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Detecting molecules with plasmonic resonators —
Analytic expressions and bounds for the sensitivity and

figure of merit
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Abstract: We derive analytic expressions for the sensitivity and figure of merit for refractive index
sensing with plasmonic resonators in the quasistatic limit. Based on these expressions the limits of
detection and their origins are investigated. The critical role of limited energy concentration within the
resonators surrounding is shown. The classical figure of merit is found to be solely dependent on the
ratio of real to imaginary part of the resonators permittivity . Based on these findings we discuss the

optimum resonance wavelength and resonator size and shape for single molecule detection.
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Refractive index sensing based on localized surface plasmon (LSPR) resonances is to become an
important method for the detection of very few or single molecules bound to a surface. It employs small
metal particles whose free electron plasma is excited resonantly and creates a tightly confined electrical
field near the surface of the particle. The resonance frequency is strongly dependent on the refractive
index within the modal volume of the particle. The latter, being 1000 times smaller than the diffraction
limit, provides the sensitivity for small dielectric objects down to single molecules. LSPR’s have been
used to detect changes in bulk refractive index as well as growing dielectric layers on single particles [1-
3]. Overviews on their use in biosensing can be found in [4] and [5]. Despite the potential for label free
single molecule sensing, no experiments in this direction have been published yet. Single molecule
binding events have been detected by labeling molecules with metal particles to increase the refractive

index contrast [6].

To measure the performance of plasmonic resonators two quantities are mainly used. The first is the
sensitivity s defined as the frequency shift Aw upon a change in the bulk refractive index around the
resonator An.
s =Aw/An (1)

To reach the highest possible sensitivity optimization of particle size and shape has to be done. Many
experimental studies have been devoted to this goal, e.g.[7-9]. To compare the sensing capabilities of
different resonators, a second measure for the performance, the figure of merit (FOM) was introduced by
Sherry et al. given as the sensitivity upon a bulk refractive index change divided by the line width of the
resonance I" [9].

FOM =s/T (2

Classic
Compared to the wealth of experimental studies how to optimize the sensitivity or the FOM only few

results exist on the theoretical side. Miller and Lazarides [10] developed a theory for the sensitivity of

plasmonic resonators to bulk refractive index changes, based on a quasistatic approximation and a
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linearization of the permittivity function. They find that the sensitivity is linearly increasing with the
wavelength of the resonance. Otte et. al. speculated from numerical simulations and experiments that the
FOM coincides with the ratio of real part to imaginary part of the metals dielectric function [11]. In our
previous work [12] we showed that a more general FOM can be derived directly from an expression of
the detectability of a change in refractive index from a noisy signal. It contains the classical FOMyygsisc
by Sherry et. al. as a special case for a specific experimental situation and analyte. Starting from this
FOM it is natural to ask for limits of optimization. It is the purpose of this paper to elaborate these limits
in a closed form and to investigate their origin. The paper is structured as follows: First the sensitivity in
the quasistatic case is derived from first order perturbation theory. Then the limits of the sensitivity are
discussed, using known relations [13], yielding remarkably simple expressions. The results are used to
derive the general FOM in the quasistatic case. The following discussion reveals that the classical FOM
of Sherry et. al. is solely determined by the resonance wavelength of the resonator. The case of single
molecule detection is investigated next. Optimum resonance wavelength and resonator shape are derived
from the general FOM.

In [12] we derived a perturbative expression for the sensitivity s of a plasmonic resonator:

g=B0__ 9. (3)
An n
Here the confinement factor C is given by
I eE*dV
= VA—*z 4)
[eE*av
AllSpace

Where E is the electrical field, £the permittivity as a function of position and the upper integral is
carried out over the volume of the refractive index change while the integral in the denominator is
carried out over all space. In the nondissipative, nondispersive and nonradiating case, C can be
interpreted as the energy confinement to the analyte volume. This gives an intuitive view on the

sensitivity: the relative frequency shift equals the relative refractive index contrast times the fraction of
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the total energy contained within the analyte volume. The assumption of a nondispersive medium
however does not hold in the visible. Here the frequency dependence of the permittivity of the resonator
has to be taken into account in addition to the change induced by an external refractive index
perturbation. This is especially important for quasi-static resonances, where the resonance condition is
intimately connected to the resonators permittivity (see [14] denominator of equation 5.32):
3¢, +L(g, —€,)=0 &)

Here &, is the permittivity of the ambient &,, the permittivity of the metal and L is a shape parameter
which is 1/3 for a sphere. This case can be covered by perturbation theory as well. To do so, a
permittivity perturbation which accounts for both the change of the permittivity upon binding of an

analyte and the change of permittivity of the resonator upon frequency changes is used:

AE = Ae+ a—gAa)
0w (6)

Some algebraic manipulation then leads to the expression for the sensitivity

jeEde
g=be_ Lo Vs — -2%¢ %)
An T [ eEav+ [ “Eav n
AllSpace AllSpace w

with has a similar form as the previous expression eq. (3) but the C in is replaced by C which contains
now also the resonators dispersion and an additional factor 2. The case of a nondispersive resonator is

contained as a special case in this equation.

Now we consider a quasistatic resonance. In this case it was shown[13] that .[SE *dV =0 and eq. (7)

AllSpace
simplifies to
'[ eE*dV
AD, . A
SStati(' = M = _2 Q i = _2 _n Cstatic (8)
' An n J‘ JWE -, BV n
AllSpace
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Since in the quasistatic approximation all fields have the same phase E?> = EE" and Cqtaic 18 an
expression for the ratio of energy stored in the analyte volume to energy stored in the entire near field .
The expression in the integral in the denominator of (8) is the energy density in a dispersive medium
[15]. In contrast to the energy interpretation of eq. (4) the quasi-static frequency shift of a dispersive
resonator is a factor of two stronger. This effect can be understood as a positive feedback from the
resonators dispersion. When the frequency decreases, the permittivity of the resonator decreases as well
and thus the electric field is pushed out of the resonator which leads to an additional shift.

The quasistatic sensitivity ssuic from Eq. (8) can now be expressed as the sensitivity for a bulk change in

refractive index times a weighting factor f.
= w -
Ssaric = S (Ta> Vi) = _2; Coucf (14, V) ©)

where 0<f<1, and f is a function of analyte position and analyte volume given by

J.eE”dV
\%4

=Y (10)
ngzdv

Dielectric

With this expression two effects can be separated. First the previous results for bulk changes in
refractive index are contained for f = 1. Second the effect of different non-bulk analytes is separated and
contained only in f. For sg,x remarkably simple expressions hold and will be derived now.

We denote the energy in the dielectric Ug and the energy in the metal Uy,. Since Cpyi 1S an expression

for the ratio of energy Uy stored in the dielectric to the energy stored in the whole nearfield it can be cast

to
ke = Yo _ ! (11)
v,+u, 1+U, /U,
For their ratio U,,/Uy4 an analytical result was derived in[13]:
u 1y, =) o (12)
dw
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where €’ is the real part of the permittivity of the metal. it is known that this ratio is always greater than

one [13]. With this result the quasistatic sensitivity can be finally written as

a N a £ -
S Static :_zchulkf(rA’VA):_ZZWJC(”MVA) (13)
dw

This expression can be compared to the results of Miller and Lazarides [10]. Inserting their linear
approximation for the metal permittivity into (13) gives the same result as they obtained (equation 18 in
[10]), which shows that their theory is contained in ours as a special case.

Since U,,/Uq is always greater then one, a limit on the bulk sensitivity is found

<2 (14)
n

|SStatic

Since f is always smaller than one, this is an inherent limit for the sensitivity of a quasistatic resonator
and the derivation clearly shows its origin: the sensitivity is a function of the ratio of energy stored in the
analyte volume to the energy stored in the metal resonator and this ratio is limited to values smaller than
one. Interestingly the same limit applies to nondispersive, e.g. Fabry Perot resonators. Here C can in
principle be one if the volume of the whole resonator is accessible for refractive index changes but due
to of the absence of dispersion the sensitivity is only half which leads to the same limit.

Now that we have an expression for the sensitivity we can continue to find an expression for the FOM
which reflects the true ability to detect a binding event. The general FOM for resonator optimization as
derived in our previous work [12] is the ratio of frequency shift induced by a binding event and the

uncertainty with which this shift can be measured. It is given by
s w
FOM =—0“=—Co” =QCo"” 15
- T 0 (15)

It does contain not only the sensitivity. but also an expression how accurate frequency shifts can be
measured. From this expression the line width I" and the cross section ¢ enter the FOM. The expression
o/T"1s identified as the quality factor Q which is given by [16]. The influence of the scattering or

absorption cross section ¢ depends on the dominating type of noise in the instrument, yielding different

6
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values for o in each case (0<a<1). Q in the quasistatic approximation can be expressed solely in

terms of the permittivity of the metal at resonance [13]

_ wiE’ 1 dw

= 16
QStatlc 28” ( )

Inserting this expression and the expression for Cgpc , equation (13) into eq (15) the FOM in the

quasistatic limit becomes
g . a
FOM g, :_?f(rA’VA)O- (17)

The classical FOM of Sherry et al. which is often used to compare different resonators [9] is obtained by

f=1 and 0=0. In this case we obtain the simple result

’

&

Classical =- ”

£

FOM (18)

This is one of the most important results of this paper. It shows that in the quasistatic limit and for bulk
changes in refractive index the FOM is already given when the resonance wavelength of the resonator
and the material is chosen. It has been argued before based on results from numerical simulations that
the ratio of real part to imaginary part of the metal permittivity has the same spectral dependence than
the FOM [11]. This is put on a solid ground here and our result shows that it completely determines the
FOM in this special case. One could now ask how the FOM behaves when deviations from the
quasistatic regime occur. Since the sensing happens in the nearfield and the nearfield is always
quasistatic[16] deviations will first appear as additional radiation damping which lowers Q. As a result
equation (18) can be regarded as an upper limit for the FOM. This might be different for hybrid modes
which are not confined to the metal surface but since these modes are photonic in nature they will be
governed by the diffraction limit. As a consequence they might be superior for sensing of changes in
bulk refractive index, but not for the sensing of events that happen at the surface of the metal resonator
since their spatial confinement to the surface will be poor.

Our derivation shows that for bulk changes in refractive index no further optimisation beside choosing

for each metal the optimum resonance frequency is possible. For smaller analytes it is still possible to

7
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optimize s and the FOM by changing the size of the resonator relative to the analyte size. It was shown
in our previous work, that the scaling and optimization of the FOM with resonator size depends on the
type of noise in the optical instrument and the size and shape of the analyte. The scaling is now given by
the geometric scaling of f and ¢ and all previously derived scaling laws are still true. Generally the FOM
scales with a linear size of the resonator ryr as

FOM (ry) o< f(ry)o(ry) o< r” (19)
The exponent £ is given from table 1 in [12].

One of the most interesting sensing cases is the detection of a single molecule binding to the surface of
the resonator. It will now be discussed which optimization options remain for this case. We assume that
by a suitable light source in the experimental setup the signal can be made large enough to neglect
background noise and scattering is measured. The remaining noise sources [12] are then signal noise, i.e.
noise associated with the counting statistics of the detection process and instrument noise, i.e. random

fluctuations of the resonance spectrum. The latter gives a f=—3 while the former gives S =0. This

means that in the signal noise regime the FOM is independent of the resonator size and otherwise it is
advantageous to make the resonator as small as possible (provided one never reaches the background
noise level). Additionally the confinement factor f can be increased by introducing a sharp tip to the

resonator where the field is concentrated.
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Fig. 1. The classical FOM and the wavelength dependent part of the FOM for signal noise and scattering
measurements (FOMj) as a function of wavelength. Since FOM; depends on the cross section it is scaled

to make it comparable with the classical FOM.

As was shown in eq. (17) the wavelength dependence of the FOM is determined by the permittivity of
the metal times the scaling of the cross section with wavelength. For instrument noise the cross section

does not enter the expression because only the maximum achievable resonance shift matters, and the
wavelength scaling reduces to eq. (18) For the signal noise case an additional factor A7enters the

wavelength scaling since the scattering cross section scales with 4. These two functions are shown in
Fig. 1 for a gold resonator. A maximum around A =700nm is observed for both cases, while in the
instrument noise regime an additional maximum around A =900nmis found. This result suggests to
choose a resonator with resonance wavelength of A=700nmand a sharp corner where the field is
concentrated. Possible candidates with this properties are gold pyramids with a round base or gold rods
with an aspect ratio of roughly 3.5 [14].

In summary we have extended our previously introduced sensing theory to the case of strongly
dispersive resonators. Based on this theory analytical expressions for the energy confinement and quality
factor of localized plasmons were then used to find simple but general expressions for the sensitivity as
well as for the FOM in the quasistatic limit. It turned out that the classical FOM in this limit is solely
determined by the ratio of real to imaginary part of the resonators permittivity at the resonance
frequency. It therefore is fixed once the resonance frequency is determined. Moreover it was shown that
the sensitivity as well as the FOM have upper limits which are caused by a limited quality factor and
energy confinement to the sensing volume. The analytical expressions for the FOM were then used to
determine the optimum resonance wavelength of a plasmonic resonator which turned out to be around
700 nm for gold. For analytes that do not completely fill the modal volume of the resonance the field
confinement to the analyte can still be optimized by optimizing the shape of the resonator. It is

suggested that particles with sharp tips, like pyramids should be used to detect single molecules.
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