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A B S T R A C T

Single cell force spectroscopy (SCFS) enables data on interaction forces to be acquired during the very early
adhesion phase. However, SCFS detachment forces and energies have not been compared so far with the forces
and energies after maturation of the cell-material contact on a single cell level and with comparable time re-
solution. We used FluidFM® to physically attach single cells to the cantilever by aspiration through a microfluidic
channel, in order to achieve the higher forces required for detaching maturely adhering cells. Combining these
two approaches allowed us to compare cell adhesion in the initial and maturation phases of adhesion for two
exemplary cell-substrate combinations – L929 fibroblasts on fibronectin and MC3T3 osteoblasts on collagen type
I. Uncoated glass substrates were used as a reference. For both cell lines, SCFS measurements after contact times
of 5, 15 and 30 s revealed significantly higher maximum detachment forces (MDFs) and energies on glass
compared to the protein-coated surfaces in the 0.5–4 nN (1–40 fJ) range. FluidFM® measurements after 1, 2 and
3 days of culture revealed a significant absolute increase in the MDFs and detachment energies for both cell lines
on protein-coated substrates to values of about 600 nN and 10 pJ. On glass, the MDFs were similar for MC3T3
cells, while they were significantly lower for L929 cells. For both cell types, the differences in detachment energy
were significant. These differences underline the importance of investigating early and mature adhesion states to
obtain a holistic assessment of the cell-material interactions.

1. Introduction

Modern biomaterials research focuses on the development and de-
sign of materials that actively interact with the surrounding cells, with
the final aim of obtaining tissue regeneration. Consequently, culture
materials and scaffolds that favor cell adhesion and proliferation are
usually investigated [1,2] and which ideally allow specific and biomi-
metic cell adhesion mechanisms to occur [3–5]. The proper under-
standing of cellular adhesion onto materials is crucial in identifying
design criteria for biomaterials research.

Cell adhesion onto substrates is a dynamic process consisting of
different phases. Nonadherent cells are usually round. Their initial at-
tachment is governed by electrostatic interaction with the substrate,
during which single molecules start to adhere. As more and more mo-
lecules adhere, the cells begin to flatten and integrins start binding to
the substrate's surface. Finally, these transitory stages lead to a full

spreading of the cells and maturation of the focal adhesions contacts,
characteristic for the steady adhesion state of cultured cells [6,7]. Al-
though initial cell adhesion is fast, processes such as the aggregation of
vinculin and cadherins, which form part of the cytoskeleton re-
modeling, only take place about 100 s after force induction [8]. More
mature focal adhesion complexes take several minutes to establish [9],
although recent studies have shown that certain integrins respond to
stress in less than a second [10]. The first 5−20min of adhesion are
therefore generally considered as the "initial adhesion" phase.

Adhesion forces of cells to substrates can be studied using a variety
of techniques, such as flow chambers or spinning disks [11,12]. The
spinning disk assay was developed for a better control of the applied
detachment forces. It permits the application of defined shear forces to
the cells on a surface by varying the rotational speed of the disk [13].
Nevertheless, in the spinning disk assay, the mechanical detachment of
cells not only depends on the strength, number and distribution of the
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adhesion-mediating surface proteins but also on the contact surface and
geometry of the individual cells. Therefore, the technique lacks preci-
sion in measuring the detachment force of individual cells. The highly
sensitive atomic force microscopy (AFM) was used for developing new
scanning probe techniques, e.g. with single cells as probes on special
cantilevers. This is the setup of the single cell force spectroscopy
(SCFS), which is the preferred tool for assessing individual cell adhesion
forces. However, the complementary precise measurement of the high
adhesion forces after longer periods of cell adhesion has, for a long
time, imposed a challenge [14]. The measurement of cell adhesion
forces after maturation of focal adhesions was restricted to the max-
imum immobilization force between a cell and the measuring AFM
probe, increased by the chemical functionalization of the cantilever
[14,15]. Technological advances have overcome this limitation by re-
placing the conventional AFM cantilever with a hollow cantilever
connected to a pumping system, which permits much higher forces to
be exerted onto single cells [16,17]. Originally, this single cell tech-
nique called FluidFM® (abbreviated in this paper as FFS – fluidic force
spectroscopy) had been used for microinjecting dyes into individual
living cells and even into selected subcellular structures [17]. Potthoff
et al. [16] were the first to show that the very high immobilization
forces between the cantilever and a cell applied by the pump system
could be used to overcome the cell adhesion forces even after the
complete maturation of the focal contacts, which are representative of
the real culture conditions. These authors showed that the setup can be
used to measure the maximum detachment forces (MDFs) of strongly
adherent cells [16,18,19]. We have advanced this approach and de-
monstrated that cells can even become detached out of confluent
monolayers, resulting in MDFs which, when compared to the values for
single adherent cells, give access to values of intercellular adhesion
forces [19].

In this study, we have combined the traditional SCFS technique with
that of the FFS in order to compare the effects of non-specifically
modified surfaces and surfaces with specific adhesion-promoting pro-
teins on the development of cell adhesion forces and energies, from the
early initial phase of adhesion to the mature adhesion phase. To in-
vestigate cell type and substrate-specific behavior, we chose the L929
mouse fibroblasts cell line and MC3T3 osteoblast-like cells as model
systems for measuring their MDFs and detachment energies to standard
surfaces coated with fibronectin (L929) or collagen type I (MC3T3)
under their established culture conditions. The L929 standard cell line
was used because these cells are able to specifically bind fibronectin
and are often used for biocompatibility testing [20,21]. The MC3T3 cell
line was chosen as the second model system because these cells can
specifically interact with collagen, which plays an important role in
cartilage and bone formation, via membrane-bound proteins [22–24].
Glass substrates were used as unspecific control surfaces for both [25].
Our results show significant differences in the behavior of the two
model systems. In the initial adhesion phase, when electrostatic forces
dominate, higher detachment forces and energies on non-specific sur-
faces were observed in the two cell lines than on protein-coated surfaces
[6,7,26]. This tendency was inverted in the later adhesion stages, when
focal adhesion forces dominated and the stronger detachment forces
and energies on protein-coated surfaces were measured.

2. Materials and methods

2.1. Cell culture

L929 fibroblasts and osteoblast-like MC3T3 cells were obtained
from the German collection of microorganisms and cell culture (DSMZ,
Braunschweig, Germany). The L929 cells were cultured in Dulbecco's
Modified Eagle’s Medium (DMEM, order No. F 0415). For the MC3T3
cells, alpha MEM (ord. No. F 0925) was used. Both media were sup-
plemented with 1 % penicillin/streptomycin, 1 % L-glutamine and 10 %
fetal bovine serum (all purchased from Biochrom AG, Berlin, Germany).

The incubator ensured 95 % humidity in a 5 % CO2 atmosphere at a
temperature of 37 °C. For the FFS experiments, the cells were trypsi-
nated and transferred to the different measuring surfaces. The cells had
been detached with Accutase (PAN-Biotech GmbH, Aidenbach,
Germany) and suspended in PBS before the SCFS experiments.

2.2. Surface preparation

2.2.1. Fibronectin
Human plasma fibronectin (Millipore, Cat. No. FC010−5mg) was

diluted to 25 μg/ml in PBS. For FFS experiments cover slips of 12mm in
diameter (Gerhard Menzel GmbH, Braunschweig, Germany) were
placed in an untreated 24-well plate, before 300 μl of the diluted fi-
bronectin solution was added to each well and incubated at 37 °C for
1 h. The fibronectin coating was freshly prepared before every experi-
ment. Later, in a final stage, the cover slips were rinsed thoroughly with
PBS and with culture medium. The protocol differed slightly for the
SCFS measurements. Here, 32-mm round cover slips (Gerhard Menzel
GmbH, Braunschweig, Germany) were only partially coated by ap-
plying droplets of 10−15 μl of the solution, before they were treated as
described above.

Fig. 1. SCFS of L929 cells on glass and fibronectin. Top: Gray and white boxes
indicate MDFs and detachment energies. Significant differences in the MDFs
and detachment energies between the different contact times are marked by
asterisks. The dotted and solid lines represent the mean values and medians,
respectively. Center: Two-way ANOVA comparison of the glass and fibronectin
groups revealed statistically significant differences (asterisks) for the MDFs and
detachment energies. Bottom: Representative retract force-distance curves after
30-s contact time on glass (black curve) and fibronectin (red curve) surfaces.
Number of sampled cells: 8. (For interpretation of the references to colour in the
Figure, the reader is referred to the web version of this article).
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2.2.2. Collagen
In order to coat the surfaces with fibrillar collagen Type I, the

manufacturer’s protocol was followed. In short, the stock solution of
collagen A at 1mg/ml (0.1 % in HCl, Biochrom AG, Berlin, Germany)
was diluted with the same volume of 0.3M NaCl solution, resulting in a
final concentration of 0.5mg/ml. The pH was adjusted to between 7.0
and 8.0 with 1 N NaOH. For the SCFS measurements, a round, the 32-
mm glass cover slip was partially coated with a drop of 10–15 μl of the
solution. For the FFS measurement, however, the entire surface was
covered with the solution. Both were then dried overnight at room
temperature in the air flow of a laminar air flow box and stored at 4 °C.
Before use, the surfaces were briefly rinsed with PBS or culture
medium.

2.3. Single cell force measurements

2.3.1. Initial cell adhesion - SCFS
The cover slip, coated with either collagen or fibronectin, was

placed in the Petri dish heater (PetriDishHeater™, JPK, Berlin,
Germany) and transferred to the microscope stage of an Axio Observer
A1 microscope (Zeiss, Oberkochen, Germany), which was part of the
SCFS setup. The Petri dish was filled with 3ml PBS and heated to 37 °C.
For measuring purposes, a cantilever (Arrow TL-1, Nanoworld,
Neuchatel, Switzerland) was functionalized with poly-dopamine. The
cantilever was cleaned using UV-ozone with UV-C fluorescent tubes
(2× 8W, Dinies Technologies GmbH, Villingendorf, Germany) for
180 s to remove all types of contamination. It was then later carefully
submerged in a 100 μl droplet of PBS-buffer. Then, a 2-μl volume of a
freshly prepared dopamine hydrochloride (Sigma Aldrich, St. Louis,
USA) solution (5mg/ml DOPA−HCl in 5 % acetic acid) was added.

Poly-dopamine is highly adhesive and has been shown to be capable
of robustly immobilizing a large number of biomolecules on a variety of
surfaces [27,28]. It is generally accepted that the catechol group and
the amino group play a crucial role in the adhesive properties, although
the exact mechanism of adhesion is still unclear [29–31]. The formation
of poly-dopamine was induced by a pH shift to alkaline condition, by
adding 2 μl sodium hydroxide (2M). The solution was incubated at
room temperature for 25min and washed with a large amount of PBS

afterwards. The cantilevers were mounted on the AFM stage (CellHe-
sion/Nanowizard II AFM, JPK Instruments, Berlin, Germany), then
placed on the microscope stage and submerged in the Petri dish filled
with PBS. The cantilever was calibrated above a non-coated area by the
thermal noise method, using the second harmonic frequency [32]. In
order to attach a cell to the cantilever, 100 μl of suspended cells was
introduced into the Petri dish; the cantilever was then aligned over a
sedimented single cell and approached carefully. The cantilever was
pressed onto the cell with a force of 2–6 nN for approx. 30 s before the
cantilever was fully retracted. It was left to rest in this position for
10min in order to ensure a firm contact between the cell and the
cantilever.

For SCFS measurements, the retraction and approach velocities
were set to 5 μm/s. The cells were approached until a setpoint force of
1 nN was reached. Before retraction, the force was kept constant for 5,
15 and 30 s, respectively. At least 20 force-distance curves were cap-
tured for each condition. A fresh cantilever was used for every cell
measured for SCFS.

2.3.2. Mature cell adhesion – FFS
L929 and MC3T3 cells were seeded on the uncoated and coated

glasses at densities between 20.000 and 35.000 cell/cm2. At these
densities, the cells are not confluent and remain without any contact to
neighboring cells for up to three days. Consequently, the MDFs mea-
sured refer only to the interaction with the substrate [19]. Cell adhesion
forces at the late state were measured using a Flex-FPM system (Na-
nosurf GmbH, Langen, Germany) combined with the FFS technique
(FluidFM®, Cytosurge AG, Glattbrugg, Switzerland). The system was
mounted on an Axio Observer Z1 inverted microscope (Carl Zeiss,
Oberkochen, Germany) and a piezoelectric stage with a 100-μm re-
traction range. Use was made of 200 μm long and 36-μm wide Micro-
pipette cantilevers of 8-μm diameter aperture and 2-N/m nominal
spring constant (Cytosurge AG, Glattbrugg, Switzerland). The canti-
levers were approached at 5 μm/s until a set point of 50 nN was
reached. Under constant force, a pause of 3 s followed, where -800mbar
of suctioning pressure was applied to immobilize the cell at the aperture
of the cantilever. The stage was then withdrawn at a velocity of 5 μm/s
to between 30 μm and 95 μm and the suction pressure maintained until

Fig. 2. Bright-field (top; scale bar 50 μm) and
fluorescence images (bottom, scale bar 20 μm)
of L929 on glass (a) and fibronectin coating (b)
one day after cell seeding (DIV 1). FFS canti-
lever before (top, a) and after approach (top,
b). Bottom: F-actin of the cytoskeleton is vi-
sualized by phalloidin staining (orange). Cell
nuclei are stained with DAPI (blue). (For in-
terpretation of the references to colour in the
Figure, the reader is referred to the web version
of this article).
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the cell was completely detached from the substrate.

2.3.3. Analysis of the force-distance curves
The maximum peak of the force-distance curve of retraction in-

dicated the MDF, a common indicator of the adhesion forces of the cells.
The adhesion energy is usually associated with the detachment energy
obtained by integrating the force-distance curve. We used the JPKSPM
Data Processing software (JPK Instruments, Berlin, Germany) for ana-
lyzing the SCFS force-distance curves. The FFS data were captured
using the Cytosurge software (Cytosurge AG, Glattbrugg, Switzerland)
and analyzed with SPIP 6.2.0 (Image Metrology, Lyngby, Denkmark)
for automatic MDF detection. To calculate the adhesion energies, the
force-distance curves were integrated with a self-written SciLab (ESI
group, Orsay Cedex, France) script. Prior to integration, the JPKSPM
Data Processing software (JPK Instruments, Berlin, Germany) as well as
our script corrected the zero force at sufficient separation distances, as
well as the tilt caused by thermal drift. Statistical evaluations of MDFs
and detachment energies were performed with two-way ANOVA (post
hoc Student-Newman-Keuls Method) using Sigmaplot software (Systat
Software, Erkrath, Germany). In the diagrams, the significance levels
are marked with "*" and "***" for p < 0.05 and p<0.001.

2.4. Fluorescence microscopy

Cells seeded on cover slips were first fixed with 4% formalin for

15min. After thorough washing with PBS they were permeabilized with
Triton-X100 diluted to 0.05 % in PBS by incubating the cells in this
solution for 15min. After thorough washing with PBS, samples were
incubated with AlexaFluor 555-conjugated Phalloidin (Thermo Fisher
Scientific, Waltham, MA, USA) in order to visualize F-actin, while cell
nuclei were counterstained with DAPI (4′,6-Diamidin-2-phenylindol,
Invitrogen, Carlsbad, CA, USA). Images were taken with an Axio
Observer Z1 inverted microscope (Carl Zeiss, Oberkochen, Germany).

3. Results and discussion

3.1. L929 cells on fibronectin

MDFs of L929 mouse fibroblasts from glass surfaces coated with
fibronectin as adhesion-promoting specific protein were compared with
MDFs from uncoated glass surfaces. Fig. 1 summarizes the results of the
SCFS measurements (A L929 cell on a SCFS cantilever is shown in
Bright field (top; scale bar 50 μm) and fluorescence images (bottom,
scale bar 20 μm) of MC3T3 cells on glass S1 of the supplementary
materials).

As expected, the MDFs were higher for longer contact times on fi-
bronectin-coated and uncoated glass, even though the MDF differences
between the 15-s and 30-s contact times were insignificant. On the
uncoated glass, the standard deviation increased up to the 30-s contact

Fig. 3. FFS of L929 cells on glass and fibronectin after complete spreading and
maturation of focal adhesions at 1, 2 and 3 days in vitro (DIV). Top: Gray and
white boxes indicate MDFs and detachment energies, respectively. Center:
Differences between glass and fibronectin-coated substrates are statistically
significant for all three time-points (p < 0.05, not marked). Bottom:
Representative retract force-distance curves on fibronectin-coated (red) and
uncoated glass (black) at DIV 3. Number of sampled cells ≥ 20. (For inter-
pretation of the references to colour in the Figure, the reader is referred to the
web version of this article).

Fig. 4. SCFS of MC3T3 cells on glass and collagen. Top: Gray and white boxes
indicate MDFs and detachment energies. Significant differences in the MDFs
and detachment energies between the different contact times are marked by
asterisks. Center: Two-way ANOVA comparison of the glass and collagen groups
revealed highly significant differences for the MDFs and detachment energies
(asterisks). Bottom: Representative retract force-distance curves after 30-s
contact time on glass (black curve) and collagen (blue curve) surfaces. Number
of sampled cells 7. (For interpretation of the references to colour in the Figure,
the reader is referred to the web version of this article).
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time. On fibronectin, the standard deviation at a 30-s contact time was
lower than at the 15-s contact time, indicating the onset of stabilization
of cell-surface contact. The MDFs were significantly higher for uncoated
glass than on the fibronectin-coated surface. This difference is con-
sistent with the view that cell-surface interaction in the first phase of
cell adhesion is predominantly driven by electrostatic forces. The
stronger, more specific adhesion mechanisms controlled by molecular
lock-and-key interactions call for a precise alignment and localization
of fibronectin lasting more than 10min with adhesion-promoting
membrane proteins [6]. In particular, the upregulation of specific genes
and the synthesis of proteins takes much longer than 30 s [33].

After 24 h in culture (DIV 1) the cells were fully spread, all the
transition phases were completed and stable adhesion was achieved
(Fig. 2). For in vitro contexts, this is the most representative case. MDFs
and detachment energies were measured with FFS 24 (DIV 1), 48 (DIV
2) and 72 h (DIV 3) after cell seeding (Fig. 3). After this time, the cells
were more strongly bound to the fibronectin-coated substrate than to
the uncoated glass, suggesting stronger binding forces through specific,
rather than non-specific adhesion mechanisms. Apparently, these spe-
cific bonds lead to a reversal of the force relationships between the
coated and uncoated substrate in the initial adhesive phase. The MDFs
of both surfaces were not significantly different for DIV 1–3 (Fig. 3).
This indicated that the cells had already reached their stable regime of
adhesion at DIV 1. The standard deviation was considerably lower on
glass than on fibronectin, which could be attributed to the hetero-
geneities of the fibronectin coating at the micro scale. For fibronectin,
the areas under the force-distance curves and the corresponding de-
tachment energies were larger. The curves show a series of detachment
events that differ between cells and which could be related to the de-
tachment of focal contacts (Fig. 3). According to our current knowl-
edge, it cannot be excluded that some events may be caused e.g. by the
rupture of intracellular structures, the rupture of the cell membrane or
the deformation of intracellular structures due to the strain caused by
the high negative pressure in the microchannel of the cantilever
[34,35].

Fluorescence imaging of the actin cytoskeleton on DIV 1 showed
that cells cultured on fibronectin were flatter and had a larger spreading
area; they differed in cytoskeleton compared to cells cultured on glass,

while the size of their nuclei remained unchanged (Fig. 2). These dif-
ferences correspond to a L929 cell distribution, which is influenced by
the presence and density of the fibronectin layer [36]. Phalloidin,
which stains the filaments and bundles of the actin cytoskeleton, also
shows that cells cultured on fibronectin have increased the formation of
actin filaments, which have increased adhesion. Overall, these differ-
ences in the actin cytoskeleton, together with the increased spreading
area of the cells, caused the higher MDFs measured with FFS on the
fibronectin-coated surfaces.

3.2. MC3T3 cells on collagen

MC3T3 cells on collagen-coated surfaces were used as a second cell-
surface pair. Glass cover slips coated with fibrillar collagen type I films
are soft polymeric substrates with a modulus of elasticity of approx.
5 kPa (cf. supplementary material). As already observed with L929
cells, SCFS measurements on MC3T3 cells revealed MDFs that were
higher on the uncoated glass than on coated surfaces for the same
contact times (Fig. 4). The MDFs measured were of the same order of
magnitude as with the L929 cells.

Similar to L929 cells, MC3T3 cells on glass show increasing MDFs
for longer contact times. In contrast to L929 cells on fibronectin, the
standard deviation of MDFs for MC3T3 cells on collagen did not de-
crease over longer contact times, indicating a less stable interaction.

At DIV 1, the MC3T3 cells had been fully spread out. Their shape
was largely identical on both surfaces (Fig. 5). This was confirmed by
fluorescence imaging, which showed that the stress fibers of the actin
cytoskeleton on glass and collagen were very similar. In contrast to fi-
bronectin, where the cell spread area increased and more abundant
actin filaments were observed compared to the uncoated surface, cells
seeded on collagen revealed no differences in either the spread or the
organization of the actin cytoskeleton (cf. Figs. 2 and 5).

FFS measurements showed MDFs that were more than 100 times
higher than those measured with SCFS. The differences between the
uncoated and coated surfaces of the MDFs observed in the first adhesion
phases were altered (Fig. 6). Only two time points, one and two days
after cell seeding, were tested with FFS in the mature phase of adhesion.
Due to their rapid proliferation, the cells had already established direct

Fig. 5. Bright field (top; scale bar 50 μm) and
fluorescence images (bottom, scale bar 20 μm)
of MC3T3 cells on glass (a) and collagen
coating (b) one day after cell seeding (DIV 1).
FFS cantilevers before (top, b) and after ap-
proach (top, a). Bottom: F-actin of the cytos-
keleton is visualized by phalloidin staining
(orange). Cell nuclei are stained with DAPI
(blue). (For interpretation of the references to
colour in the Figure, the reader is referred to
the web version of this article).
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mutual contacts on the third day, even if they had been seeded with a
very low cell density. Measurements beyond the second day were not
considered in order to focus on the forces between the cells and the
substrate and to exclude any contributions from intercellular interac-
tion forces [19].

In the late adhesion phase, collagen MDFs were slightly higher than
glass MDFs with no significant differences between the two groups.
Nevertheless, significant differences were found in the corresponding
detachment energies. Moreover, the force-distance curves of MC3T3
cells showed more detachment events than with L929 cells. This might
be related to the spread cell shape with long distributed protrusions and
a corresponding distribution of the focal adhesion points.

It is known that MC3T3 cells are able to secrete collagen and thus
remodel the surface on which they grow [37–39]. The low stiffnesses of
5300 Pa at DIV1 and 5600 Pa at DIV2 for the collagen coating results
shown in the supplementary material, may have prevented a more
significant increase in adhesion forces since it is known that cells detect
substrate stiffness and microstructure and react accordingly [40–42].
More precisely, cells grown on soft matrices show reduced spread and
less stable focal adhesions, which directly influence cell adhesion forces
[43–45]. These findings are consistent with the insignificant MDF dif-
ferences between the two surfaces. However, our results are not suffi-
cient to analyze the effects of substrate stiffness on MDFs and detach-
ment energies.

3.3. Initial and mature adhesion

Taken together, the combined results of SCFS and FFS showed a
difference of two orders of magnitude in relation to the adhesion forces
that cells exert on the substrate, when comparing their initial and
mature phases of adhesion. While the MC3T3 and L929 cells adhered
more strongly to the uncoated substrates in the early phase, they did
tend to adhere more strongly to substrates coated with their specific
adhesion protein in the mature phases of adhesion. These variations
were due to the different adhesion mechanisms. While electrostatic
interactions and membrane tension [46] are the dominant counter-
acting factors in the early phase of initial adhesion, adhesion in the
mature phase, when cell spreading is complete, is mainly determined by
the properties of the focal adhesion complexes [47–49]. It is generally
accepted that positively charged substrates promote the adhesion of the
negatively charged cell surfaces. Accordingly, it could be assumed that
glass surfaces, which are negatively charged, would electrostatically
retard cell adhesion. However, Hoshiba et al. were able to show that
cells in a serum-free environment adhere evenly good to both nega-
tively and positively charged polymer surfaces within less than 30min
[50].

Our FFS results are in line with the view that specific adhesion
proteins are the main determinant for the strong adhesion in the mature
phase. It must be mentioned that we performed - in contrast to the FFS
experiments - the SCFS experiments in PBS, which was largely lacking
Mg2+ ions. Because the activation of certain integrins is magnesium-
dependent [51,52], this may have influenced the initial phase of spe-
cific integrin interactions. The results of the contact angle measure-
ments with ultrapure water on the experimental surfaces are summar-
ized in supplementary material (table S1). The angles were about the
same for pure glass and for glass coated with collagen or fibronectin.
We therefore believe that wettability is not a predictor of MDFs in the
early or late stages of cell adhesion.

4. Conclusion and outlook

The results of this study show, based on the example of two cell
lines, that the cell adhesion forces develop significantly between the
early stage and maturation. It is also shown that the MDFs in the initial
and mature cell adhesion states have a different dependence on the
substrate to which the cells adhere. Interestingly, the MDFs in the first
adhesion phase are not a predictor for the MDFs in the mature phase,
underlining the importance of quantifying both regimes of adhesion as
a basis for the design of biointerfaces for a variety of applications. The
initial adhesion processes may be a key factor for the successful colo-
nization of the implant surfaces in the context of the "race to the sur-
face", when prokaryotic microorganisms and somatic eukaryotic cells
compete for adhesion to medical implant surfaces, as well as in the
search for non-adhesive or cell-repellent surfaces e.g. for in vivo sensors
and electrodes. Extending the analysis to the evolution of cell adhesion
forces during maturation is of great interest in regenerative medicine as
a tool for influencing and possibly directing cell proliferation and dif-
ferentiation during healing processes and tissue formation.
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