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Graphitic and oxidised high pressure high
temperature (HPHT) nanodiamonds induce
differential biological responses in breast cancer
cell lines†
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Nanodiamonds have demonstrated potential as powerful sensors in biomedicine, however, their trans-

lation into routine use requires a comprehensive understanding of their effect on the biological system

being interrogated. Under normal fabrication processes, nanodiamonds are produced with a graphitic

carbon shell, but are often oxidized in order to modify their surface chemistry for targeting to specific cel-

lular compartments. Here, we assessed the biological impact of this purification process, considering cel-

lular proliferation, uptake, and oxidative stress for graphitic and oxidized nanodiamond surfaces. We show

for the first time that oxidized nanodiamonds possess improved biocompatibility compared to graphitic

nanodiamonds in breast cancer cell lines, with graphitic nanodiamonds inducing higher levels of oxidative

stress despite lower uptake.

Introduction

Nanodiamonds have been proposed as a reliable and capable
replacement for fluorescent dyes in biomedical applications.
Nanodiamonds can contain substitutional atoms and vacant
lattice sites that result in photostable fluorescent color centers.
For example, the nitrogen-vacancy (NV) centers1 have been
used with cells in vitro for tracking,2 temperature sensing,3

and magnetic field measurement.4,5 NV color centers also are
able to measure electric fields,6,7 pressure,8 pH 9 and nuclear
magnetic resonance spectra.10,11 Owing to their superior spin
properties over detonation nanodiamonds, High-Pressure
High-Temperature (HPHT) nanodiamonds are commonly
exploited for these measurements.12,13

After HPHT and detonation nanodiamond fabrication, the
nanodiamond surface is typically a layer of sp2 graphitic
carbon.14–16 For metrology in cells, this graphitic layer is
often removed by oxidation, which has been to shown to:

reduce charge switching between the NV− and NV0 charge
states;17 improve brightness;18 and facilitate surface
functionalization to target nanodiamonds to particular intra-
cellular sites such as organelles.19,20 Identifying and under-
standing any cellular perturbations caused by the biological
application of nanodiamonds with different surface chem-
istries is vital.

The ability to perform intracellular measurements using
nanodiamonds relies firstly on a robust knowledge of the pro-
cesses that govern their internalization and retention. Both
graphitic and oxidized nanodiamonds have been observed to
be internalized,21,22 with oxidized nanodiamonds explicitly
shown to be actively internalized by clathrin-mediated endocy-
tosis.23 Oxidized nanodiamonds also appear to enhance
uptake of various pharmaceuticals and their corresponding
efficacy.24 The rate at which graphitic and oxidized nanodia-
monds are expelled from cells has been reported to be slow,
with only about 15% oxidized nanodiamonds expelled after six
days in HeLa cells.21,25

Next, consideration must be made of their potential cyto-
toxicity. Both graphitic and oxidized nanodiamonds have been
demonstrated to have little or no short-term cytotoxicity in
human cells in complete culture media,26–32 although there
have been cytotoxic effects observed in bacteria with both
surface types.33 Many studies have focused on short-term viabi-
lity; for the longer term experiments enabled by the chemical-
and photo-stability of nanodiamonds, a greater impact may be
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observed on proliferation over time, where slow cell division
and death processes can be examined. Application of graphitic
nanodiamonds in serum-free media over 24, 48 and 72 h has
been shown to reduce cell number,34 although a similar
study at 24 h for graphitic and oxidized nanodiamonds did
not observe a significant effect.31 Furthermore, in full
medium over 48 h, oxidized diamonds have been shown to
have little influence on cell number.35 In addition to
changes in cellular proliferation, nanoparticles may cause
transient stress responses,36,37 which have yet to be fully
explored for nanodiamonds. For example, oxidative stress, an
imbalance of free radical species and antioxidants, is an
important parameter that is linked to many cell processes
such as apoptosis, DNA degradation, as well as cardio-
vascular and neurodegenerative diseases, and cancer.38,39 If
nanodiamonds are to be exploited as a potential replacement
for fluorescent dyes, they should not only be benign in terms
of their impact on proliferation, but they should also avoid
induction of cellular stress responses. There have been a
limited number of studies of nanodiamond induced oxi-
dative stress responses; while unmodified detonation nano-
diamonds showed a small antioxidant effect,40 oxidized deto-
nation diamonds were found to cause a low level of reactive
oxygen species generation in one cell line.32 Detonation
nanodiamond is often compositionally more impure than
HPHT nanodiamond, likely changing how the biological
impact.41 Acid-oxidized diamonds were observed to have no
effect on unstressed neural cells and actually reduced the
stress in stressed cells.42

Here, we sought to determine the biological impacts of
both graphitic and oxidized HPHT nanodiamonds by analyz-
ing cellular uptake as well as proliferative and stress responses
in two breast cancer cell lines. We focus on HPHT nanodia-
mond rather than detonation diamond due to the aforemen-
tioned advantageous sensing capability. We present the first
direct comparison of graphitic and oxidized HPHT nano-
diamonds using realistic concentrations for single cell
measurements (≤1 μg mL−1), rather than the higher concen-
trations typically used for drug delivery.

Materials and methods
Nanodiamond preparation

Nanodiamonds (Non-detonation, NaBond Technologies Co.,
China) were manufactured by a High-Pressure High-
Temperature (HPHT) bulk diamond process then milled to a
nominal 45 nm, with less than 50 ppm nitrogen impurities
and containing fluorescent nitrogen-vacancy centers.
Oxidation to remove the graphite by burning was performed in
a Vecstar VTF1SP tube furnace in air, calibrated with a K-type
thermometer to 445 ± 5 °C. Nanodiamonds were drop-cast
onto a quartz coverslip (CFQ-2520, UQG Optics, UK) or con-
tained in a crucible (SS22, Almath, UK). The sample was
heated in air at 450 °C for 5 hours to remove the graphitic
shell (ESI Fig. 1†).

Nanodiamond characterization

Thermogravimetric Analysis (TGA) was performed with 14 mg
of nanodiamond powder (TGA 4000, PerkinElmer, USA). To
evaluate optimal conditions for oxidation, the heating temp-
erature was increased at 3 °C min−1 or 1 °C min−1 up to 900 °C
in air and the weight was measured every second. A plateau
was observed at 650 °C. The temperature was held at 120 °C
for 30 minutes to remove water. Heating at 3 °C per minute
decreased the nanodiamond mass remaining from 75% to
25% between 546 ± 1 °C and 592 ± 1 °C. Upon slower heating
at 1° per minute, the nanodiamonds were reduced from 75%
to 25% mass between of 534 ± 1 °C to 545 ± 1 °C (ESI
Fig. 1a†). The largest mass loss rate occurs at a consistent
temperature, 537 ± 1 °C (3 °C min−1) and 535 ± 1 °C
(1 °C min−1), as an exothermic reaction occurs to sustain a
burning phase. These results place an upper bound on the
temperature required to conserve most of the sample mass in
a heating plateau profile at 535 ± 1 °C. Considering the
derivative of this curve (ESI Fig. 1b†), 425–450 °C appears to
be sufficiently far below the onset of burning to perform the
oxidation.

For preparation of oxidized nanodiamonds for the experi-
ments in the remainder of this study, the temperature was
increased to 450 °C in 5 min, and then held at that level while
the mass change was monitored at 1 s intervals (ESI Fig. 1c†).
The instrument temperature was calibrated by alumel, perkal-
loy and iron magnetic phase transitions at the temperatures
154.2 °C, 596 °C and 780 °C to be accurate to ±1 °C across this
range. The error in the mass fraction decrease is given by com-
bining the errors in the linear fit to the nominal error in mass
accuracy of 0.02%.

To assess the impact of the oxidation process on the nano-
diamond chemistry, optical spectroscopy was performed.
Raman micro-spectroscopy was performed with a WITec Alpha
300 R Confocal Raman microscope (WITec GmbH, Germany).
Samples were prepared by drop-casting diamonds onto a
calcium fluoride substrate (CAFP25-1U, UQG Optics, UK) and
Raman spectra were recorded using 4 mW 488 nm excitation
(CMX1-04813, Newport Corporation, USA) and a 20 × NA = 0.4
objective (421350-9970-000, Nikon, Japan). Data were collected
across a 400 μm × 400 μm area in 1 μm steps with 0.5 s inte-
gration time per point and calibrated by measuring a silicon
standard.

Fourier-Transform Infrared (FTIR) spectroscopy was con-
ducted with a Nicolet iS10 transmission instrument
(ThermoFisher Scientific, USA) with the sample of nano-
diamonds on NaCl windows (Z527130, Sigma-Aldrich, USA).
64 scans per sample were taken with 2 cm−1 resolution. For
each measurement, a background of air and an empty slide
was used. FTIR spectra were processed by subtracting a cubic
polynomial background in the ranges 700–3100 cm−1 and
3800–4000 cm−1, and smoothed using a Savitsky-Golay filter
(width 201, order 2).

To assess the impact of the oxidation process on the nano-
diamond sizes, Atomic Force Microscopy (AFM) and Dynamic
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Light Scattering (DLS) were performed. Atomic Force
Microscopy (AFM) was performed with an Oxford Instruments
Asylum MFP-3D AFM System. Firstly, two intersecting
scratches were made with a diamond cutter onto a quartz sub-
strate (CFQ-1250, UQG optics, UK) for localization. The sub-
strate was cleaned in acetone then isopropanol in a Sonorex
Digital 10P Ultrasonic bath at 63 °C (BandelinGmbH,
Germany) for 30 minutes each. The nanodiamonds were
suspended in ethanol at 1.6 mg mL−1 and sonicated for
90 minutes at 320 W of ultrasonic power before deposition
on the quartz by a respiratory nebulizer (U22, Omron
Healthcare Co., Kyoto, Japan). A 15 μm × 15 μm, 4096 × 4096
scan was taken at 0.2 Hz per line with Nanoworld Arrow-FM-20
Force Modulation tips using non-contact air topographical
imaging.

AFM data were processed in Gwyddion (GNU General
Public License at http://gwyddion.net/). At least 861 nano-
diamonds were assessed. The data were linearly subtracted
during collection to correct for tilt. Each image was rotated by
2.2° for mutual alignment and an identical background area
on each was set to zero. The images were cropped to show the
same diamonds. Data were collected by applying a threshold
mask that selected all observed diamonds (3 nm for each),
then all diamonds in the shadow of the large particles were
removed and the maximum height of the remaining
particles was exported. The error in the mean was calculated
by dividing the standard deviation by the root of the popu-
lation size and the distributions were compared by the
Mann–Whitney U test.

Dynamic Light Scattering (DLS) data were collected with a
Malvern Zetasizer Nano ZSP instrument. Samples were vor-
texed for 2 minutes at 2025 Hz on a VWR Mixer (444-0203,
VWR International Ltd, USA), followed by sonication in an
Ultrawave U300H (Ultrawave Ltd, UK), a repetition of vortexing,
then filtration through a 0.45 μm Polyethersulfone syringe
filter (514-0075, VWR International Ltd, USA). The sample was
placed within a plastic cuvette for the experiment (67.754
Polystyrene, Sarstedt AG & Co., Germany) with 637 nm exci-
tation and collection via 173° backscattering.

Cell culture

MDA-MB-231 and MCF-7 adherent breast cancer cells were
grown in phenol-free Dulbecco’s Modified Eagle Medium
(DMEM, 11880-028, ThermoFisher Scientific, USA) with 10%
heat inactivated Fetal Calf Serum (FCS, 1050064,
ThermoFisher Scientific, USA). The cells were split at 80% con-
fluence in ratios 1 : 20 for MDA-MB-231s and 1 : 10 for MCF-7s.
MDA-MB-231 and MCF-7 origins were verified by short tandem
repeat genotyping (performed at the Cancer Research UK
Cambridge Institute, UK).

Calculation of number of nanodiamonds per cell

The number of nanodiamonds per cell was calculated using
the following parameters. C: concentration = (0.01, 0.1 and
1 μg mL−1); V: volume of medium in a well = 0.3 mL; L: mean
characteristic dimension of the individual nanodiamonds43 =

23 nm; ρ: density of diamond = 3.5 × 103 kg m−3; and N:
number of cells per well = 3 × 105.

Number of diamonds per cellð200; 2000; 20 000Þ ¼ CV
ρL3N

:

Uptake experiments

Cells were seeded into six optical-quality eight-well plates
(IB-80826, ThermoFisher Scientific, USA) at 5 × 104 cells per
well, and incubated overnight to allow for attachment.
Graphitic and oxidized nanodiamonds at 1 μg mL−1 in 300 μL
medium with serum were added to three wells each per plate,
and fresh medium without nanodiamonds was added to two
wells per plate as controls. The plates were left for 1, 2, 4, 8, 24
and 48 hours. At the completion of the uptake time, the wells
were washed 3× in medium. They were then fixed in parafor-
maldehyde (HT5011, Sigma-Aldrich, USA) for 15 minutes, fol-
lowed by three washes in Hank’s Balanced Salt Solution
(14025092, ThermoFisher Scientific, USA). Cell nuclei and
membranes were stained by addition of 3 mL HBSS containing
2 drops of NucBlue Live Ready Probes Reagent (R37605,
Invitrogen, USA) and 5 μg mL−1 Wheat Germ Agglutinin –

AlexaFluor 488 membrane dye (W11261, Invitrogen, USA) sim-
ultaneously for 10 minutes. The wells were then washed in
phosphate buffered saline (PBS) (2×) and suspended in PBS.
The fixed cell samples were scanned with an Olympus
Confocal Fluorescence Microscope FV1200, using a 60× oil
objective, a pixel size of 132 nm, a scan speed of 4 μm s−1 and
a confocal size of 71 μm with a resolution of better than
215 nm. Bright field illumination was used to locate cells, so
that at least 175 nuclei were captured per condition. The z
position was set by moving upwards until the substrate was
not observed. The samples were sequentially raster scanned
with 405 nm, 488 nm and 633 nm lasers to the collect the
nuclear, membrane and nanodiamond signal respectively.
Nanodiamond aggregates were detected by elastic light scatter-
ing around 633 nm using a collection filter 575–675 nm.

Proliferation

Cellular proliferation measurements were conducted with an
Incucyte Zoom System (Essen Bioscience, USA). Four replicates
of 0, 0.01, 0.1 and 1 μg mL−1 nanodiamonds were added to
MCF-7 or MDA-MB-231 cells in phenol-free DMEM media sup-
plemented with Glutamax (35050-038, ThermoFisher
Scientific, USA) and 10% FCS. A positive control for prolifer-
ation change was induced using 1 mM H2O2 (386790-100,
VWR, UK). Images were analyzed with the Incucyte Zoom soft-
ware version 2016, and a size threshold of 350 μm2 was used
so that nanodiamonds were not counted as cells.

Oxidative stress

Cells were seeded into eight-well plates at a density of 5 × 104

cells per well. Cells were incubated overnight and then washed
in DMEM/F-12 medium (21041-025, ThermoFisher Scientific,
USA) with serum. Graphitic and oxidized diamonds were each
added into two wells at 1 μg mL−1 in 300 μL media with serum
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and incubated for four hours. As a positive control to induce
oxidative stress, 200 μM tert-Butyl hydroperoxide (TBHP) was
added to two wells one hour before imaging. Just prior to
imaging, media was removed from all wells and was replaced by
media containing two drops of NucBlue dye according to the rec-
ommended protocol and 0.5 μM CellRox™ Orange Reagent
(C10443, Invitrogen, USA) for 30 minutes. Cells were then washed
in fresh media and imaged live at 37 °C and 5% CO2 using an
excitation laser at 405 nm with collection within 425–475 nm,
and an excitation laser at 559 nm with detection within
570–670 nm. A scan speed of 10 ms per pixel at a confocal aper-
ture of 105 μm were used to capture images (512 × 512 pixels).

Data and image analysis

Raman spectra were analyzed using k-means clustering (WITec
Project 4, Witec GmbH, Germany) to extract the diamond
signal. Fluorescence background was removed by fitting and
subtraction of a 5th order polynomial between 800–1300 cm−1

and 1710–2500 cm−1. Data were normalized to the integral of
the pure diamond peak between 1280–1390 cm−1. The relative
amount of graphite on the sample was calculated by inte-
gration between 1490–1660 cm−1 and this wavenumber range
was used for p-value significance, error calculation and percen-
tage reduction. The area was calculated by using trapezium
rule, and its error was estimated by the standard deviation of
the data around a cubic fit. P-Value significance was investi-
gated by a two-tailed Mann–Whitney U test as the data did not
pass a normality test.

Proliferation tests were analyzed with standard ANOVA.
Where data sets violated the assumptions of a standard
ANOVA under the homogeneity of variances condition, in the
case of CellRox data, Kruskal–Wallis ANOVA and Dunnett’s
post-hoc test were used instead. Microscopy images were pro-
cessed using custom software written in FIJI ImageJ.44 For the
uptake experiment, image filenames were initially blinded and
artifacts were removed, including the scattering signals from
fragmenting nuclei. After this, nuclear areas were measured
and counted using the ‘Thresholding’ and ‘Particle Analyzer’
(>50 μm) functions. The membrane stain was used to define
the edges of cells, and filled to designate areas enclosed by
membrane. These areas were then removed if found not contain
a nucleus (Binary Feature Extractor45). The nanodiamond scat-
tering channel was thresholded by considering nine representa-
tive images and setting the value as closely as possible for both
cell lines. All diamonds that were not totally contained within
cells were removed (Binary Feature Extractor, 100% overlap45)
and the remaining particles were analyzed. Two factor ANOVA
via Regression was applied to account for unbalanced control
with post-hoc t-tests under Dunn-Šidák were used.

Results
Nanodiamond preparation and characterization

Oxidized nanodiamonds (ESI Fig. 2a†) were prepared by
heating in air using conditions optimized via thermo-

gravimetric analysis to achieve low mass loss of approximately
2% over one hour, converging to a linear rate of −1.20 ± 0.02%
per hour (Fig. 1a, ESI Fig. 2b†). Verification of the oxidation
process was made using optical spectroscopy. Raman spec-
troscopy (Fig. 1b) showed that the peak associated with graphi-
tic carbon (1575 cm−1) was reduced in relative area under
curve compared to that of diamond (1332 cm−1) from 51.8 ±
0.5 to 12.2 ± 1.1 (arbitrary units, p = 2.2 × 10−12). Fourier
Transform Infrared Spectroscopy also provided further
evidence of oxidation, through increased carboxyl CvO
(1786 cm−1) and C–O–C peaks (1089 cm−1) relative to CvC
between 1430 cm−1 and 1490 cm−1 (ESI Fig. 2c and d†). Also,
as expected, the spectrum exhibited a shift in the CvO groups
from aldehyde (1721 cm−1) to carboxyl (1784 cm−1) as the
groups were converted into the most oxidized form through
the heating process.15,33,46–50

We next analysed the change in the size of the nano-
diamonds with oxidation. The mean size determined using
AFM before oxidation was 8.1 ± 0.2 nm, and after oxidation it
was 7.5 ± 0.2 nm, a reduction of 0.6 ± 0.2 nm (ESI Fig. 3a†).
From TGA we expect to see a ∼6% mass decrease after five
hours, which would correspond to a ∼0.2 nm radius decrease
on a spherical 7.6 nm nanodiamond, which is consistent with
these AFM findings. We also examined the aggregation of the

Fig. 1 Graphite is effectively removed by heating at 445 ± 5 °C for
5 hours. (a) Thermogravimetric analysis shows that mass is slowly lost at
a rate of −1.20(2)% per hour. NSample = 1. (b) Raman spectra show that
the graphitic signal (1575 cm−1) is reduced relative to the diamond signal
(1332 cm−1) under heating conditions. At 445 ± 5 °C, the area under the
curve is reduced by 76 ± 9% indicating the sample has been oxidized
(p = 2.2 × 10−12). NDataPoints = 16 000.
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nanodiamonds through DLS and confocal optical microscopy.
Examination of the size distribution of nanodiamonds sus-
pended in water at 66 μg mL−1 found that oxidized nano-
diamonds tend to aggregate into significantly smaller clumps
than graphitic nanodiamonds (ESI Fig. 3b†). The aggregation
of nanodiamonds is further exacerbated by suspension in the
complete media used for cell culture studies, where aggregates
of up to 6 μm in size could be observed; again, oxidized nano-
diamonds showed a smaller aggregate size compared to gra-
phitic nanodiamonds (ESI Fig. 3c and d†).

Nanodiamond uptake in cells

Cellular experiments were performed using two different
breast cancer cell lines. MDA-MB-231 and MCF-7 are breast
cancer lines representative for mesenchymal-like and luminal-
like cancer types respectively. While MCF-7 cells express estro-
gen and progesterone receptors and form invasive breast
ductal carcinomas, MDA-MB-231 cells do not express estrogen
receptors and produce highly invasive and metastatic tumors.

Cells were exposed to nanodiamonds for up to 48 h and
microscopy images (Fig. 2, ESI Fig. 4†) show a clear increase in
the accumulation of nanodiamonds over time, many of which
were present as aggregate clumps of similar sizes. A detailed
summary of the size distribution of oxidized and graphitic
nanodiamond clumps in both cell types can be found in ESI
Fig. 5 and 6.† Interestingly, when examining the distributions
of particle sizes in cells (ESI Fig. 5 and 6†), the number of par-
ticles below 0.02 μm2 apparently decreases in MDA-MB-231s
over time, whereas the number of particles above 1 μm2

increases up to four hours, and then decreases between
8–24 hours. In contrast, MCF-7 cells continuously uptake par-
ticles throughout the 48 hours experiment.

Quantitatively, our data show that MDA-MB-231 cells
showed a significantly higher uptake of oxidized rather than
graphitic nanodiamonds (Fig. 3a), with both a greater number
of particles (p = 4 × 10−8), as well as a greater observed area of
nanodiamond signal (p = 4 × 10−9). MDA-MB-231 cell uptake
reached a peak after four hours of exposure of 4.7 ± 0.9 μm2

Fig. 2 Nanodiamond uptake observed in MCF-7 cells. Cells were incubated with 1 μg mL−1 graphitic or oxidized nanodiamonds for 1, 2, 4, 8, 24 and
48 hours before fixation. Cells were then co-stained with NucBlue nuclear stain and membrane stain Wheat Germ Agglutinin-Alexa Fluor 488.
Nanodiamond scattering signal was detected at 633 nm. An increase in the number of nanodiamonds within cells may be observed over time up to
48 h (white arrows denote dense cellular uptake).
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Fig. 3 Nanodiamonds were internalized into cells over time in two different breast cancer cell lines: (a) MDA-MB-231 and (b) MCF-7 cells. ‘Total
area per cell’ refers to the total nanodiamond intracellular area in the images divided by the number of nuclei observed in that image. Oxidized dia-
monds were taken up in a greater amount than graphitic diamonds (p = 4 × 10−8 for MDA-MB-231s and p = 3 × 10−5 for MCF-7s). NBiologicalreplicates =
2 (control) and 3 (nanodiamond sample). NNuclei = 500 ± 200 per condition for MDA-MB-231 and 430 ± 170 per condition for MCF-7.

Fig. 4 Nanodiamonds have negligible anti-proliferative effect. Graphitic diamonds cause a small decrease in confluency at 1 μg mL−1 in
MDA-MB-231 cells (top left, −5 ± 2%, p = 0.0014), but no other experiments showed any significant decrease at these concentrations. Nreplicates = 4.
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per cell and 14 ± 2 μm2 per cell average for graphitic and oxi-
dized diamonds respectively. The subsequent decline in signal
is likely due to cell division over the following hours. By con-
trast, MCF-7 cells showed a more similar uptake of graphitic
and oxidized nanodiamonds until 24 h, at which point the
uptake of graphitic nanodiamonds appeared to reach satur-
ation (Fig. 3b). MCF-7 cells also showed a level of uptake that
was an order of magnitude higher than that seen in
MDA-MB-231 cells. Nonetheless, oxidized diamond uptake was
also significantly higher than graphitic diamond uptake in
MCF-7 cells (p = 3 × 10−5), making this a consistent finding
across both cell types.

Cellular proliferation with nanodiamonds

Next, experiments were performed to assess whether the
uptake of graphitic and oxidized nanodiamonds had any
impact on the proliferation of MDA-MB-231 and MCF-7
breast cancer cell lines. We added nanodiamond concen-
trations of 0, 0.01, 0.1 and 1 μg mL−1, corresponding to
approximately 200, 2000 and 20 000 nanodiamonds per cell.
Hydrogen peroxide was used as a positive control of cell
death and phosphate buffered saline as a negative control.
We used automated phase contrast microscopy (Incucyte) to
count cells and determine confluency. Considering the
growth phase between 48 and 108 hours, cell confluency was
slightly reduced at 1 μg mL−1 for graphitic nanodiamonds on
the MDA-MB-231 (Fig. 4a) cells (−5 ± 2%, p = 0.0014), but no
change was observed with oxidized diamonds (+1 ± 4% p =
0.89). MCF-7 (Fig. 4b) cells appeared to be unaffected by the
addition of nanodiamonds of either type (graphitic: +2 ± 2%
p = 0.37, oxidized: −1 ± 3% p = 0.73).

Nanodiamond-induced stress

Finally, we examined the cellular oxidative stress responses to
evaluate whether any transient effects were present that did
not manifest as anti-proliferative. MDA-MB-231 cells (Fig. 5a)
showed significant increase in oxidative stress under appli-
cation of the positive control TBHP and for incubation with
graphitic nanodiamonds (ANOVA p = 6 × 10−5). In post-hoc
comparison, the critical threshold of the d-statistic was 2.3,
which was surpassed by the TBHP (d-stat = 8.7) and the gra-
phitic diamonds (d-stat = 4.6). Oxidized nanodiamonds did
not show any effect on oxidative stress, with levels remaining
comparable to the control condition (d-stat = 1.8). This
pattern of response was repeated in MCF-7 cells (Fig. 5b),
where TBHP and graphitic diamonds were found to induce
stress at a level above the control (d-stat = 3.6, d-stat = 5.7
respectively) and oxidized diamonds did not show a signifi-
cant change (d-stat = 1.7). Oxidative stress measurements
were made at both 1 h and 2 h time points; teasing these
apart it was apparent that MDA-MB-231 cells were most
stressed in the initial 1 h but had largely returned to normal
stress levels after 2 h. MCF-7 cells had a more similar
response at both time points. The higher stress levels from
graphitic nanodiamonds are of particular note, given the
lower uptake of these nanodiamonds into cells.

Discussion

Nanodiamonds containing NV centers have been explored as a
chemical- and photo-stable replacement for fluorescent dyes
in cells for applications such as organelle tracking and temp-
erature sensing. Here, we sought to determine the biological
impacts of both graphitic and oxidized HPHT nanodiamonds,
examining cellular uptake as well as potential impacts on pro-
liferation and importantly, cellular stress responses. We chose
to focus on HPHT nanodiamonds as their superior spin
properties have led to wide use for biological sensing
applications,5,17,51–53 both in graphitic2 and oxidized forms.52

Oxidized forms of nanodiamond have often been used in bio-
logical experiments due to their improved functionalization

Fig. 5 Graphitic nanodiamonds produced increased levels of cellular
oxidative stress for (a) MDA-MB-231 cells. Graphitic diamonds had a sig-
nificant d-statistic (= 4.6 > d-critical = 2.3) and TBHP performed suc-
cessfully as the positive control (significant d-statistic = 8.7 > d-critical =
2.3) (b) MCF-7 cells (significant d-statistic = 5.7 > d-critical = 2.3). TBHP,
the positive control performed as expected 3.6 > d-critical = 2.3.
Oxidized diamonds did not increase the cellular stress in either cell line.
Oxidative stress was generally higher at 1 h time point for graphitic dia-
monds. Outliers greater than 1.5× the interquartile range were not
plotted. d-Statistics were used in place of p values, as the sample did
not reflect a normal distribution, and so the analysis was done on ranked
data. Nimages = 24, 31, 33, 15, 25, 24, 33, 31 (column order), Ncells = 451,
478, 671, 368, 530, 433, 897, 773.
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capability, but direct comparison of biocompatibility via oxi-
dative stress in graphitic and oxidized HPHT nanodiamonds
from the same batch has yet to be reported.

We have shown for the first time that oxidized HPHT nano-
diamonds show improved biocompatibility compared to gra-
phitic HPHT nanodiamonds. In breast cancer cell lines, gra-
phitic nanodiamonds induced higher levels of oxidative stress
despite lower uptake compared to oxidized nanodiamonds. We
observed an order of magnitude greater nanodiamond uptake
in MCF-7 cells over time, particularly at the later time points,
when compared against MDA-MB-231 cells. This is consistent
with the increased expression of clathrin protein in MCF-7
cells,54 as nanodiamonds have previously been observed to be
mostly internalized by clathrin-mediated endocytosis.23 We
also observed oxidized nanodiamond being uptaken at a
higher rate than graphitic nanodiamonds in both cell lines,
but with a more dramatic difference in the MDA-MB-231 cells.

We noted that oxidized nanodiamonds formed smaller aggre-
gates in cell culture media, which may go some way to explain
these differences. In particular, at least 72% of oxidized nano-
diamond aggregates were below 250 nm in diameter, while at
least 56% of graphitic nanodiamond aggregates were below
this size. If further size reduction were needed in future appli-
cations, it would be possible to use techniques such as bead-
assisted sonic disintegration or salt-assisted dry attrition
milling for temporary physical separation of the particles,55 or
the addition of chemicals to the nanodiamond surface such
as serum proteins,56,57 surfactants,58 lysine59 or various
polymers60–64 for chemical separation.

Uptake dynamics have been shown to be shape dependent
in nanodiamonds, with rounder particles remaining in cells
for longer,21 so it may be that oxidized nanodiamonds form
aggregates of different roundness; this would need to be veri-
fied in future by a higher resolution technique such as TEM.
Furthermore, nanoparticle surface charge can be an important
factor in intracellular uptake, although contradictory findings
have been reported in the literature with regard to how nano-
particle interactions with the cell surface relates to surface
charges.65,66 Oxidized nanodiamonds have been reported to
exhibit more electronegative zeta potentials,57,67–69 so the
difference in surface charge between the two nanodiamond
types studied here may contribute to the differences in uptake.

In proliferative studies on cells, we observed a small but sig-
nificant decrease in proliferation under the highest concen-
tration of HPHT graphitic diamonds in MDA-MB-231 cells. No
significant difference was observed at any of the tested concen-
trations of oxidized nanodiamonds. This low cytotoxicity
profile is consistent with other published work, which
generally shows low or non-existent nanodiamond
cytotoxicity,30–32,70–74 over similar time courses.29,75–77 Our
work on HPHT diamond aligns with studies on detonation
diamond despite the compositional differences,41 with graphi-
tic nanodiamonds suppressing cell proliferation and oxidized
nanodiamonds having the lowest cytotoxic effect.15,28

Although we did not observe any anti-proliferative effect of oxi-
dized nanodiamonds, we exposed our cells to a concentration

range suitable for experiments interrogating local organelle
tracking or temperature sensing, rather than those used
for drug delivery, which would be substantially higher.
At higher concentrations such as 1 μg mL−1 effects
including apoptosis have been observed even with oxidized
nanodiamonds.78

Evaluating oxidative stress in cells exposed to nanodiamonds,
we observed that graphitic HPHT diamonds cause a high degree
of stress in cells, exceeding that of the positive control. This
agrees with previous studies where unmodified nanodiamonds
were observed to produce oxidative stress,79,80 though neither
the amount of graphite nor the fabrication procedure were
defined in these studies. The observation of oxidative stress
under graphitic nanodiamonds is also reported for other
forms of sp2 carbon,81–83 especially pure carbon black
particles.84–86 Horie et al. also examined three varieties of
nanodiamonds with different zeta potentials.75 Those with
positive zeta potentials caused oxidative stress, while the nega-
tive ones did not, which may be consistent with our findings.
Of particular interest in our results is the fact that we did not
observe any oxidative stress when cells were exposed to oxi-
dized diamonds, consistent with previous reports at both the
cellular42 and organism levels.87

Our results therefore suggest that the impact of the surface
chemistry of nanodiamonds can be significant for biological
applications. It would therefore be prudent for nanodiamonds
to be oxidized prior to application in cells, regardless of
whether they are being subjected to functionalization.
According to our findings, oxidation can increase cellular
uptake and minimize any potential oxidative stress response.
These benefits exist in addition to the well known benefits of
reduced charge switching between the NV− and NV0 charge
states,17 improved brightness18 and facilitating surface
functionalization for targeting.19,20

Despite the promising findings of our direct comparison of
the biological impacts of graphitic and oxidized nanodia-
monds in two different cell types, there remain some limit-
ations to our study. Firstly, biocompatibility is expected to be
determined by surface chemistry and shape,88 so it is reason-
able to expect that differences in the fabrication methods such
as HPHT or detonation processes could cause variations in the
cellular response. A direct comparison of nanodiamonds of a
similar size and shape produced by the two different processes
would be of interest in future work. Secondly, to prepare our
oxidized nanodiamonds we use oxidation by heating in air
alone. While this is a commonly used procedure,19 it is also
often replaced or combined with cleaning by acids, UV-Ozone,
or oxygen plasma, which may exaggerate the differences in
surface chemistry, potentially leading to different results in
uptake, proliferation and oxidative stress. Thirdly, the optical
scattering measurement used in our uptake experiments has
been shown to be insensitive below a diameter of 37 nm for
nanodiamonds,89 so we may be missing signals associated
with any free nanodiamonds undergoing passive uptake, as
suggested elsewhere.23 However, given the size distributions of
our nanodiamonds in solution, we expect this to be a relatively
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minor contribution to the overall signal. Finally, we studied
only uptake, proliferation and oxidative stress. Future work
should examine other potential sources of stress response,
such as inflammatory or genotoxic responses.79

Conclusions

It is vitally important for any sensor used to perform measure-
ments in a biological system to avoid perturbation of the
system that it is measuring. We have shown that nanodiamond
oxidation, which is used to reduce charge switching between
NV− and NV0 and to improve brightness, is also advantageous
for increasing intracellular uptake and avoiding oxidative
stress in cells. Improved biocompatibility is crucial for the use
of nanodiamonds as a revolutionary biomedical tool and
implies that HPHT graphitic diamonds should first be oxi-
dized for biological metrology, as this greatly reduces the effect
that the sensor has on the system it is measuring.

Author contributions

B. W. and S. B. conceived the experiments, B. W., L. B., J. S.,
L. M. and H. K. conducted the experiments, B. W. analyzed the
results. M. A. and S. B. supervised the project. All authors
reviewed the manuscript.

Conflicts of interest

The authors do not have any conflicts of interest.

Acknowledgements

This work was funded by the Winton Programme for the
Physics of Sustainability through a pump prime funding
award. B. W. acknowledges support of the Oliver Gatty
Studentship. S. B. is supported by CRUK (C47594/A16267,
C14303/A17197) and the European Union’s Seventh
Framework Programme (FP7-PEOPLE-2013-CIG-630729). H. K.
acknowledges support from St John’s College, Cambridge
University. L. M. and M. D. V. acknowledge support from the
European Union Horizon 2020 programme (MSCA IF 702435 –

Supra-CNT). The authors would like to thank Hajime
Shinohara and Dr Siân Dutton for access to the Vecstar
furnace. The ANOVA data analysis for this paper was generated
using the Real Statistics Resource Pack software (Release 5.0).
Equipment was provided by the EPSRC Cambridge NanoDTC,
EP/G037221/1.

References

1 A. Gruber, A. Dräbenstedt, C. Tietz, L. Fleury, J. Wrachtrup
and C. von Borczyskowski, Science, 1997, 276, 2012–2015.

2 L. P. McGuinness, Y. Yan, A. Stacey, D. A. Simpson,
L. T. Hall, D. Maclaurin, S. Prawer, P. Mulvaney,
J. Wrachtrup, F. Caruso, R. E. Scholten and
L. C. L. Hollenberg, Nat. Nanotechnol., 2011, 6, 358–363.

3 G. Kucsko, P. C. Maurer, N. Y. Yao, M. Kubo, H. J. Noh,
P. K. Lo, H. Park and M. D. Lukin, Nature, 2013, 500, 54–58.

4 J. F. Barry, M. J. Turner, J. M. Schloss, D. R. Glenn, Y. Song,
M. D. Lukin, H. Park and R. L. Walsworth, Proc. Natl. Acad.
Sci. U. S. A., 2016, 113, 14133–14138.

5 D. Le Sage, K. Arai, D. R. Glenn, S. J. DeVience, L. M. Pham,
L. Rahn-Lee, M. D. Lukin, A. Yacoby, A. Komeili and
R. L. Walsworth, Nature, 2013, 496, 486–489.

6 F. Dolde, H. Fedder, M. W. Doherty, T. Noebauer,
F. Rempp, G. Balasubramanian, T. Wolf, F. Reinhard,
L. C. L. Hollenberg, F. Jelezko, J. Wrachtrup and
T. Nöbauer, Nat. Phys., 2011, 7, 459–463.

7 F. Dolde, M. W. Doherty, J. Michl, I. Jakobi, B. Naydenov,
S. Pezzagna, J. Meijer, P. Neumann, F. Jelezko,
N. B. Manson and J. Wrachtrup, Phys. Rev. Lett., 2014, 112,
097603.

8 M. W. Doherty, V. V. Struzhkin, D. A. Simpson,
L. P. McGuinness, Y. Meng, A. Stacey, T. J. Karle,
R. J. Hemley, N. B. Manson, L. C. L. Hollenberg and
S. Prawer, Phys. Rev. Lett., 2014, 112, 1–5.

9 T. Rendler, J. Neburkova, O. Zemek, J. Kotek, A. Zappe,
Z. Chu, P. Cigler and J. Wrachtrup, Nat. Commun., 2017, 8,
14701.

10 H. J. Mamin, M. Kim, M. H. Sherwood, C. T. Rettner,
K. Ohno, D. D. Awschalom and D. Rugar, Science, 2013,
339, 557–560.

11 T. Staudacher, F. Shi, S. Pezzagna, J. Meijer, J. Du,
C. A. Meriles, F. Reinhard and J. Wrachtrup, Science, 2013,
339, 561–563.

12 H. S. Knowles, D. M. Kara and M. Atatüre, Nat. Mater.,
2014, 13, 21–25.

13 J. Tisler, G. Balasubramanian, B. Naydenov, R. Kolesov,
B. Grotz, R. Reuter, J.-P. P. Boudou, P. A. Curmi,
M. Sennour, A. Thorel, M. Börsch, K. Aulenbacher,
R. Erdmann, P. R. Hemmer, F. Jelezko and J. Wrachtrup,
ACS Nano, 2009, 3, 1959–1965.

14 B. R. Smith, D. Gruber and T. Plakhotnik, Diamond Relat.
Mater., 2010, 19, 314–318.

15 R. Silbajoris, W. Linak, O. Shenderova, C. Winterrowd,
H.-C. Chang, J. L. Zweier, A. Kota, L. A. Dailey, N. Nunn,
P. A. Bromberg and J. M. Samet, Diamond Relat. Mater.,
2015, 58, 16–23.

16 G. Reina, E. Tamburri, S. Orlanducci, S. Gay, R. Matassa,
V. Guglielmotti, T. Lavecchia, M. L. Terranova and
M. Rossi, Biomatter, 2014, 4, 3–6.

17 S. Karaveli, O. Gaathon, A. Wolcott, R. Sakakibara,
D. Peterka, J. S. Owen, R. Yuste and D. R. Englund, Proc.
Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A., 2015, 113, 3938–3943.

18 J. Havlik, V. Petrakova, I. Rehor, V. Petrak, M. Gulka,
J. Stursa, J. Kucka, J. Ralis, T. Rendler, S.-Y. Lee, R. Reuter,
J. Wrachtrup, M. Ledvina, M. Nesladek and P. Cigler,
Nanoscale, 2013, 5, 3208–3211.

Nanoscale Paper

This journal is © The Royal Society of Chemistry 2018 Nanoscale, 2018, 10, 12169–12179 | 12177

O
pe

n 
A

cc
es

s 
A

rt
ic

le
. P

ub
lis

he
d 

on
 1

9 
Q

as
a 

D
ir

ri
 2

01
8.

 D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

on
 0

8/
11

/2
02

5 
11

:2
2:

04
 A

M
. 

 T
hi

s 
ar

tic
le

 is
 li

ce
ns

ed
 u

nd
er

 a
 C

re
at

iv
e 

C
om

m
on

s 
A

ttr
ib

ut
io

n 
3.

0 
U

np
or

te
d 

L
ic

en
ce

.
View Article Online

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
https://doi.org/10.1039/c8nr02177e


19 A. Krueger and D. Lang, Adv. Funct. Mater., 2012, 22, 890–
906.

20 M. Mkandawire, A. Pohl, T. Gubarevich, V. Lapina,
D. Appelhans, G. Rödel, W. Pompe, J. Schreiber and
J. Opitz, J. Biophotonics, 2009, 2, 596–606.

21 Z. Chu, S. Zhang, B. Zhang, C. Zhang, C.-Y. Fang, I. Rehor,
P. Cigler, H.-C. Chang, G. Lin, R. Liu and Q. Li, Sci. Rep.,
2014, 4, 4495.

22 K. Solarska-Ściuk, A. Gajewska, S. Glińska, M. Studzian,
S. Michlewska, Å. Balcerzak, J. Skolimowski,
B. B. B. Kolago, G. Bartosz, K. Solarska-Sciuk, A. Gajewska,
S. Glinska, M. Studzian, S. Michlewska, L. Balcerzak,
J. Skolimowski, B. B. B. Kolago, G. Bartosz, K. Solarska-
Ściuk, A. Gajewska, S. Glińska, M. Studzian, S. Michlewska,
L. Balcerzak, J. Skolimowski, B. B. B. Kolago and
G. Bartosz, Chem.-Biol. Interact., 2014, 219, 90–100.

23 O. Faklaris, V. Joshi, T. Irinopoulou, P. Tauc, M. Sennour,
H. Girard, C. Gesset, J.-C. Arnault, A. Thorel, J.-P. Boudou,
P. A. Curmi and F. Treussart, ACS Nano, 2009, 3, 3955–
3962.

24 M. S. Chan, L. S. Liu, H. M. Leung and P. K. Lo, ACS Appl.
Mater. Interfaces, 2017, 9, 11780–11789.

25 C.-Y. Fang, V. Vaijayanthimala, C.-A. Cheng, S.-H. Yeh,
C.-F. Chang, C.-L. Li and H.-C. Chang, Small, 2011, 7,
3363–3370.

26 K.-K. Liu, C.-L. Cheng, C.-C. Chang and J.-I. Chao,
Nanotechnology, 2007, 18, 325102.

27 K. Adach, M. Fijalkowski, G. Gajek, J. Skolimowski,
R. Kontek and A. Blaszczyk, Chem.-Biol. Interact., 2016, 254,
156–166.

28 M. Keremidarska, A. Ganeva, D. Mitev, T. Hikov, R. Presker,
L. Pramatarova and N. Krasteva, Biotechnol. Biotechnol.
Equip., 2014, 28, 733–739.

29 R. Eldawud, M. Reitzig, J. Opitz, Y. Rojansakul, W. Jiang,
S. Nangia and C. Z. Dinu, Nanotechnology, 2016, 27,
085107.

30 V. Paget, J. A. Sergent, R. Grall, S. Altmeyer-Morel,
H. A. Girard, T. Petit, C. Gesset, M. Mermoux, P. Bergonzo,
J. C. Arnault and S. Chevillard, Nanotoxicology, 2014, 8, 46–
56.

31 A. M. Schrand, H. Huang, C. Carlson, J. J. Schlager,
E. Omacr Sawa, S. M. Hussain and L. Dai, J. Phys. Chem. B,
2007, 111, 2–7.

32 D. G. Lim, K. H. Kim and S. K. Sung, Int. J. Nanomed., 2016,
11, 2381–2395.

33 J. Wehling, R. Dringen, R. N. Zare, M. Maas and K. Rezwan,
ACS Nano, 2014, 8, 6475–6483.

34 J. Li, Y. Zhu, W. Li, X. Zhang, Y. Peng and Q. Huang,
Biomaterials, 2010, 31, 8410–8418.

35 K. K. Liu, C. C. Wang, C. L. Cheng and J. I. Chao,
Biomaterials, 2009, 30, 4249–4259.

36 U. C. Anozie and P. Dalhaimer, Adv. Drug Delivery Rev.,
2017, 122, 65–73.

37 H. Lujan and C. M. Sayes, Toxicol. Res., 2017, 6, 580–
594.

38 V. I. Lushchak, Chem.-Biol. Interact., 2014, 224, 164–175.

39 S. K. Choudhari, M. Chaudhary, A. R. Gadbail, A. Sharma
and S. Tekade, Oral Oncol., 2014, 50, 10–18.

40 K. Adach, M. Fijalkowski and J. Skolimowski, Fullerenes,
Nanotubes, Carbon Nanostruct., 2015, 4046, 1024–1032.

41 A. Schrand, S. A. C. Hens and O. Shenderova, Crit. Rev.
Solid State Mater. Sci., 2009, 34, 18–74.

42 S. H. Alawdi, E. S. El-Denshary, M. M. Safar, H. Eidi,
M. O. David and M. A. Abdel-Wahhab, Mol. Neurobiol.,
2017, 54, 1906–1918.

43 H. S. Knowles, D. M. Kara and M. Atatüre, Phys. Rev. B,
2016, 115206, 1–6.

44 J. Schindelin, I. Arganda-Carreras, E. Frise, V. Kaynig,
M. Longair, T. Pietzsch, S. Preibisch, C. Rueden,
S. Saalfeld, B. Schmid, J.-Y. Tinevez, D. J. White,
V. Hartenstein, K. Eliceiri, P. Tomancak and A. Cardona,
Nat. Methods, 2012, 9, 676–682.

45 J. Brocher, EuBIAS-Conference, Madison, Wisconsin, 2015.
46 S. Osswald, G. Yushin, V. Mochalin, S. O. Kucheyev and

Y. Gogotsi, Synthesis, 2006, 11635–11642.
47 I. Petrov, O. Shenderova, V. Grishko, V. Grichko, T. Tyler,

G. Cunningham and G. McGuire, Diamond Relat. Mater.,
2007, 16, 2098–2103.

48 W. Ma, X. Yu, X. Qu and Q. Zhang, Diamond Relat. Mater.,
2016, 62, 14–21.

49 V. N. Mochalin, A. Pentecost, X.-M. Li, I. Neitzel,
M. Nelson, C. Wei, T. He, F. Guo and Y. Gogotsi, Mol.
Pharm., 2013, 10, 3728–3735.

50 J. Cheng, J. He, C. Li and Y. Yang, Chem. Mater., 2008, 20,
4224–4230.

51 R. M. Teeling-Smith, Y. W. Jung, N. Scozzaro, J. Cardellino,
I. Rampersaud, J. A. North, M. Šimon, V. P. Bhallamudi,
A. Rampersaud, E. Johnston-Halperin, M. G. Poirier,
P. Chris Hammel and P. C. Hammel, 2016, 110, 2044–2052,
arXiv:1511.06831 [cond-mat, physics:physics].

52 J. P. Tetienne, T. Hingant, L. Rondin, A. Cavaillès, L. Mayer,
G. Dantelle, T. Gacoin, J. Wrachtrup, J. F. Roch and
V. Jacques, Phys. Rev. B: Condens. Matter Mater. Phys., 2013,
87, 1–12.

53 L. Guarina, C. Calorio, D. Gavello, E. Moreva, P. Traina,
A. Battiato, S. Ditalia Tchernij, J. Forneris, M. Gai,
F. Picollo, P. Olivero, M. Genovese, E. Carbone,
A. Marcantoni and V. Carabelli, Sci. Rep., 2018, 8, 2221.

54 Y. C. Chung, J. F. Kuo, W. C. Wei, K. J. Chang, W. T. Chao
and M. Tan, PLoS One, 2015, 10, 1–15.

55 K. Turcheniuk and V. N. Mochalin, Nanotechnology, 2017,
252001.

56 H. Kato, A. Nakamura, M. Horie and S. Endoh, Carbon,
2011, 49, 3989–3997.

57 S. R. Hemelaar, A. Nagl, F. Bigot, M. M. Rodríguez-García,
M. P. de Vries, M. Chipaux and R. Schirhagl, Microchim.
Acta, 2017, 184, 1001–1009.

58 X. Zhang, S. Wang, M. Liu, J. Hui, B. Yang, L. Tao and
Y. Wei, Toxicol. Res., 2013, 2, 335.

59 S. Alwani, R. Kaur, D. Michel, J. M. Chitanda, R. E. Verrall,
C. Karunakaran and I. Badea, Int. J. Nanomed., 2016, 2016,
687–702.

Paper Nanoscale

12178 | Nanoscale, 2018, 10, 12169–12179 This journal is © The Royal Society of Chemistry 2018

O
pe

n 
A

cc
es

s 
A

rt
ic

le
. P

ub
lis

he
d 

on
 1

9 
Q

as
a 

D
ir

ri
 2

01
8.

 D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

on
 0

8/
11

/2
02

5 
11

:2
2:

04
 A

M
. 

 T
hi

s 
ar

tic
le

 is
 li

ce
ns

ed
 u

nd
er

 a
 C

re
at

iv
e 

C
om

m
on

s 
A

ttr
ib

ut
io

n 
3.

0 
U

np
or

te
d 

L
ic

en
ce

.
View Article Online

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
https://doi.org/10.1039/c8nr02177e


60 S. Sotoma and M. Shirakawa, Chem. Lett., 2016, 45, 697–
699.

61 C. Resetco, D. Frank, N. U. Kaya, N. Badi and F. D. Prez,
ACS Macro Lett., 2017, 6, 277–280.

62 J. W. Lee, S. Lee, S. Jang, K. Y. Han, Y. Kim, J. Hyun,
S. K. Kim and Y. Lee, Mol. BioSyst., 2013, 9, 1004–1011.

63 W. Wang, X. Ji, L. Du and H. Mattoussi, J. Phys. Chem. C,
2017, 121, 22901–22913.

64 Y. Wu, A. Ermakova, W. Liu, G. Pramanik, T. M. Vu, A. Kurz,
L. McGuinness, B. Naydenov, S. Hafner, R. Reuter,
J. Wrachtrup, J. Isoya, C. Förtsch, H. Barth, T. Simmet,
F. Jelezko and T. Weil, Adv. Funct. Mater., 2015, 25, 6576–6585.

65 S. Honary and F. Zahir, Trop. J. Pharm. Res., 2013, 12, 255–264.
66 E. Fröhlich, Int. J. Nanomed., 2012, 7, 5577–5591.
67 L. Gines, S. Mandal, A.-I. Ahmed, C.-L. Cheng, M. Sow and

O. Williams, Nanoscale, 2017, 12549–12555.
68 L. Marcon, F. Riquet, D. Vicogne, S. Szunerits, J.-F. Bodart

and R. Boukherroub, J. Mater. Chem., 2010, 20, 8064.
69 A. Krueger, M. Ozawa, G. Jarre, Y. Liang, J. Stegk and L. Lu,

Phys. Status Solidi A, 2007, 204, 2881–2887.
70 T. Burleson, N. Yusuf and A. Stanishevsky, J. Achievements

Manufacturing Eng., 2009, 37, 258–263.
71 J. I. Chao, E. Perevedentseva, P. H. Chung, K. K. Liu,

C. Y. Cheng, C. C. Chang and C. L. Cheng, Biophys. J., 2007,
93, 2199–2208.

72 A. M. Schrand, L. Dai, J. J. Schlager, S. M. Hussain and
E. Osawa, Diamond Relat. Mater., 2007, 16, 2118–2123.

73 J. Slegerova, M. Hajek, I. Rehor, F. Sedlak, J. Stursa,
M. Hruby and P. Cigler, Nanoscale, 2015, 7, 415–420.

74 S.-J. Yu, M.-W. Kang, H.-C. Chang, K.-M. Chen and
Y.-C. Yu, J. Am. Chem. Soc., 2005, 127, 17604–17605.

75 M. Horie, L. K. Komaba, H. Kato, A. Nakamura,
K. Yamamoto, S. Endoh, K. Fujita, S. Kinugasa, K. Mizuno,

Y. Hagihara, Y. Yoshida and H. Iwahashi, Diamond Relat.
Mater., 2012, 24, 15–24.

76 Z.-Y. Lien, T.-C. Hsu, K.-K. Liu, W.-S. Liao, K.-C. Hwang and
J.-I. Chao, Biomaterials, 2012, 33, 6172–6185.

77 M. F. Weng, B. J. Chang, S. Y. Chiang, N. S. Wang and
H. Niu, Diamond Relat. Mater., 2012, 22, 96–104.

78 L. Moore, V. Grobárová, H. Shen, H. B. Man, J. Míčová,
M. Ledvina, J. Štursa, M. Nesladek, A. Fišerová and D. Ho,
Nanoscale, 2014, 6, 11712–11721.

79 N. Dworak, M. Wnuk, J. Zebrowski, G. Bartosz and
A. Lewinska, Carbon, 2014, 68, 763–776.

80 J. Mytych, A. Lewinska, J. Zebrowski and M. Wnuk,
Diamond Relat. Mater., 2015, 55, 95–101.

81 V. C. Sanchez, A. Jachak, R. H. Hurt and A. B. Kane, Chem.
Res. Toxicol., 2012, 25, 15–34.

82 Y. Chang, S. T. Yang, J. H. Liu, E. Dong, Y. Wang, A. Cao,
Y. Liu and H. Wang, Toxicol. Lett., 2011, 200,
201–210.

83 Y. Zhang, S. F. Ali, E. Dervishi, Y. Xu, Z. Li, D. Casciano and
A. S. Biris, Am. Chem. Soc., 2010, 4, 3181–3186.

84 L.-S. Wang, L. Wang, L. Wang, G. Wang, Z.-H. Li and
J.-J. Wang, Environ. Toxicol., 2009, 24, 296–303.

85 U. Sydlik, M. Bierhals, J. Abel, R. P. F. Schins and
K. Unfried, Am. J. Physiol.: Lung Cell. Mol. Physiol., 2006,
291, L725–L733.

86 S. Boland, S. Hussain and A. Baeza-Squiban, Wiley
Interdiscip. Rev.: Nanomed. Nanobiotechnol., 2014, 6, 641–
652.

87 N. Mohan, C.-S. Chen, H.-H. Hsieh, Y.-C. Wu and
H.-C. Chang, Nano Lett., 2010, 10, 3692–3699.

88 J. Zhao and M. H. Stenzel, Polym. Chem., 2018, 9, 259–272.
89 Y. Colpin, A. Swan, A. V. Zvyagin and T. Plakhotnik, Opt.

Lett., 2006, 31, 625–627.

Nanoscale Paper

This journal is © The Royal Society of Chemistry 2018 Nanoscale, 2018, 10, 12169–12179 | 12179

O
pe

n 
A

cc
es

s 
A

rt
ic

le
. P

ub
lis

he
d 

on
 1

9 
Q

as
a 

D
ir

ri
 2

01
8.

 D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

on
 0

8/
11

/2
02

5 
11

:2
2:

04
 A

M
. 

 T
hi

s 
ar

tic
le

 is
 li

ce
ns

ed
 u

nd
er

 a
 C

re
at

iv
e 

C
om

m
on

s 
A

ttr
ib

ut
io

n 
3.

0 
U

np
or

te
d 

L
ic

en
ce

.
View Article Online

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
https://doi.org/10.1039/c8nr02177e

	Button 1: 


