. Genome Biol 2003;4:R36. 

 258. Tun- Garrido C, Bustos P, González V, Brom S. Conjugative 
transfer of p42a from Rhizobium etli CFN42, which is required 
for mobilization of the symbiotic plasmid, is regulated by 
quorum sensing. J Bacteriol 2003;185:1681–1692. 

 259. Watve MM, Dahanukar N, Watve MG. Sociobiological control of 
plasmid copy number in bacteria. PLoS One 2010;5:e9328. 

 260. Ilhan J, Kupczok A, Woehle C, Wein T, Hülter NF, et al. Segrega-
tional drift and the interplay between plasmid copy number and 
evolvability. Mol Biol Evol 2019;36:472–486. 

 261. Garoña A, Hülter NF, Romero Picazo D, Dagan T. Segregational 
drift constrains the evolutionary rate of prokaryotic plasmids. 
Mol Biol Evol 2021;38:5610–5624. 

 262. Rodríguez- Beltrán J, Sørum V, Toll- Riera M, de la Vega C, 
Peña- Miller R, et al. Genetic dominance governs the evolution 

https://www.r-project.org/


23

Dewan and Uecker, Microbiology 2023;169:001362

and spread of mobile genetic elements in bacteria. Proc Natl 
Acad Sci 2020;117:15755–15762. 

 263. Leclerc QJ, Lindsay JA, Knight GM. Mathematical modelling 
to study the horizontal transfer of antimicrobial resistance 
genes in bacteria: current state of the field and recommenda-
tions. J R Soc Interface 2019;16:20190260. 

 264. Tazzyman SJ, Bonhoeffer S. Why there are no essential genes 
on plasmids. Mol Biol Evol 2015;32:3079–3088. 

 265. Mc Ginty SE, Rankin DJ, Brown SP. Horizontal gene transfer 
and the evolution of bacterial cooperation. Evolution 
2011;65:21–32. 

 266. Simonsen L, Gordon DM, Stewart FM, Levin BR. Estimating the 
rate of plasmid transfer: an end- point method. J Gen Microbiol 
1990;136:2319–2325. 

 267. Sheppard RJ, Beddis AE, Barraclough TG. The role of hosts, 
plasmids and environment in determining plasmid transfer 
rates: a meta- analysis. Plasmid 2020;108:102489. 

 268. Kosterlitz O, Muñiz Tirado A, Wate C, Elg C, Bozic I, et al. Esti-
mating the transfer rates of bacterial plasmids with an adapted 
Luria- Delbrück fluctuation analysis. PLoS Biol 2022;20:e3001732. 

 269. Huisman JS, Benz F, Duxbury SJN, de Visser JAGM, Hall AR, et al. 
Estimating plasmid conjugation rates: a new computational tool 
and a critical comparison of methods. Plasmid 2022;121:102627. 

 270. Kosterlitz O, Huisman JS. Guidelines for the estimation and 
reporting of plasmid conjugation rates. Plasmid 2023;126:102685. 

 271. Luria SE, Delbrück M. Mutations of bacteria from virus sensitivity 
to virus resistance. Genetics 1943;28:491–511. 

 272. Göttig S, Gruber TM, Stecher B, Wichelhaus TA, Kempf VAJ. In 
vivo horizontal gene transfer of the carbapenemase OXA- 48 
during a nosocomial outbreak. Clin Infect Dis 2015;60:1808–1815. 

 273. Fischer EAJ, Dierikx CM, van Essen- Zandbergen A, Mevius D, 
Stegeman A, et  al. Competition between Escherichia coli popu-
lations with and without plasmids carrying a gene encoding 
extended- spectrum beta- lactamase in the broiler chicken gut. 
Appl Environ Microbiol 2019;85:e00892- 19. 

 274. Ding M, Ye Z, Liu L, Wang W, Chen Q, et al. Subinhibitory antibiotic 
concentrations promote the horizontal transfer of plasmid- borne 
resistance genes from Klebsiellae pneumoniae to Escherichia coli. 
Front Microbiol 2022;13. 

 275. Sheppard RJ, Barraclough TG, Jansen VAA. The evolution of 
plasmid transfer rate in bacteria and its effect on plasmid persis-
tence. Am Nat 2021;198:473–488. 

 276. Dimitriu T. Evolution of horizontal transmission in antimicrobial 
resistance plasmids. Microbiology 2022;168:001214. 

 277. Simonsen L. The existence conditions for bacterial plasmids: 
theory and reality. Microb Ecol 1991;22:187–205. 

 278. MacLean RC, San Millan A. Microbial evolution: towards resolving 
the plasmid paradox. Curr Biol 2015;25:R764–7. 

 279. Carroll AC, Wong A. Plasmid persistence: costs, benefits, and the 
plasmid paradox. Can J Microbiol 2018;64:293–304. 

 280. Slater FR, Bailey MJ, Tett AJ, Turner SL. Progress towards 
understanding the fate of plasmids in bacterial communities. 
FEMS Microbiol Ecol 2008;66:3–13. 

 281. Dionisio F, Matic I, Radman M, Rodrigues OR, Taddei F. Plas-
mids spread very fast in heterogeneous bacterial communities. 
Genetics 2002;162:1525–1532. 

 282. diCenzo GC, Finan TM. The divided bacterial genome: 
structure, function, and evolution. Microbiol Mol Biol Rev 
2017;81:e00019–17. 

five reasons to publish your next article with a microbiology Society journal
1.  When you submit to our journals, you are supporting Society activities for your community.
2.  Experience a fair, transparent process and critical, constructive review.
3.   If you are at a Publish and Read institution, you’ll enjoy the benefits of Open Access across 

our journal portfolio.
4.  Author feedback says our Editors are ‘thorough and fair’ and ‘patient and caring’.
5.  Increase your reach and impact and share your research more widely.

find out more and submit your article at microbiologyresearch.org.


	A mathematician’s guide to plasmids: an introduction to plasmid biology for modellers
	Abstract
	Data Summary
	Introduction
	Natural history of plasmids
	Anatomy of plasmids
	Genes carried on plasmids
	Genetic structure
	Plasmid multimers

	Physiology of plasmids
	Replication and plasmid copy number and their control
	Segregation of plasmids at host cell division
	Horizontal transfer by conjugation
	Postsegregational killing

	Ecology of plasmids
	Interactions with the individual host
	Interactions with the host community
	Interactions with other plasmids and mobile genetic elements

	Final remarks
	Glossary
	References


