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Abstract: Functionally graded lattice structures produced by additive manufacturing are promising
for bone tissue engineering. Spatial variations in their porosity are reported to vary the stiffness and
make it comparable to cortical or trabecular bone. However, the interplay between the mechanical
properties and biological response of functionally graded lattices is less clear. Here we show that by
designing continuous gradient structures and studying their mechanical and biological properties
simultaneously, orthopedic implant design can be improved and guidelines can be established.
Our continuous gradient structures were generated by gradually changing the strut diameter of
a body centered cubic (BCC) unit cell. This approach enables a smooth transition between unit
cell layers and minimizes the effect of stress discontinuity within the scaffold. Scaffolds were
fabricated using selective laser melting (SLM) and underwent mechanical and in vitro biological
testing. Our results indicate that optimal gradient structures should possess small pores in their core
(~900 µm) to increase their mechanical strength whilst large pores (~1100 µm) should be utilized in
their outer surface to enhance cell penetration and proliferation. We suggest this approach could be
widely used in the design of orthopedic implants to maximize both the mechanical and biological
properties of the implant.

Keywords: selective laser melting; gradient structure; porous biomaterial; Ti6Al4V; mechanical
properties; osteoblast

1. Introduction

Recent advances in additive manufacturing have revealed new possibilities for the design of the
next generation of metallic biomedical implants based on lattice structures. Generally, a bone scaffold
should possess four essential characteristics [1,2]: (i) biocompatibility; (ii) mechanical properties
matching those of the host tissue; (iii) an interconnected porous structure for cell migration and
proliferation and nutrient–waste transportation; (iv) suitable surface characteristics for cell attachment.
Traditionally, large bone defects are treated with metallic implants. Several metals have been shown
to fulfil the requirement of biocompatibility including cobalt-based alloys, stainless steels as well as
titanium alloys [3]. However, metallic implants possess higher elastic moduli than bone, e.g., Ti6Al4V
and 316 L stainless steel have a modulus of around 110 GPa and 210 GPa [4] respectively, whereas the
modulus of cortical bone is in the range of 3–20 GPa [5]. The mismatch between the modulus of the
bone and the implant results in the failure of the implant in the long-term due to the stress-shielding
problem [6]. Therefore, matching the mechanical properties of the implant to the host bone and
simultaneously providing the implant with biological performance remains a challenge. One potential
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strategy is to create porous metallic scaffolds where the porosity, the pore size and shape are optimized
collectively to reduce the modulus while maintaining the strength of the scaffold [7].

Porous Ti6Al4V scaffolds are ideal candidates as bone scaffolds since they comply with the
aforementioned requirements: they are biocompatible [8,9] and their mechanical properties can be
adjusted by porosity [10]. Porous structures with an interconnected pore network are of particular
interest for promoting cell migration and colonization [11] as well as tissue in-growth [12,13].
Interconnected pore network enables the flow of nutrients and oxygen to cells and tissue and
promotes the formation of blood capillaries [14]. When the vascular network is not sufficient, nutrient
and oxygen deficiencies cause hypoxia or necrosis [15,16]. Therefore, open-porous structures with
adequate pore sizes are critical for vascularization and tissue growth. However, the optimum porous
structure for orthopedic scaffolds is yet to be established and there is conflicting information regarding
an optimum pore size for both enhanced bone ingrowth and mechanical strength of the scaffold.
Recent reviews [17–19] summarize that optimum pore size should be 300 µm or larger for bone
ingrowth and vascularization. However, whilst high porosity and/or large pore size (>800 µm)
promotes flow of nutrients, vascularization and tissue growth [14,15,20], highly porous structures lack
the required mechanical strength and integrity and decrease the cell seeding efficiency [15,21]. At the
same time, in vitro studies have shown that scaffolds with small pore sizes (<500 µm) or low porosities
are prone to pore occlusions [22].

Gradient structures present a potential solution to the opposing requirements of an optimal
pore size for biological response and mechanical properties. Given an optimal pore size distribution,
there is potential to develop structures that exhibit both adequate mechanical strength and tissue
in-growth rate. In addition, gradient structures can mimic the natural bone in terms of its structure
and mechanical properties [23]. The structure of the bone changes with the amount and direction of
the applied stress [24] resulting in differences in the internal structure (porosity and composition) and
mechanical properties of the bone along its dimensions. For example, the elastic modulus of trabecular
bone at the ends of long bones or within the interior of vertebrae is around 0.5 GPa [25]. This variation
in elastic modulus depending on the location in the bone indicates the need for development of
gradient structures in bone scaffolds.

The gradient and uniform porous scaffolds can be designed using traditional CAD (Computer
Aided Design) and include the use of open cellular foams [26,27] and periodic uniform unit cells
based on platonic solids [28–30]. Other techniques, such as implicit surface modelling [31–33]
and topology optimized scaffolds [18,34], are also gaining in popularity. The fabrication of such
complex structures has recently become feasible with the advances in additive manufacturing [35].
Traditional manufacturing of porous metals such as solid or liquid state processing has limited
control over the shape and size of the pores achievable through adaptation of the processing
parameters. These shortcomings can be overcome through additive manufacturing which builds
a three-dimensional object in layer-by-layer fashion. Selective laser melting (SLM) and electron beam
melting (EBM) have both been utilized to successfully fabricate porous scaffolds [36]. Both methods
rely on a computer-controlled high power energy source to selectively melt a metallic powder on
each layer.

A number of studies have investigated the mechanical or biological response of metallic-based
gradient porous designs produced by additive manufacturing [37–45]. The majority of these studies
focused on gradient structures generated by abrupt changes between layers based on change in
strut diameter or unit cell volume. For instance, Li et al. [37] studied the deformation behavior of
radial dual-density rhombic dodecahedron Ti6Al4V scaffolds fabricated by EBM. They achieved radial
dual-density by altering the rhombic dodecahedron unit volume between two layers which resulted
in discontinuity between layers. Their finite volume method simulations revealed that the inherent
discontinuity between layers resulted in stress concentration and maximum stresses at the interfaces.
They concluded that continuous variation between layers are ideal to minimize the stress concentration
at the interface. Nune et al. [38,39] investigated the osteoblastic functions of the scaffolds designed
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using Li et al. [37] work, based on gradient rhombic dodecahedron created by changing the unit
volume between layers. Although their work showed promising results on cellular activity when cells
were seeded from large pore side (1000 µm), there was no complementary study on the mechanical
properties and therefore the adverse effect of discontinuity between layers on the mechanical properties
were not covered.

Another study [40] of multiple-layer gradient structures based on changing unit cell volume also
showed the mismatch between two layers. They designed gradient BCC and diamond cylinders where
two different unit cell volumes were used in the outer and inner parts of the cylinder. This design
approach resulted in free nodes of outer layers that are not connected to inner layers, which caused a
negative effect on the mechanical properties. Another approach frequently used to generate gradient
structures is based on a sharp change in strut diameter between layers [41,42]. This design principle
also results in a mismatch between layers negatively effecting the mechanical properties as well as
tissue ingrowth and mineralization [42].

Recently, there have been a few investigations aiming to overcome the problem of a mismatch
between layers by designing continuous gradient structures which consists of gradually changing
strut diameters between layers. For example, Han et al. [43] reported the mechanical properties
of SLM-fabricated pure titanium Schwartz diamond unit cell and demonstrated the layer-by-layer
sequential failure of these gradient scaffolds. Maskery et al. [44] also showed the layer-by-layer gradual
collapse of gradient scaffolds using SLM-fabricated AlSi10Mg gradient BCC structures. These two
studies highlighted that the deformation and energy absorption of gradient lattices is more predictable
than the uniform lattices due to the lack of diagonal shear band formation during deformation.
In another study Ti6Al4V cubic and honeycomb lattice structures [45] were combined to a gradient
structure with a continuous density change and it was shown that this design had a superior energy
absorption properties compared to their uniform counterparts. Although the aforementioned studies
on the mechanical properties of continuous gradient structures indicate promising results; the selection
of unit cells, materials as well as their in vitro and in vivo response need to be better understood.

In this work, we introduce a concept of generating continuous gradient structures by changing
the strut diameter linearly across cell layers which enables a smooth transition between layers.
To demonstrate the benefit of this design principle, we apply it to the BCC unit cell and create
gradient structures with rising or decreasing pores sizes. These gradient structures were mirrored
from the central horizontal axis to obtain a symmetrical sample. Their mechanical properties were
obtained by uniaxial compression tests and cell attachment and proliferation were assessed with murine
pre-osteoblast cells. It will be shown that gradient scaffold can be tailored to fulfil the mechanical
properties required and simultaneously improve biological response.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Design and Fabrication of Ti6Al4V Gradient Cellular Structures

The lattice structures were designed with Rhinoceros v5 in the RhinoPython environment.
A custom-made parametric script was developed to create the lattice models with continuous gradient
structures. The scaffold structure is defined by its type (BCC) (Figure 1a) and size in each of the cardinal
directions, and has a changing strut diameter based upon a polynomial equation, see Equation (1).
The diameter of the strut is calculated at a minimum or three locations, evenly spaced along its length
based on the location of the strut, and lofted to create a smooth transition between radii.

Diameter = c +
n,(x,y,z)

∑
n=1

An(x,y,z)

(∣∣∣P(x,y,z)

∣∣∣− P(x,y,z)0

)n
(1)
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Here c is constant, An(x,y,z) is the gradient value in the current cardinal direction,
∣∣∣P(x,y,z)

∣∣∣ is the
absolute current coordinate position in the relevant axis (x, y, or z), P(x,y,z)0

is the gradient origin in
each of the relevant axes, defined over n polynomial terms.

In the case of linear gradient in a single axis, only a single term (Ax) is required, simplifying the
Equation (1) to following:

Diameter = c + Ax(Px − Px0) (2)

It should be noted that by adding y and z terms in Equation (2) will modify the nature of the
gradient and allow to produce 3D gradient scaffolds.
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Figure 1. (a) Gradient BCC unit cell showing continuous transition at the unit cell junctions, (b) CAD
view of the gradient BCC lattice scaffold; the arrows show the gradual increase in strut diameter and the
highlighted areas show the gradually changing pore size and strut diameter along the scaffolds’ height;
Dense-In scaffold has increasing strut diameter towards the center, whereas Dense-Out follows the
opposite trend; (c) SLM-fabricated specimens with dimensions of 10 × 10 × 12 mm3, from left to right:
uniform BCC lattice scaffold with 0.6 mm strut diameter, Dense-In and Dense-Out scaffolds.
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To demonstrate the benefit of this concept, we designed two gradient structures with dimensions
of 6 × 10 × 10 mm3, mirrored in the x-axis to create lattices of 12 × 10 × 10 mm3. In this case a gradient
value Ax was set to 0.07 (mm/mm) and a constant c equal to 0.4 mm. The choice of the parameters
is motivated by manufacturability of the struts and leads to a minimum diameter of 0.4 mm and a
maximum of 0.82 mm over the 6-mm lattice. When gradient design was mirrored from the thinner
strut plane, it is named as Dense-Out and when mirrored from the thicker strut plane, it is named
as Dense-In. For comparison of the mechanical and biological response of gradient structures, we
also created three uniform BCC structures which utilize the same strut diameters as present in the
gradient structure, namely 0.4, 0.6, 0.8 mm. These uniform BCC structures are denoted U0.4, U0.6 and
U0.8, respectively.

It should be noted that the developed script is not limited to the BCC unit cell and a large library
of common unit cells was programmed allowing us to generate a smooth gradient between layers and
tailor their size and local and total porosity.

The uniform and gradient BCC structures were fabricated by selective laser melting (SLM) process,
described in [46], using a MLab Cusing machine (Concept Laser, Lichtenfels, Germany). Ti6Al4V-ELI
powder supplied by Falcon Tech Co., Ltd. (Wuxi, China) that satisfies ASTM F136 with diameter range
of 15–53 µm was used for laser melting process. The Ti6Al4V samples were fabricated using a laser
power of 95 W, scan speed of 600 mm/s with a hatch distance of 0.08 mm, the beam spot size of 50 (−5,
+25) µm, with oxygen content less than 0.2% in an argon atmosphere and the layer thickness of 25 µm.
The samples were built on top of a solid titanium plate and were removed by using Electrical Discharge
Machining (EDM, AgieCharmilles CUT 30P, GF, Losone, Switzerland). All samples were 12 mm in
height with a cross-section of 10 × 10 mm2. After the samples were removed from the build plate, they
were washed in an ultrasonic bath containing ethanol for 4 h to aid in removing the unmelted particles
from the surface of the samples. No further surface modifications or heat treatments were applied to
the scaffolds.

2.2. Morphological Analysis

Morphological properties were characterized by three methods: scanning electron microscope
(SEM), digital densitometry and gas pycnometry. Pore size and strut diameter were measured using
SEM (FEI Nova NanoSEM, Thermo Fisher Scientific, Hillsboro, OR, USA) images. The average of
four pore sizes and strut diameters was calculated for each specimen. The volume fraction of the
samples was measured by both gas pycnometry and digital densitometry. A digital densitometry
(SD-200L, AlfaMirage, Osaka, Japan) adopts the Archimedean principle with liquid displacement.
Three specimens of each sample were used to measure the volume fraction. In addition to densitometry
measurements, the volume fraction of each sample were measured by a gas pycnometry (AccuPyc
1330, Micromeritics, Norcross, GA, USA) with helium gas in 3 repeats. The pycnometry measures
the density of solid materials by employing gas displacement and Boyle’s Law of gas expansion.
The volume fraction values measured by gas pycnometry were compared with the values obtained
from the CAD designs.

2.3. Measurement of Mechanical Properties

A minimum of five specimens of each uniform and gradient structure were mechanically
tested under compression using an Instron 5982 universal testing machine with a 100 kN load cell.
Following the standard for compression test for porous and cellular metals (ISO 13314:2011), a constant
cross-head velocity of 0.72 mm/min was utilized corresponding to a compression strain rate of
10−3 s−1. The measurements were recorded after a preload of 50–70 N to avoid the initial settling of
the samples between plates. A series of images were captured every 1 s during compression testing to
record the deformation response of the samples.

The engineering compressive stress was calculated by normalizing the applied compression
load with the initial cross-section area of each sample (10 × 10 mm2) and the engineering strain
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was calculated by the displacement of the cross-heads. The stress-strain curves of each sample were
analyzed and the following mechanical properties were calculated based on the guidelines of the
ISO Standard 13314:2011: first maximum compressive strength (σmax) (the first local maximum in the
stress-strain curve), 0.2% offset yield stress (σy), the elastic gradient (E(σ20–σ50)) (the gradient of the
elastic straight line between stresses of 20 and 50 MPa). The ISO Standard recommends determining
the elastic gradient between stresses of 20 and 70 MPa; however, since 70 MPa was higher than the
0.2% yield stress point for some of the samples, 50 MPa was adopted for all samples.

2.4. Cell Viability, Proliferation and Morphology

MC3T3-E1, Subclone 4, preosteoblast cells (ATCC® CRL-2593™, Manassas, VA, USA) were
cultured in α-MEM medium (Gibco) supplemented with 10% fetal bovine serum (FBS, Gibco) and 1%
antibiotic/antimycotic solution (Gibco) in a humidified incubator at 37 ◦C, 5% CO2. As-fabricated
Ti6Al4V uniform and gradient porous structures were cleaned by successive washes with ethanol and
phosphate buffer saline (PBS). Subsequently, specimens with dimensions of 10 × 10 × 12 mm3 were
placed in a 24-multiwell plate with 3 repeats and seeded at a density of 1 × 105 cells per specimen.
In parallel, positive control wells containing SLM-fabricated solid samples were set up. Before any
evaluation, all scaffolds were transferred into a new 24-multiwell plate.

Cell viability was assessed at 4 h, 4 days and 7 days after cell culture using the MTS assay (Cell Titre
96 Aqueous One Solution Cell Proliferation Assay, Promega, Madison, WI, USA). After 2.5 h incubation
with MTS reagent, 100 µL of solution from each well were transferred into a 96-multiwell plate and the
optical absorbance (OD) was measured at 490 nm with a microplate reader (Thermo Scientific™
Multiskan Spectrophotometer, Vantaa, Finland). The degree of cell attachment and spreading
was studied by immunofluorescence staining. Samples were fixed with 4% paraformaldehyde
(PFA) for 20 min and stained with ActinRed™ 555 ReadyProbes® Reagent (Molecular Probes™,
Gaithersburg, MD, USA) following the manufacturer’s instructions and Hoechst 33342 (10 µg/mL)
(Thermo Scientific™, Rockford, IL, USA) for 30 min. After immunostaining, the top and bottom of the
specimens were examined by fluorescence microscopy (Nikon Eclipse Ti, Tokyo, Japan).

Cell morphology was characterized by scanning electron microscope (SEM) at 4 h, 4 days and
7 days of cell culture. Cells on the specimens were fixed with 2.5% glutaraldehyde in 0.1 M of
sodium cacodylate buffer for 2 h and postfixed in 1% osmium tetroxide for 1.5 h at room temperature.
Specimens were dehydrated with a gradient series of ethanol (50%, 70%, 80%, 90%, 95% and 100%)
followed by a hexamethyldisilazane (hmds) drying procedure. The specimens were sputter coated
with gold and inspected using a FEI Nova NanoSEM.

2.5. Statistical Analysis

Statistical analyses were performed using SPSS Statistics 20.0 (SPSS, Inc., Chicago, IL, USA).
Data were presented as mean ± standard deviation (SD). One-way analysis of variation (ANOVA)
together with Tukey–Kramer post-hoc analysis were used to identify significant differences
(significance threshold: p < 0.05).

3. Results

3.1. Morphology of Porous Scaffolds

The key morphological parameters of the scaffolds, such as pore size and strut diameter, were
measured by SEM and presented in Table 1. The measured strut diameters were larger than the original
designs for all samples due to the adhesion of the semimolten powder on the surface (Figure 2b).
We measured average surface roughness, Ra, using a Mitutoyo Surftest SJ400 and found it to be
around 10 µm. This is in agreement with the reported values of surface roughness of SLM printed
lattice structures [47]. In addition, volume fraction was quantified using the gas pycnometry and
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densitometry (Table 1). The volume fraction values were derived directly from the pycnometry and
calculated from the densitometry, based on the following equations:

V = (Wa − Ww)/0.9971 (3)

Vf (%) = V/Vt (4)

Table 1. The morphometric parameters of uniform and gradient BCC structures based on CAD designs,
gas pycnometry, digital densitometry and SEM.

Scaffold
Name

Porosity (%) Pore Size (mm) Strut Diameter (mm)

Design Gas
Pycnometry Densitometry Difference

(%) Design SEM Design SEM

U0.4 82 71.87 ± 0.01 71.45 ± 0.02 13 1.51 1.14 ± 0.03 0.40 0.57 ± 0.01

U0.6 64 53.06 ± 0.01 51.11 ± 0.01 17 1.26 0.94 ± 0.05 0.60 0.77 ± 0.01

U0.8 44 33.78 ± 0.01 31.86 ± 0.01 23 1.02 0.73 ± 0.03 0.80 1.06 ± 0.02

Dense-In 62 50.73 ± 0.01 49.38 ± 0.01 18
1.33 1.04 ± 0.02 0.40 0.59 ± 0.01
1.13 0.83 ± 0.01 0.61 0.72 ± 0.01
0.94 0.74 ± 0.07 0.82 0.92 ± 0.03

Dense-Out 62 51.90 ± 0.02 50.01 ± 0.01 16
0.94 0.62 ± 0.02 0.82 0.91 ± 0.02
1.13 0.82 ± 0.02 0.61 0.74 ± 0.01
1.33 0.98 ± 0.03 0.40 0.59 ± 0.01
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Figure 2. SEM image of (a) a gradient Dense-Out structure, demonstrating the change in strut
diameter and pore size along the scaffold, (b) higher magnification view of the struts showing attached
semi-molten powders.

Here, V is the volume of the scaffolds, Wa is the weight measured in air, Ww is the weight
measured in water, 0.9971 is the density (g cm−3) of distilled water at 25 ◦C and 1 atm, Vf is the volume
fraction in percent, Vt is the total volume obtained from the outer dimension of the scaffolds, which is
1.2 cm3 for all. The porosity of the scaffolds is defined as 100-Volume fraction (%).

The measured values of volume fraction were smaller than the designed volume fraction values
for all samples. The difference between the original designs and pyconometry results was around
13–23%. These deviations are as expected since the as-fabricated strut diameters were larger than
the original designs, resulting in smaller pore sizes than the intended geometry. This difference
is characteristic to SLM process and is caused by effects such as staircase stepping due to layered
manufacturing and melt pool variation due to residual stresses [48].

Strut diameter change along the gradient BCC scaffolds was noticeable in SEM images, (Figure 2a),
confirming that the desired graded porosity was successfully achieved by the SLM process. The pore
size of gradient Dense-In scaffold was varied from 1.14 mm to 0.74 mm, whereas it was between
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0.62 mm to 0.98 mm for gradient Dense-Out scaffold. Measured porosity of the gradient Dense-In and
Dense-Out scaffolds were almost identical due to symmetric design along the horizontal center plane.

3.2. Mechanical Properties of Porous Scaffolds

The compressive nominal stress–strain plots of uniform and gradient BCC structures are
presented in Figure 3. The stress–strain curves exhibit characteristic stages of deformation for cellular
solids [10,49], including linear elastic region, followed by plateau region with fluctuating stresses.
The uniform structures showed similar behavior under compression; however, they reached different
levels of maximum stress and possess different elastic moduli. The stress–strain curves for gradient
structures also showed initially similar behavior to the uniform scaffolds. After the onset of plasticity
an abrupt structural collapse was observed in uniform scaffolds, but not in the gradient scaffolds.
Furthermore, the fluctuating degree of plateau region was more distinguished for the uniform scaffolds
than the gradient scaffolds.

Metals 2018, 8, x FOR PEER REVIEW  8 of 20 

 

an abrupt structural collapse was observed in uniform scaffolds, but not in the gradient scaffolds. 

Furthermore, the fluctuating degree of plateau region was more distinguished for the uniform 

scaffolds than the gradient scaffolds. 

 

Figure 3. Nominal stress–strain curves for uniform and gradient structures. 

The elastic gradient between stresses of 20 MPa and 50 MPa (E(σ20–σ50)), the 0.2% offset yield stress 

(σy) and the first maximum compressive strength (σmax) of the scaffolds are summarized (Table 2). 

Elastic modulus, yield stress and compressive strength increases with extension in strut diameter of 

the uniform structures or decrease in porosity. Aligned with the expectations of composite rule of 

mixtures [50], the values of elastic modulus, compressive strength and yield stress of gradient 

structures lie between those values of the uniform structures. No significant difference between 

elastic modulus of gradient structures and Uniform 0.6 sample was observed (Supplementary 

document Figure S1).  

Table 2. The summary of the mechanical properties of uniform and gradient BCC structures 

measured by compression tests. (Mean ± SD). 

Scaffold Name 𝑬𝛔𝟐𝟎–𝛔𝟓𝟎 (GPa) 𝛔𝐲 (𝐌𝐏𝐚) 𝛔𝐦𝐚𝐱 (𝐌𝐏𝐚) 

U0.4 1.6 ± 0.2 53 ± 4 74 ± 2 

U0.6 4.6 ± 0.4 192 ± 14 256 ± 4 

U0.8 9.0 ± 0.6 392 ± 14 532 ± 11 

Dense-In 3.9 ± 0.8 114 ± 8 150 ± 17 

Dense-Out 3.5 ± 0.5 86 ± 11 128 ± 8 

  

Figure 3. Nominal stress–strain curves for uniform and gradient structures.

The elastic gradient between stresses of 20 MPa and 50 MPa (E(σ20–σ50)), the 0.2% offset yield stress
(σy) and the first maximum compressive strength (σmax) of the scaffolds are summarized (Table 2).
Elastic modulus, yield stress and compressive strength increases with extension in strut diameter
of the uniform structures or decrease in porosity. Aligned with the expectations of composite rule
of mixtures [50], the values of elastic modulus, compressive strength and yield stress of gradient
structures lie between those values of the uniform structures. No significant difference between elastic
modulus of gradient structures and Uniform 0.6 sample was observed (Supplementary document
Figure S1).
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Table 2. The summary of the mechanical properties of uniform and gradient BCC structures measured
by compression tests. (Mean ± SD).

Scaffold Name Eσ20–σ50 (GPa) σy (MPa) σmax (MPa)

U0.4 1.6 ± 0.2 53 ± 4 74 ± 2
U0.6 4.6 ± 0.4 192 ± 14 256 ± 4
U0.8 9.0 ± 0.6 392 ± 14 532 ± 11

Dense-In 3.9 ± 0.8 114 ± 8 150 ± 17
Dense-Out 3.5 ± 0.5 86 ± 11 128 ± 8

Relative modulus (E/E0) against the measured volume fraction (%) is plotted in Figure 4.
Elastic modulus was normalized relative to the values of solid Ti6Al4V (110 GPa). The observed
average trend shows a positive power relation with the volume fraction and this trend corresponds to
theoretically expected behavior of bending-dominated structures [10,51]. Results of a similar study
from the literature were used to support our data [52]. The gradient structures were not considered for
the power law curve since their volume fraction is similar to U0.6 specimen.
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Figure 4. Relative elastic modulus vs volume fraction (%) of uniform and gradient BCC structures.
Power law curve and equation was fitted on the uniform BCC structure data and demonstrates
bending-dominated behavior.

Images of the initial stage and the progressive failure of uniform and gradient structures recorded
during the compression tests (Figure 5) show that the major failure bands were formed at a 45◦ angle
from the loading direction for all uniform BCC structures. For the gradient structures, the fracture
initiated from the thinnest struts, that is at the top and bottom plane for Dense-In and in the
middle for Dense-Out. This diagonal shear collapse of uniform structures is typical behavior of
BCC structures [52–54] and other structures with different cell geometries [55,56] owing to strut
bending at lattice joints [51].
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Figure 5. Failure modes of (a) U0.4, (b) U0.6, (c) U0.8, (d) Dense-In, (e) Dense-Out structures.
Left images (subscript 1) represent the initial state and middle (subscript 2) and last right images
(subscript 3) present the progressive failure. Highlights represent the observed regions of deformation
and failure. (Scale bars = 10 mm).

3.3. Cellular Response to Porous Scaffolds

In order to determine the ability of the scaffolds to interact with cells, the adhesion of MC3T3-E1
preosteoblast cells on the gradient, uniform and solid scaffolds were determined by MTS assay after
4 h of incubation and showed no significant difference in cell seeding between the scaffolds (Figure 6).

In order to determine the extent of cell proliferation on the scaffolds, an MTS assay was performed
after 4 and 7 days of culture. The uniform scaffolds showed a trend of decreasing cell number with
increasing strut diameter at both days 4 and 7 (Figure 7). For the U0.4 and U0.6 scaffolds the number
of cells approximately doubled across this time period whilst there was only a 70% increase on the
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U0.8 scaffold (Figure 8), further extending the difference in cell number between the samples. For the
gradient scaffolds, there were no significant differences in cell number on day 4. However, from
day 4 to day 7, there was almost a 400% increase in cell numbers on the Dense-In scaffold but only
20% increase in cell numbers on the Dense-Out scaffold, resulting in significantly fewer cells on the
Dense-Out scaffold as compared to the Dense-In scaffold on day 7. Although solid control sample
showed the highest cell number at day 7, the percentage increase from day 4 to day 7 was largest for
Dense-In scaffold. The final cell number on the Dense-Out scaffold was comparable to that of the
U0.8, with both scaffolds having similar diameter of the outermost struts of the design. These results
suggest that the scaffolds having thinner struts or larger pores on their outside surface (such as U0.4
and Dense-In) were more favorable for cell proliferation than the scaffolds having thicker struts or
smaller pores on their outer surface. Given that the surface area of Dense-In and Dense-Out is identical
as a result of their symmetrical design, it can be said that the cell viability was independent of surface
area in this study.

Further to cell proliferation, cell distribution on the uniform and gradient scaffolds was studied by
staining and imaging the cell nuclei and actin cytoskeleton. After 4 h of incubation, all of the scaffolds
had similar cell distribution on their top surface (i.e., the surface onto which the cells were seeded)
(Figure 9). The lack of cells at the bottom of the scaffolds suggests that most of the initial attachment
was on the top surface. After 4 days, substantially more cells were observed both on the top and
bottom surfaces of the U0.4 and Dense-In scaffolds, whereas there were no noticeable differences on
the other scaffolds between 4 h and day 4 time points (Figure 10). At day 7, all the scaffolds had high
density of cells on their top surface; whilst, the bottom surface of U0.6, U0.8 and Dense-Out scaffolds
had almost no cells. In contrast, the bottom surface of U0.4 and Dense-In scaffolds had visibly higher
cell densities.
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Figure 6. Adhesion of cells to uniform and gradient porous structures and to solid control sample as
measured by MTS assay after 4 h. The optical absorbance (OD) was measured at 490 nm. Data are
presented as mean ± SD (n = 3). No statistically significant differences were observed between scaffolds.
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Figure 7. Cell proliferation measured by MTS assay after culturing 4 and 7 days on the uniform and
gradient porous structures. The optical absorbance (OD) was measured at 490 nm. Data were presented
as mean ± SD (n = 3). (* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 when compared using ANOVA Tukey–Kramer
post-hoc test).
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Figure 9. Fluorescence micrographs representing merged Hoechst stained nucleus (blue) and actin
cytoskeleton (red) of MC3T3-E1 preosteoblast cells on the uniform and gradient BCC structures after
culturing for 4 h. Top represents the side where cells were seeded onto the samples.



Metals 2018, 8, 200 14 of 21
Metals 2018, 8, x FOR PEER REVIEW  14 of 20 

 

 

Figure 10. Fluorescence micrographs representing merged Hoechst stained nucleus (blue) and actin 

cytoskeleton (red) of MC3T3-E1 preosteoblast cells on the uniform and gradient BCC structures after 

culturing for 4 days and 7 days. Top represents the side where cells were seeded onto the samples. 

Despite the difference in cell proliferation and migration on the different scaffolds, cell 

morphology was similar for the scaffolds when the images were taken from the top surface (Figure 

9). SEM images taken from the middle and bottom part of the scaffolds supported the findings of 

fluorescent images showing differing cell penetration depth profiles for the varying scaffold 

structures (Supplementary document Figures S2–S6). The number of cells decreased in the middle 

and bottom parts of the U0.8 and Dense-Out scaffolds, as compared to U0.4 and Dense-In scaffolds. 

Cells were noticed to form a sheet-like elongated matrix (dashed line) (Figure 9). Moreover, the 

morphology of cells presented a high density of filopodia-like projections (red arrows) extending 

from the leading edges of cells and interacting with the substrate. The interaction between cells and 

substrate observed by SEM (Figure 11) shows that cells attach both on and between the unmelted 

powders, indicating that SLM process are beneficial to cell attachment and colonization. 

Figure 10. Fluorescence micrographs representing merged Hoechst stained nucleus (blue) and actin
cytoskeleton (red) of MC3T3-E1 preosteoblast cells on the uniform and gradient BCC structures after
culturing for 4 days and 7 days. Top represents the side where cells were seeded onto the samples.

Despite the difference in cell proliferation and migration on the different scaffolds, cell morphology
was similar for the scaffolds when the images were taken from the top surface (Figure 9). SEM images
taken from the middle and bottom part of the scaffolds supported the findings of fluorescent images
showing differing cell penetration depth profiles for the varying scaffold structures (Supplementary
document Figures S2–S6). The number of cells decreased in the middle and bottom parts of the U0.8
and Dense-Out scaffolds, as compared to U0.4 and Dense-In scaffolds. Cells were noticed to form a
sheet-like elongated matrix (dashed line) (Figure 9). Moreover, the morphology of cells presented a
high density of filopodia-like projections (red arrows) extending from the leading edges of cells and
interacting with the substrate. The interaction between cells and substrate observed by SEM (Figure 11)
shows that cells attach both on and between the unmelted powders, indicating that SLM process are
beneficial to cell attachment and colonization.
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Figure 11. SEM images of the MC3T3 preosteoblast cells after culturing for 7 days on the top surfaces
of (a) U0.4, (b) U0.6, (c) U0.8, (d) Dense-In, (e) Dense-Out, (f) solid scaffolds.

4. Discussion

In this work, the effect of gradient porous structures on both biological response and mechanical
behavior is investigated. The generated gradient structures, denoted as Dense-In and Dense-Out,
utilize gradual change in diameter and therefore minimize the stress concentration at the lattice
junctions. The designed pore sizes changed from 940 µm to 1330 µm for the gradient scaffolds.
The deviation of pore size and strut diameter between CAD design and fabricated scaffolds were
within an expected range [57] and was attributed to surface irregularities [58]. The deviation for each
scaffold was similar, demonstrating the consistency of the SLM fabrication process. Porosities of the
uniform scaffolds varied from 32% to 72%, and both gradient structures had a porosity of 50%. SEM
images revealed that all scaffolds had unmelted powder attached to the surface of the struts due to
layered manufacturing and melt pool variation during the SLM process.

The stiffness of the tested scaffolds varied in the range of 1.6 to 9.0 GPa, which aligns with the
stiffness range of the trabecular (0.4 GPa [59,60]) and cortical bones (3–20 GPa [5,24]). The yield stress
values of the scaffolds were in the range of 53 to 392 MPa, which lies in the range of cortical bones
(33–193 MPa [24,61]), but it is not suitable for a replacement of trabecular bone, 2–17 MPa [60].
Considering the scaffolds presented in this study aim to be used as load-bearing implants for
replacement of cortical bones, the yield stress and elastic modulus values satisfy the mechanical
property requirements.

Table 2 shows that the elastic modulus, yield stress and maximum compressive strength values
increase as the strut diameter increases or porosity decreases. The mechanical properties of gradient
structures lie in the range of representative values of uniform structures and can be predicted based on
an assumption that gradient structures are composites of uniform layers of the same diameter struts.
Based on this assumption, the elastic modulus of gradient structure in uniaxial compression can be
calculated through the general rule of mixtures [42,50]:
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Using Equation (1), elastic modulus of gradient structure was calculated to be 3.2 GPa,
which is comparable to the measured values of 3.9 and 3.5 GPa for Dense-In and Dense-Out
scaffolds, respectively.

The deformation response of uniform BCC structures follows the bending-dominated behavior
with diagonal shear collapse. Interestingly, the failure mechanism of gradient structures was
different due to sequential layer collapse and various deformation stages occurring simultaneously.
Thinner struts reached the densification stage (when two opposite cell walls come together as the pore
size decreases) while the thicker struts were still in the plateau region during the compression test.
The predominant fracture band of gradient structures was initiated at the thinnest struts due to high
stress concentrations on the thin strut junctions. This failure mechanism has also been noted in other
studies [44,45].

Further to mechanical behavior studies, we analyzed the in vitro response of the scaffolds with
preosteoblast cells. The degree of cell attachment was similar for all scaffolds, but cell proliferation
and colonization were significantly different. Scaffolds with a thin strut diameter on the periphery
(U0.4 and Dense-In) allowed cells to populate throughout the scaffold whereas those with a thicker
outer strut (U0.6, U0.8 and Dense-Out) did not allow cells to migrate to the bottom surface, suggesting
that cells were entrapped at the smaller pore size region (top surface). Consequently, the proliferation
rate of cells on these scaffolds was markedly less. Although this immobilization behavior of the
preosteoblast cells when seeded from small pore size region was observed in the previous studies
of Nune et al. [38,39], the underlying reason for this behavior is still unknown. The smallest pore
size in our scaffolds were 940 µm which is larger than the suggested pore size (100–300 µm) for cell
colonization and migration [62,63]. In addition, the smallest pore size is much larger than an average
size of a MC3T3-E1 pre-osteoblast cells (20–40 µm, Figure 9). It is not yet clear why thicker struts on
the scaffold periphery inhibit cell activity whilst the thick struts on the interior of the Dense-In scaffold
did not deter colonization of cells through the whole structure.

Our results suggest that the surface area does not affect the cell attachment and proliferation.
The large surface area of the U0.8 scaffold, due to its large strut diameters, was expected to promote
cell attachment and growth; however, it showed the lowest cell number at day 7. Similar behavior was
observed for the gradient structures, which possessed equal surface area but showed a large difference
in cell number. It is therefore likely that, parameters other than the surface area of the scaffold affected
the cell colonization. Identification of the specific factors would require further clarification but could
include the flow conditions and cellular aggregation [39]. In addition, it would be interesting to assess
whether vascularization happens more quickly or easily with larger pores on the periphery than the
smaller pores on the periphery.

In recent years, additively manufactured gradient structures for tissue engineering have been
studied [37–39,41,44,64,65]; however these studies either focused on the mechanical properties or
biological response independently. In this work, the biological and mechanical responses were
assessed simultaneously allowing us to study the overall impact of the designed geometry of the
scaffolds. Our results suggest that when designing a porous gradient structure, both biological and
mechanical requirements must be considered concurrently, since their requirements are opposing.
The compression test results demonstrate the benefit of utilizing smaller pore size in increasing the
stiffness and strength of the porous scaffolds; whereas, the cell proliferation data suggests that scaffolds
with larger pore size in their outer surface favors cell proliferation. Therefore, it can be concluded
that gradient scaffolds provide a possible solution for overcoming the conflicting requirements of
bone tissue implants. Gradient structures with decreasing pore size towards their center can provide
the required strength and stiffness, while simultaneously promoting cell colonization throughout the
whole scaffold. The Dense-In scaffold fabricated in this study has an elastic modulus of 3.9 GPa which
is in the range for those of cortical bone [5]. Furthermore, this scaffold has a varying pore size ranging
from 1330 µm on the outside to 940 µm at the core. These values have been previously reported to be
favorable for cell colonization as well as bone ingrowth and vascularization [66–68].
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In summary, an ideal scaffold for bone regeneration should facilitate cell attachment, infiltration
and matrix deposition to guide bone formation [69] as well as providing initial mechanical support
to the surrounding bone [70]. Porous titanium scaffolds can meet the mechanical strength and bone
formation requirements without osseoinductive biomolecules [68]; however, the pore size of the
scaffolds needs to be high for bone-ingrowth whereas, as the porosity increases, the mechanical
strength and integrity of the structure decreases [71]. Gradient structures represent an ideal candidate
to overcome these opposing requirements of high porosity and mechanical strength.

Our study demonstrated the benefit of the gradient scaffold with larger pores in its outer surface
in terms of gaining optimum mechanical strength and promoting cell attachment and colonization.
In addition, this framework demonstrates that mechanical properties can be tailored through gradient
structure design and simultaneously improve the biological response. This approach therefore holds
significant promise in the development of orthopedic implants, where the location of the implant and
the corresponding loading condition can dictate the implant topology.

5. Conclusions

This work combined and assessed the in vitro behavior and mechanical response of gradient and
uniform porous scaffolds for bone tissue engineering. For this purpose, five different BCC structures
were fabricated using selective laser melting technology. Static mechanical properties of the gradient
structures followed the rule of mixtures and the obtained values are in the range of those corresponding
values for uniform structures. The mechanical properties of all studied scaffolds are comparable to
the reported mechanical properties of the cortical bone. Quantitative analysis of cell viability showed
higher cell colonization and proliferation rates for scaffolds with large pores (1000–1100 µm) in their
outer surface after 4 and 7 days of culturing. However, when comparing the mechanical properties of
structures with this comparable biological activity, the uniform U0.4 scaffold showed less than half of
the respective mechanical properties for the Dense-In scaffold. The combined results of compression
tests and in vitro biological analyses indicate that the Dense-In scaffold is an ideal porous structure to
balance mechanical and biological performances to meet the requirements of load-bearing implants.
Based on the results presented in this work, optimal gradient structures should possess small pores
in their core in order to increase their mechanical integrity and strength while large pores should be
utilized in their outer surface to avoid pore occlusion. We suggest that this approach could be widely
used in the design of orthopedic implants to maximize both the mechanical and biological properties
of the implant.

Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at http://www.mdpi.com/2075-4701/8/4/200/s1,
Figure S1: Mechanical properties of the scaffolds; Figures S2–S6: Observation of cell morphology and distribution
along the scaffolds by SEM.
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