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Abstract: Many proteins that have no known role in electron transfer processes are excellent electronic
conductors. This surprising characteristic is not generally evident in bulk aggregates or crystals,
or in isolated, solvated peptides, because the outer hydrophilic shell of the protein presents a barrier
to charge injection. Ligands that penetrate this barrier make excellent electrical contacts, yielding
conductivities on the order of a S/m. The Fermi Energy of metal electrodes is aligned with the energy
of internal electronic states of the protein, as evidenced by resonant transmission peaks at about
0.3V on the Normal Hydrogen Electrode scale. This energy is about 0.7 V less than the oxidation
potential of aromatic amino acids, indicating a large reduction in electrostatic reorganization energy
losses in the interior of the proteins. Consistent with a possible biological role for this conductance,
there is a strong dependence on protein conformation. Thus, direct measurement of conductance is
a powerful new way to read out protein conformation in real time, opening the way to new types of
single molecule sensors and sequencing devices.

Keywords: bioelectronics; protein electron transport; protein electron transfer; electronic properties
of proteins; single-molecule electronic devices; molecular electronics

1. Introduction

It is generally believed that proteins are excellent insulators. Before delving into what is meant
by this statement, it is helpful to make a distinction between electron transfer and electron transport
(following Ing et al. [1]). Almost all of the important processes in biochemistry involve electron transfer
(Figure 1a), in which an electron (or hole) is localized on some site on the protein, as part of the
overall electron transfer chemistry of a cell. Electron transport, on the other hand, is the passage of
charge through a protein from an external donor to an external acceptor (Figure 1b). It is not usually
considered to be a biologically important process. An exception is the remarkable conducting filaments
that some deep-soil bacteria produce in order to get rid of electrons (by reducing iron oxide particles
in soil). In the case of Geobacter sulfurreduccans, 3 nm diameter filaments extend tens to hundreds of
microns and have conductivities of around 5 S/m [2,3], comparable to that of a semiconductor like
germanium. In the case of cable bacteria, conducting filaments can extend for centimeters [4]. These are
rather special cases, and there is no currently known evolutionary pressure for non-electron transfer
proteins to form conductive structures in general.
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Figure 1. (a) Electron transfer is the process whereby an electron is transferred to/from a site on a protein 
that becomes ionized (reduced or oxidized). (b) Electron transport is the process whereby electrons pass 
from one electrode (or donor) to another (or acceptor) via a protein without residing on the protein. (c) 
Tight binding model of electron transport consists of an infinite chain of atoms, each of orbital energy E  with an interaction energy between neighbors, τ. The 'ladder' of states represents the spread of 
atomic energies owing to interactions. In this simple model, states are delocalized and energies in the 
solid occupy an energy range ܹ = ܧ േ ߬. In a molecular solid, the soft medium distorts to screen a 
localized charge, leading to a spread in electron energies of λ, the reorganization energy. When ߣ ≫ ߬ 
the bandwidth becomes dominated by ߣ , and electrons are localized. Both limits assume that the 
electron is injected into allowed states, i.e., ܧி  lies in the range of ܧ േܹ/2. If this is not the case, 
transport is by tunneling and restricted to distances of a few Angstroms. 

In order to discuss the conductivity of proteins, we first consider the atomic requirements for a 
classic conductor like a metal or a semiconductor. Figure 1c shows the simplest possible solid-state 
tight binding model. It consists of an infinite chain of "atoms", each with an orbital energy ܧ. The 
energy of the interaction between neighboring atomic sites is given by a quantity ߬. This model is 
readily solved [5] to show that the connected atoms give rise to a band of delocalized electronic states 
of width, ܹ = 2߬. If an electron is injected with an energy (ܧி) that coincides with unoccupied states 
in this band, the conduction is metallic, with delocalized electrons. The possibility of delocalized 
conduction bands in proteins was proposed nearly 80 years ago by Szent-Gyorgyi [6], but existence 
of the required long-lived quantum-coherence in proteins is extremely controversial [7]. 

In most molecular systems coupled to electrodes, it is believed [8] that the electron energy, ܧி, 
is such that the electron is not injected into/out of allowed states (i. e. , ܧ ி is not in the range ofܧ േܹ 2⁄ ). In that case, transport occurs by tunneling [1,5] with a transmission probability ܲ ∝exp	(−2݀ߢ), where d is the distance and ߢ = ටଶ(ாబିாಷ)మ  where ݉ is the mass of an electron, and  

is Planck's constant divided by 2ܧ .ߨ −  ,is on the order of 1 Հିଵ. This means that tunneling is restricted to distances of a few Angstroms ,ߢி is typically a few electron volts, so the decay constant, 2ܧ
and cannot account for long-range transport (e.g., in bacterial filaments). Thus, we see that long-range 
transport requires resonant (ܧ close to ܧி) injection of electrons. Even with resonant injection, there 
is a further complication for soft, weakly bonded, molecular solids like proteins. Electrostatic 
reorganization of the environment lowers the Coulomb energy of an electron on a particular site, 
trapping it (this is the Marcus [9] reorganization energy, ߣ). In the case where ߣ ≫ ߬, the broadening 
of atomic states, ܹ, is no longer dominated by ߬, but rather by ߣ, which couples each atomic site to 
dissipative environmental fluctuations. This leads to shifts of the unperturbed atomic energy (ܧ) by 

Figure 1. (a) Electron transfer is the process whereby an electron is transferred to/from a site on
a protein that becomes ionized (reduced or oxidized). (b) Electron transport is the process whereby
electrons pass from one electrode (or donor) to another (or acceptor) via a protein without residing on
the protein. (c) Tight binding model of electron transport consists of an infinite chain of atoms, each of
orbital energy E0 with an interaction energy between neighbors, τ. The ‘ladder’ of states represents
the spread of atomic energies owing to interactions. In this simple model, states are delocalized and
energies in the solid occupy an energy range W = E0 ± τ. In a molecular solid, the soft medium distorts
to screen a localized charge, leading to a spread in electron energies of λ, the reorganization energy.
When λ� τ the bandwidth becomes dominated by λ, and electrons are localized. Both limits assume
that the electron is injected into allowed states, i.e., EF lies in the range of E0 ±W/2. If this is not the
case, transport is by tunneling and restricted to distances of a few Angstroms.

In order to discuss the conductivity of proteins, we first consider the atomic requirements for
a classic conductor like a metal or a semiconductor. Figure 1c shows the simplest possible solid-state
tight binding model. It consists of an infinite chain of “atoms”, each with an orbital energy E0.
The energy of the interaction between neighboring atomic sites is given by a quantity τ. This model
is readily solved [5] to show that the connected atoms give rise to a band of delocalized electronic
states of width, W = 2τ. If an electron is injected with an energy (EF) that coincides with unoccupied
states in this band, the conduction is metallic, with delocalized electrons. The possibility of delocalized
conduction bands in proteins was proposed nearly 80 years ago by Szent-Gyorgyi [6], but existence of
the required long-lived quantum-coherence in proteins is extremely controversial [7].

In most molecular systems coupled to electrodes, it is believed [8] that the electron energy, EF,
is such that the electron is not injected into/out of allowed states (i.e., EF is not in the range of E0 ±W/2).
In that case, transport occurs by tunneling [1,5] with a transmission probability P ∝ exp(−2κd),

where d is the distance and κ =

√
2m(E0−EF)

}2 where m is the mass of an electron, and } is Planck’s
constant divided by 2π. E0 − EF is typically a few electron volts, so the decay constant, 2κ, is on the
order of 1 Å−1. This means that tunneling is restricted to distances of a few Angstroms, and cannot
account for long-range transport (e.g., in bacterial filaments). Thus, we see that long-range transport
requires resonant (E0 close to EF) injection of electrons. Even with resonant injection, there is a further
complication for soft, weakly bonded, molecular solids like proteins. Electrostatic reorganization of
the environment lowers the Coulomb energy of an electron on a particular site, trapping it (this is the
Marcus [9] reorganization energy, λ). In the case where λ� τ, the broadening of atomic states, W, is no
longer dominated by τ, but rather by λ, which couples each atomic site to dissipative environmental
fluctuations. This leads to shifts of the unperturbed atomic energy (E0) by an amount in the order of
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λ. An electron, remaining on a site for long enough, loses energy ~λ to the environment, to become
trapped on that site. In order to move to an adjacent site, it must overcome this barrier via thermal
excitation, with a hopping probability exp

(
−λ
4kT

)
[9]. If τ � λ, then hopping is the only available

transport mechanism. In a polar solvent like water, λ ≈ 1 eV, compared to a value of 0.1 eV for 4kT at
room temperature. Thus, the probability of hopping is very small, so conventional hopping is also
unlikely to account for long range transport.

As we shall see, long-range electron transport is ubiquitous in proteins, despite the theoretical
impediments discussed above. New theories are needed.

2. Evidence That Proteins Conduct

The laboratory of David Cahen at the Weizmann Institute in Israel has been investigating
bioelectronic devices in which layers of protein are sandwiched between electrodes (as shown in
Figure 1b), for many years. The group has published extensively [10–12] and a summary of one
of their surveys is given in Figure 2. This Figure is based on a published scatter plot (Figure 2 of
Amdursky et al. [11]), summarizing the measured current density, j, as a function of layer thickness
for alkane chains, aromatic polymers (molecular wires) and proteins. I have fitted their data points
with exponential decays of the form J = J0 exp(−βd) (β is the equivalent of 2κ in the discussion of
tunneling above). On this plot of log j verus d, the slope (when converted to natural logarithm units)
gives the decay constant, β in units of nm−1. The intercept at d = 0 is J0, a quantity that is proportional
to the inverse of the contact resistance. Quite remarkably, at distances >7 nm, proteins (β = 1.9 nm−1)
outperform molecular wires (β = 4.3 nm−1) by a wide margin. Given that, bacterial filaments aside,
there is no known biological driving force for long-range transport, it is surprising that proteins
outperform the best efforts of chemical synthesis. On the other hand, protein transport is limited by
a large contact resistance (J0 = 10−13 A/nm2 for proteins compared to 10−9 A/nm2 for alkanes and
molecular wires). Almost all of these studies were carried out using proteins containing redox centers.
However, one experiment that compared transport in holo-azurin (copper containing) with apo-azurin
(copper deficient), found that the room-temperature conductance was similar (but the temperature
dependence was not) [12].
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potentials are maintained outside the region where Faradaic currents are generated. 

(b) Almost all of the proteins in the prior studies referred to were redox active, forming part of 
the biological electron transfer chain. We were concerned that some (unknown) nanoscale 
mechanism might involve transport via rapid reduction and oxidation of the redox active sites. For 
this reason, we chose to study proteins that were electrochemically inert, eliminating the 
complications of redox co-factor mediated transport. 

(c) Non-specific adsorption and denaturation of proteins are common problems on electrode 
surfaces, often overcome by treating the surface with specific ligands for the target protein [24] an 
approach we have adopted in our work, testing the specificity with non-binding control proteins, in 
order to show that binding is selective on the electrode surface. 

(d) The surface chemistry of proteins is complex, so, as the use of specific binding ligands is 
absent, the chemical nature of the contact between the metal and the protein is unknown.  

Figure 2. Summary of experiments that measured the current density through layers of alkanes
(solid line), molecular wires (molecules containing a high density of π oritals—dashed line) and proteins
(dotted line). The lines are fits to the data points in Figure 2 of Amdursky et al. [11].
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3. Single Molecule Measurements

There have been a number of single molecule measurements of protein conductance [13–23]
(and see the previously cited reviews [10–12] for other examples), but many of them suffer one or more
of the following limitations that we sought to address in our recent studies:

(a) Water is often present (and, if not, should be to maintain protein folding), giving rise to the
possibility that current is carried by ions. To address this, we carried out measurements with
electrodes submerged in electrolyte, and under electrochemical potential control, such that
electrode potentials are maintained outside the region where Faradaic currents are generated.

(b) Almost all of the proteins in the prior studies referred to were redox active, forming part of the
biological electron transfer chain. We were concerned that some (unknown) nanoscale mechanism
might involve transport via rapid reduction and oxidation of the redox active sites. For this reason,
we chose to study proteins that were electrochemically inert, eliminating the complications of
redox co-factor mediated transport.

(c) Non-specific adsorption and denaturation of proteins are common problems on electrode surfaces,
often overcome by treating the surface with specific ligands for the target protein [24] an approach
we have adopted in our work, testing the specificity with non-binding control proteins, in order
to show that binding is selective on the electrode surface.

(d) The surface chemistry of proteins is complex, so, as the use of specific binding ligands is absent,
the chemical nature of the contact between the metal and the protein is unknown.

Using these methods, we found nS conductance over ~10nm distance in a large protein [25]
(integrin) when, and only when it was bound to one of the two electrodes by a specific bond (i.e., cyclic
RGD peptide). A non-binding mutant integrin gave no signal at all. We went on to carry out
a systematic study of six proteins (three types of antibody, a Fab fragment, streptavidin and repeated
the measurements on integrin protein) [26]. In addition to using specific ligands for each of the proteins,
we studied bare electrodes and electrodes rendered hydrophilic with mercaptoethanol, in order to
elucidate the role of non-specific contacts [26]. We made these measurements using an electrochemical
scanning tunneling microscope (STM), as shown in Figure 3a. The electrodes were functionalized with
the appropriate ligand and maintained under potential control. Figure 3a shows biotin functionalized
electrodes, capturing a streptavidin protein. The gap was set to be larger than the ligands but smaller
than the protein, so that no current was passed in the absence of the protein. The junction conducts once
a protein is trapped between tip and substrate, at which point current-voltage curves were collected
every 0.4 s over a range of ±0.2 V. The process was then repeated at many different points on the
substrate to collect about 1000 IV curves in a given experiment. Figure 3b shows an example of a typical
IV curve. Most (80%) of such curves were reproducible on repeated sweeps (black points are sweeping
up, red points are sweeping down) and linear (the green line is a fit yielding a conductance of 0.36 nS
in this example). The noise labeled “TN” has been observed in all proteins studied at all gap distances,
and it is almost always only observed at biases above 100 mV. TN here stands for “telegraph noise”,
because the current, at a constant bias, jumps between two levels, like a telegraph signal [25]. It is
associated with contact fluctuations driven by the electric field at the contact point. While telegraph
noise is useful as an indicator of a single molecule in the junction, it is the “quiet” region below 100mV
that is of most interest, as we will discuss below.
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diagram) shown here trapping a streptavidin protein (SA—green). The electrodes are held under 
potential control at a bias Vr with respect to a reference electrode submerged in the electrolyte 
solution. (b) Example of a current-voltage curve obtained from a trapped protein by sweeping V and 
measuring I. The black data points are from the sweep up and the red data points are from the sweep 
down. The curve is linear, and its slope yields the conductance for the particular contact geometry in 
this case. These curves are acquired as a fixed gap traps the target molecule, largely eliminating the 
stresses and strains associated with break-junction measurements. Many such curves are used to 
compile distributions of single-molecule conductance. Here, TN stands for telegraph noise. Above 

Figure 3. (a) Example of the experimental set-up for electrochemical STM studies of single-molecule
conductance. The electrodes are functionalized with thiolated biotin molecules (B—red on the diagram)
shown here trapping a streptavidin protein (SA—green). The electrodes are held under potential control
at a bias Vr with respect to a reference electrode submerged in the electrolyte solution. (b) Example of
a current-voltage curve obtained from a trapped protein by sweeping V and measuring I. The black
data points are from the sweep up and the red data points are from the sweep down. The curve is linear,
and its slope yields the conductance for the particular contact geometry in this case. These curves
are acquired as a fixed gap traps the target molecule, largely eliminating the stresses and strains
associated with break-junction measurements. Many such curves are used to compile distributions
of single-molecule conductance. Here, TN stands for telegraph noise. Above ±100 mV, the protein
contacts generate random noise that fluctuates between two levels of current at a fixed bias.

4. Contacts and Protein Conductance

Repeated measurements of single-molecule conductance (obtained from the slope of IV curves
as in Figure 3b) generate distributions that reflect the range of contact geometries. Examples of such
distributions are shown in Figure 4. Proteins connected by one specific contact (for example, an epitope
binding an antibody) and one non-specific contact (for example, a hydrophilic residue on the probe in
contact with a hydrophilic amino acid on the protein surface) yield a log-normal distribution (Figure 4a),
with a peak value between 0.2 and 0.4 nS. This is a surprisingly small range of conductances for a series
of very different proteins of different sizes. The antibodies, which are capable of binding at two sites,
show a bimodal distribution (Figure 4b), with a second peak at about 10× the conductance of the first.
We generated a Fab fragment (half-antibody) from one of the antibodies, switching the distribution
from bimodal (Figure 4b) to a single-peak log-normal distribution (Figure 4a). From this, we conclude
that the higher conductance peak at 2nS arises from two specific contacts, so that the current path
must be into one Fab fragment of the antibody and out of the other. This is a distance of about 13 nm.
The cross-sectional area of one Fab arm is about 10 nm2 so that a 2 nS conductance corresponds to
a conductivity of about 2 S/m (but see below). Remarkably, this is similar to the conductance of bacterial
filaments [2] that have evolved to carry charge, and contain closely stacked chains of hemes [3].
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5. Distance Dependence of Protein Conductance 

Held by two specific contact points (right side of Figure 4), the path through the molecule does 
not change until the gap becomes too large to contact the protein. In consequence, we observed that 
the conductance of these junctions does not change with the electrode gap size [3], in complete 
contrast to what is observed for tunnel transport. However, this is not the case when one of the 
contacts is non-specific and can therefore be made at almost any point on the antibody surface (left 

Figure 4. Conductance distributions for (a) an antibody Fab fragment and (b) the full antibody in contact
with electrodes functionalized with a small peptide that is an epitope for the antibody. The vertical
axes are shifted for clarity, the scale bar showing 10 counts. The high conductance peak in (b) comes
from two specific contacts where the antibody is bound to epitopes on each electrode (illustrated on
the right). The smaller conductance peak comes from an antibody or Fab fragment that is only bound
specifically at one of the two electrodes (as illustrated on the left).

5. Distance Dependence of Protein Conductance

Held by two specific contact points (right side of Figure 4), the path through the molecule does
not change until the gap becomes too large to contact the protein. In consequence, we observed that
the conductance of these junctions does not change with the electrode gap size [3], in complete contrast
to what is observed for tunnel transport. However, this is not the case when one of the contacts is
non-specific and can therefore be made at almost any point on the antibody surface (left side of Figure 4).
In consequence, the first (lower conductance) peak in the conductance distribution shows a small,
but statistically significant decrease in conductance with distance [27]. (We carried out experiments to
characterize the non-specific interaction, so that we can be reasonably sure that the contact resistance
does not change with gap size.) Data are shown as the open circles in Figure 5, and the slope is
fitted (dotted line) by the very small value of β of 0.095 nm−1, about a tenth of the value of β for
a molecular wire in the hopping transport regime [28] (triangles, Figure 5). This small value stands in
sharp contrast to the value obtained by fitting (solid line) data points (solid circles) for a number of
measurements on small peptides [29–33], for which we obtain β = 4.5 nm−1 (in these break-junction
measurements, peptides are under tension, and so may be extended). How can components of the
protein (peptides) be a factor ~exp(45) less conductive per unit length than the intact protein? A hint
is given by the different conductances at zero length, G(0). G(0) for the peptides is 230 nS, but 0.46 nS
for the proteins. This indicates a substantial contact resistance arising from an insulating barrier at the
surface. Note that this is qualitatively consistent with the macroscopic measurements summarized in
Figure 2. The conductance, extrapolated to zero gap, of the proteins is similar to the conductance of
about 2 nm of hydrated peptide (Figure 5), suggesting that the insulating barrier consists of an outer
shell of hydrated amino acids.
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Figure 5. Plot of the natural logarithm of the conductance of single molecules versus the length of the
molecules. Data for small, hydrated peptides of various lengths (filled circles) come from break-junction
experiments [29–33]. Data for intact proteins (open circles) come from experiments in which one
specific contact and a second nonspecific contact were made to antibodies or Fab fragments at various
electrode gap sizes [27]. Data for oligophenylineimide molecular wires of various lengths [28] are
shown as triangles. In the tunneling regime, the molecular wire data are fitted by β = 3 nm−1. In the
hopping regime, they yield β = 0.9 nm−1. This decay constant is an order of magnitude larger than
that for the proteins (β = 0.095 nm−1). This single-molecule data set qualitatively follows the patterns
observed in macroscopic devices (Figure 2). Proteins have by far the smallest electronic decay rate,
but much higher contact resistance than other molecules.

The data that give these tiny values of β can just as easily (and probably more appropriately) be
interpreted in terms of a resistance that increases linearly with length. Replotting our data for the
antibodies and Fab fragments this way yields a resistance, R, given by R = (0.53 + 0.34d) GΩ where d
is the path length in nm. Using again a 10 nm2 cross-section and the differential value of 0.34 GΩ/nm
leads to a value of 0.3 S/m; less than the value estimated above, but still surprisingly high.

6. Energy of the States Responsible for Transport

We noticed that the conductance of proteins in tunnel gaps depends strongly on the metal(s)
used as contacts. We studied this systematically, using rest-potential measurements to calibrate the
electron-injection potentials for a particular combination of metals and surface functionalizations.
We also confirmed the findings with measurements in which the surface potential was varied with
a given metal [34]. The results for three different proteins, using combinations of gold, palladium
and platinum electrodes, are shown in Figure 6. All three proteins studied show a resonance peak at
about +300 mV on the normal hydrogen electrode scale (0 V on the NHE scale is −4.6 eV with respect
to the vacuum [35], so +300 mV NHE is about −4.9 eV with respect to the vacuum). The existence
of a resonance peak demonstrates that electrons are being injected into allowed states of the protein,
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so that transport is clearly not by tunneling (the data are fitted by Lorentzians based on the simplest
model of resonant injection [34]). The energy of the stably ionized states of the component amino
acids is given by their oxidation potential, and the most readily oxidized residues are tyrosine and
tryptophan, for which the redox potentials are close to +1 V NHE [36,37]. This is 0.7 V removed from
the observed transmission peaks.
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Figure 6. Conduction resonances in three proteins (see legend), showing peak conductance versus
the electron injection potential, calculated from rest potential measurements [34]. The existence of
a resonance demonstrates that electron injection from the Fermi energy of the metals is directly into
a set of molecular states, and that the middle of the band of states is located at about 300 mV on the
NHE scale. Solid lines are fits to Lorentzian functions with the peak values indicated.

7. Conformation and Conductance

What evolutionary driving force makes the interior of proteins better conductors than designed
molecular wires? That question cannot be answered at present. However, if there is a functional
role for long range conductance, then it is reasonable to suppose that conductance should change
with changes in protein conformation. It was shown that the binding of biotin to streptavidin altered
its conductance substantially [26]. In the case of multivalent proteins like streptavidin, with four
available binding sites, it is possible to use two sites for electrical connections, leaving two sites
open for the sensing of binding events. Biotin binds streptavidin very strongly, so the differences
were manifest in stable bound and unbound molecules that did not change over the time course of
an experiment. Our real interest lies in following enzyme activity in real-time. Given the lack of
noise on the IV curves below 100 mV (Figure 3b), we reasoned that it should be possible to record
the “noise” generated as an enzyme carries out its function, by biasing the enzyme with a voltage
below 100 mV. However, in the case of an enzyme, with a single active site, it is necessary to engineer
electrical contacts into the protein at two sites that do not interfere with its function. We chose the
DNA polymerase Φ29, because of its potential utility as a single-molecule DNA sequencing device [38].
This enzyme, bound with template DNA (to be copied) a primer (defining the starting point in the
template 3’ to 5’ direction at the double-strand-single strand junction) and necessary magnesium ion,
is in the “open” conformation, as shown in Figure 7b. Once a matching nucleotide triphosphate (dNTP)
is captured from solution, the enzyme snaps shut, going into the “closed” conformation, as shown
in Figure 7c. It remains closed until the hydrolysis of the triphosphate chain, incorporation of the
nucleotide monophosphate into the extending polymer, and translocation to the next incorporation
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site are complete. It then snaps open again in readiness for the next matching dNTP to arrive. In this
enzyme, the N terminus is available for electrical connection, but the C terminus is close to the catalytic
site. We identified a region of the exonuclease domain that did not move significantly over the open
to closed transition, and incorporated a short peptide sequence there called an Avitag. The Avitag is
biotinylated by an enzyme (BirA). An Avitag was also incorporated at the N terminus. The complete
circuit (Figure 7a) was built by coating electrodes with a thiolated biotin (B), capturing streptavidin
molecules (SA) and then bridging the gap with doubly biotinylated Φ29. This approach was adopted
to keep the Φ29 well clear of the electrodes. The conductance of the complete circuit was only slightly
less than that of a single streptavidin molecule, a consequence of the fact that the electrode contact
resistance limits the overall conductance of these bioelectronic circuits, so that adding additional
protein to the path lowers conductance only slightly. A distribution of conductances measured for the
open state is shown in Figure 7d. The peak for the desired doubly connected geometry is located at
5.6 nS. The polymerase can be trapped in the closed configuration using non-hydrolyzable dNTPs,
and the resulting distribution shows that the highest peak moves to 15 nS (Figure 7e). This peak
is broadened and shifted to an intermediate conductance when regular dNTPs are used, in which
case the polymerase is switching rapidly between open and closed conformations. A trace of current
vs. time (at a fixed bias of 50 mV) shows large fluctuations (Figure 7f). These are only observed when
all the ingredients for polymerization are present [38]. It is difficult to analyze these signals on a STM,
because the junction is not very stable. However, incorporating the system into a solid-state tunnel
junction device allows for data collection over long period of time, as well as for the recording of
current changes in response to chemical changes. We expect that we will be able to measure the various
rate constants for steps in the polymerization process quite accurately.
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Figure 7. Conductance changes with functional motions of an enzyme. (a) Assembly of
a bioelectronic circuit for monitoring the conductance of an active enzyme (Φ29 DNA polymerase).
Biotinylated (B) electrodes capture streptavidin (SA), which in turn captures a doubly-biotinylayed
polymease at regions where the biotinylated Avitag sequence has been inserted. (b) In the inactive state,
the polymerase is in the open conformation. It retains this conformation on binding the DNA template
and primer. (c) Once a nucleotide triphosphate that is complementary to the site on the template at
the catalytic site of the polymerase is captured, the polymerase snaps into the closed conformation
(b), where it remains until the nucleotide addition is complete. (d) Conductance distribution for open
polymerases. (e) Conductance distribution for polymerases trapped in the closed conformation with
the use of non-hydrolyzable dNTPs. When normal, hydrolyzable dNTPs are presented to the primed
polymerase, it fluctuates rapidly between open and closed states as the template is copied, giving rise
to rapid current fluctuations (f).
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8. Mechanisms

It is known that long-range electron transport is possible via the hopping of radical cations in
photoexcited proteins [39]. However, as discussed above, injected electrons from metal contacts are far
removed in energy from the potential required to ionize the aromatic amino acids. What are the states
that mediate transport in this case? Matyushov [40] has shown that the electrostatic fluctuations that
localize charge (λ in Figure 1c) occur over much broader (and slower) time-scales than is the case in
low molecular weight solvents like water. Thus, if the hopping rate (determined by τ) is fast enough,
the transitions are non-ergodic and the full electrostatic reorganization is not sampled at each site.
Such a mechanism was first proposed as an explanation of long-range transport in redox proteins
by Kuznetsov and Ulstrup [41]. The outer hydrophilic regions of the protein are heavily hydrated,
so more like the isolated hydrated peptides that are such good insulators (Figure 5), a fact that might
account for the significant charge injection barrier at the surface of the protein. Since the energy
of the fully relaxed states are known for the aromatic amino acids (~1V NHE oxidation potentials),
and since λ in water is on the order of 1eV, it is quite possible that the resonant states at 300 mV NHE
are unrelaxed molecular states of the aromatic amino acids. The interiors of the proteins we have
examined all contain a number of tyrosines and tryptophans. However, their density is not large;
in streptavidin, 12 out of 123 amino acids are tyrosines or tryptophans (10%) in polymerase Φ29, it is
49 out of 575 (9%), and in one arm of the IgE, it is 8 out of 230 (3.5%). While the presence of these
residues might account for the energy of the observed transmission resonance (though there is no
correlation between the absolute numbers of Y and W residues and the peak potentials), it is hard to see
how a few dispersed aromatic residues could outperform the closely stacked aromatic moieties found
in synthetic molecular wires. Yet, at least in the exponential model, the conductance per unit length is
~exp(10) = 20,000 times that of a molecular wire, and ~exp(45) = 1019 times that of a hydrated peptide
chain. In the case of break-junction studies of peptides, this discrepancy might be trivially explained
by the fact that the peptides examined to date [29,31–33] do not contain tryptophans or tyrosines
(but if they did, the residues would be in contact with water, and therefore subject to rapid electrostatic
relaxation). However, this trivial explanation would not account for the high conductivities of proteins
relative to molecular wires, for distances in excess of 7 nm (Figures 2 and 5). Is there something special
about the structure of a folded protein? An examination of the distribution of calculated energy-level
spacings in a number of materials [42] found that functional proteins followed neither the distribution
characteristic of insulators, nor that characteristic of metals, but rather an intermediate distribution
characteristic of a quantum-critical material, i.e., at a point right at the metal insulator transition as
a function of the degree of disorder of the system. It is hard to see how this quantum mechanical
description might apply to a hydrated protein at 300 K, but perhaps there is some robust feature of the
folded geometry that supports an unusual electronic state, even in the presence of fluctuations.

9. Conclusions

It is clear that many non-electron transfer proteins are excellent conductors, if connected to
electrodes by strong chemical bonds, preferably using ligands that can inject charge into the hydrophobic
interior of the protein. Charge injection from the Fermi energy of metal electrodes is resonant with
internal molecular states of the proteins. The energy of these molecular states is almost the same
in different proteins, implying a common origin in certain amino acid residues. If these states are
associated with tyrosines and tryptophans (as seems most likely), then they reflect the loss of the
(dissipative) electrostatic reorganization energy of about 0.7 eV. Turning-off the loss of energy to
the environment through reorganization might account for the long-range propagation of electrons.
The conductance per unit length is strikingly higher than that of a typical molecular wire (for distances
>7 nm), and the measured conductivity of proteins containing no electroactive components is only
marginally less than that of a protein filament containing closely stacked hemes [3]. The mechanism
of this remarkable conductance is not at all clear. If it is associated with some special feature of the
geometry of folded proteins [42], that begs the question of just what the evolutionary driving force
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could be for the selection of such a special geometry. These questions will drive future research.
Additional data will come from measurements of the temperature dependence of the conductance of
single molecules and measurements on long aggregates that are strongly coupled. However, the utility
of the phenomenon is clear. As illustrated by the circuit we have assembled to read out polymerase
fluctuations, proteins make robust electronic components. At the nano-scale, they have the ability to
self-assemble, as illustrated in Figure 7a. At the atomic scale, every atom can be positioned precisely
by means of recombinant engineering. Given their remarkable electronic properties, and the fact that
a wide range of enzymatic chemical functions can be transduced directly into an electrical signal,
protein-based bioelectronics will surely find widespread application.

Funding: This work was supported by grants HG006323 and HG010522 from the National Human Genome
Research Institute, by Recognition AnalytiX Corp and the Edward and Nadine Carson Endowment.

Acknowledgments: I owe an extreme debt of gratitude to the members of my lab responsible for collecting
the data originally published in references [25–27,34,38]. I have benefitted from discussions with David Cahen,
Nikhil Mlavankar, Gabor Vattay, Ismael Diez-Perez, Quan Qing and Dmitry Matyuschov.

Conflicts of Interest: The author is a co-inventor of patent applications resulting from this work.

References

1. Ing, N.L.; El-Naggar, M.Y.; Hochbaum, A.I. Going the Distance: Long-Range Conductivity in Protein and
Peptide Bioelectronic Materials. J. Phys. Chem. B 2018, 122, 10403–10423. [CrossRef]

2. Malvankar, N.S.; Vargas, M.; Nevin, K.P.; Franks, A.E.; Leang, C.; Kim, B.-C.; Inoue, K.; Mester, T.; Covalla, S.F.;
Johnson, J.P.; et al. Tunable metallic-like conductivity in microbial nanowire networks. Nat. Nanotechnol.
2011, 6, 573–579. [CrossRef]

3. Wang, F.; Gu, Y.; O’Brien, J.P.; Yi, S.M.; Yalcin, S.E.; Srikanth, V.; Shen, C.; Vu, D.; Ing, N.L.; Hochbaum, A.I.;
et al. Structure of Microbial Nanowires Reveals Stacked Hemes that Transport Electrons over Micrometers.
Cell 2019, 177, 361–369.e10. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

4. Meysman, F.J.R.; Cornelissen, R.; Trashin, S.; Bonné, R.; Martinez, S.H.; Van Der Veen, J.; Blom, C.J.;
Karman, C.; Hou, J.-L.; Eachambadi, R.T.; et al. A highly conductive fibre network enables centimetre-scale
electron transport in multicellular cable bacteria. Nat. Commun. 2019, 10, 4120–4128. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. Lindsay, S. Introduction to Nanoscience; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2010.
6. Szent-Györgyi, The Study of Energy Levels in Biochemistry. Nature 1941, 148, 157–159. [CrossRef]
7. Duan, H.-G.; Prokhorenko, V.I.; Cogdell, R.J.; Ashraf, K.; Stevens, A.L.; Thorwart, M.; Miller, R.J.D. Nature does

not rely on long-lived electronic quantum coherence for photosynthetic energy transfer. Proc. Natl. Acad.
Sci. USA 2017, 114, 8493–8498. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

8. Lever, G.; Cole, D.J.; Hine, N.D.M.; Haynes, P.; Payne, M.C. Electrostatic Considerations Affecting the
Calculated HOMO–LUMO Gap in Protein Molecules. J. Phys. Condens. Matter 2013, 25, 152101. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

9. Marcus, R.A. On the Theory of Oxidation-Reduction Reactions Involving Electron Transfer. I. J. Chem. Phys.
1956, 24, 966. [CrossRef]

10. Bostick, C.D.; Mukhopadhyay, S.; Pecht, I.; Sheves, M.; Cahen, D.; Lederman, D. Protein bioelectronics:
A review of what we do and do not know. Rep. Prog. Phys. 2018, 81, 026601. [CrossRef]

11. Amdursky, N.; Marchak, D.; Sepunaru, L.; Pecht, I.; Sheves, M.; Cahen, D. Electronic Transport via Proteins.
Adv. Mater. 2014, 26, 7142–7161. [CrossRef]

12. Sepunaru, L.; Pecht, I.; Sheves, M.; Cahen, D. Solid-State Electron Transport across Azurin:
From a Temperature-Independent to a Temperature-Activated Mechanism. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 2011,
133, 2421–2423. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Alessandrini, A.; Salerno, M.; Frabboni, S.; Facci, P. Single-metalloprotein Wet Biotransistor. Appl. Phys. Lett.
2005, 86, 133902. [CrossRef]

14. Alessandrini, A.; Corni, S.; Facci, P. Unravelling Single Metalloprotein Electron Transfer by Scanning Probe
Techniques. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 2006, 8, 4383. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpcb.8b07431
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nnano.2011.119
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2019.03.029
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30951668
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-12115-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31511526
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/148157a0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1702261114
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28743751
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0953-8984/25/15/152101
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23470878
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.1742723
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1361-6633/aa85f2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/adma.201402304
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/ja109989f
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21294546
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.1896087
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/b607021c
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17001404


Life 2020, 10, 72 12 of 13

15. Chi, Q.; Farver, O.; Ulstrup, J. Long-Range Protein Electron Transfer Observed at the Single-Molecule Level:
In Situ Mapping of Redox-Gated Tunneling Resonance. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2005, 102, 16203–16208.
[CrossRef]

16. Artés, J.M.; Díez-Pérez, I.; Sanz, F.; Gorostiza, P. Direct Measurement of Electron Transfer Distance Decay
Constants of Single Redox Proteins by Electrochemical Tunneling Spectroscopy. ACS Nano 2011, 5, 2060–2066.
[CrossRef]

17. Madden, C.; Vaughn, M.D.; Díez-Pérez, I.; Brown, K.A.; King, P.W.; Gust, D.; Moore, A.L.; Moore, T.A.
Catalytic Turnover of [FeFe]-Hydrogenase Based on Single-Molecule Imaging. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 2011, 134,
1577–1582. [CrossRef]

18. Chi, Q.; Zhang, J.; Arslan, T.; Borg, L.; Pedersen, G.W.; Christensen, H.E.M.; Nazmudtinov, R.R.; Ulstrup, J.
Approach to Interfacial and Intramolecular Electron Transfer of the Diheme Protein Cytochromec4Assembled
on Au(111) Surfaces. J. Phys. Chem. B 2010, 114, 5617–5624. [CrossRef]

19. Karlsson, J.-J.; Nielsen, M.F.; Thuesen, M.H.; Ulstrup, J. Electrochemistry of Cytochrome c4 from Pseudomonas
stutzeri. J. Phys. Chem. B 1997, 101, 2430–2436. [CrossRef]

20. Wang, M.; Bugarski, S.; Stimming, U. Topological and Electron-Transfer Properties of Glucose Oxidase
Adsorbed on Highly Oriented Pyrolytic Graphite Electrodes. J. Phys. Chem. C 2008, 112, 5165–5173.
[CrossRef]

21. Vaz-Domínguez, C.; Pita, M.; de Lacey, A.L.; Shleev, S.; Cuesta, A. Combined ATR-SEIRAS and EC-STM
Study of the Immobilization of Laccase on Chemically Modified Au Electrodes. J. Phys. Chem. C 2012, 116,
16532–16540. [CrossRef]

22. Ruiz, M.P.; Aragonès, A.C.; Camarero, N.; Vilhena, J.G.; Ortega, M.; Zotti, L.A.; Perez, R.; Cuevas, J.C.;
Gorostiza, P.; Díez-Pérez, I. Bioengineering a Single-Protein Junction. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 2017, 139,
15337–15346. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Della Pia, E.A.; Chi, Q.; Macdonald, J.; Ulstrup, J.; Jones, D.D.; Elliott, M. Fast Electron Transfer through
a Single Molecule Natively Structured Redox Protein. Nanoscale 2012, 4, 7106. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

24. Contreras-Naranjo, J.E.; Aguilar, O. Suppressing Non-Specific Binding of Proteins onto Electrode Surfaces in
the Development of Electrochemical Immunosensors. Biosensors 2019, 9, 15. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

25. Zhang, B.; Song, W.; Pang, P.; Zhao, Y.; Zhang, P.; Csabai, I.; Vattay, G.; Lindsay, S. Observation of Giant
Conductance Fluctuations in a Protein. Nano Future 2017, 1, 035002. [CrossRef]

26. Zhang, B.; Song, W.; Pang, P.; Lai, H.; Chen, Q.; Zhang, P.; Lindsay, S. The Role of Contacts in Long-Range
Protein Conductance. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2019, 116, 5886–5891. [CrossRef]

27. Zhang, B.; Lindsay, S. Electronic Decay Length in a Protein Molecule. Nano Lett. 2019, 19, 4017–4022.
[CrossRef]

28. Choi, S.H.; Kim, B.; Frisbie, C.D.; Miles, L.; Kapos, V. Electrical Resistance of Long Conjugated Molecular
Wires. Science 2008, 320, 1482–1486. [CrossRef]

29. Xiao, X.; Xu, B.; Tao, N. Conductance Titration of Single-Peptide Molecules. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 2004, 126,
5370–5371. [CrossRef]

30. Sepunaru, L.; Refaely-Abramson, S.; Lovrincic, R.; Gavrilov, Y.; Agrawal, P.; Levy, Y.; Kronik, L.; Pecht, I.;
Sheves, M.; Cahen, D. Electronic Transport via Homopeptides: The Role of Side Chains and Secondary
Structure. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 2015, 137, 9617–9626. [CrossRef]

31. Brisendine, J.M.; Refaely-Abramson, S.; Liu, Z.-F.; Cui, J.; Ng, F.; Neaton, J.B.; Koder, R.L.; Venkataraman, L.
Probing Charge Transport through Peptide Bonds. J. Phys. Chem. Lett. 2018, 9, 763–767. [CrossRef]

32. Sek, S.; Misicka, A.; Swiatek, K.; Maicka, E. Conductance of α-Helical Peptides Trapped within Molecular
Junctions. J. Phys. Chem. B 2006, 110, 19671–19677. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

33. Juhaniewicz-Debinska, J.; Sek, S. Peptide Molecular Junctions: Distance Dependent Electron Transmission
through Oligoprolines. Bioelectrochemistry 2012, 87, 21–27. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

34. Zhang, B.; Song, W.; Brown, J.; Nemanich, R.J.; Lindsay, S. Electronic Conductance Resonance in
Non-Redox-Active Proteins. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 2020, 142, 6432–6438. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

35. Salomon, A.; Cahen, D.; Lindsay, S.; Tomfohr, J.; Engelkes, V.; Frisbie, C. Comparison of Electronic Transport
Measurements on Organic Molecules. Adv. Mater. 2003, 15, 1881–1890. [CrossRef]

36. Harriman, A. Further Comments on the Redox Potentials of Tryptophan and Tyrosine. J. Phys. Chem. 1987,
91, 6102–6104. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0508257102
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/nn103236e
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/ja207461t
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/jp1007208
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/jp962725o
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/jp071122h
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/jp303818p
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/jacs.7b06130
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28981262
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/c2nr32131a
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23069929
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/bios9010015
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30669262
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/2399-1984/aa8f91
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1819674116
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.nanolett.9b01254
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1156538
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/ja049469a
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/jacs.5b03933
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpclett.8b00176
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/jp063073z
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17004836
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bioelechem.2011.11.013
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22197550
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/jacs.0c01805
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32176496
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/adma.200306091
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/j100308a011


Life 2020, 10, 72 13 of 13

37. Odella, E.; Mora, S.J.; Wadsworth, B.L.; Huynh, M.T.; Goings, J.J.; Liddell, P.A.; Groy, T.L.; Gervaldo, M.A.;
Sereno, L.E.; Gust, D.; et al. Controlling Proton-Coupled Electron Transfer in Bioinspired Artificial
Photosynthetic Relays. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 2018, 140, 15450–15460. [CrossRef]

38. Zhang, B.; Deng, H.; Mukherjee, S.; Song, W.; Wang, X.; Lindsay, S. Engineering an Enzyme for Direct
Electrical Monitoring of Activity. ACS Nano 2019, 14, 1360–1368. [CrossRef]

39. Aubert, C.; Vos, M.H.; Mathis, P.; Eker, A.P.M.; Brettel, K. Intraprotein radical transfer during photoactivation
of DNA photolyase. Nature 2000, 405, 586–590. [CrossRef]

40. Matyushov, D.V. Protein Electron Transfer: Dynamics and Statistics. J. Chem. Phys. 2013, 139, 25102.
[CrossRef]

41. Kuznetsov, A.M.; Ulstrup, J. Dissipative Relaxation of a Low-Energy Intermediate Electronic State in
Three-Level Electron Transfer. Chem. Phys. 1991, 157, 25–33. [CrossRef]

42. Vattay, G.; Salahub, D.; Csabai, I.; Nassimi, A.; Kaufmann, S.A. Quantum Criticality at the Origin of Life.
J. Phys. Conf. Ser. 2015, 626, 012023. [CrossRef]

© 2020 by the author. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/jacs.8b09724
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acsnano.9b06875
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/35014644
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.4812788
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0301-0104(91)87127-H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/626/1/012023
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Evidence That Proteins Conduct 
	Single Molecule Measurements 
	Contacts and Protein Conductance 
	Distance Dependence of Protein Conductance 
	Energy of the States Responsible for Transport 
	Conformation and Conductance 
	Mechanisms 
	Conclusions 
	References

