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Abstract:

Understanding the influence of dipolar interactiamsnagnetic hyperthermia experiments is of
crucial importance for fine optimization of nanof@e (NP) heating power. In this study, we use
a kinetic Monte-Carlo algorithm to calculate hystas loops that correctly account for both time
and temperature. This algorithm is shown to colye®produce the high-frequency hysteresis
loop of both superparamagnetic and ferromagnetic MRthout any ad-hoc or artificial
parameters. The algorithm is easily parallelizaMgh a good speed-up behavior, which
considerably decreases the calculation time onrakygocessors and enables the study of
assemblies of several thousands of NPs. The speatiBorption rate (SAR) of magnetic NPs
dispersed inside spherical lysosomes is studietl faaction of several key parameters: volume
concentration, applied magnetic field, lysosome ,sMP diameter and anisotropy. The influence
of these parameters is illustrated and comprehelysiexplained. In summary, magnetic
interactions increase the coercive field, satumati@ld and hysteresis area of major loops.
However, for small amplitude magnetic field suchttasse used in magnetic hyperthermia, the
heating power as function of concentration can ease, decrease or display a bell shape,
depending on the relationship between the appliegnetic field and the coercive/saturation
fields of the NPs. The hysteresis area is foundogowell correlated with the parallel or
antiparallel nature of the dipolar field actingeach particle. The heating power of a given NP is
strongly influenced by a local concentration invoty approximately 20 neighbors. Because this
local concentration strongly decreases upon appimo@dhe surface, the heating power increases
or decreases in the vicinity of the lysosome memérdhe amplitude of variation reaches more
than one order of magnitude in certain conditiofbis transition occurs on a thickness
corresponding to approximately 1.3 times the memtamnce between two neighbors. The
amplitude and sign of this variation is explainEehally, implications of these various findings
are discussed in the framework of magnetic hyparitee optimization. It is concluded that
feedback on two specific points from biology expeents is required for further advancement of
the optimization of magnetic NPs for magnetic hyjpammia. The present simulations will be an
advantageous tool to optimize magnetic NPs heativger and interpret experimental results.



Main Text:

l. Introduction

Studying the properties of interacting magneticaparticles (MNPSs) is an old topic in
magnetism, driven not only by the challenge to usided the properties of a complex many-
body system but also by the will to model ferradlsli magnetic recording media or magneto-
transport properties [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7]. Moreergly, a renewed interest on this topic has been
motivated by the application of MNPs in magnetigpéthermia (MH). MH properties of
magnetically independent MNPs are now well unde{®, 9]. However, when MH properties
of colloidal solutions are studied, MNPs aggregatder the influence of the magnetic field,
which modifies their heating power compared witldpendent MNPs [10, 11,12]. Moreover, in
in vitro conditions, MNPs accumulate in lysosomes, wheeg tre highly concentrated and are
thus in strong magnetic interaction [13,14]. Thesesiderations have motivated several studies
on the influence of magnetic interactions on MHgedies [15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21].

Until recently, a study of the average modificatmfithe MNP heating power due to the
presence of magnetic interactions in lysosomesdcdoale been sufficient to optimize MNPs in
biological conditions. However, a series of puzzlin vitro results have shown that, at least in
some experiments, cell death was due to a very &@oargy release inside the lysosomes rather
than to an average global heating of the cells 3,22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27,]. As a consequence,
optimizing MNPs to maximize cell death requiresuamerstanding of the spatial repartition of
their heating properties inside lysosomes. Inddeckll death is, for instance, triggered by the
local activation of trans-membrane receptors atstindace of the lysosomes, only the energy
released by the MNPs near the lysosome surfacddst@umaximized. In contrast, if MNPs
activate a biological process occurring in the $gsoe core, the heating power of the MNPs
inside it should be maximized. Thus far, this sgatepartition of the heating power inside
lysosomes has never been studied, and we will dstrada that this is an important parameter to
take into account.

Because the heating power of MNPs is directly gilegntheir hysteresis loop area [8],
dynamic hysteresis loop calculations using numersaulations is the preferred method to
estimate the heating power. Thus far, the mainagmtr to perform these calculations has been
Metropolis Monte-Carlo simulations [15, 17, 18].tms algorithm, the relationship between real
time and Monte-Carlo steps is not well defined [ZBhis poorly defined relationship is a
problem when describing MH experiments, which asadtcted at a high frequency and thus
require a good dynamic description. Another apgroeensists of using kinetic Monte-Carlo
simulations, in which the dynamic is more accurataken in consideration. Hovorka al. have
used this algorithm to describe magnetic recordiegia [29]. The advantage of this algorithm is
the accurate description of MNPs in the superpaga®iic or ferromagnetic regime without any
artificial or abrupt separation between them. Tdhsracteristic is important because these two
classes of MNPs should be studied in MH applicatiderromagnetic MNPs display a larger
specific absorption rate (SAR); however, superpagmetic MNPs are more easily stabilized and
synthesized; therefore, they are widely usedtro andin vivo.

Here, we report the use of kinetic Monte-Carlo datians to study the MH properties of
MNPs inside lysosomes. We show the drastic infleeat the volume concentration on the
heating properties and present a comprehensivey sindthe influence of key parameters,
modifying the amplitude and sign of this influen¥ée also show that the heating power is not
homogeneous inside lysosomes and drastically depamthe position inside them.



[l. Kinetic Monte-Carlo simulations

1. Algorithm

In our program, perfectly monodisperse MNPs of ditend and volumeV, with a
uniaxial anisotropyKer and displaying a magnetization per unit of volulhg are considered.
The main approximation of our numerical model istttwe remain in the two-level
approximation such that the excited states intotargial well are not taken into consideration.
The MNPs have a volume concentratomside a sphere that models the lysosome. The MNPs
can be either placed randomly or placed on a clabice and then randomly moved a given
distance to introduce disorder. A sinusoidal magnigld of maximum amplitudeioHmax and
frequencyf is applied to the MNP assembly. At a given timlee ttotal magnetic field

MoH, acting on a NP is the sum of the external magrfetld p,H,, and the dipolar field
created by the other NRg,H

The latter is given by:
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where E] is the unitary vector joining two NPsr,?j is the unitary vector linked to the

magnetization orientation ang the distance between two NPs. This sum is caledlakactly
without Ewald summation or a cutoff radius. Therggeof a NP is given by:

E(8,9) = KV sin*(6) — uM sVH,, cos@ - 9), (2)

whered is the angle between the easy axis and the magtieti andgis the angle between the
easy axis and the total magnetic field [see Fig].1(a

To calculate the hysteresis loop, time is dividetb itime stepdsep during which the
magnetic field is assumed constant. As a typicaleyathe hysteresis is divided in 2000 equal
time steps. The algorithm inside the main loophefprogram is the following:

i) At the beginning of a simulation step, the ot&ion of the magnetization in a 3D space
is known for every NP because it has been calcuktéue previous step.

ii) The total magnetic field acting on each padigi,H,,, is calculated using Equ. 1.

iif) For each NP, a 2D working plane is definedsithe plane simultaneously containing
the total magnetic field and the NP easy axis. Wuging plane varies at each step for each NP.
The previous magnetization vector is projected dhi® new plane and renormalized, permitting
the calculation of the initial angle of the magmation in this plane.

iv) The positions of the minima and maxima of theergy potentials for each NP are
found. For this purpose, thg 8 profile is discretized into 200 points. At eaabirgd, the first
derivatives of the energy are calculated usingdtbrévative of Equ. 2. If an extremum is found
between two points, its precise value is determimadg Newton’s method. L&, & and &; be
the angles of the two minima and the angle of tveet energy maximum with energi€s, E
andEg, respectively.

v) the initial magnetization “falls” directly intene of the two minima, following the
profile of theE(§ function. At the end of this step, one has tol dath a familiar 2D Stoner-
Wohlfarth problem with thermal activation.

vi) the probability for the NP to change wells (fiete are two) is calculated. The
magnetization switches from tlée to the & direction at a rate; given by:
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Similarly, the switching rate, from the & to the§ direction is given by:
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In Equs. (3) and (4)k is the Boltzmann constar, is the temperature, anfi=v; are
jump attempt frequencies. If the magnetizatiomisally in the minimum &, the probability of
finding itin the minimumé, after a timdsp is given by [30]:

P(taep) =2 (L= xpl= (12 + V. ) (5)

v, +V,

vi) A random number between 0 and 1 is drawn. Weaetthe magnetization jumps
depends on if the random number is greater or lalgnP(tscy. In the remaining of this article,
some results labeledr“= 0” will be shown. In these cases, the magnetizadid not have the
possibility to jump: this step and the previous oreze skipped.

viii) return to step i).

Fig. 1(b) illustrates a few features of interestgfis. (3)-(5): i) the relaxation time of the

magnetization (equalingL) is similar for the two minima, as illustrated the tangents at
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the origins of the curves. When no external magnidild is applied such that = v, the
relaxation time of the magnetization is the welblm Néel relaxation time and fslf of the
mean time between two jumps. This point has alrésbn discussed and illustrated in Ref. [8].
ii) For times much longer than this relaxation tirtree probability of finding the magnetization in

one of the two minima is independent from the ahistate and tends towaFlfllf—V; this is the
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superparamagnetic regime. Using the present digorit the magnetization of a
superparamagnetic NP switches between the two rainvieny often and displays a very noisy
hysteresis loop. However, when several hysteresigsl are averaged, this noisy curve provides
the correct magnetization for the superparamagiNRi¢see below). iii) For times much shorter
than the relaxation time, the magnetization remamsits initial minimum; this is the
ferromagnetic regime. iv) Consequently, Equ. (5npts the simulation of both ferromagnetic
and superparamagnetic NPs without any special ggsmmmor arbitrary separation between
them. This latter point will be illustrated furthieelow.

2. Parallelization, calculation time and typicalgaeters

It should be noted that steps i) to vii) can besened in parallel because the total
magnetic field acting on each particle is not daltad after each MNP magnetization movement
but only once at the beginning of each step. Thallglization of the code uses an OpenMP
parallelization command at the beginning of themailculation loop to dispatch the calculation
of the MNP magnetization move on several processbne calculation time of a single
hysteresis loop and the speedup due to parallelizate shown in Fig. 2. For a large number of
NPs, the calculation time approximately scales whi square of the number of NPs [see Fig.
2(a)]. The results presented in this article wepacally run on 32 processors and comprised



5000 MNPs with a hysteresis loop divided in 20@pst Using these conditions, the calculation
of a single hysteresis loop lasts approximatelyirl 30 s.

Finally, most of the studies in this article werfprmed with the following parameters:
T =300 K, Kett = 13000 Jri¥, Ms=10® Am™, poHmax = 40 mT,f = 100 kHz, andv? =v2 =10" Hz.
These parameters were used in the remainder oairthide when not otherwise specified. The
anisotropy value corresponds to that of bulk matmethe magnetization value is intermediate
between that of iron oxides and that of 3D magmagtals.

3. Validity of the program

To assess the validity of our simulations and & finesent algorithm, hysteresis loops
obtained with the present program and ones obtaisied) the program described in Ref. [8] are
compared. In Ref. [8], the basic equations desugilthe time evolution of the system are the
same as in the present program; however, the catputof the hysteresis loop is different. In
Ref [8], the mean magnetization of a particle is computed : the pbdiip of locating the
magnetization in the two minima is calculated, #reh the corresponding mean magnetization is
calculated accordingly (see Equ. (18) in Ref. [§pecifically, the computed hysteresis loop is
the one that would be obtained if an infinite nundfeNPs were measured. The present program
differs because the NP magnetization of a givenid\bhly in one of the two minima and is not
weighted by the probability of being in one of tim®. Due to this difference, computation on a
large number of NPs and/or an average of a largeéauof hysteresis loops must be performed
to obtain results similar to those obtained in [Bfusing the present program. An additional
difference is that the program in Ref [8] did naite into account magnetic interactions between
NPs; therefore, the magnetic interactions wereckwed off in the present program, only for the
purpose of comparison. The results of this comparae shown in Figs 1(c) and 1(d) for NPs in
the superparamagnetic and ferromagnetic regimegedect agreement between the two
programs is evidenced. Notably, a large anisotiaye was used in Fig. 1(dKds= 10 J/nt),
explaining the weak temperature dependence ofdeeciwe field. Because the program in Ref.
[8] also showed a perfect agreement with analytiesiilts issued from the linear response theory
and Stoner-Wohlfarth model-based theories, thegptggrogram is considered able to accurately
calculate hysteresis loops of both superparamagaet ferromagnetic NPs without any special
ad-hoc parameter or additional hypothesis.

lll. Results

1. Technical details

In this sub-section, several technical details neigg the method of placing particles,
computing the hysteresis loops and averaging tlee @& presented. Some of these details are
important to completely understand the main resflthis article.

First, details on methods to address minor cyalepeovided. When a typical hysteresis
loop is calculated, the magnetic field switchesmfraiioHmax t0 oHmax @and then back to
+wHmx For NPs that are not perfectly saturated pyHkax the hysteresis loop does not return
to its initial value and is not well closed. To \swlthis problem, in all of our simulations, two
hysteresis loops are computed one after the offier.second one is correct and is well closed.
Only the second one is recorded and treated. Ineimainder of this article, when it is specified
that 50 hysteresis loops were run, 100 were run58ndf them were taken into account for the
data treatment.



Then, some details on the method of placing thiégies inside a sphere, randomizing the
hysteresis loops and averaging data are providedilustrate this part, a typical example in
which the hysteresis area of a MNP is plotted &snetion of the position inside a lysosome is
shown in Fig. 3. Two different methods of placihng MNPs inside a sphere have been tested:
placing them at random positions with no overlagmn placing them on a cubic lattice and then
adding disorder by displacing them a random digtdretween 0 and a maximum disorder value.
Some difference existed between the results olatainea cubic lattice with disorder and a cubic
lattice without disorder, and the disorder ampluafluenced the results (not shown). However,
only minor differences existed between the resalitsined with NPs placed at random positions
and NPs placed on a strongly disordered cubicéattExperimentally, MNPs in lysosomes are
strongly disordered; therefore, we have chosenudysdisordered systems only. We have also
arbitrarily chosen to generate the particles ugsimg cubic lattice + disorder approach. The
disorder amplitude was chosen to be as large asbpesvith no possible overlap between two
neighboring MNPs.

In the results presented in this article, the mgsis loops were always computed several
times (typically 50) and then averaged. Two methufdsbtaining average hysteresis loops were
tested. The first method consists of changing thiso&ropy axis direction between each loop
without moving the NP position. The second methodsests in changing the anisotropy axis
orientationand the NP position between each loop. In the la#tegiven NP moves between each
loop around mean positions, which are the noddleotubic lattice. It should first be specified
that, even when the hysteresis loops are averages\eral runs, the raw data extracted from
any of our simulations are scattered, indicatirgg the heating power varies considerably from
one MNP to another. A typical example of this smratg is shown in Fig. 3, in which the
hysteresis area as a function of the positionasiqul. Extracting interpretable results in thisecas
requires smoothing the data with a moving averdg200 points, the result of which is also
shown in Fig. 3 alongside the raw data. From figigré, it is also clear that averaging hysteresis
loops on the anisotropy axis orientation and NRtjposleads to less noisy curves compared with
averaging on the anisotropy axis orientation ofilye reason for this result will be clarified later
in the article (see section 111.4), but can be swameed in a few words: the hysteresis area of a
given particle is extremely sensitive to the exsetial configuration of its neighbors. Therefore,
varying the geometrical configuration is an effitienethod to smooth the data.

2. Influence of the average volume concentratiotherheating power

a) Influence of the diameter and temperature

Here, results of the average heating power of &ys&s as a function of their volume
concentrationg with ¢ varying betweeng = 0.01% andg = 30%, are shown. For these
simulations, the number of MNPs inside the lysosomwss kept constant at 3000 MNPs;
therefore, the lysosome size varied in the sefibge hysteresis loops were averaged on the
anisotropy axis direction and NP position. Fourdittons of interest were computed:d)= 20
nm with a null temperaturel (= 0), which also corresponds to the conditions inbth when
studying very large diameter NPs at a finite terapee; therefore, the exact value of the
diameter does not matter for this condition. In theainder of the article and in the figure
legends, this condition will be referred to asdhe o case. ii)d = 20 nm,T = 300 K. ii)d =9
nm, T = 300 K. iv) 9 nm NPs with a null anisotrof.¢ = 0) atT = 0. Again, identical results are
obtained for NPs with different diameters; therefdhe exact value of the diameter does not
matter and will be omitted in the legends and axdfscussion.



The hysteresis area as a functionpdgbr these four conditions is shown in Fig. 4(ajyd a
corresponding hysteresis loops are shown in Fign &ig. 4(a), the hysteresis area is given in
JInt. To calculate the corresponding SAR, the densitf the material (for magnetitg, = 5200
kg/m®) and frequency should be taken into account. fFstance, 10000 Jhtorresponds to a
SAR of 192 W/g.

The case ofp = 0.01%, when the NPs are almost magnetically pirddent, is first
described. Thd - oo result confirms that the magnetic parameters @MINPs Ko andMs) are
well adapted to the magnetic field amplitude, tiee, hysteresis loop is well opened and saturated
by the applied magnetic field [see Fig. 5(a)], Irgdo a large hysteresis area [see Fig. 4(a)]. As
shown in Ref [8], ideal NPs for magnetic hyperthierre large, single-domain NPs with a low
anisotropy, and the hysteresis curve gor 0.01% displayed in Fig. 5(a) is typical for taddPs.
NPs 20 nm in size have a reduced coercive fieldreeading power compared with tde— oo
case due to the finite temperature and diameterfggs. 4(a) and 5(b)]. However, their heating
power remains rather large. In contrast, NPs 9m®gize are clearly superparamagnetic in these
conditions and display a negligibly small heatirogver [see Figs. 4(a) and 5(c)].

Next, the effect of increasingon the heating power of 9 nm and 20 nm NPs isrithesst
Figs 5(b) and 5(c) show that the effect on thedrgsts loop is rather similar in the two cases: the
magnetic interactions make the saturation of the iBre difficult; therefore, the magnetization
value at 40 mT shows a monotonic decrease witleasngg Simultaneously, the coercive field
first increases withp and then decreases. The global effect is an isergathe heating power
followed by a decrease. The maximum heating poveeurs in the range of 0.6-2% fae
Interestingly, the 9 nm NPs, which were not heateall at low concentrations, show a very large
heating power fop= 1%, which is similar to the 20 nm NPs. In the. « case, the behavior is
similar except for heating power increases verykheat small concentrations (only a few
percent). Adeeper insight on the origin of thesledviors will be provided in section 111.2.b.

For gvalues larger than approximately 3%, the hysterkegips all converge toward a
common shape, which is independent of the NP volanmtk is the same as NPs without any
anisotropy [see Figs. 4(a) and 5(a)-(d)]. This megiis characterized by the fact that the NP
properties are completely dominated by magnetarattions; therefore, it is termed the “dipolar
regime”. In Figs. 4(a) and 5(d), the hysteresigpfo@and hysteresis area value of this dipolar
regime Ker = T = 0) as a function ofpare shown. This regime is characterized by a nateler
heating power due to a rather small coercive figtd] has a maximal heating powepaqual to
approximately 1%.

Interestingly, a magnetic parameter that correlatels with the increase or decrease of
SAR in the lysosome has been found. When the leg@seloops were computed, the evolution of
the dipolar field acting on each particle, projdate the direction of the external magnetic field,

was also computed and termggH (u,H). These computations were performed to investigate

if the dipolar field was locally increasing or deasing the external magnetic field. From each
dipolar field hysteresis loop, the following paraerevas extracted:

Aviip :HOH(;(ip(-'-uonax)_p‘OH(;(ip(_uOHmax) (6)
where A, is positive (negative) if the projected dipolaeldi is parallel (antiparallel) to the

external magnetic field. A strong correlation bedwehe amplitude/sign oft,,,, and the effect
of the dipolar interactions on thfevalue has been found. To illustrate this poing, B{b) shows



the evolution of then,,,, value averaged for all of the lysosomes and ferstime parameters as
those used in Fig. 4(a). Comparing Figs. 4(a) dffj dlustrates the similarity between the
evolution of A and A}, : the ferromagnetic (antiferromagnetic) nature be tmagnetic

interactions correlates with an increase (decreasa)ea. This correlation is also found at the
level of individual particles inside a lysosome. illostrate this point, in Fig. 4(c), the value of

A4, as a function ofA for each particle inside a lysosome is plottede Example shown

corresponds td = 20 nm,p= 3% andT = 300 K. A similar correlation between a positixadue
of A, and alarge hysteresis area has been foundontak other cases.

b) Influence of the applied magnetic field.

The influence of the magnetic field amplitude be previous results is now presented. In
the simulations presented above, the applied miagheld was large enough to saturate the
hysteresis loops of independent NPs, but not tlibsateracting MNPs. The influence of the
concentration in a case whepgHmax = 1 T, with the other parameters being the same as
previously described, is first presented. The magifield amplitude is clearly not reasonable for
magnetic hyperthermia; however, the results obthimgh this value are instructive. The
evolution of the hysteresis area as a functiop @ shown in Fig. 6(a), and the corresponding
hysteresis loops are shown in Fig. 6(c). Applying daturates the hysteresis loops even for large
concentrations. The influence of magnetic inteceastion the hysteresis loop shape and area is
rather simple: the coercive field, saturation fiattl hysteresis area all increase monotonously as
a function of the concentration.

Second, the results for a much lower valueigtn.x are presented. The magnetic field
value chosen for this example is the one for wi2éhnm NPs are perfectly optimized. To
maximize the hysteresis loop area in a given magfietd, the following relationship between
the applied magnetic field and the MNP coercivielf@ould be verified (see Equ. 42 in Ref. 8):

~ UOHC

uOHmax 081 (7)

Simulations usingwHmax = 7 mT have been performed to verify Equ. (7).sThondition
corresponds to a practical case where, for a givgosed external magnetic field of 7 mT and a
given imposed material witker = 13000 J/mMandMs = 16 Am™, optimizing the heating power
by varying the NP size leads to a diameter of 20 lRar these imposed conditions, 20 nm NPs
are perfect NPs with the hypothesis that magneteractions are negligible. In Fig. 6(a), the
evolution of their heating power with concentratisrshown. The corresponding hysteresis loops
are shown in Fig. 6(b). For these optimized NPsgme#c interactions have catastrophic
consequences because their heating power is atoogiletely canceled fapvalues as small as
0.6%. Indeed, these NPs have a coercive field elese to the applied magnetic field when they
are independent; therefore, they cannot be switchedthe external magnetic field after
increasing their coercive field due to magnetiernattions.

All of the results shown in Fig. 6 can be easi aualitatively understood. Magnetic
interactions increase the coercive and saturaiields of the major loops. When the applied
magnetic field is larger (smaller) than these felthe SAR increases (decreases) with the
interactions. This result explains well that a mmmous increase, a monotonous decrease, or a
bell shape curve is observed, depending of theioakhip between the applied magnetic field
and the coercive/saturation field of the major kop



c. Influence of the anisotropy, magnetization, and/ersal curves.

The influence of magnetic interactions has beenvshabove for examples whekgy and
Ms were held constant. These two parameters are &xptchave a drastic influence on the final
result. Saturation magnetization enhances the tefbécthe magnetic interactions, whereas
anisotropy should decrease their influence [7, $&julations were run &t = 0 with varying
magnetization and anisotropy. Again, this condi&dso corresponds to large NBs{ ). The
hysteresis area as a functionggivas calculated. Because increadifag increases the magnetic
field required to saturate the MNPs, the magneégic fwas adapted in each simulation to obtain

. . : - . M H
only the major hysteresis loops low concentrationsSpecifically, the ratlomwas kept

eff
constant in the series. A first series of simutaiavith Ms=10° Am* andKer in the range of
6x10°-1x10° Jmi®, as well as a series witty = 13«10’ Jni® andMs in the range of 210°>-2x1(
Jmi® were run. The results are shown in Fig. 7 as btackes. All of the obtained data converge

. , , , . A ,
to a single curve in a plot of a dimensionless éngsdtis area—— as a function of a
eff

. . . MM 2 : : .
dimensionless concentratloM. The dimensionless area equals 2 at low conc@risat
eff

which is the hysteresis loop area of randomly deerNPs (see Equ. 14 in Ref [8]). At large
concentrations, the hysteresis area decreases deettae applied magnetic field is below the
coercive and/or saturation field of the MNPs. Tianes this curve is a generalization of the-

o curve shown in Fig. 4(a). The blue curves in thmes figure represent the influencepgH max

for a constantkes. The behavior is the same as that observed in &&aj). The red curves
represent the influence of a finite diameter f@oastantK. and a constantyHmax Therefore, a
correspondence exists between these red curvebastidy on the influence of diameter shown
in Fig. 4(a). Two findings can be extracted fronnstfigure: i) large NPs follow a series of
universal curves (the blue and black lines) in White dimensionless area only depends on the

. . , . : H ,
dimensionless concentration. Each universal cunmeesponds to a glveém ratio. As
eff

previously discussed, these universal curves deerd@acrease or have a bell shape. ii) When the
normalized concentration is below 0.02, there igmilnence of the magnetic interactions, even at
a finite temperature or diameter.

4. Spatial dependence of the heating power ingildesbmes and the influence of the
number of NPs.

The previous section presented results averagedll @f the NPs inside the lysosome.
Now, an investigation of the heating power variatat different locations inside the lysosome is
presented. Fig. 8 displays the evolution of thetihgapower as a function of the normalized
distance from the lysosome center for 20 and 9 rits &hd forgranging from 0.01% to 30%.
These parameters are the same as those used inusreections; therefore, there is a strong
relationship between Fig. 4(a) and Fig. 8. Figh@mss the spatial dependence of the average
heating power displayed in Fig. 4(a). The heatiogygr inside the lysosome cores is constant or
displays a low amplitude and smooth variation; hesveit may vary considerably near their
surfaces: inside some of them, the heating powerevaabruptly and strongly when the



normalized distance is in the range of 0.86-1. Te&ult means that this transition occurs at a
thickness corresponding to approximately 1.3 tinfiesmean distance between two neighboring
NPs. Depending on th@value, this variation can be an increase or agbse, as well as having
a different amplitude. For instance, a lysosomlediht 0.6% with 9 nm NPs displays a heating
power 14 times smaller near its surface than ircatster, whereas, if it is filled at 3%, heating
power is 6 times larger at the surface.

All of the curves in Fig. 8 can be qualitativelydanstood by considering that NPs near
the lysosome surface have fewer neighbors and eerlogifective concentration. When
considering the curves in Fig. 4(a), this resulangethat approaching the surface is equivalent to
a displacement to the left of these curves. Thessitgn and amplitude of the derivative of these
curves precisely explain the behavior observedign & For instance, the two strong variations
given as examples in the previous paragraph caynesp two points that have large derivative
values and opposite signs in Fig. 4(a). This exgtian is provided to the reader as a first
approach of the underlying mechanism. In next sectthis preliminary explanation will be
completed.

To visually illustrate these spatial variationshefting power, lysosomes loaded with NPs
are shown in Fig. 9 with a color map correspondmghe NP heating power. Contrary to the
graphs shown in Fig. 8, this figure has no spatiaraging of the heating power; therefore, the
scattering of the heating power inside the lysosoimenore visible than in Fig. 8. Despite this
difference, the variation of heating power betw#en center and the surface of the lysosome is
clearly observed.

Finally, in Fig. 10, the evolution of the heatingwer with concentration is plotted for
lysosomes filled with a number of 9 nm NPs varyegween 10 and 5000. In all cases, the
heating power as a function of the concentratiowesipresents a bell shape similar to Fig. 4(a).
However, the curves are shifted: to display a hgatiower similar of the one of the 5000 NP
lysosomes, a 100 NP lysosome must be more contamhtragain, this result can be qualitatively
understand using concepts that have been usedopstyito explain the spatial variation of
heating power: compared to a lysosome with many, ldRgsosome with a low number of NPs
has a larger surface area / volume ratio and ccatipaly more particles displaying a reduced
effective concentration at its surface. Its averagecentration must be increased to display
behavior similar to a larger lysosome.

5. Importance of the local concentration

The simulation results presented in the previoasiae evidence the strong influence of
the local environment of a given NP on its heapower. We hypothesized that the local volume
concentration around a given NP might be one ofrthén parameter governing its heating power
because surface effects in the lysosome seem d¢orifmed to an extremely thin layer. Different
local concentrations can be defined depending emtimber of neighbors taken into account.
The quantityg, which is the local volume concentration aroundien particle taking into
accountN neighbors, is introduced. It is defined as:

= ®)
a7

wherery, is the distance between th& neighbor and the particle under consideration \Aride
NP volume.

This objective of this study is to investigateaifingle curve could be obtained by only
plotting the heating power of NPs as a functionthef local concentration, independent of the
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lysosome mean concentration. For this purpose,anesimulations on lysosomes containing 9
and 20 nm with the concentration varying betweddl% and 30%. The parameters were the
same as those used to plot Fig. 4(a) except th#tei present case, averaging was performed on
the anisotropy axis orientation but not on the fmsi Otherwise, the calculated local
concentration around a given NP would have beeraged and been rendered meaningless. We
then plotted the obtained heating power as a fonaif various values of the local concentration
(@, @o, Bo, Bo, Aoo and @og) to determine which value led to the best univiepdatting. The
best result, obtained usingo, is shown in Fig. 11. For a given particle diame&l of the data
collapse well onto a single and smooth curve. Thesecurves are more fundamental than those
shown in Fig. 4. In the latter, the volume concatidn and hysteresis area varied from point to
point, especially when approaching the surfacerdibee, the curves in Fig. 4 are a convolution
of the curves in Fig. 11. Notablyz, corresponds to a local concentration inside argpé
radius equaling approximately 1.6 times the meatadce between neighbors. The thickness
near the lysosome membrane in which the transdfolneating power occurs was 1.3 times the
mean distance between neighbors (see section. M#se two different approaches converge to
a similar result.

IV. Discussion

We first summarize and provide a global view of tlesults obtained in the results
section, starting with the influence of magnetiteractions on the heating power. First, the
influence of magnetic interactions on the hysterésdps and heating power become noticeable

M2 . . . .
only when M>O.OZ. Above this value, magnetic interactionseh@vo effects on the major

eff
hysteresis loops: i) increase the coercive field ignincline the hysteresis loop and increase the
saturation field. The increase of coercivity of BudPs for a moderate amount of magnetic
interactions has been previously shown using metiplonte-Carlo simulations [5, 18] and the
Fokker-Planck equation [21] but not using LLG [20].

The consequence of the coercive field increasleds tor a very large applied magnetic
field, the heating power monotonously increaseh wincentration (see the curves at large fields
in Fig. 6(a) and 7). However, using the magneteldfivalues currently used in magnetic
hyperthermia, there is a concentration above wihehapplied magnetic field is too small to
saturate or rotate the particles, leading to aimeabf the heating power when increasing the
concentration and resulting in a bell shaped S&Rc(@rves. Finally, if the applied magnetic field
is below the coercive or saturation field of the RBY magnetic interactions monotonously
decrease the SAR, even at low concentrations. imngary, the SAR @ curve can decrease,
increase or have a bell shape depending on thioredhip between the applied magnetic field
and the coercive/saturation field of the major op

These findings have important practical consequenfoe magnetic hyperthermia
optimization. Two types of MNPs for magnetic hypermia can be defined, and the generalities
presented above permit an understanding of theiaber in standard hyperthermia conditions: i)
low-anisotropy ferromagnetic MNPs, once optimizedn display very large SAR values when
they are magnetically independent [8]. At low camtcations, their SAR increases or decreases,
but maintains the same order of magnitude (see4&). and 7). ii) Superparamagnetic MNPs
display a much lower SAR at low concentrations. keer, they are easier to synthesize,
stabilize, handle and make stealthy than ferromagMNPs. Once concentrated, their heating
power can increase by several orders of magnitag,their SAR can reach values similar to

11



those of ferromagnetic NPs in the regime [see &(@)]. The strategy of using concentration to
increase the SAR of superparamagnetic NPs holdsatithe condition that the dispersion of the
local NP concentration inside the cells is notlrge because their SAR strongly varies with the
local concentration.

For a large degree of interactions, all types ok MRve strongly reduced SARs, except
for those with very large anisotropies. Therefooag strategy could consist of using high
anisotropy NPs and large magnetic fields to sinmaltaisly obtain SAR values and NPs
insensitive to magnetic interactions. To quantifis tapproach, let us imagine that one wants to
use NPs insensitive to magnetic interactions flarcal concentration ofp= 30% withMs= 1¢

2
Am™. Strictly verifying the condition“OM—sw< 002 would require NPs with an anisotropy of

eff
approximately 1.81¢ J/inT (above that of Co) and a working magnetic fieldhia Tesla range to
saturate them. These conditions are completelgmifit from the ones currently used in magnetic
hyperthermia where, due to the small amplitudéefrhagnetic field, low anisotropy MNPs must
be used [8]. Such large amplitude magnetic fietds r@asonably high frequency, (approximately
2 kHz) to maintain a constaptHm.{ product and thus similar SAR values than at 109,k20
mT, are so far technically inaccessible. Howevemgppears that increasing the magnetic field
amplitude, decreasing its frequency, and increaslireg MNP anisotropy is the only way to
combine insensitivity to magnetic interactions drd)e SAR values

In the absence of such conditions, i.e., with dheent values of applied magnetic field,
we must address the concentration dependence of $AR only solution is to calculate the
optimal characteristics of MNPs once the local @mi@tions from biology experiments are
known. At present, such data are still lacking. ldger, general principles on the mechanisms
involved in this optimization have been presentethis article.

Figs. 8 and 9 show that heating power inside tsedgmes strongly varies depending on
the position inside them. When cell death or tumegression is due to a global increase of cells
or tumor temperature, this variation has no impudrteonsequences since only the average
heating power is optimized. However, it has beeswshthat in many cases, cell deathnrvitro
experiments is not due to a global temperatureess® [13, 14, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27] and
involves lysosome membrane permeabilization [13, THis effect has not yet been explained;
however, one can reasonably hypothesize that agohemon triggered by a local energy release
occurs in the immediate vicinity of the NPs. Thivere are two possibilities: i) this phenomenon
directly damages the lysosome membrane so thatparkycles near it would contribute to the
effect and i) the membrane permeabilization isimgirect consequence of a phenomenon
occurring in the core of the lysosome. Dependingvbiich of these two hypotheses is true, the
NPs for optimizing cell death are not the same.tRerformer (latter) case, the heating power of
the NPs at the surface (in the core) should be miagd. It has been shown that the difference
between the heating power at the surface or inctire can reach one order of magnitude;
therefore, the discovery of the microscopic origih cell death in these puzzlinip vitro
experiments will permit further improvements of NBsnaximize the cell damage.

V. Conclusions.

We have studied the influence of magnetic inteoastion magnetic hyperthermia
properties and found that local concentration @ersibly affects the heating power amplitude.
The increase or decrease of the hysteresis anwalliorrelated to the parallel or anti-parallel
nature of the projected dipolar field acting onteparticle. One central parameter influencing the
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SAR value is the volume concentration of the 20restaneighbors around a given NP. This
sensitivity to the local concentration leads tpatml variation of heating power as a function of
the position inside the lysosome, especially nésr nembrane where the SAR variation
compared with the core can be very large. The amte of magnetic interactions strongly
depends on NP diameter and anisotropy as well dseoamplitude of the applied magnetic field.
These effects can be summarized as follows: i)xpsaed, increasing the anisotropy decreases
the effect of interactions. ii) The NP diameteofscrucial importance because it drags the NPs
from a superparamagnetic regime to a ferromagmegitne, in which the sensitivity to magnetic
interactions and the maximum SAR are very differait Magnetic interactions increase the
coercive field, saturation field and hysteresisaaoé the major loops. However, in the minor
loops, depending on the applied magnetic field @and its relationship with the MNP coercive
field, a decrease, an increase or a non-monotaniaton of the SAR with concentration might
be observed.

Because the local concentration of NPs might varycells or tumors, decreasing the
influence of magnetic interactions may result inoastant and large SAR value, independent of
the environment. The only way to achieve this resoluld be to use NPs with large anisotropy.
However, this simplistic solution faces is limitky the maximum applied magnetic field in
hyperthermia experiments. The optimal charactesstf the NPs result from a compromise
where the entrance parameters are i) the maximysfiedpmagnetic field, i) the maximum
acceptable diameter, iii) the local concentratiorN@s inside the cells or tumors, and iv) the
location inside the lysosomes where the heating gpoghould be maximized. When this
information is available, the numerical simulatiotisat we have developed will be an
advantageous tool to predict the heating power bRl inin vivo or in vitro conditions and to
calculate the anisotropy required to maximize thatimg power.
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Figure 1 (color online): (a) Schematic of a NPsthating the angles used in the main text. (b)
lllustration of the algorithm used in the simulato The probability of finding the magnetization
into the first minimum is plotted. It is assumeditihatt = O, the magnetization is in the first
(dashed line) or second (plain line) minimum. Thmping rate from the first to the second
minimum v; = 1 Hz. The reciprocal jump rate = 0.2 Hz. The horizontal dotted line represents
the probability at infinite time, here equaling ®1 The two thin plain lines represent the initial
slopes of the curves. (c) and (d) Comparison beaivike numerical calculation in Ref. [8] and
the present program. For this comparison, magneteractions have been switched off in the
present program. Magnetic field and NP parametergehbeen chosen in order to obtain
hysteresis loops typical of (c) the superparamagmegime and (d) the ferromagnetic regime. In
all cases, the hysteresis loops obtained by thepwgrams are almost perfectly superimposed.
(c) Results from a case where the NP anisotropg @xe randomly oriented in space (labeled
3D) and randomly oriented in a 2D plane contairtimgapplied magnetic field (labeled 2D). For
the present program, 6000 point hysteresis loopg wen 10 times in the raw on 4000 NPs (2D
case) or 2000 NPs (3D case) and then averaged: 10 J/nT, d = 20 nm,poHmax= 1 mT. (d)
Three hysteresis loops performedTat 5, 520 and 2000 K are shown. The NP anisotrof@g a
were randomly oriented in space. For the presamgrpm, 10000 step hysteresis loops were run
on 400 NPsKgi= 10 J/n?, d = 12 nm poHmax= 2.5 T.
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between each cycle¥()d — o (T=0) @) d=20nm. ) d=9nm. &) Kex =T = 0. (b) A4,
as a function of the volume concentration. The pa&tars are identical to the previous graph. (c)
Correlation betweem\,, and the hysteresis area in a lysosome with 20 nm andp = 3%.
Each dot represents a NP. The plain line represe@ point average of the data.

18



8 T T T T g T T T T
= 1.0 e 1.0 _ _
2 = /f% S 0.5 f 4
[0 /)
5 . = A
© 00tz . @ 0.0 ' =
E Increasing E 1 Increasing

& density 39 J / density
3 051 / 1 g -05q ' -
N 9 g 1%
g 10 (a) @ -1 (b)]
g 004 002 000 002 004 § 004 -0.02 000 002 0.04

- Z I
Magnetic field (T) Magnetic field (T)
[ o
.9 T T T T 8
I . = 1.0
@ d=9nm © =0
= 05 1 o gl
o o 051 T=0
& 00/ =
c ) Increasing @ 0.0 Increasing|
5 | 3% density ] E density
> -0.5 O -05{ 3% .
N 1% 8
g 1] (c) | R (d),
= ! J : ’ ; : ; T T
2 -0.04 -0.02 000 002 0.04 5 004 -002 000 002 004
e zZ -
Magnetic field (T) Magnetic field (T)

Figure 5 (color online): Hysteresis loops as a fimmcof ¢ corresponding to the data of Fig.¢.
= 0.01%, 0.05%, 0.1%, 0.3%, 0.6%, 1%, 2%, 3%, 10% 20%. (ad — o (T = 0). (b)d = 20
nm. (c)d =9 nm. (d)Keg=T = 0.

19



—~ 60000

)= /o

< 50000 =B / uH =

- ! =20nm A _,_

@ 400001 R—AQIT

@ L —a—=1T

@ 30000 J —e—7mT

%) /)

@ 20000 /"- ]

5 10000 *—" \

-— 7 =\ —, | 7]

o . a

O
0.01 01 1 10 100
Volume concentration (%)

S T T T T T T

= 1.0

S d =20 nm Increasing

'..0—_5 0.5. uH _=1T density

S

@ 0.0

E |

j @ [

3 05

N

® -1.0- !

S (c)

o 1.5 -1.0 -05 00 05 10 15

Z

Magnetic field (T)

C
S 1.0
©
N
©
C
()]
© ;
E /" Increasing
o density
[()] 4
N
2 (b)
B -0.008 -0.004 0.000 0.004 0.008
= .
Magnetic field (T)
C
2
®
N
e
o
c
(@)}
©
S
©
O g
N
(C I
£ -04 /A :
o -0.04 -0.02 0.00 0.02 0.0
Z

Magnetic field (T)

Figure 6 (color online): (a) Evolution of the hyssgis area as a function gffor 20 nm NPs. &)
HMoHmax = 40 mT, &) PoHmax = 1 T and ¢) woHmax = 7 mT. The other simulation parameters
were the same as those in Fig. 4. (b), (c), an€C(yesponding hysteresis loops for {oHmax=

7 mT and (c) and (dloHmax= 1 T. (d) is an enlarged view of (c).

20



o : / / Decleasing
24 1 : \AHOHF“ 1
1 | Decreasing

Dimensionless area

|
|
e
l diameter
|

-

v v—v vy

O LU | L ) T U GUEEAY LA R ALY | T vvrrem
1E-4 1E-3 0.01 01 1 10 100
Dimensionless concentration

Figure 7 (color online): The dimensionless hystisrasea as a function of the normalized

eff

WM 39

eff
The vertical, dashed line represents the locatibere the dimensionless concentration equals
0.02. The black dots and lines represent a sefisnulations aT = 0 K (d - ) with Ms=1C

Am™* andKef in the range of $10°-1x10° Jm®, as well as a series wilter = 13x10° Ini® andMs

concentration . When not specified, the parameters were the smntbose for Fig. 4.

in the range of 210°-2x1¢ Jm?3. In these series, the ratiboTme yag kept constant. For

eff
instance, fole=6000 J/n, loHma,=18.4 mT. The blue dots and lines represent asatie = 0
K where Kei = 6000 J/m and poHmayx varied in the range of 0.008-1 T. The red dots kmes
represent a series At 300 K,Ke= 10 Jmi® with d in the range of 4-20 nm.
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Figure 9 (color online): Heating power of NPs iresid lysosome. The simulation parameters
were similar to those from Fig. 4; therefore, thisra link between these two figures. The plotted
heating power corresponds to an average over S@regss loops with a change in the anisotropy
axis direction and the exact NP position betweearh egcle. The NPs are shown positioned on a
cubic lattice, which is thus the@&tverageposition. The heating power displayed here isalbtu
that of each NP and is not spatially averaged. Sihe of the NPs in the figure has been chosen
for clarity reasons and does not match their tige. ©Only half of the lysosome is shown so the
reader faces the hemisphere.da 20 nm,g= 0.6%. (b)d = 20 nm,p= 3%. (c)d= 9 nm,p=
0.6%. (d)d = 9 nm, g= 3%.
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Figure 10 (color online): Hysteresis area as atfonof the concentration, plotted for different
lysosome sizes. The number of particles inside Ifsesomes is shown on the graph. The
parameters are the same as those of Fig. 4dwt® nm.
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Figure 11 (color online): Hysteresis area as ation of the local volume concentratiano
calculated using Equ. (8). The simulation paransetegre the same as those in Fig. 4 With=
13000 J/m andT = 300 K. The results fat = 9 nm andd = 20 nm are shown. For these results,
averaging was only performed on the anisotropy dixection and not on the position.
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