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Abstract:

 The rapidly growing field of proteomics and related applied sectors in the life sciences demands convenient methodologies for detecting and measuring the levels of specific proteins as well as for screening and analyzing for interacting protein systems. Materials utilized for such protein detection and measurement platforms should meet particular specifications which include ease-of-mass manufacture, biological stability, chemical functionality, cost effectiveness, and portability. Polymers can satisfy many of these requirements and are often considered as choice materials in various biological detection platforms. Therefore, tremendous research efforts have been made for developing new polymers both in macroscopic and nanoscopic length scales as well as applying existing polymeric materials for protein measurements. In this review article, both conventional and alternative techniques for protein detection are overviewed while focusing on the use of various polymeric materials in different protein sensing technologies. Among many available detection mechanisms, most common approaches such as optical, electrochemical, electrical, mass-sensitive, and magnetic methods are comprehensively discussed in this article. Desired properties of polymers exploited for each type of protein detection approach are summarized. Current challenges associated with the application of polymeric materials are examined in each protein detection category. Difficulties facing both quantitative and qualitative protein measurements are also identified. The latest efforts on the development and evaluation of nanoscale polymeric systems for improved protein detection are also discussed from the standpoint of quantitative and qualitative measurements. Finally, future research directions towards further advancements in the field are considered.
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1. Introduction

The burgeoning area of proteomics has created an increasing demand for new materials which can effectively serve as active and/or passive components in various protein detection methods. Essential and crucial information such as evaluating protein levels, determining protein structure, assessing reaction dynamics and mechanisms of protein interactions, screening for the presence or absence of specific proteins, and analyzing protein activity can be obtained through protein detection methods. Therefore, improvements in current protein detection techniques are continuously being made in order to enable accurate and sensitive measurements. In addition, innovative detection systems involving novel materials are being developed to accomplish miniaturization, high throughput, and high sensitivity of protein assays. Such efforts come from many different research fields in the life sciences, physical sciences, engineering disciplines, as well as medical sciences. Possible applications of newly developed materials for improved protein detection can generally be placed into two categories. The first entails creating new materials for use as sensing (active) components, in which case specifically designed properties of the materials are actively involved in detecting signal production or transduction. Increasing sensitivity and selectivity of intended measurements are often the goal of research efforts related to this category. The second category pertains to the application of new materials as non-sensing (passive) components in protein measurements. Increasing biocompatibility and biostability, while concomitantly extending the lifetime of protein detection devices through resisting biofouling, are the goals of research endeavors in this category. For meeting such goals, crucial criteria for effective biodetection should be considered in the research and development process of new protein measurement systems, regardless of the material chosen and detection mechanisms. Ideal sensor materials should be easily and inexpensively produced in large quantities. They should also exhibit physical, optical, or electrical properties that improve the detected signal in comparison to those of conventional sensor materials. Ideal protein detection systems should not only facilitate qualitative but also quantitative measurements rapidly, accurately, and straightforwardly. They should be also capable of delivering efficient, parallel, and automated analyses that can be applied to large numbers of samples with reduced sample volume and reagent usage.

Polymers play an important role as one of the preferred materials to mediate various biologically essential constituents such as DNA, proteins, small molecules, and cells [1–7]. Polymers provide exquisite versatility and variety in chemical composition, allowing their physical, mechanical, and electrical properties to be tailored precisely during synthesis. Polymer can improve biosensor performance by conveniently incorporated into the fabrication process of nanobiosensor architecture [8]. Furthermore, their well-known and widely-available, surface chemistry of polymers can be exploited effectively for hosting an assortment of biomolecules. The biocompatibility and biodegradability observed in some polymers also make them very attractive for use in basic biological research and clinical diagnostic operation. Owing to these advantages, polymers are used extensively in a myriad of biomedical applications including genomics, proteomics, drug delivery, cell studies, and medical implants [1–7].

In order to assess the potential applicability of polymeric surfaces for a variety of analytical protein detection techniques, this review article first examines various existing methods for quantitative and qualitative measurements of proteins. The reviewed detection routes include optical, electrochemical, electrical, mass-sensitive, and magnetic approaches. The wide-ranging use of polymeric materials in these detection techniques is then overviewed and the desired properties of polymeric materials specifically required for protein detection are discussed. Current challenges are identified in the research and development area of various sensor platforms to investigate proteins. Difficulties facing both quantitative and qualitative protein measurements are also identified. Unique physical, chemical, and electrical properties of nanometer-sized polymeric materials are exploited to improve the sensitivity, selectivity, and throughput of protein measurements beyond the limits of current detection techniques. Such recent applications of nanoscale polymeric systems in various protein detection technologies are overviewed. In addition, latest efforts for developing quantitative nanoscale polymeric surfaces for improving protein detection are introduced. Areas of further investigation and development are contemplated for continued advancement of basic research and biotechnological applications involving proteins.



2. Existing Methods for Analytical Detection of Proteins

Quantitative and qualitative protein detection is currently achieved through various experimental means based on changes in optical, electrochemical, electrical, physical (mass-sensitive), and magnetic signal, see examples in Figure 1. Table 1 lists commonly employed experimental methods for analytical protein detection in each category.

Figure 1. Different modes of protein sensors; (a) optical, (b) electrochemical, (c) electrical, and (d) mass-sensitive biodetectors. Adapted with permission from [9–12].
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Table 1. Various protein detection sensors involving polymers; optical, electrochemical, electrical, mass-sensitive, and magnetic modes.



	
Detection Mechanism

	
Detection technique

	
Detection Signal






	
Optical [8–11], [16–19], [30–34]

	
Colorimetric assay

	
Bradford, Lowry

	
Color




	
Biuret




	
Bicinchoninic




	
UV-Vis absorption spectroscopy

	
Enzyme-linked immunosorbent assay

	
Absorption maximum of a chromogenic agent




	
Fluorescence imaging/spectroscopy

	
Fluorescence imaging

	
Fluorescence emission




	
Fluorescence resonance energy transfer




	
Fluorescence liftetime imaging microscopy




	
Fluorescence correlation spectroscopy




	
Fluorescence recovery after photobleaching




	
Surface plasmon resonance spectroscopy

	

	
Refractive index




	
Electro-chemical [35–40]

	
Potentiometric

	

	
Voltage




	
Capacitive

	
Capacitance




	
Amperometric

	
Current




	
Electrical [47–54]

	
Field effect transistors

	
One-dimensional

	
Conductance/Current




	
Two-dimensional




	
Mass-sensitive [55–68]

	
Mass spectroscopy

	
Mass spectrometry

	
Molecular weight




	
Time-of-flight secondary ion mass spectroscopy




	
Nanostructure-initiator mass spectrometry




	
Quartz crystal microbalance

	

	
Resonant frequency




	
Microcantilevers

	




	
Magnetic [69–75]

	
Nuclear magnetic resonance spectroscopy

	

	
Chemical shift









Optical Methods. Optical detection is the most widely used mechanism and serves as the basis for many beneficial techniques such as colorimetry, ultraviolet-visible (UV-vis) spectrophotometry, and fluorometry. Colorimetric techniques such as the Bradford assay [13], the Lowry assay [14], the biuret assay, and the bicinchoninic assay [15] are also commonly used due to their ease of performance and low-cost [16]. UV- and VIS-absorption spectroscopy techniques are used in stand-alone assays or in conjunction with dye-based or other chemical-based assays, and are typically the preferred method for obtaining quantitative data monitored in real time [17]. Dyes and chemicals used in these assays typically contain Coomassie Brilliant Blue G-250 in the Bradford assay, Cu2+ ion along with Folin and Ciocalteu’s enhancing reagent in Lowry and biuret assays, and Cu2+ ion with bicinchoninic acid reagent in the bicinchoninic assay. However, these dyes and chemicals can suffer from interferences of other common reagents in assays such as acids/bases, buffers/salts, and detergents. This propensity can, in turn, decrease the protein detection sensitivity of the techniques. In order to reduce these problems, the intense surface plasmon bands of inert metallic nanoparticles have been recently employed as the source of colorimetric enhancement [18]. Another method is derived from scanometric readout of the optical signal of metallic nanoparticles as signal enhancement basis and this approach reports higher detection sensitivity than conventional colorimetric techniques [19,20].

Methods based on fluorescence are especially popular and prevalent both in laboratory and clinical applications due to high sensitivity and flexibility in their operating modes. When compared to the colorimetric techniques, whose protein detection capability is in the range of a few to hundreds of micrograms, fluorescent dye-based approaches involving the use of o-phthalaldehyde [21], Fluorescamine [22], or 3-(4-carboxybenzoyl)quinoline-2-carboxyaldehyde [23,24] in assays can improve the protein sensitivity to tens of picograms. Another advantage in using fluorescence methods is the availability of a wide variety of fluorophores and their relatively stable performance in various assays. More recently, various sophisticated analytical techniques have been developed not only to quantify the amount of particular proteins but also to analyze interactions between multiple proteins. Examples of these analytical techniques include fluorescence resonance energy transfer (FRET) [25], fluorescence liftetime imaging microscopy (FLIM) [26–28], fluorescence correlation spectroscopy (FCS), and fluorescence recovery after photobleaching (FRAP). FRET is used for important applications such as determining localized structures of interacting proteins, protein folding behavior, conformational dynamics, and reaction mechanisms [29–31]. FRAP and FCS are exploited to gather information on protein binding kinetics and protein complex formation [32,33]. These techniques provide access to a multitude of measurement parameters such as local concentration, reaction kinetics, structural conformation, and dynamic interaction behavior of proteins. The detection resolution of these techniques can be as high as a single molecule as demonstrated by single molecule FRET experiments [34]. However, some of these fluorescence-based methods can be prone to high background noise during optical measurements and may present difficulties in quantitative data analysis.

The aforementioned optical techniques often require the use of labels such as fluorophores (organic dyes, semiconductor nanocrystals, and quantum dots), other inorganic chemical reagents, and biological tags (enzymes with chromogenic agents, native and modified green fluorescent proteins). More recently, surface plasmon resonance (SPR)-based methods based on the change in refractive index have been applied for time-resolved investigation of proteins without the need for dyes or chromogenic agents [35–38]. SPR offers the benefit of label-free detection and high sensitivity for single analytes. However, this technique currently experiences limitations in sample types and multiplexing capability. SPR cannot be effectively applied to measure low concentrations of proteins with low molecular weight since the present application requires greater than 1 pg/mm2 of protein coverage. Despite efforts to develop multichannel SPR sensors [39], the technique cannot efficiently handle a large number of protein samples simultaneously in a rapid manner.

Electrochemical Methods. Electrochemical approaches are useful for detecting protein samples as they have the important advantage of offering label-free and quantitative measurement capability [40–42]. The majority of optical detection methodologies is faced with the significant challenge of inferring accurate and quantitative results from the collected optical signals during measurements. In contrast, electrical detection methods are quantitative and more readily amenable to direct interpretation of data. Electrochemical measurements are typically carried out without the use of any labels and the signal is read directly from the protein samples. Combined with their potential as miniaturized, lab-on-a-chip devices for use in point-of-care measurements, electrochemical methods can serve as an alternative means for protein detection to radioactive-, fluorescence- and enzyme-based assays [41–45]. Common operating types of electrochemical detection are potentiometric, capacitive, and amperometric modes where the most common type is amperometric transducers. The detection sensitivity of these techniques is in general not as high as that of fluorescence-based methods. In an attempt to improve the detection limit, indirect electrochemical detection is performed using an auxiliary reaction which involves a labeling (redox active) compound for signal generation. This approach is also helpful for detecting proteins that are not electrochemically active within the commonly applied potential range. However, such methods face difficulties in additional label usage and signal interpretation, similar to those in many optical techniques. Besides sensitivity, other challenges associated with electrochemical detection are issues related to electrode fouling, electrochemical stability of reagents, and side electrochemical reactions. New materials such as gold nanoparticles, carbon nanofibers, carbon nanotubes and tin oxide are employed as electrodes in the recent applications to reduce electrode fouling while increasing sensitivity [46–51].

Electrical Methods. Electrical detection operated by one- and two-dimensional field effect transistor (FET) devices is also applied for label-free, real-time monitoring of protein systems [52–55]. These devices are conventionally fabricated from silicon using a top-down approach for planar FETs and from nanomaterials such as carbon nanotubes and silicon nanowires using a bottom-up approach for one-dimensional FETs [56–58]. Electrical detection strategies, especially one-dimensional FETs, offer a promising potential for integration into small detection devices in an array geometry [59]. Research efforts are continuously being made to assemble sensing materials in a periodic arrayed fashion to facilitate device integration and manipulation [53]. They can rely on the fabrication practices formerly established by the silicon industry and also on recent advances in nanomaterial processing. However, these techniques are considered to be in their very early stages of development. They are not yet commonly employed in the laboratory or clinical research environments as the previously discussed methods.

Mass-Sensitive Methods. Mass spectrometry (MS) is one of the central analytical techniques in proteomics [60–64]. It has been extensively employed as an operating principle for various protein detection methods such as time-of-flight secondary ion mass spectroscopy (TOF-SIMS) and nanostructure-initiator mass spectrometry (NIMS) [61,65,66]. These methodologies are effective for obtaining kinetic and activity information of proteins. MS based methods are useful for detecting peptides and small proteins (up to the mass-to-charge ratio, m/z, of 25 kDa approximately) but not as successful for measuring larger proteins. This drawback severely constraints the application of this beneficial technology since many proteins, including cytokines, growth factors, enzymes, and receptors have molecular weights exceeding 25 kDa. The microchannel plate detector, typically used in MS for protein imaging, is not well suited for detecting high m/z ions and is prone to detector saturation and signal suppression when analyzing complex mixtures. The extensive processes required for sample preparation such as extensive purification, stable isotope labeling, and chemical tagging can complicate the measurement and decrease the detection efficiency. Therefore, the overall utility of the MS-based methods suffers from varying degrees of difficulties in these aspects. Other mass-sensitive techniques include quartz crystal microbalance (QCM) and microcantilevers. They are employed to detect proteins by monitoring and recording changes in resonance frequency, beam deflection, or electrical resistance of a sensor resulted from the mass of bound proteins on the sensor surface [67–70]. Quartz crystal resonators and piezoresistive cantilevers are used as sensing materials for the QCM and microcantilever technique, respectively. In order to increase the sensitivity of traditional QCM devices, platforms featuring a high frequency QCM (greater than 10 MHz resonance frequency in liquid) and a thin resonator (several micrometers in thickness) are considered [9,71,72]. Compared to the relatively frequently used QCM techniques, microcantilever-based protein detection is still in its exploratory stage and its application is currently limited to a pilot-stage and used for laboratory scale detection.

Magnetic Methods. Magnetic detection routes involving the use of magnetic particles are also employed for protein analysis. Nuclear magnetic resonance (NMR) spectroscopy has been conventionally used to probe protein structures and interactions at atomic resolution [73–76]. The major limitations of this technique in protein detection are low sensitivity, size range of detectable samples, and the need for isotopic labels. In order to increase sensitivity, high field magnets and cryogenically cooled probes have been used in the measurements. Multidimensional NMR (2D–4D) as well as uniform isotopic labeling strategies has widened the range of size and complexity of protein samples that can be measured by NMR. Magnetic protein detection is applied for diagnostic and treatment purposes as well. Examples include diagnostic magnetic resonance, magnetoresistive sensor, and chip-based nuclear magnetic resonance. These approaches offer more benefits for protein detection at the systems level than on the molecular level [77–79]. The necessities for such measurements, such as the employment of labels with specific magnetic properties and complicated instrumentational requirements for detection, restrict their routine application in the basic laboratory setting, especially for investigating isolated proteins at the molecular level. Rather, magnetic methods are commonly incorporated into other protein detection techniques as an upstream process to facilitate separation and collection of target proteins before measurements.



3. Polymers Currently Used in Analytical Detection of Proteins

The versatile and beneficial properties of polymers have been exploited to facilitate protein detection in all areas of the aforementioned methods. A wide range of polymeric materials is already commercially available or synthetically accessible. Their surface chemistry can be easily tailored for the immobilization of proteins. In addition to these benefits, cost-effective polymers can be produced in large quantities. They can be easily handled and fabricated into assorted platforms. Polymers can withstand the thermal fluctuations that are typically required in standard biomedical protocols. Owing to these advantages, polymers have been used not only as sensing materials and signal-enhancing components of various detection devices but also as supporting substrates and mediating layers for promoting/suppressing protein adsorption. As a result, polymers are commonly found in protein detection technology, especially based on optical, electrochemical, and mass-sensitive mechanisms.

When choosing polymers for protein detection, multiple factors such as biocompatibility and hydrophobicity/hydrophilicity are carefully considered for the specific need in each application. Two main reasons for applying polymers in various protein detection systems are to increase specificity and sensitivity. For example, some polymers [82–84] have been frequently employed to provide an additional layer for promoting protein adsorption and for increasing protein stability on various sensor surfaces. On the other hand, other polymers have been used as inhibition layers to suppress nonspecific protein adsorption on sensors [85–87]. Molecular imprinting polymers (MIPs) are applied to the electrochemical detection of proteins in order to increase biomolecular selectivity. They permit the creation of specific protein recognition sites in synthetic polymers through template molecule-assisted copolymerization of functional monomers. When the template molecules are removed from the polymer, complementary binding sites to subsequent template molecules are constructed in the polymer [88,89]. Figure 2(a) is one such example of MIP protein sensors. Conducting polymers (CPs), a group of polymers exhibiting good electrical conductivity (10−11 to 103 S/cm with a carrier concentration ranging between 1012 and 1019/cm3), have been used to increase the detection sensitivity of protein detection systems such as FETs [11,81,90,91]. Figure 2(b) displays typical examples of CPs. The following section overviews various use of polymeric materials in each area of protein detection, with an emphasis on their role to increase selectivity and sensitivity of desired measurements. Table 2 classifies various polymers used in protein detection according to their assorted properties and relevance in each detection category.

Figure 2. Molecular imprinting polymers (MIPs) and conducting polymers (CPs). (a) An electrochemical protein sensor employing a MIP and (b) typical examples of CPs. Adapted with permission from [80] and [81].
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Table 2. Properties of polymers exploited in different types of protein sensors as well as sensor regions of applied polymers.



	
Properties of polymers

	
Types of polymers

	
Applied Detection Category

	
Applied Sensing Area






	
Physical

	
Macro or larger size

(Polymers produced via thermal/injection moulding Electrospun fiber bundles)

	
Optical, Electrochemical, Electrical, Mass-sensitive, Magnetic

	
Active Passive




	
Nanosize

(Phase separated nanodomains in block copolymers, Electrospun nanofibers, Polymeric nanowires)

	
Optical, Electrochemical, Electrical, Mass-sensitive, Magnetic




	
Chemical

	
Single component (Homopolymers)

	
Optical, Electrochemical, Electrical, Mass-sensitive, Magnetic

	
Active Passive




	
Multiple components (Linear or branched copolymers, Polymer mixtures/blends, Amphiphilic polymers)




	
Molecular imprinting polymers (Polymer with built-in molecular recognition sites)

	
Electrochemical, Mass-sensitive

	
Active




	
Electrical

	
Conducting polymers (Conjugated polymers that intrinsically conduct electricity)

	
Electrochemical, Electrical

	
Active




	
Electroactive polymers (Polymers that alter structures and/or other properties in the presence of an electric field)

	
Active




	
Highly charged polymers

	
Active




	
Thermal

	
Thermoresponsive polymers (Polymers that undergo structural and/or other changes under heat)

	
Optical, Electrochemical, Electrical

	
Passive




	
Optical

	
Optically transparent polymers (typically non-absorbent in the visible wavelength range)

	
Optical

	
Active




	
Photoactive polymers (Polymers that chemical reactions under the exposure of light, typically UV)

	
Electrochemical

	
Active




	
Mechanical

	
Elastomers (Viscoelastic polymers conforming to the surface in contact)

	
Optical, Electrochemical, Electrical, Mass-sensitive

	
Passive




	
Biological

	
Biocompatible polymers (Polymers showing no toxicity or other deleterious effect on biological function)

	
Optical, Electrochemical, Electrical, Mass-sensitive, Magnetic

	
Passive









In Optical Detection. Currently, optical detection methods are predominantly employed in basic biological and biomedical research as well as in biotechnology applications. A large number of such optical protein assays involves polymeric supports as detection platforms. Therefore, the role of polymers in this detection area is becoming increasingly important and their application is rapidly expanding. Before their use, several key characteristics of a polymer are carefully assessed before its use. Examples of evaluated criteria for a candidate polymeric material may include biocompatibility and biostability. They are also screened for the physical, biological, and optical properties typically required for protein measurements. Commonly and widely-used fluorescence-based detection requires particular optical properties from candidate polymeric materials including low intrinsic fluorescence background and high optical transparency to the excitation and emission wavelengths which are typically used in fluorescence measurements.

Despite the wide availability of polymers in general, these requirements restrict their application in biodetection to a smaller subset of polymers demonstrating the desired characteristics. For example, polycarbonate (PC), polyurethane (PU), polydimethylsiloxane (PDMS), polystyrene (PS), polymethylmethacrylate (PMMA), cycloolefin-based polymers, and combinations of these polymeric materials have been used to a great extent in the past. Modifications to the physical and chemical structures of these workhorse polymers have expanded their use to a certain degree. In addition to the macroscopic scale polymers produced via thermal and injection molding, polymeric nanofibers generated via an electrospinning process have been utilized in protein assays to provide an increased surface area for protein assembly [92,93]. The chemical heterogeneity of polymers employed in protein measurements has also been altered by several means in order to localize proteins to certain areas and to incorporate specific chemical properties into these areas. Some of the applications of electrospun nanofibers include polymeric mixtures and copolymers instead of homopolymers [86,94,95]. Recently, ultrathin films of polymeric blends and diblock copolymers have been utilized as protein substrates for high-density optical detection [96–102].

Various fabrication techniques are used during the manufacturing process of microwell plates and protein arrays in order to incorporate proteins effectively onto polymeric surfaces. These techniques include imprint lithography [103–105], molecular imprinting [80,88,89], microcontact printing [106–108], photolithography [109,110], and dip-pen lithography [111,112]. Polymers are employed extensively to carry out these techniques effectively. PDMS and PMMA are used as stamp materials for microcontact-printing proteins to various substrates [113,114]. PS, polyacrylic acid, polyethylene glycol (PEG), polyvinyl alcohol, as well as photo-reactive polymers are often involved in the spotting and casting process of proteins via photoimmobilization [109,110]. On the other hand, materials such as PDMS, polyphenol, polypyrrole, photoresist polymers, and molecular imprinting polymers are employed in producing a protein detection platform with a molecular recognition capability [80,115,116].

In Electrochemical Detection. Polymers are applied frequently to coat a sensor electrode in an electrochemical setup to increase the detection sensitivity of the device. PEG has been utilized to increase antibody adsorption and to provide stable antibody-binding sites on an electrode surface [117]. A poly(pyrrole-N-hydroxysuccinimide) film on an impedimetric electrode has been used to increase the amount of immobilized antibodies [118]. A thermoresponsive polymer, poly-N-isopropylacrylamide-ferrocene, has been utilized for sensitive electrochemical detection of glucose dehydrogenase [119]. Polyphenol has been employed as a surface receptor layer in a carbon nanotube-based electrochemical impedance sensor, resulting in increased detection sensitivity of a device with molecular imprinting capability [80]. In other cases, polymers are utilized to establish new chemical, biological, and electrical functionalities of sensor electrodes. Electropolymerized composites of polypyrrole, polypyrrolepropylic acid, and Au nanoparticles have been used in an impedimetric sensor in order to provide hydrophilicy, electroactivity, and electrical conductivity, respectively [120]. Nanostructured polyaniline film has been applied onto indium tin oxide glass electrodes for capacitive protein detection to increase selectivity by covalently linking target antibodies onto the sensor surface [121]. Chitosan fiber coating is used on a gold wire to couple the easy biofunctionalization property of the polymer with the signal transduction capability of a conducting wire [122]. Highly charged polymers such as poly-l-lysine have been used to modulate the rectification properties of nanopipette electrodes [123]. In some cases, polymers have been used as flexible supporting substrates to accommodate printed electrode devices on their surfaces. Poly(ethylene terephthalate) is used to construct single-walled carbon nanotube-based, electrochemical glucose sensors [124]. The same polymer has been also used as a membrane material to house conical gold nanotube sensing elements in nanopore resistive-pulse detection [125].

In Electrical Detection. Similar to their use in electrochemical detection, one type of polymeric application in FET devices is limited to non-participating components in electrical detection. Polymers have been used for increased sensitivity and specificity by discouraging specific binding of target molecules to the non-sensing region and through reducing device contamination from random protein adsorption. Polymers are also used to protect the vital and sensitive electrical components of FET devices for durable and repeated measurements. For example, electropolymerized pyrrole propylic acid served as a protective layer on the non-sensing components in a TiO2 nanowire FET [126].

In other cases, the unique electrical properties of some polymers were exploited as acting sensors of semiconducting channels in FET sensors. Conducting polymers have demonstrated their utility as a biosensor material in these applications, although their current utility is limited due to difficulties in device integration and manufacturing using traditional microfabrication processes [11,81,90,91].

In Mass-Sensitive and Magnetic Detection. In mass-sensitive detection, the use of polymers is focused on promoting selective binding of target proteins and their stability upon protein adsorption, while decreasing random protein binding to a sensor surface. Hydroxyethyl- and ethyl(hydroxyethyl) cellulose as well as hydrophobically modified analogues of these polymers were demonstrated to make the surface of Au, a common QCM sensor material, partially protein-repellent or completely free of biofouling [127]. Phospholipid (2-methacryloyloxyethyl phosphorylcholine) polymer has been used in QCM as an antibody stabilizing agent whose role is to reduce nonspecific binding of an antigen solution and to suppress denaturation of immobilized antibodies on a QCM sensor [128]. Molecularly imprinted polymers are also employed in QCM to increase selectivity of protein detection [129]. In addition, a photoderivatized method was demonstrated through the insertion of photoprobes on PEG-coated sensor surface to increase selective binding of proteins [130].

In magnetic assays typically involving magnetic nanoparticles or beads, the application of polymers are generally limited to device substrates and nanoparticle coatings. Thermoplastic materials can function as cost-effective and versatile alternatives to traditional silicon- or glass-based substrates in biodetection for rapid prototyping and industrial scale fabrication of sensor devices. Cyclic olefin copolymers are used as substrates for a lab-on-a-chip platform for magnetic bead-based immunoassay with fully on-chip sampling and detection capabilities [131]. Polymers can serve as encapsulating layers for the magnetic particles to prolong their stability, enhance their chemical functionality, and prevent them from aggregating with one another. Multifunctional copolymers are often chosen for these purposes. Examples include an amphiphilic triblock copolymer of methoxy-PEG-poly(glutamate hydrozone doxorubicin)-poly(ethylene glycol)-acrylate, a micellar copolymer of PEG-poly(β-amino ester)/(amido amine), and a copolymer of styrene and glycidyl methacrylate [132–134].

Figure 3 shows (a) an electrospun nanofiber sensor consisting of PDMS/PMMA as described in the optical detection section and (b) an interdigitated array (IDA) for magnetic bead-based immunoassays fabricated into a lab-on-a-chip device on cyclic olefin copolymer.

Figure 3. More examples of functional polymers; (a) electrospun polydimethylsiloxane (PDMS)/polymethylmethacrylate (PMMA) nanofibers and (b) an integrated immunoassay device on cyclic olefin copolymer. Adapted with permission from [86] and [131].
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4. Nanoscale Polymeric Surfaces for Enhanced Protein Assembly

Advances in nanoscience can be exploited in protein assembly to achieve an additional degree of control in density and payload of surface-bound proteins for improved analytical measurements. Although the majority of current polymer applications in protein arrays involves chemically homogeneous materials prepared on a macroscopic level, the chemical complexity and length scale of proteins are in better agreement with chemically heterogeneous, nanoscale polymeric surfaces. Several recent approaches investigated potential applications of self-assembled diblock copolymer nanodomains that exhibit periodically varying chemical compositions.

For example, the unique phase separation behavior of a block copolymer, polystyrene-block-polymethylmethacrylate (PS-b-PMMA), has been shown previously to expose both block components to the air/polymer interface under carefully balanced thermodynamic conditions [135]. This phenomenon generates spatially periodic, self-assembled, nanoscale polymeric domains consisting of the different chemical constituents of the two polymeric components, whose scale and geometry reflect the chemical and physical properties of the polymer [136–138]. Their phase diagram dictates the packing nature and orientation of the resulting polymer chains whereby their microphase separation behavior is predictable based on a mean field theory [139–141]. Therefore, the repeat spacing and surface geometry of the diblock copolymer can be controlled by changing the molecular weight and compositions of the two blocks.

Another category of amphiphilic diblock copolymers exhibits micellar assembly above a critical polymer concentration. Their fascinating micellar properties and dependence on diblock copolymer characteristics are extensively studied for polystyrene-b-polyacrylic acid, poly(ethylene-propylene)-b-polyethylene oxide, polystyrene-b-poly(2-vinylpyridine) and polystyrene-b-poly(4-vinylpyridine) [142–145]. The exact structures and configurations of the resulting micelles or aggregates are determined by the composition of the diblock polymer, the length of each polymer segment, the polarity of the solvent, and the relative solubility of each polymer block in the solvent. These chemically alternating and self-assembling polymeric domains can serve as convenient self-constructed templates for nanoscale arrangement of the desired biocomponents.

Recently, preferential interaction of several model proteins with PS and their selective segregation on the PS regions were monitored on the surface of phase-separated, PS-b-PMMA diblock copolymer ultrathin films [97,99]. In addition to these methods for arranging proteins with one-dimensional control over repeat spacing, spatial control over two dimensions was accomplished by using micelle-forming diblock copolymers. Polystyrene-b-poly(4-vinylpyridine) (PS-b-PVP) was effectively used for the self-assembly of surface-bound, two-dimensional, nanoscale protein arrays [100]. A straightforward method to produce protein patterns of different geometries and sizes study was also established in the same study by manipulating topological structures of the underlying PS-b-PVP templates via various chemical treatments. Figures 4 and 5 display various nanodomain templates in diblock copolymers and the characteristic protein assembly behavior on such templates of PS-b-PMMA and PS-b-PVP ultrathin films, respectively.

Figure 4. One-dimensional diblock copolymer templates of PS-b-PMMA and protein assembly behavior on them; (a) various nanoscale templates resulting from phase-separated nanodomains of diblock copolymers, (b and c) immunoglobulin G molecules assembled on PS-b-PMMA, and (d and e) protein G molecules on the same template. Panels (b) through (e) are 1 × 1 μm atomic force microscopy (AFM) images. Adapted with permission from [97].
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Figure 5. Two-dimensional diblock copolymer templates of PS-b-PVP and protein assembly behavior observed on them; (a) various nanoscale templates resulting from chemical modification of nanodomains in micellar-forming diblock copolymers, (b and c) immunoglobulin G molecules on (b) open and (c) reverted PS-b-PVP templates, and (d) mushroom tyrosinase molecules assembled on a reverted PS-b-PVP template. The atomic force microscopy (AFM) scan size in panels (b) through (d) corresponds to (b): (2) 300 × 300 nm, (3) 180 × 180 nm, and (c and d): (2) 300 × 300 nm, (3) 180 × 180 nm. Adapted with permission from [100].
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5. Application of Nanoscale Polymers in Improved Analytical Protein Measurement

Several nanoscale polymeric systems are assessed for their potential to improve analytical protein detection through various means. For instance, highly dense protein nanoarrays with specifically tailored local functionality can be beneficial for smart monitoring and diagnosis of protein markers. The employment of nanoscale polymeric motifs can greatly facilitate protein detection due to their increased surface-to-volume ratio and unique properties occurring at the nanoscale, especially in detection environments where polymers participate actively in the detection as sensing components. However, only limited application of nanoscale polymeric systems to such function has been demonstrated so far. These latest approaches, representing the application of nanoscale polymers for improved protein detection as well as experimental techniques for generating nanoscale polymeric features, are discussed below for each detection mechanism.

In optical detection involving fluorescence and visible light, various model proteins were self-assembled onto nanoscale domains of PS-b-PMMA diblock copolymer ultrathin films for both qualitative and quantitative analysis. They include horseradish peroxidase, mushroom tyrosinase, enhanced green fluorescent protein, bovine immunoglobulin G, bovine serum albumin, and protein G. When the activity and stability of these common and useful proteins were assessed, PS-b-PMMA-bound proteins retained approximately 85% of their free activity after surface adsorption [101]. On the other hand, protein molecules bound on the hexagonally-packed PS-b-PVP nanodomains retained 78% of their activity when measured in solution [98]. Such quantitative analysis was possible due to the use of well-defined nanoscale polymeric templates as well as the combined measurement techniques of atomic force microscopy (AFM) and UV-vis spectroscopy. The number of surface-bound protein molecules is determined by the size of the nanoscale polymeric domain as well as that of the protein, which can be predicted and confirmed by AFM imaging. UV-vis analysis can then be carried out for bioactivity measurements for a known number of proteins in two different environments. One environment contains proteins bound on polymeric surfaces and the other involves the same number of proteins moving about freely in solution. Protein functionality in this approach can be quantitatively compared between the two cases.

Figure 6 displays both quantitative and qualitative data of HRP activity measured and compared between PS-b-PVP bound state versus free state. Although not yet demonstrated, diblock copolymer-guided methods of protein assembly have the potential to be used effectively outside the optical detection setting. For example, the aforementioned protein assembly on nanoscale polymeric templates can be applied to QCM and SPR sensor surfaces for improving the detection sensitivity beyond the current capabilities of macroscopic scale polymeric systems in those sensors.

Figure 6. Quantitative and qualitative HRP activity measurements on PS-b-PVP nanodomains. (A) Control experiment without HRP molecules on PS-b-PVP. (B) (1) Assay carried out with HRP molecules on PS-b-PVP. AFM panels in (A) and (B) are 180 × 180 nm in scan size. (C) (A) No absorbance peaks from the control experiment involving only the PS-b-PVP template. (B) Characteristic UV/VIS absorbance peaks were monitored due to HRP bound on PS-b-PVP. (D). UV/VIS absorbance of HRP molecules monitored over time in solution (data shown in blue) and on PS-b-PVP micelles (data shown in red). When compared to the activity of HRP molecules in solution, HRP molecules bound on PS-b-PVP showed 78% of the activity. Adapted with permission from [100].
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In electrochemical and electrical detection, nanoscale CPs such as polypyrrole, poly(pyrrolepropylic acid), and poly(3,4-ethylenedioxythiophene) nanowires have been used as semiconducting channels in a FET type of devices [146–151]. Electronic conduction in these polymeric nanowires depends on the width of the nanowire channel and occurs through bulk conduction due to their high density of electronic states. Therefore, their diameter-dependent property in electrical conductivity is exploited to improve tunable sensitivity of protein measurements.

Both in optical and mass-sensitive detection, the use of nanoscale polymeric templates has been demonstrated in the preparation of sensor platforms in order to increase the amount of proteins on sensor surfaces. Nanoscale polymeric templates in these cases were obtained through various printing and lithographic methods. An electron beam and a scanning probe microscope were used to create nanoscale polymeric patterns on sensor platforms both physically and chemically. Sensor surfaces were modified by using an electron beam to inscribe topological polymeric patterns for subsequent protein binding, and in some cases, selective sites of polymeric surfaces were chemically activated for subsequent protein attachment or resistance [152–155]. Nanoimprint- and nano-lithography have been used to deliver nanoscale polymeric patterns on sensor surfaces upon contact with a silicon mould [104,156,157]. Nanoscale features on the mould piece were often defined by electron beam writing before its application. An electron beam, instead of light, was also used to crosslink pre-conjugated monomers on sensor surfaces to generate nanoscale polymeric patterns [158,159]. In addition, dip-pen lithography and other scanning probe tip-based methods have been exploited to draw nanometer scale polymeric features on substrate surfaces [160].



6. Current Challenges and Areas of Improvements

Regardless of the specific roles that polymers play in each type of protein detection method, an ideal application of polymers should promote not only qualitative but also quantitative detection both rapidly and cost-effectively along with high specificity and sensitivity. The chemical complexity and heterogeneity of protein analytes need to be addressed when selecting appropriate polymeric surfaces in the detection scheme in order to maintain the natural conformation and activity of proteins during intended measurements. Quantification of protein molecules via signal interpretation should ideally be direct and straightforward. These important characteristics need to be considered for all modes of polymeric applications in protein detection, whether they are used as substrate platforms in optical arrays, incorporated into the electrodes in electrochemical cells, coated onto the sensor layers in mass-sensitive resonators, or applied to the non-sensing regions of FET devices. In addition to the relatively small subset of polymers that are used currently in protein detection, more biocompatible and biostable polymeric materials should be developed and assessed for their effectiveness in a protein detection setting.

In optical detection involving an array-style of protein screening, ideal polymeric substrates should enable quantifiable, parallel, small-volume assays to be readily applied to large numbers of samples. They should also feature reliable placement of protein molecules in a well-defined, highly dense pattern. Current difficulties associated with the application of proteins printed on polymeric surfaces lie in multiple areas of sensor development and detection. They include the precise control over protein density, spot density, protein orientation, spotting uniformity, array standardization, array stability, and detection sensitivity. Increasing the signal-to-noise ratio of current optical detection platforms is also of great significance, especially when the detection is carried out without any means of signal amplification. In addition to the need for an increased signal-to-noise ratio in many fluorescence-based techniques, correlating optical signal intensity to protein concentration reliably and accurately is a demanding task in these techniques. More standardized and direct methods to compare the measured optical signal to the amount of proteins in the reaction are currently warranted. Improvements in protein spotting processes are necessary in order to produce uniformly printed proteins on various optical detection platforms. Another important challenge in the quantification of conventional assays, in which the exact number of biologically functional biomolecules participating in reactions can be easily and meaningfully compared between assays, still needs to be addressed effectively. Advanced protein printing and assembly methods, capable of producing a well-defined number of proteins on polymeric surfaces that are consistently distributed on each spot in the array, are highly needed.

In electrochemical and electrical detection, quantitative analysis of the detection signal is more straightforward than that in optical methods. Measured signal of current (or impedance) and conductance (or resistance) can be directly correlated to the amount of proteins contributing to the bioreaction. However, challenges may still arise as a result of the innate properties of proteins. Proteins are structurally and chemically complex, often requiring specific chemical and biological environments to remain active. Different proteins can show vastly dissimilar chemical properties and, thus, a single standardized condition cannot be simultaneously applied for manipulating a large number of proteins. Yet, factors such as the degree of protein denaturation and the orientation of properly aligned proteins on polymeric surfaces can significantly influence the detection results, especially when the polymers act as a part of the sensing regions of the device. Proteins on sensor surfaces may not be properly detected in all modes of protein detection, particularly in the cases of denaturation on polymeric surfaces leading to the loss of spectroscopic signature (in optical detection), redox activity (in electrochemical detection), surface charges (in electrical detection), and physical integrity (in mass-sensitive detection). Even for appropriately folded proteins, measurement techniques can detect the analytes only when they present functional subunits or binding pockets along the direction of their subsequent interaction. Accurate assessment of proteins on sensor surfaces participating actively in the detection is, therefore, critical especially for meaningful and quantitative protein measurements.

Proteins tend to stick to many surfaces indiscriminately when their assembly is not carefully controlled. Therefore, in many operating modes of protein detection, effective passivation of certain surface areas often becomes a necessity in order to avoid cross and carry-over contamination and to increase the signal-to-noise ratio. In detection schemes using proteins assembled on diblock copolymer nanoscale domains, self-passivation is intrinsically achieved through the self-selective nature of proteins to a preferred domain in the chemically heterogeneous polymeric templates. When compared to the conventional, chemically homogeneous substrates, this phenomenon offers a distinct advantage over the approach involving self-assembling chemically-heterogeneous polymeric templates. However, topological defects in the phase-separated diblock copolymer templates can limit the effectiveness of the subsequent protein adsorption and, thus, can affect protein measurements. Research efforts have been made in the past to identify, understand, and control surface defects such as disclinations and dislocations during the thermal annealing process of the polymeric surfaces above their glass transition point [136,138]. In addition to the thermal annealing control, external measures such as an electric field [161], shear field [162], controlled solvent evaporation [163], annuli formation [137], as well as other geometric and chemical constraints [164–166] were used to induce long-range alignment of polymeric nanodomains. In order to broaden the applicability of these nanoscale diblock copolymer systems in protein detection, more effective and convenient methods to produce defect-free nanodomains with correlation lengths spanning macroscopic dimensions need to be yet developed.



7. Concluding Remarks

Accurate detection of proteins is extremely critical in many important areas of biological and biomedical research. Valuable information such as evaluating protein levels, determining protein structures, assessing reaction dynamics and mechanisms of protein interactions, screening for the presence or absence of specific proteins, and analyzing protein activity can be obtained through protein detection. Considerable research efforts are therefore underway for improving existing methodologies and techniques for the commonly used optical, electrochemical, electrical, mass-sensitive, and magnetic detection. In addition, nanoscale polymeric materials are assessed for their potential for better protein detection and employment in novel detection systems. This article reviews such efforts, especially focusing on the use of macro- and nano-scale polymeric materials to improve sensitivity, selectivity and analytical ability of protein measurements. Both qualitative and quantitative approaches for protein measurements are discussed in this article. Challenges involved with protein detection in general as well as specific difficulties associated with each detection technique are identified. Current and anticipated hurdles for using macroscopic and nanoscale polymeric materials in protein detection are also discussed. Finally, future research areas pertinent to alleviating and potentially overcoming the identified drawbacks in protein detection are contemplated.






Acknowledgments

The author acknowledges support on this work by the National Institutes of Health, National Research Service Award (1R01DK088016-01) from the National Institute of Diabetes and Digestive and Kidney Diseases. The author also thanks D. Y. Joh and N. Aras for their careful reading of the manuscript.



Reference


	1. 
Talapatra, A; Rouse, R; Hardiman, G. Protein microarrays: Challenges and promises. Pharmacogenomics 2002, 3, 1–10. [Google Scholar]

	2. 
Duncan, R. Polymer conjugates as anticancer nanomedicines. Nat. Rev. Canc 2006, 6, 688–701. [Google Scholar]

	3. 
Abérem, MB; Najari, A; Ho, H-A; Gravel, J-F; Nobert, P; Boudreau, D; Leclerc, M. Protein detecting arrays based on cationic polythiophene-DNA-aptamer complexes. Adv. Mater 2006, 18, 2703–2707. [Google Scholar]

	4. 
Najari, A; Ho, H-A; Gravel, J-F; Nobert, P; Boudreau, D; Leclerc, M. Reagentless ultrasensitive specific DNA array detection based on responsive polymeric biochips. Anal. Chem 2006, 78, 7896–7899. [Google Scholar]

	5. 
Freed, LE; Vunjak-Novakovic, G; Biron, RJ; Eagles, DB; Lesnoy, DC; Barlow, SK; Langer, R. Biodegradable polymer scaffolds for tissue engineering. Nat. Biotech 1994, 12, 689–693. [Google Scholar]

	6. 
Cresce, AV; Silverstein, JS; Bentley, WE; Kofinas, P. Nanopatterning of recombinant proteins using block copolymer templates. Macromolecules 2006, 39, 5826–5829. [Google Scholar]

	7. 
Bolisaya, LD; Culverb, JN; Kofinas, P. Molecularly imprinted polymers for tobacco mosaic virus recognition. Biomaterials 2006, 27, 4165–4168. [Google Scholar]

	8. 
Yu, Y; Cimeno, A; Lan, Y; Rybczynski, J; Wang, DZ; Paudel, T; Wang, HZ; Ren, ZF; Wagner, DJ; Qiu, MQ; Chiles, TC; Cai, D. Assembly of multifunctional nanocomponents on periodic nanotube array for biosensors. Micro. Nano Lett 2009, 4, 27–33. [Google Scholar]

	9. 
Hansen, KM; Thundat, T. Microcantilever biosensors. Methods 2005, 37, 57–64. [Google Scholar]

	10. 
Hahm, J-I; Lieber, CM. Direct ultrasensitive electrical detection of DNA and DNA sequence variations using nanowire nanosensors. Nano Lett 2003, 4, 51–54. [Google Scholar]

	11. 
Forzani, ES; Li, X; Tao, N. Hybrid amperometric and conductometric chemical sensor based on conducting polymer nanojunctions. Anal. Chem 2007, 79, 5217–5224. [Google Scholar]

	12. 
Dorfman, A; Kumar, N; Hahm, J. Nanoscale ZnO-enhanced fluorescence detection of protein interactions. Adv. Mater 2006, 18, 2685–2690. [Google Scholar]

	13. 
Bradford, MM. A rapid and sensitive method for the quantitation of microgram quantities of protein utilizing the principle of protein-dye binding. Anal. Biochem 1976, 72, 248–254. [Google Scholar]

	14. 
Lowry, OH; Rosebrough, NJ; Farr, AL; Randall, RJ. Protein measurement with the Folin phenol reagent. J. Biol. Chem 1951, 193, 265–275. [Google Scholar]

	15. 
Smith, PK; Krohn, RI; Hermanson, GT; Mallia, AK; Gartner, FH; Provenzano, MD; Fujimoto, EK; Goeke, NM; Olson, BJ; Klenk, DC. Measurement of protein using bicinchoninic acid. Anal. Biochem 1985, 150, 76–85. [Google Scholar]

	16. 
Sapan, CV; Lundblad, RL; Price, NC. Colorimetric protein assay techniques. Biotechnol. Appl. Biochem 1999, 29, 99–108. [Google Scholar]

	17. 
Noble, JE; Bailey, MJ. Quantitation of protein. Methods Enzymol 2009, 463, 73–95. [Google Scholar]

	18. 
Gates, AT; Fakayode, SO; Lowry, M; Ganea, GM; Murugeshu, A; Robinson, JW; Strongin, RM; Warner, IM. Gold nanoparticle sensor for homocysteine thiolactone-induced protein modification. Langmuir 2008, 24, 4107–4113. [Google Scholar]

	19. 
Kim, D; Daniel, WL; Mirkin, CA. Microarray-based multiplexed scanometric immunoassay for protein cancer markers using gold nanoparticle probes. Anal. Chem 2009, 81, 9183–9187. [Google Scholar]

	20. 
Taton, TA; Mirkin, CA; Letsinger, RL. Scanometric DNA array detection with nanoparticle probes. Science 2000, 289, 1757–1760. [Google Scholar]

	21. 
Hammer, KD; Nagel, K. An automated fluorescence assay for subnanogram quantities of protein in the presence of interfering material. Anal. Biochem 1986, 155, 308–314. [Google Scholar]

	22. 
Lorenzen, A; Kennedy, SW. A fluorescence-based protein assay for use with a microplate reader. Anal. Biochem 1993, 214, 346–348. [Google Scholar]

	23. 
Asermely, KE; Broomfield, CA; Nowakowski, J; Courtney, BC; Adler, M. Identification of a recombinant synaptobrevin-thioredoxin fusion protein by capillary zone electrophoresis using laser-induced fluorescence detection. J. Chromatogr. B Biomed. Sci. Appl 1997, 695, 67–75. [Google Scholar]

	24. 
Bantan-Polak, T; Kassai, M; Grant, KB. A comparison of fluorescamine and naphthalene-2,3-dicarboxaldehyde fluorogenic reagents for microplate-based detection of amino acids. Anal. Biochem 2001, 297, 128–136. [Google Scholar]

	25. 
Förster, T. Experimental and theoretical investigation of the intermolecular transfer of electronic excitation energy. Z. Naturforsch 1949, A4, 321–327. [Google Scholar]

	26. 
Masi, A; Cicchi, R; Carloni, A; Pavone, FS; Arcangeli, A. Optical methods in the study of protein-protein interactions. Adv. Exp. Med. Biol 2010, 674, 33–42. [Google Scholar]

	27. 
Bücherl, C; Aker, J; de Vries, S; Borst, JW. Probing protein-protein Interactions with FRET-FLIM. Meth. Mol. Biol 2010, 655, 389–399. [Google Scholar]

	28. 
Togashi, DM; Ryder, AG. Assessing protein-surface interactions with a series of multi-labeled BSA using fluorescence lifetime microscopy and Förster energy resonance transfer. Biophys. Chem 2010, 152, 55–64. [Google Scholar]

	29. 
Ha, T; Ting, AY; Liang, J; Caldwell, WB; Deniz, AA; Chemla, DS; Schultz, PG; Weiss, S. Single-molecule fluorescence spectroscopy of enzyme conformational dynamics and cleavage mechanism. PNAS 1999, 96, 893–898. [Google Scholar]

	30. 
Rhoades, E; Gussakovsky, E; Haran, G. Watching proteins fold one molecule at a time. PNAS 2003, 100, 3197–3202. [Google Scholar]

	31. 
Kenworthy, AK. Imaging protein-protein interactions using fluorescence resonance energy transfer microscopy. Methods 2001, 24, 289–296. [Google Scholar]

	32. 
Stasevich, TJ; Mueller, F; Michelman-Ribeiro, A; Rosales, T; Knutson, JR; McNally, JG. Cross-validating FRAP and FCS to quantify the impact of photobleaching on in vivo binding estimates. Biophys. J 2010, 99, 3093–3101. [Google Scholar]

	33. 
Digman, MA; Gratton, E. Fluorescence correlation spectroscopy and fluorescence cross-correlation spectroscopy. Wiley Interdiscip. Rev. Syst. Biol. Med 2009, 1, 273–282. [Google Scholar]

	34. 
Roy, R; Hohng, S; Ha, T. A practival guide to single-molecule FRET. Nat. Methods 2008, 5, 507–516. [Google Scholar]

	35. 
Linman, MJ; Abbas, A; Cheng, Q. Interface design and multiplexed analysis with surface plasmon resonance (SPR) spectroscopy and SPR imaging. Analyst 2010, 135, 2759–2767. [Google Scholar]

	36. 
Willander, M; Al-Hilli, S. Analysis of biomolecules using surface plasmons. Meth. Mol. Biol 2009, 544, 201–229. [Google Scholar]

	37. 
Zhao, J; Zhang, X; Yonzon, CR; Haes, AJ; Van Duyne, RP. Localized surface plasmon resonance biosensors. Nanomedicine 2006, 1, 219–228. [Google Scholar]

	38. 
Homola, J; Yee, SS; Gauglitz, G. Surface plasmon resonance sensors: Review. Sens. Actuat. B 1999, 54, 3–15. [Google Scholar]

	39. 
Homola, J; Vaisocherová, H; Dostálek, J; Piliarik, M. Multi-analyte surface plasmon resonance biosensing. Methods 2005, 37, 26–36. [Google Scholar]

	40. 
Qiu, LP; Wang, CC; Hu, P; Wu, ZS; Shen, GL; Yu, RQ. A label-free electrochemical immunoassay for IgG detection based on the electron transfer. Talanta 2010, 83, 42–47. [Google Scholar]

	41. 
Warsinke, A; Benkert, A; Scheller, FW. Electrochemical immunoassays. Fresenius J. Anal. Chem 2000, 366, 622–634. [Google Scholar]

	42. 
Mehrvar, M; Abdi, M. Recent developments, characteristics, and potential applications of electrochemical biosensors. Anal. Sci 2004, 20, 1113–1126. [Google Scholar]

	43. 
Liu, G; Lin, YY; Wang, J; Wu, H; Wai, CM; Lin, Y. Disposable electrochemical immunosensor diagnosis device based on nanoparticle probe and immunochromatographic strip. Anal. Chem 2007, 79, 7644–7653. [Google Scholar]

	44. 
Monroe, D. Amperometric immunoassay. Crit. Rev. Clin. Lab. Sci 1990, 28, 1–18. [Google Scholar]

	45. 
Monroe, D. Potentiometric (bioselective electrodes) assay systems: Utility and limitations. Crit. Rev. Clin. Lab. Sci 1989, 27, 109–158. [Google Scholar]

	46. 
Astuti, Y; Topoglidis, E; Gilardi, G; Durrant, JR. Cyclic voltammetry and voltabsorptometry studies of redox proteins immobilised on nanocrystalline tin dioxide electrodes. Bioelectrochemistry 2004, 63, 55–59. [Google Scholar]

	47. 
Curulli, A; Valentini, F; Padeletti, G; Cusmà, A; Ingo, GM; Kaciulis, S; Caschera, D; Palleschi, G. Gold nanotubules arrays as new materials for sensing and biosensing: Synthesis and characterization. Sens Actuat B 2005, 111–112, 526–531. [Google Scholar]

	48. 
Delvaux, M; Demoustier-Champagne, S. Immobilisation of glucose oxidase within metallic nanotubes arrays for application to enzyme biosensors. Biosens. Bioelectron 2003, 18, 943–951. [Google Scholar]

	49. 
Mohammadi, A; Moghaddam, AB; Dinarvand, R; Rezaei-Zarchi, S. Direct electron transfer of polyphenol oxidase on carbon nanotube surfaces: Application in biosensing. Int. J. Electrochem. Sci 2009, 4, 895–905. [Google Scholar]

	50. 
Pumera, M; Sánchez, S; Ichinose, I; Tang, J. Electrochemical nanobiosensors. Sens. Actuat. B 2007, 123, 1195–1205. [Google Scholar]

	51. 
Yu, X; Chattopadhyay, D; Galeska, I; Papadimitrakopoulos, F; Rusling, JF. Peroxidase activity of enzymes bound to the ends of single-wall carbon nanotube forest electrodes. Electrochem. Commun 2003, 5, 408–411. [Google Scholar]

	52. 
Estrela, P; Paul, D; Song, Q; Stadler, LK; Wang, L; Huq, E; Davis, JJ; Ko Ferrigno, P; Migliorato, P. Label-free sub-picomolar protein detection with field-effect transistors. Anal. Chem 2010, 82, 3531–3536. [Google Scholar]

	53. 
He, B; Morrow, TJ; Keating, CD. Nanowire sensors for multiplexed detection of biomolecules. Curr. Opin. Chem. Biol 2008, 12, 522–528. [Google Scholar]

	54. 
Chua, JH; Chee, RE; Agarwal, A; Wong, SM; Zhang, GJ. Label-free electrical detection of cardiac biomarker with complementary metal-oxide semiconductor-compatible silicon nanowire sensor arrays. Anal. Chem 2009, 81, 6266–6271. [Google Scholar]

	55. 
Zheng, G; Gao, XP; Lieber, CM. Frequency domain detection of biomolecules using silicon nanowire biosensors. Nano Lett 2010, 10, 3179–3183. [Google Scholar]

	56. 
Khamaisi, B; Vaknin, O; Shaya, O; Ashkenasy, N. Electrical performance of silicon-on-insulator field-effect transistors with multiple top-gate organic layers in electrolyte solution. ACS Nano 2010, 4, 4601–4608. [Google Scholar]

	57. 
Lin, TW; Hsieh, PJ; Lin, CL; Fang, YY; Yang, JX; Tsai, CC; Chiang, PL; Pan, CY; Chen, YT. Label-free detection of protein-protein interactions using a calmodulin-modified nanowire transistor. PNAS 2010, 107, 1047–1052. [Google Scholar]

	58. 
Gruner, G. Carbon nanotube transistors for biosensing applications. Anal. Bioanal. Chem 2006, 384, 322–325. [Google Scholar]

	59. 
Patolsky, F; Zheng, G; Lieber, CM. Nanowire-based biosensors. Anal. Chem 2006, 78, 4260–4269. [Google Scholar]

	60. 
Guerrera, IC; Kleiner, O. Application of mass spectrometry in proteomics. Biosci. Rep 2005, 25, 71–93. [Google Scholar]

	61. 
Domon, B; Aebersold, R. Mass spectrometry and protein analysis. Science 2006, 312, 212–217. [Google Scholar]

	62. 
Mann, M; Hendrickson, RC; Pandey, A. Analysis of proteins and proteomes by mass spectrometry. Annu. Rev. Biochem 2001, 70, 437–473. [Google Scholar]

	63. 
Yates, JR; Ruse, CI; Nakorchevsky, A. Proteomics by mass spectrometry: Approaches, advances, and applications. Annu. Rev. Biomed. Eng 2009, 11, 49–79. [Google Scholar]

	64. 
Vermeulen, M; Hubner, NC; Mann, M. High confidence determination of specific protein-protein interactions using quantitative mass spectrometry. Curr. Opin. Biotechnol 2008, 19, 331–337. [Google Scholar]

	65. 
Greis, KD. Mass spectrometry for enzyme assays and inhibitor screening: An emerging application in pharmaceutical research. Mass Spectrom. Rev 2007, 26, 324–339. [Google Scholar]

	66. 
Northen, TR; Lee, J-C; Hoang, L; Raymond, J; Hwang, D-R; Yannone, SM; Wong, C-H; Siuzdak, G. A nanostructure-initiator mass spectrometry-based enzyme activity assay. PNAS 2008, 105, 3678–3683. [Google Scholar]

	67. 
Marx, KA. Quartz crystal microbalance: A useful tool for studying thin polymer films and complex biomolecular systems at the solution-surface interface. Biomacromolecules 2003, 4, 1099–1120. [Google Scholar]

	68. 
Dixon, MC. Quartz crystal microbalance with dissipation monitoring: Enabling real-time characterization of biological materials and their interactions. J. Biomol. Tech 2008, 19, 151–158. [Google Scholar]

	69. 
Then, D; Ziegler, C. Cantilever-Based Sensors; American Scientific Publishers: Valencia, CA, USA, 2004. [Google Scholar]

	70. 
Mukhopadhyay, R; Sumbayev, VV; Lorentzen, M; Kjems, J; Andreasen, PA; Besenbacher, F. Cantilever sensor for nanomechanical detection of specific protein conformations. Nano Lett 2005, 5, 2385–2388. [Google Scholar]

	71. 
Ogi, H; Nagai, H; Fukunishi, Y; Hirao, M; Nishiyama, M. 170-MHz electrodeless quartz crystal microbalance biosensor: Capability and limitation of higher frequency measurement. Anal. Chem 2009, 81, 8068–8073. [Google Scholar]

	72. 
Ricciardi, C; Canavese, G; Castagna, R; Ferrante, I; Ricci, A; Marasso, SL; Napione, L; Bussolino, F. Integration of microfluidic and cantilever technology for biosensing application in liquid environment. Biosens Bioelectron 2010. in press.. [Google Scholar]

	73. 
Grzesiek, S; Sass, HJ. From biomolecular structure to functional understanding: New NMR developments narrow the gap. Curr. Opin. Struct. Biol 2009, 19, 585–595. [Google Scholar]

	74. 
Felli, IC; Brutscher, B. Recent advances in solution NMR: Fast methods and heteronuclear direct detection. ChemPhysChem 2009, 10, 1356–1368. [Google Scholar]

	75. 
Foster, MP; McElroy, CA; Amero, CD. Solution NMR of large molecules and assemblies. Biochemistry 2007, 46, 331–340. [Google Scholar]

	76. 
Wider, G; Wüthrich, K. NMR spectroscopy of large molecules and multimolecular assemblies in solution. Curr. Opin. Struct. Biol 1999, 9, 594–601. [Google Scholar]

	77. 
Haun, JB; Yoon, TJ; Lee, H; Weissleder, R. Magnetic nanoparticle biosensors. Wiley Interdiscip. Rev. Nanomed. Nanobiotechnol 2010, 2, 291–304. [Google Scholar]

	78. 
Li, Y; Srinivasan, B; Jing, Y; Yao, X; Hugger, MA; Wang, JP; Xing, C. Nanomagnetic competition assay for low-abundance protein biomarker quantification in unprocessed human sera. JACS 2010, 132, 4388–4392. [Google Scholar]

	79. 
Graham, DL; Ferreira, HA; Freitas, PP. Magnetoresistive-based biosensors and biochips. Trends Biotechnol 2004, 22, 455–462. [Google Scholar]

	80. 
Cai, D; Ren, L; Zhao, H; Xu, C; Zhang, L; Yu, Y; Wang, H; Lan, Y; Roberts, MF; Chuang, JH; Naughton, MJ; Ren, Z; Chiles, TC. A molecular-imprint nanosensor for ultrasensitive detection of proteins. Nat. Nanotechnol 2010, 5, 597–601. [Google Scholar]

	81. 
Xia, L; Wei, Z; Wan, M. Conducting polymer nanostructures and their application in biosensors. J. Colloid Interf. Sci 2010, 341, 1–11. [Google Scholar]

	82. 
Mougin, K; Ham, AS; Lawrence, MB; Fernandez, EJ; Hillier, AC. Construction of a tethered poly(ethylene glycol) surface gradient for studies of cell adhesion kinetics. Langmuir 2005, 21, 4809–4812. [Google Scholar]

	83. 
Sharma, S; Johnson, RW; Desai, TA. Evaluation of the stability of nonfouling ultrathin poly(ethylene glycol) films for silicon-based microdevices. Langmuir 2003, 20, 348–356. [Google Scholar]

	84. 
Lee, C-S; Kim, B-G. Improvement of protein stability in protein microarrays. Biotechnol. Lett 2002, 24, 839–844. [Google Scholar]

	85. 
Shu, Y; Chen, XW; Wang, JH. Ionic liquid-polyvinyl chloride ionomer for highly selective isolation of basic proteins. Talanta 2010, 81, 637–642. [Google Scholar]

	86. 
Yang, D; Liu, X; Jin, Y; Zhu, Y; Zeng, D; Jiang, X; Ma, H. Electrospinning of poly(dimethylsiloxane)/poly(methyl methacrylate) nanofibrous membrane: Fabrication and application in protein microarrays. Biomacromolecules 2009, 10, 3335–3340. [Google Scholar]

	87. 
George, PA; Donose, BC; Cooper-White, JJ. Self-assembling polystyrene-block-poly(ethylene oxide) copolymer surface coatings: Resistance to protein and cell adhesion. Biomaterials 2009, 30, 2449–2456. [Google Scholar]

	88. 
Hoshino, Y; Kodama, T; Okahata, Y; Shea, KJ. Peptide imprinted polymer nanoparticles: A plastic antibody. JACS 2008, 130, 15242–15243. [Google Scholar]

	89. 
Vlatakis, G; Anderson, LI; Muller, R; Mosbach, K. Drug assay using antibody mimics made by molecular imprinting. Nature 1993, 361, 645–647. [Google Scholar]

	90. 
Piro, B; Zhang, QD; Reisberg, S; Noel, V; Dang, LA; Duc, HT; Pham, MC. Direct and rapid electrochemical immunosensing system based on a conducting polymer. Talanta 2010, 82, 608–612. [Google Scholar]

	91. 
Reisberg, S; Acevedo, DF; Korovitch, A; Piro, B; Noel, V; Buchet, I; Tran, LD; Barbero, CA; Pham, MC. Design of a new electrogenerated polyquinone film substituted with glutathione. Towards direct electrochemical biosensors. Talanta 2010, 80, 1318–1325. [Google Scholar]

	92. 
Lee, HJ; Nam, SH; Son, KJ; Koh, W-G. Micropatterned fibrous scaffolds fabricated using electrospinning and hydrogel lithography: New platforms to create cellular micropatterns. Sens. Actuat. B 2010, 148, 504–510. [Google Scholar]

	93. 
Kunduru, V; Bothara, M; Grosch, J; Sengupta, S; Patra, PK; Prasad, S. Nanostructured surfaces for enhanced protein detection toward clinical diagnostics. Nanomedicine 2010, 6, 642–650. [Google Scholar]

	94. 
Grafahrend, D; Calvet, JL; Klinkhammer, K; Salber, J; Dalton, PD; Möller, M; Klee, D. Control of protein adsorption on functionalized electrospun fibers. Biotechnol. Bioeng 2008, 101, 609–621. [Google Scholar]

	95. 
Chew, SY; Wen, J; Yim, EKF; Leong, KW. Sustained release of proteins from electrospun biodegradable fibers. Biomacromolecules 2005, 6, 2017–2024. [Google Scholar]

	96. 
Kumar, M; Grzelakowski, M; Zilles, J; Clark, M; Meier, W. Highly permeable polymeric membranes based on the incorporation of the functional water channel protein Aquaporin Z. PNAS 2007, 104, 20719–20724. [Google Scholar]

	97. 
Kumar, N; Hahm, J. Nanoscale protein patterning using self-assembled diblock copolymers. Langmuir 2005, 21, 6652–6655. [Google Scholar]

	98. 
Kumar, N; Parajuli, O; Dorfman, A; Kipp, D; Hahm, J. Activity study of self-assembled proteins on nanoscale diblock copolymer templates. Langmuir 2007, 23, 7416–7422. [Google Scholar]

	99. 
Kumar, N; Parajuli, O; Gupta, A; Hahm, J. Elucidation of protein adsorption behavior on polymeric surfaces: Towards high density, high payload, protein templates. Langmuir 2008, 24, 2688–2694. [Google Scholar]

	100. 
Kumar, N; Parajuli, O; Hahm, J. Two-dimensionally self-arranged protein nanoarrays on diblock copolymer templates. J. Phys. Chem. B 2007, 111, 4581–4587. [Google Scholar]

	101. 
Parajuli, O; Gupta, A; Kumar, N; Hahm, J. Evaluation of enzymatic activity on nanoscale PS-b-PMMA diblock copolymer domains. J. Phys. Chem. B 2007, 111, 14022–14027. [Google Scholar]

	102. 
Sousa, A; Sengonul, M; Latour, R; Kohn, J; Libera, M. Selective protein adsorption on a phase-separated solvent-cast polymer blend. Langmuir 2006, 22, 6286–6292. [Google Scholar]

	103. 
Clemmens, J; Hess, H; Lipscomb, R; Hanein, Y; Bohringer, KF; Matzke, CM; Bachand, GD; Bunker, BC; Vogel, V. Mechanisms of microtubule guiding on microfabricated kinesin-coated surfaces: Chemical and topographic surface patterns. Langmuir 2003, 19, 10967–10974. [Google Scholar]

	104. 
Falconnet, D; Pasqui, D; Park, S; Eckert, R; Schift, H; Gobrecht, J; Barbucci, R; Textor, M. A novel approach to produce protein nanopatterns by combining nanoimprint lithography and molecular self-assembly. Nano Lett 2004, 4, 1909–1914. [Google Scholar]

	105. 
Hyun, J; Chilkoti, A. Micropatterning biological molecules on a polymer surface using elastomeric microwells. JACS 2001, 123, 6943–6944. [Google Scholar]

	106. 
Brooks, SA; Dontha, N; Davis, CB; Stuart, JK; O’Neill, G; Kuhr, WG. Segregation of micrometer-dimension biosensor elements on a variety of substrate surfaces. Anal. Chem 2000, 72, 3253–3259. [Google Scholar]

	107. 
Kane, RS; Takayama, S; Ostuni, E; Ingber, DE; Whitesides, GM. Patterning proteins and cells using soft lithography. Biomaterials 1999, 20, 2363–2376. [Google Scholar]

	108. 
Mooney, JF; Hunt, AJ; McIntosh, JR; Liberko, CA; Walba, DM; Rogers, CT. Patterning of functional antibodies and other proteins by photolithography of silane monolayers. PNAS 1996, 93, 12287–12291. [Google Scholar]

	109. 
Ito, Y; Nogawa, M. Preparation of a protein micro-array using a photo-reactive polymer for a cell-adhesion assay. Biomaterials 2003, 24, 3021–3026. [Google Scholar]

	110. 
Ito, Y. Photoimmobilization for microarrays. Biotechnol. Prog 2006, 22, 924–932. [Google Scholar]

	111. 
Lee, KB; Lim, JH; Mirkin, CA. Protein nanostructures formed via direct-write dip-pen nanolithography. JACS 2003, 125, 5588–5589. [Google Scholar]

	112. 
Lee, KB; Park, SJ; Mirkin, CA; Smith, JC; Mrksich, M. Protein nanoarrays generated by dip-pen nanolithography. Science 2002, 295, 1702–1705. [Google Scholar]

	113. 
Fujii, T. PDMS-based microfluidic devices for biomedical applications. Microelectron Eng 2002, 61–62, 907–914. [Google Scholar]

	114. 
Pla-Roca, M; Fernandez, JG; Mills, CA; Martínez, E; Samitier, J. Micro/nanopatterning of proteins via contact printing using high aspect ratio PMMA stamps and nanoimprint apparatus. Langmuir 2007, 23, 8614–8618. [Google Scholar]

	115. 
Shi, H; Tsai, W-B; Garrison, MD; Ferrari, S; Ratner, BD. Template-imprinted nanostructured surfaces for protein recognition. Nature 1999, 398, 593–597. [Google Scholar]

	116. 
Rick, J; Chou, T-C. Using protein templates to direct the formation of thin-film polymer surfaces. Biosens. Bioelectron 2006, 22, 544–549. [Google Scholar]

	117. 
Ho, JA; Chang, HC; Shih, NY; Wu, LC; Chang, YF; Chen, CC; Chou, C. Diagnostic detection of human lung cancer-associated antigen using a gold nanoparticle-based electrochemical immunosensor. Anal. Chem 2010, 82, 5944–5950. [Google Scholar]

	118. 
Giroud, F; Gorgy, K; Gondran, C; Cosnier, S; Pinacho, DG; Marco, MP; Sánchez-Baeza, FJ. Impedimetric immunosensor based on a polypyrrole-antibiotic model film for the label-free picomolar detection of ciprofloxacin. Anal. Chem 2009, 81, 8405–8409. [Google Scholar]

	119. 
Nagel, B; Warsinke, A; Katterle, M. Enzyme activity control by responsive redoxpolymers. Langmuir 2007, 23, 6807–6811. [Google Scholar]

	120. 
Chen, W; Lu, Z; Li, CM. Sensitive human interleukin 5 impedimetric sensor based on polypyrrole-pyrrolepropylic acid-gold nanocomposite. Anal. Chem 2008, 80, 8485–8492. [Google Scholar]

	121. 
Bandodkar, AJ; Dhand, C; Arya, SK; Pandey, MK; Malhotra, BD. Nanostructured conducting polymer based reagentless capacitive immunosensor. Biomed. Microdevices 2010, 12, 63–70. [Google Scholar]

	122. 
Meyer, WL; Liu, Y; Shi, XW; Yang, X; Bentley, WE; Payne, GF. Chitosan-coated wires: Conferring electrical properties to chitosan fibers. Biomacromolecules 2009, 10, 858–864. [Google Scholar]

	123. 
Umehara, S; Karhanek, M; Davis, RW; Pourmand, N. Label-free biosensing with functionalized nanopipette probes. PNAS 2009, 106, 4611–4616. [Google Scholar]

	124. 
Pham, XH; Bui, MP; Li, CA; Han, KN; Kim, JH; Won, H; Seong, GH. Electrochemical characterization of a single-walled carbon nanotube electrode for detection of glucose. Anal. Chim. Acta 2010, 671, 36–40. [Google Scholar]

	125. 
Sexton, LT; Mukaibo, H; Katira, P; Hess, H; Sherrill, SA; Horne, LP; Martin, CR. An adsorption-based model for pulse duration in resistive-pulse protein sensing. JACS 2010, 132, 6755–6763. [Google Scholar]

	126. 
Chu, YM; Lin, CC; Chang, HC; Li, C; Guo, C. TiO2 nanowire FET device: Encapsulation of biomolecules by electro polymerized pyrrole propylic acid. Biosens. Bioelectron 2010, 26, 2334–2340. [Google Scholar]

	127. 
Volden, S; Zhu, K; Nyström, B; Glomm, WR. Use of cellulose derivatives on gold surfaces for reduced nonspecific adsorption of immunoglobulin G. Colloid Surface B 2009, 72, 266–271. [Google Scholar]

	128. 
Kurosawa, S; Park, JW; Aizawa, H; Wakida, S; Tao, H; Ishihara, K. Quartz crystal microbalance immunosensors for environmental monitoring. Biosens. Bioelectron 2006, 22, 473–481. [Google Scholar]

	129. 
Zhou, WH; Tang, SF; Yao, QH; Chen, FR; Yang, HH; Wang, XR. A quartz crystal microbalance sensor based on mussel-inspired molecularly imprinted polymer. Biosens. Bioelectron 2010, 26, 585–589. [Google Scholar]

	130. 
Pei, Y; Yu, H; Pei, Z; Theurer, M; Ammer, C; André, S; Gabius, HJ; Yan, M; Ramström, O. Photoderivatized polymer thin films at quartz crystal microbalance surfaces: Sensors for carbohydrate-protein interactions. Anal. Chem 2007, 79, 6897–6902. [Google Scholar]

	131. 
Do, J; Ahn, CH. A polymer lab-on-a-chip for magnetic immunoassay with on-chip sampling and detection capabilities. Lab Chip 2008, 8, 542–549. [Google Scholar]

	132. 
Yang, X; Grailer, JJ; Rowland, IJ; Javadi, A; Hurley, SA; Matson, VZ; Steeber, DA; Gong, S. Multifunctional stable and pH-responsive polymer vesicles formed by heterofunctional triblock copolymer for targeted anticancer drug delivery and ultrasensitive MR imaging. ACS Nano 2010. in press.. [Google Scholar]

	133. 
Sandhu, A; Handa, H; Abe, M. Synthesis and applications of magnetic nanoparticles for biorecognition and point of care medical diagnostics. Nanotechnology 2010. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	134. 
Gao, GH; Lee, JW; Nguyen, MK; Im, GH; Yang, J; Heo, H; Jeon, P; Park, TG; Lee, JH; Lee, DS. pH-responsive polymeric micelle based on PEG-poly(β-amino ester)/(amido amine) as intelligent vehicle for magnetic resonance imaging in detection of cerebral ischemic area. J Control Release 2010. in press.. [Google Scholar]

	135. 
Morkved, TL; Lopes, WA; Hahm, J; Sibener, SJ; Jaeger, HM. Silicon nitride membrane substrates for the investigations of local structures in polymer thin films. Polymer 1998, 39, 3871–3875. [Google Scholar]

	136. 
Hahm, J; Lopes, WA; Jaeger, HM; Sibener, SJ. Defect evolution in ultrathin films of polystyrene-block-polymethylmethacrylate diblock copolymers observed by atomic force microscopy. J. Chem. Phys 1998, 109, 10111–10114. [Google Scholar]

	137. 
Hahm, J; Sibener, SJ. Cylinder alignment in annular structures of microphase-separated polystyrene-b-poly(methyl methacrylate). Langmuir 2000, 16, 4766–4769. [Google Scholar]

	138. 
Hahm, J; Sibener, SJ. Time-resolved atomic force microscopy imaging studies of asymmetric PS-b-PMMA ultrathin films: Dislocation and disclination transformations, defect mobility, and evolution of nanoscale morphology. J. Chem. Phys 2001, 114, 4730–4740. [Google Scholar]

	139. 
Bates, FS; Fredrickson, GH. Block copolymer thermodynamics—Theory and experiment. Annu. Rev. Phys. Chem 1990, 41, 525–557. [Google Scholar]

	140. 
Shull, KR. Mean-field theory of block copolymers: Bulk melts, surfaces, and thin films. Macromolecules 1992, 25, 2122–2133. [Google Scholar]

	141. 
Fredrickson, GH; Bates, FS. Dynamics of block copolymers: Theory and experiment. Annu. Rev. Mater. Sci 1996, 26, 501–550. [Google Scholar]

	142. 
Choucair, A; Eisenberg, A. Control of amphiphilic block copolymer morphologies using solution conditions. Eur. Phys. J. E 2003, 10, 37–44. [Google Scholar]

	143. 
Choucair, A; Lavigueur, C; Eisenberg, A. Polystyrene-b-poly(acrylic acid) vesicle size control using solution properties and hydrophilic block length. Langmuir 2004, 20, 3894–3900. [Google Scholar]

	144. 
Sidorov, SN; Bronstein, LM; Kabachii, YA; Valetsky, PM; Soo, PL; Maysinger, D; Eisenberg, A. Influence of metalation on the morphologies of poly(ethylene oxide)-block-poly(4-vinylpyridine) block copolymer micelles. Langmuir 2004, 20, 3543–3550. [Google Scholar]

	145. 
Zhang, L; Yu, K; Eisenberg, A. Ion-induced morphological changes in “crew-cut” aggregates of amphiphilic block copolymers. Science 1996, 272, 1777–1779. [Google Scholar]

	146. 
Forzani, ES; Zhang, H; Nagahara, LA; Amlani, I; Tsui, R; Tao, N. A Conducting polymer nanojunction sensor for glucose detection. Nano Lett 2004, 4, 1785–1788. [Google Scholar]

	147. 
Ramanathan, K; Bangar, MA; Yun, M; Chen, W; Myung, NV; Mulchandani, A. Bioaffinity sensing using biologically functionalized conducting-polymer nanowire. JACS 2004, 127, 496–497. [Google Scholar]

	148. 
Hernandez, RM; Richter, L; Semancik, S; Stranick, S; Mallouk, TE. Template fabrication of protein-functionalized gold-polypyrrole-gold segmented nanowires. Chem. Mater 2004, 16, 3431–3438. [Google Scholar]

	149. 
Bangar, MA; Shirale, DJ; Chen, W; Myung, NV; Mulchandani, A. Single conducting polymer nanowire chemiresistive label-free immunosensor for cancer biomarker. Anal. Chem 2009, 81, 2168–2175. [Google Scholar]

	150. 
Xie, H; Luo, S-C; Yu, H-H. Electric-field-assisted growth of functionalized poly(3,4-ethylenedioxythiophene) nanowires for label-free protein detection. Small 2009, 5, 2611–2617. [Google Scholar]

	151. 
Tolani, SB; Craig, M; DeLong, RK; Ghosh, K; Wanekaya, AK. Towards biosensors based on conducting polymer nanowires. Anal. Bioanal. Chem 2008, 393, 1225–1231. [Google Scholar]

	152. 
Roy, X; Sarazin, P; Favis, BD. Ultraporous nanosheath materials by layer-by-layer deposition onto co-continuous polymer-blend templates. Adv. Mater 2006, 18, 1015–1019. [Google Scholar]

	153. 
Idota, N; Tsukahara, T; Sato, K; Okano, T; Kitamori, T. The use of electron beam lithographic graft-polymerization on thermoresponsive polymers for regulating the directionality of cell attachment and detachment. Biomaterials 2009, 30, 2095–2101. [Google Scholar]

	154. 
Krakert, S; Ballav, N; Zharnikov, M; Terfort, A. Adjustment of the bioresistivity by electron irradiation: Self-assembled monolayers of oligo(ethyleneglycol)-terminated alkanethiols with embedded cleavable group. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys 2010, 12, 507–515. [Google Scholar]

	155. 
Rundqvist, J; Hoh, JH; Haviland, DB. Directed immobilization of protein-coated nanospheres to nanometer-scale patterns fabricated by electron beam lithography of poly(ethylene glycol) self-assembled monolayers. Langmuir 2006, 22, 5100–5107. [Google Scholar]

	156. 
Arnold, M; Cavalcanti-Adam, EA; Glass, R; Bluemmel, J; Eck, W; Kantlehner, M; Kessler, H; Spatz, JP. Activation of integrin function by nanopatterned adhesive interfaces. ChemPhysChem 2004, 5, 383–388. [Google Scholar]

	157. 
Martínez, E; Engel, E; López-Iglesias, C; Mills, CA; Planell, JA; Samitier, J. Focused ion beam/scanning electron microscopy characterization of cell behavior on polymer micro-/nanopatterned substrates: A study of cell-substrate interactions. Micron 2008, 39, 111–116. [Google Scholar]

	158. 
Christman, KL; Vazquez-Dorbatt, V; Schopf, E; Kolodziej, CM; Li, RC; Broyer, RM; Chen, Y; Maynard, HD. Nanoscale growth factor patterns by immobilization on a heparin-mimicking polymer. JACS 2008, 130, 16585–16591. [Google Scholar]

	159. 
Hong, Y; Krsko, P; Libera, M. Protein surface patterning using nanoscale PEG hydrogels. Langmuir 2004, 20, 11123–11126. [Google Scholar]

	160. 
Salaita, K; Wang, Y; Mirkin, CA. Applications of dip-pen nanolithography. Nat. Nano 2007, 2, 145–155. [Google Scholar]

	161. 
Morkved, TL; Lu, M; Urbas, AM; Ehrichs, EE; Jaeger, HM. Local control of microdomain orientation in diblock copolymer thin films with electric fields. Science 1996, 273, 931–933. [Google Scholar]

	162. 
Coulon, G; Russell, TP; Deline, VR; Green, PF. Surface-induced orientation of symmetric, diblock copolymers—A secondary ion mass-spectrometry study. Macromolecules 1989, 22, 2581–2589. [Google Scholar]

	163. 
Fukunaga, K; Elbs, H; Magerle, R; Krausch, G. Large-scale alignment of ABC block copolymer microdomains via solvent vapor treatment. Macromolecules 2000, 33, 947–953. [Google Scholar]

	164. 
Edwards, EW; Stoykovich, MP; Müller, M; Solak, HH; de Pablo, JJ; Nealey, PF. Mechanism and kinetics of ordering in diblock copolymer thin films on chemically nanopatterned substrates. J. Poly. Sci. B Polym. Phys 2005, 43, 3444–3459. [Google Scholar]

	165. 
Edwards, EW; Stoykovich, MP; Solak, HH; Nealey, PF. Long-range order and orientation of cylinder-forming block copolymers on chemically nanopatterned striped surfaces. Macromolecules 2006, 39, 3598–3607. [Google Scholar]

	166. 
Sundrani, D; Darling, SB; Sibener, SJ. Guiding polymers to perfection: Microscopic alignment of nanoscale domains. Nano Lett 2004, 4, 273–276. [Google Scholar]























© 2011 by the authors; licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/).







media/file4.png
Spheres Cylinders Bicontinuous

@ B (o

Perforated Modulated Lamella
Layers Lamella





nav.xhtml


  sensors-11-03327


  
    		
      sensors-11-03327
    


  




  





media/file1.png
gzg3

Conductance (nS)

5

g

Conductance (nS)

Electrical Detection

1400 57
@130
£
2 1200
g 2
§ 100 2
] T
Z 1000
& o
S
800 “————
0200 400 600 800 1000 0100 200 300 400 500
Time (seconds) Time (seconds)
1200

0

H

Conductance (nS)
3
H

500 1000 1500
Time (seconds)

2000

(c)

0

500 1000 1500 2000
Time (seconds)

Deflection, Ah [nm]

Mass-sensitive Detection

[BSA] =1 mg/ml
[fPSA]

(Teontroler|=0.4 C

60 120

No PSA Ab
SA] = 60 ug/mi)

180 240 300

Time [min]

(d)





media/file2.png
(a) A MIP Protein Sensor

Grow Nanotube Array Low High

Protein Q
entrapment

(b) Examples of CPs

Template |, > -

removal © /
v YO\‘» /I’Q\h @h
Polish the Array u Polythiophene Polyparaphenylene
Low_High
Protein | %
rebinding a

poly (3, 4-ethylenedioxythiophene)

E

'

S
g
£
S

¢ Array

| I
l

Deposit PPn

!

Glass substrate M Ti
I Supporting polymer I PPn coating
Il Nanotube ’ Protein template






media/file7.png
®)

Absorbance (a.u.)

350 400 450 500 530 600 630 700 750

Wavelength (nm)

o

Absorbance (a.u.)

100 200 300 400 500 600
Time (minutes)





media/file5.png
(=<}

@ e ez e (0.3 0
)OO Po oe

OO‘..C |
OOOO cotl’






media/file3.png
Magnetic bead separator

(b)





media/file0.png
Optical Detection Electrochemical Detection

— |
con polymer |
|

WE2

abg®

(a) (b)





media/file8.png





media/file6.png





