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RNA (ribonucleic acid) is the code for
target pathogen.
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d RNA Is degraded by bodily enzymes due to
our defence mechanisms
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4 Hydrophobic polymers
again  induce the
highest  transfection
efficiency Iin human
skin explants.

Most hydrophobic

d Interestingly the most
hydrophilic polymers induced
the highest saRNA

expression.

We hypothesise this is due to
the toxicity of the hydrophobic
polymers, possibly inducing
Inflammation type response,
thus shutting down RNA
expression pathways
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Our data will help shape future polymer
designs for the most efficient saRNA
expression
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