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Abstract: Although a number of combinatorial/high-throughput approaches have been developed
for biomaterial hydrogel optimization, a gradient sample approach is particularly well suited to
identify hydrogel property thresholds that alter cellular behavior in response to interacting with the
hydrogel due to reduced variation in material preparation and the ability to screen biological response
over a range instead of discrete samples each containing only one condition. This review highlights
recent work on cell–hydrogel interactions using a gradient material sample approach. Fabrication
strategies for composition, material and mechanical property, and bioactive signaling gradient
hydrogels that can be used to examine cell–hydrogel interactions will be discussed. The effects of
gradients in hydrogel samples on cellular adhesion, migration, proliferation, and differentiation will
then be examined, providing an assessment of the current state of the field and the potential of wider
use of the gradient sample approach to accelerate our understanding of matrices on cellular behavior.
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1. Introduction

To expedite progress toward clinical deployment of tissue engineering applications, biomaterial
optimization is moving from traditional ad hoc approaches to combinatorial/high-throughput
methods [1]. These methods have long been used to streamline pharmaceutical development,
but have only recently been adapted by the biomaterials community [2]. A number of methods
have been developed by the biomaterials community for matrix optimization. The three most
common approaches are: design of experiments, a statistical approach that uses predictive modeling
to determine a combination of experiments needed to achieve a desired biological outcome; arrays,
which use a number of discrete samples to optimize biological response; and gradients, which alter
sample composition down the length of the sample to provide information over a range of conditions
to optimize the biological effect. Each of these approaches has its own advantages and drawbacks,
which makes each particularly advantageous in certain circumstances [3]. A number of reviews exist
on each of these methods and the general advantages of high-throughput approaches for matrix
optimization [4–6]. This review will focus on the use of gradient material samples. Types of gradient
samples constructed for biological studies and the observed changes in cellular response in gradient
material samples will be covered.

The hallmark of the gradient approach is a gradual change in composition across the sample,
but this change does not need to be linear as radial, exponential, and sigmoidal gradients (Figure 1)
have been made [7–9]. Gradient material samples can be fabricated through a number of approaches,
but the most common involve pumps filling molds using inverse pumping profiles or diffusion across
a gap [10–12]. Rapid advances in technology development have led to less reliance on pumps to form
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the gradient using changes in light exposure to covalently bond [13,14] or cleave [15] matrix elements,
surface tension [16], and capillary action [17] instead for gradient formation. To reduce the need for
specialized equipment and promote greater access to gradient samples, layer deposition [18] and
cooling from a localized source at one end of the mold [19] have been used to form gradient samples.

Figure 1. Schematic of gradient profiles in material samples.

A major advantage of using a gradient material sample approach over design of experiments
and arrays to understand cell–material interactions and optimize matrix conditions for biological
response is the reduced variation in sample preparation between conditions in the test range because
they are housed in a single sample. This reduced variation enables greater resolution of regions
of cellular transitions, allowing for more accurate identification of thresholds in the test range.
Increases in our understanding of complex biological interactions with biomaterials has led to the
development of technologies to allow the fabrication of orthogonal gradients [14,20–23] in order to
simultaneously study the effects of changes in multiple material properties on cellular behavior and
examine interactions.

2. Types of Gradients Developed for Optimization of Biological Response to Materials

The high water content of hydrogels, which is similar to biological tissue, and their tailorability
which enables them to meet the structural support and bioactive signaling needs for a number of cell
types, have made hydrogels a widely used material platform in tissue engineering development [24].
Although other matrix platforms, like macroporous foam scaffolds, can also be fabricated as gradient
samples [25–27], the review focuses on hydrogel gradient systems because hydrogel system support
greater cell–material interaction for a longer period of time than macroporous scaffolds. As a number
of material properties are known to affect cellular behavior, a number of gradient hydrogel systems,
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which will be discussed below, have been developed to tune cellular response. It is, however, important
to note that the aqueous nature of hydrogels makes their material properties particularly susceptible
to changes in the local environment (bioactive signaling interactions, cells, ions, etc.) compared to
other tissue engineering matrix types, such as foams and nanofibers. These changes can complicate
analysis of the cellular response because multiple material properties can change at once, but through
characterization of the matrices can improve analysis of cellular response.

2.1. Composition

Traditionally, gradient approaches to these studies blend two different polymers [28–31],
different molecular weights of the same polymer [32–34], or vary the mass fraction of the same
polymer or monomer in the same hydrogel [10,35–37] in order to optimize the blending ratio.
However, conversion of the reactive moieties during polymerization has also been examined [35,38,39].
This is important because reduced conversion is associated with reduced cellular viability [38,39],
which makes identification of cellular thresholds for survival with a gradient approach particularly
useful. One study employed orthogonal gradients of triethylene glycol dimethacrylate (TEGDMA) and
2,2-bis[p-2′-hydroxy-3′-methacryloxypropoxy]-phenyl]propane (BisGMA) concentration to identify
that higher TEGDMA contents increased methacrylate conversion, while higher BisGMA content
increased elastic modulus [39]. Another study, which blended hyperbranched macromers into
polyethylene glycol (PEG) hydrogels identified that the resulting changes in crosslinking altered
matrix stiffness, hydrophobicity, and surface roughness [30]. Changing of matrix composition is
fundamentally one of the simplest and most important material properties that affect cellular response
as numerous changes beyond changing chemistry available to the cells typically occur in the matrix
(topography, porosity, wettability, stiffness, protein absorption, etc.) [30,40]. Although typically not the
primary focus of these studies, the additional material and mechanical property changes need to be
adequately characterized in order to fully understand the matrices effects on cellular behavior.

2.2. Material and Mechanical Properties

Many times changing a specific material or mechanical property in the matrix is the fabrication
objective. Some of the most commonly examined material and mechanical properties using a gradient
approach are topography, porosity, and stiffness. Techniques used to generate topography gradients
in hydrogels range from changes in fiber density, thickness, composition, and oxidative wrinkling
of the surface [28,30,41]. To generate porosity gradients, freeze-thawing techniques in composition
gradients, and radical diffusion have been utilized [29,42,43]. One gradient porosity study found that
by the addition of 0.1% acetic acid to the solvent system shifted the pore size range from 75–180 µm to
45–125 µm, providing a convenient way to tailor pore size without altering matrix composition [42].
Due to high interest in the effects of stiffness changes on cellular response (attachment, migration,
differentiation, etc.) to biomaterials, a significant number of techniques have been developed to
create stiffness gradients. Changes in polymer mass fraction [10,12,36,37], crosslinking agent [44,45],
blending [34], hydrogel thickness [46], photomask [47], and lithography pattern [15] have all been
employed to fabricate stiffness gradients. Overlapping gradients looking at the interplay of wettability
and fibronectin concentration with changes stiffness have also been generated [14,48].

2.3. Bioactive Signaling

The extracellular environment of healthy tissue contains a number of bioactive signals,
whose presence and concentration affect cellular behavior. To emulate these chemotactic signals
or to optimize signaling to promote specific cellular behaviors, bioactive signaling molecule gradients
in hydrogels have been formed. These bioactive signaling gradients typically have assumed one
of two forms, tethered or released/freely diffusing gradients of the bioactive signaling molecule.
The tethered format seeks to emulate some of the native bioactive signaling normally embedded in
the matrix. To achieve this, a number of whole protein [49–52] and bioactive peptide [53–57]—which



High-Throughput 2018, 7, 1 4 of 13

are short amino acid chains from proteins that bind cell receptors and influence behavior—gradients
have been tethered in hydrogels. Strategies to achieve these tethered gradients have included
gradient incorporation of the bioactive signaling element during fabrication [53,55–57], photomask
micropatterning on the surface [51], and diffusion of the bioactive signaling molecule through the
hydrogel where it covalently binds reactive moieties tethered to the polymer backbone [22,52], or on
nanoparticles embedded in the matrix [58]. As bioactive signaling is complex, dual tethered gradients
have been fabricated [49] and as our ability to characterize the materials and understanding of
biological complexity increases, so likely will the number of overlapping gradients fabricated in a
single sample.

Released bioactive signaling gradients seek to emulate chemotactic signals suspended in the
extracellular milieu surrounding the matrix. A number of approaches have been developed for not
only proteins [59–63], but also pharmaceuticals [20], short interfering RNA [64], and transcription
factors [65]. Diffusion from a single source in or near the hydrogel [62], multiple micro/nanoparticles
embedded in the hydrogel [59,60,66], gradient incorporation during fabrication [63], and capillary
networks embedded within the hydrogels [17] have been used to create these types of bioactive
signaling agent gradients. Like the tethered bioactive signaling of the extracellular matrix,
these signaling cascades are complex. Nonlinear, inverse, and sequential gradients of multiple bioactive
signaling agents have been formed to look at the effects of both concentration and timing in order to
add to our understanding of natural tissue development [20,59–61,66,67].

2.4. Emerging Areas Where Gradient Studies Are of Potential Interest

It was not long ago that the entire extracellular matrix was thought to be inert [68], and that
changes in the stiffness of the culture surface could affect differentiation were inconceivable [69].
Our understanding of environmental effects on cellular behavior is rapidly advancing and so are our
topics of study. Emerging areas of study with gradients in matrices include oxygen concentration [70],
intestinal flow [71], and matrix strain created by fluid flow [72]. Each may prove as transformative for
the field as the extracellular matrix bioactivity and stiffness.

3. Understanding the Cell–Material Interface

Cellular interaction with the extracellular environment influences cellular behavior [73,74].
Through manipulation of the cellular–material interfaces, this cellular behavior can be guided toward
desired outcomes, such as tissue formation or cytokine production [75]. Our understanding of how
these complex interactions work together to alter cellular behavior is still limited. Therefore, a gradient
approach to monitor the effects of fine changes in material properties on cellular outcomes is a
powerful tool to increase our biological understanding. In this section, the observed changes in cellular
attachment, migration, proliferation, and differentiation using gradient samples and the value of this
type of approach to these studies to our biological understanding will be discussed.

3.1. Attachment

Most cell types require anchorage for survival, which means that changes in cellular attachment
to a material is a first step toward influencing later cellular behavior (migration, proliferation,
and differentiation) [76]. A number of material properties have been shown to affect cellular adhesion
including composition [29,77], topography [41], wettability [48], stiffness [33,37,47,48,74], and bioactive
signaling concentration [14,22,32,53,77]. The power of a gradient approach to refine material conditions
to promote adhesion was demonstrated in a study that resolved a composition of at least 54.3%
gelatin in a gelatin–chitosan composition gradient as necessary for elongation of smooth muscle cells,
and that a composition of less than 10% gelatin resulted in cellular aggregate formation due to a
failure of cells to spread [29]. This level of compositional refinement on cellular adhesion is often
not detected in other combinatorial method approaches. Furthermore, a topographical study was
able to identify an optimal feature size range of 0.4–2.6 µm amplitude and 4.0–7.1 µm wavelength
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to induce human mesenchymal stem cell (hMSC) alignment, due to alteration in focal adhesion
number [41]. More advanced studies have examined the interplay between matrix stiffness and
wettability or fibronectin concentration [48,74]. Both studies found an interplay between the second
gradient condition and matrix stiffness that affected cellular spreading on the matrix, but changes in
matrix wettability were found to significantly alter the matrix stiffness where maximal hMSC adhesion
and spreading occurred [48].

Directly changing the adhesiveness of the materials through changing the concentration of
bioactive adhesion moieties is the most straightforward way to study attachment to a matrix. This can
be achieved using whole proteins [14,22] or peptides [32,53,56,77]. A number of studies have
utilized the RGD (Arg-Gly-Asp) peptide from fibronectin, a highly studied adhesion peptide, in
a gradient sample to examine cellular adhesion. Human umbilical vein endothelial cells (HUVEC)
and fibroblasts studies have found that increasing RGD concentration increases cellular attachment
and spreading [32,53,77]. However, it is important to note that a gradient surface study found high
concentrations of RGD toxic to dendritic cells, which regulate immune response [78]. It is possible that
the current RGD concentration gradient hydrogel adhesion studies do not present RGD concentration
levels as high as the dendritic cell study did to the cells, that the different cell types used have different
responses to RGD concentrations, or that additional material or mechanical property differences
between studies are altering the results. Further investigation of these questions would be beneficial to
improving our understanding of cellular adhesion of different cell types to similar materials.

3.2. Migration

Cells can sense steep gradients in stiffness and then tend to migrate up the stiffness
gradient. This behavior is known as durotaxis. Studies using stiffness gradients have observed
this behavior [9,23,44,46]. Several of these studies have noted that cells achieve higher speeds
on softer matrices compared to stiffer ones [9,44]. Epithelial monolayer migration on a stiffness
gradient has been shown to be organized by mechano-traction leading to polarization and directed
migration, instead of the random walk that occurs on single stiffness matrices [46]. One study
taking a more dynamic approach used a strain gradient to gradually stiffen a collagen matrix over
the sample length, which led to greater invasion of mammary epithelial cells from organoids into
the collagen matrix in stiffer regions [79]. Shallow stiffness gradients do not lead to durotaxis [80],
and can be used to study cellular signaling transitions in cellular response to matrix stiffness changes,
including durotaxis. Expression of lamin A, a mechanosensitive scaffold protein in the nuclear
envelope, was differentially regulated by matrix stiffness in adipose stem cells and C2C12 myoblasts,
indicating different mechano-sensitivities in the two cell types [18]. Further, mechanosensitive regulator
Yes-associated protein (YAP) translocated to the nucleus over different stiffness ranges in the two
cell types. Adipose stem cells nuclear translocation occurred between 12 and 20 kPa, while C2C12
myoblasts nuclear translocation occurred between 2 to 38 kPa [18]. These transition ranges had been
difficult to identify with other methods.

Similar to durotaxis, chemotaxis is the movement of cells up a bioactive signaling gradient
that can be either tethered to the matrix [22,31,53,66], or in the extracellular milieu [66,71]. A study
of fibrosarcoma cells found that the cells change direction to continue to move toward increasing
fetal bovine serum concentration when the direction of the concentration gradient is changed [66].
One study with fibroblasts found that once a concentration threshold was reached that fibroblast
migration no longer increased with increasing fibronectin concentration [22]. Other studies have
identified that different chemotactic responses in different cells types with some cell types responding
to the gradient and migrating up it, while others maintain random walk patterns [31,54]. These studies
underscore the need to examine cellular response for every cell type of interest in order to adequately
design the material interface for desired cellular response.
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3.3. Proliferation

Cellular expansion is necessary for the success of most tissue engineering applications. First,
enough cells must be generated for the procedure, and then the starting population must expand to fill
the matrix. Traditional cell culture conditions are not always optimal to identify be best conditions
to achieve these design goals. Several gradient studies have used gradient approaches to identify
the optimal matrix composition [29], stiffness [45,56], and bioactive signaling [51] or nutrient [17]
concentrations for cellular proliferation. One study identified a threshold of 190 kPa stiffness in
polyvinyl alcohol–hyaluronic acid matrices for maximal hMSC proliferation [45], but most selected
the highest concentration tested as maximal concentration tested [17,29,51]. These later studies would
benefit by expanding the tested range until a decline in proliferation is detected, as they may not have
truly identified the optimal condition for cellular proliferation in their studies.

3.4. Differentiation

Since the fundamental work by Engler et al. [69] was published, there has been significant interest
in effects of matrix stiffness on the differentiation of immature cells. Expanding on that original work,
a recent study of hMSC cultured on a stiffness gradient in polyvinyl alcohol—hyaluronic acid matrices
further refined the optimal stiffness ranges for different lineage selections to be ∼20 kPa for neurons,
∼40 kPa for myoblasts, ∼80 kPa for chondrocytes, and ∼190 kPa for osteoblasts [45] in that system.
Another study using valvular interstitial cell found a stiffness of 32 kPa optimal for myofibroblast
activation, with a minimum stiffness of 15 kPa necessary to initiate the transition [80]. In these studies,
the use of a gradient approached facilitated the identification of these thresholds to a level that is
difficult with other approaches.

Generally, immature cells, like hMSC, are thought to be more mechano-sensitive than the mature
cell types generated from them. However, a recent study of human induced pluripotent stem cell
(hiPSC)-derived neural stem cells (NSC) has indicated that at these derived progenitor cells may
be more mechano-sensitive than previously thought [36]. Significant changes in axon network
organization and messenger RNA (mRNA) gene expression were observed over ∼200 Pa change
in matrix stiffness (Figure 2). Maximal axon extension and neural differentiation was observed at
∼900 Pa, which is significantly lower that the ∼20 kPa stiffness found in the previously discussed
study [45]. A study of primary human chondrocytes found that reduced matrix stiffness (∼2 kPa)
produced maximal glycosaminoglycan and collagen content in the matrix [12], which is significantly
different than the ∼80 kPa that enhanced differentiation [45]. The studies utilize different processing
techniques and polymers that likely contribute to these differences in observed results. Osteobastic
differentiation has been more consistent. High-stiffness matrices have increased alkaline phosphatase
and mineral content in both hMSC and progenitor cells [10,81]. These studies underline the complexity
of matrix stiffness on cellular differentiation and the difficultly that occurs when comparing results
between similar cell types. Even using a gradient approach, variations due to cellular original,
differentiation state, and material platform lead to significant changes in optimal matrix stiffness.

Taking this examination of the complexity of matrix stiffness on cellular differentiation a
step further, a study overlaid a fibronectin concentration gradient over the stiffness gradient.
Human mesenchymal stem cells cultured in media containing both pro-osteogenic and adipogenic
signals were cultured on the gradient. Both stiffness and fibronectin concentration were found to
promote osteoblast differentiation, while only matrix stiffness affected adipogenic differentiation [14].
Another study examining the effect of RGD—a fibronectin-derived peptide—concentration on a single
stiffness PEG matrix found the availability of crosstalk (secreted cytokines) from cells cultured in other
test regions made the observed adipogenic differentiation RGD concentration dependent, but when
crosstalk was eliminated, RGD concentration did not influence lineage choice of the hMSC [82].
In glioma cells, the expression of oncogenic microRNA miR18a was found to increase as both matrix
stiffness and fibronectin concentration increased [14]. The further addition of cytokines secreted by
macrophages led to high expression of miR18a regardless of matrix stiffness [14]. Although typically not
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considered, gradient samples can be constructed in either continuous gradient or gradient array formats
to control access to crosstalk [83]. These studies demonstrate the ramification that the availability of
crosstalk along the gradient can have on the results of biological experiments and the need to consider
its effects during experimental design.

Figure 2. Staining of neural specific βIII tubulin (red) with nuclear stain (blue) in human induced
pluripotent stem cell derive neural stem cells after 14 days of neural differentiation culture on
polyethylene glycol hydrogels possessing a continuous gradient in Young's modulus. Scale bar
is 100 µm across whole gradient and 50 µm enlargement. Modified and reprinted with permission of
John Wiley & Sons, Inc. from [36].

To examine just the effects of bioactive signaling concentration on differentiation, a number of
studies have used both released [65,66] and tethered [52,55–57,82,84,85] bioactive signaling approaches.
Many of these studies have focused on the use of the gradient strategy to optimize neural differentiation.
Using released orthogonal gradients, one study found that high concentrations of retinoic acid and
smoothened agonist, a small molecule activator of the sonic hedgehog pathway, were necessary
for motor neuron differentiation of embryonic stem cells [66]. Remaining neural studies have
utilized tethered gradients of nerve growth factor [84], laminin [52], laminin-derived peptide IKVAV
(Ile-Lys-Val-Ala-Val) [57], and n-cadherin-derived peptide HAVDI (His-Ala-Val-Asp-Ile) [55,85] to
identify optimal concentrations for neurite extension and neural differentiation. In the IKVAV
concentration study, a substantial shift from 570 µM to 60 µM in the optimal IKVAV concentration was
noted for maximal neural differentiation when the cell culture was shifted from on the matrix surface
to in the PEG hydrogel [57]. This indicates that re-optimization will likely need to occur as technology
moves to 3D culture from 2D culture. Much like the biological complexity observed in the mechanical
gradient studies, the range of optimal concentrations for maximal expression of neural differentiation
markers in mouse embryonic stem cells and hiPSC derived NSC used in HAVDI studies was shifted to
a higher concentration range for the hiPSC derived NSC (Figure 3) [55,85]. This data raises interesting
issues as most biomaterial optimization is conducted with rodent cells. Given the rodent data using
a traditional testing approach, there is significant potential that an HAVDI concentration below the
threshold necessary to stimulate human response would be selected for the testing. With other bioactive
signaling agents, the ranges between optimal signaling ranges may slide further apart, giving errant
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results in regards to species response to the signal, which generally requires more consideration in
biomaterial development. However, employment of gradient approaches as a first optimization step
with each cell type will mitigate the potential to miss these shifts in cellular response.

Figure 3. mRNA expression of βIII tubulin (TUJ1) in mouse embryonic stem cells and human
induced pluripotent stem cell derive neural stem cells over a time course of neural differentiation on
polyethylene glycol hydrogels possessing continuous concentration gradients of N-cadherin-derived
peptide HAVDI (His-Ala-Val-Asp-Ile). GAPDH: Glyceraldehyde-3-phosphate dehydrogenase; NCAD:
N-cadherin; hiPSC: human induced pluripotent stem cell; NSC: neural stem cells. Reprinted with
permission from [85] with permission from Elsevier, Copyright 2016 Elsevier, Ltd., and [55], Copyright
2017 American Chemical Society.

4. Future Directions and Conclusions

Appreciation for the complexity of cell–material interface is growing. The ability to substantially
increase the number of screened positions without a significant cost increase for experimentation
has led to increased interest in and use of gradient material samples in biological studies. As use
of gradient samples in biological studies of cell–material interface continue to increase, so will the
speed of our understanding of the complexity of these interactions. Material samples containing
gradients in composition, material and mechanical properties, and bioactive signaling are powerful
tools that have identified threshold condition in matrixes that alter cellular pathway stimulation and
cellular behavior that have not observed to the same degree with tradition or other high-throughput
approaches. Understanding these transition zones will enable tighter design and control of tissue
formation or cytokine production in matrices. This will move tissue engineering and high-throughput
screening platforms of tissue mimics closer to clinical application and potentially lead to another
quantum leap forward in our understanding of cellular biology.

Acknowledgments: The author would like to acknowledge financial support from the following sources: Mission
Connect, a TIRR program (014-120), The Staman Ogilvie Fund, William Stamps Farish Fund, Bentsen Stroke
Center, and Vivian L. Smith Department of Neurosurgery.

Conflicts of Interest: The author declares no conflict of interest.

References

1. Groen, N.; Guvendiren, M.; Rabitz, H.; Welsh, W.J.; Kohn, J.; de Boer, J. Stepping into the omics era:
Opportunities and challenges for biomaterials science and engineering. Acta Biomater. 2016, 34, 133–142.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

2. Hook, A.L.; Anderson, D.G.; Langer, R.; Williams, P.; Davies, M.C.; Alexander, M.R. High throughput
methods applied in biomaterial development and discovery. Biomaterials 2010, 31, 187–198. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.actbio.2016.02.015
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26876875
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2009.09.037
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19815273


High-Throughput 2018, 7, 1 9 of 13

3. Smith Callahan, L. Combinatorial Method/High Throughput Strategies for Hydrogel Optimization in Tissue
Engineering Applications. Gels 2016, 2, 18. [CrossRef]

4. Oliveira, M.B.; Mano, J.F. High-throughput screening for integrative biomaterials design: Exploring advances
and new trends. Trends Biotechnol. 2014, 32, 627–636. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. Seo, J.; Shin, J.-Y.; Leijten, J.; Jeon, O.; Camci-Unal, G.; Dikina, A.D.; Brinegar, K.; Ghaemmaghami, A.M.;
Alsberg, E.; Khademhosseini, A. High-throughput approaches for screening and analysis of cell behaviors.
Biomaterials 2018, 153, 85–101. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

6. Sakkas, V.A.; Islam, M.A.; Stalikas, C.; Albanis, T.A. Photocatalytic degradation using design of experiments:
A review and example of the Congo red degradation. J. Hazard. Mater. 2010, 175, 33–44. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

7. Selimović, Š.; Sim, W.Y.; Kim, S.B.; Jang, Y.H.; Lee, W.G.; Khabiry, M.; Bae, H.; Jambovane, S.; Hong, J.W.;
Khademhosseini, A. Generating Nonlinear Concentration Gradients in Microfluidic Devices for Cell Studies.
Anal. Chem. 2011, 83, 2020–2028. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

8. Lin, F.; Saadi, W.; Rhee, S.W.; Wang, S.-J.; Mittal, S.; Jeon, N.L. Generation of dynamic temporal and spatial
concentration gradients using microfluidic devices. Lab Chip 2004, 4, 164–167. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

9. Wong, J.Y.; Velasco, A.; Rajagopalan, P.; Pham, Q. Directed Movement of Vascular Smooth Muscle Cells on
Gradient-Compliant Hydrogels. Langmuir 2003, 19, 1908–1913. [CrossRef]

10. Chatterjee, K.; Lin-Gibson, S.; Wallace, W.E.; Parekh, S.H.; Lee, Y.J.; Cicerone, M.T.; Young, M.F.; Simon, C.G.
The effect of 3D hydrogel scaffold modulus on osteoblast differentiation and mineralization revealed by
combinatorial screening. Biomaterials 2010, 31, 5051–5062. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

11. Sant, S.; Hancock, M.J.; Donnelly, J.P.; Iyer, D.; Khademhosseini, A. Biomimetic gradient hydrogels for tissue
engineering. Can. J. Chem. Eng. 2010, 88, 899–911. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

12. Smith Callahan, L.A.; Ganios, A.M.; Childers, E.P.; Weiner, S.D.; Becker, M.L. Primary human chondrocyte
extracellular matrix formation and phenotype maintenance using RGD-derivatized PEGDM hydrogels
possessing a continuous Young’s modulus gradient. Acta Biomater. 2013, 9, 6095–6104. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Yi, Z.; Zhang, Y.; Kootala, S.; Hilborn, J.; Ossipov, D.A. Hydrogel Patterning by Diffusion through the Matrix
and Subsequent Light-Triggered Chemical Immobilization. ACS Appl. Mater. Interfaces 2015, 7, 1194–1206.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

14. Rape, A.D.; Zibinsky, M.; Murthy, N.; Kumar, S. A synthetic hydrogel for the high-throughput study of
cell-ECM interactions. Nat. Commun. 2015, 6, 8129. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. Norris, S.C.P.; Tseng, P.; Kasko, A.M. Direct Gradient Photolithography of Photodegradable Hydrogels with
Patterned Stiffness Control with Submicrometer Resolution. ACS Biomater. Sci. Eng. 2016, 2, 1309–1318.
[CrossRef]

16. Meyvantsson, I.; Warrick, J.W.; Hayes, S.; Skoien, A.; Beebe, D.J. Automated cell culture in high density
tubeless microfluidic device arrays. Lab Chip 2008, 8, 717–724. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

17. Ramesan, S.; Rezk, A.R.; Cheng, K.W.; Chan, P.P.Y.; Yeo, L.Y. Acoustically-driven thread-based tuneable
gradient generators. Lab Chip 2016, 16, 2820–2828. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

18. Hadden, W.J.; Young, J.L.; Holle, A.W.; McFetridge, M.L.; Kim, D.Y.; Wijesinghe, P.; Taylor-Weiner, H.;
Wen, J.H.; Lee, A.R.; Bieback, K.; et al. Stem cell migration and mechanotransduction on linear stiffness
gradient hydrogels. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2017, 114, 5647–5652. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

19. Kim, T.H.; An, D.B.; Oh, S.H.; Kang, M.K.; Song, H.H.; Lee, J.H. Creating stiffness gradient polyvinyl alcohol
hydrogel using a simple gradual freezing–thawing method to investigate stem cell differentiation behaviors.
Biomaterials 2015, 40, 51–60. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

20. Liu, Z.; Sun, H.; Ren, K. A Multiplexed, Gradient-Based, Full-Hydrogel Microfluidic Platform for Rapid,
High-Throughput Antimicrobial Susceptibility Testing. ChemPlusChem 2017, 82, 792–801. [CrossRef]

21. Allazetta, S.; Cosson, S.; Lutolf, M.P. Programmable microfluidic patterning of protein gradients on hydrogels.
Chem. Commun. 2011, 47, 191–193. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

22. Cosson, S.; Kobel, S.A.; Lutolf, M.P. Capturing complex protein gradients on biomimetic hydrogels for
cell-based assays. Adv. Funct. Mater. 2009, 19, 3411–3419. [CrossRef]

23. Garcia, S.; Sunyer, R.; Olivares, A.; Noailly, J.; Atencia, J.; Trepat, X. Generation of stable orthogonal gradients
of chemical concentration and substrate stiffness in a microfluidic device. Lab Chip 2015, 15, 2606–2614.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/gels2020018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tibtech.2014.09.009
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25450043
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2017.06.022
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29079207
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2009.10.050
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19931983
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/ac2001737
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21344866
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/b313600k
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15159771
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/la026403p
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2010.03.024
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20378163
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cjce.20411
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21874065
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.actbio.2012.12.028
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23291491
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/am506926w
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25575380
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncomms9129
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26350361
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acsbiomaterials.6b00237
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/b715375a
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18432341
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/C5LC00937E
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27334420
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1618239114
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28507138
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2014.11.017
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25467820
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cplu.201600654
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/C0CC02377A
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20830358
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/adfm.200900968
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/C5LC00140D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25977997


High-Throughput 2018, 7, 1 10 of 13

24. Buwalda, S.J.; Boere, K.W.M.; Dijkstra, P.J.; Feijen, J.; Vermonden, T.; Hennink, W.E. Hydrogels in a historical
perspective: From simple networks to smart materials. J. Controll. Release 2014, 190, 254–273. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

25. Simon, C.G.; Stephens, J.S.; Dorsey, S.M.; Becker, M.L. Fabrication of combinatorial polymer scaffold libraries.
Rev. Sci. Instrum. 2007, 78. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Yang, Y.; Bolikal, D.; Becker, M.L.; Kohn, J.; Zeiger, D.N.; Simon, C.G., Jr. Combinatorial polymer scaffold
libraries for screening cell-biomaterial interactions in 3D. Adv. Mater. 2008, 20, 2037–2043. [CrossRef]

27. Chatterjee, K.; Sun, L.; Chow, L.C.; Young, M.F.; Simon, C.G. Combinatorial screening of osteoblast response
to 3D calcium phosphate/poly(ε-caprolactone) scaffolds using gradients and arrays. Biomaterials 2011, 32,
1361–1369. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

28. Du, Y.; Hancock, M.J.; He, J.; Villa-Uribe, J.L.; Wang, B.; Cropek, D.M.; Khademhosseini, A. Convection-driven
generation of long-range material gradients. Biomaterials 2010, 31, 2686–2694. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

29. He, J.; Du, Y.; Guo, Y.; Hancock, M.J.; Wang, B.; Shin, H.; Wu, J.; Li, D.; Khademhosseini, A.
Microfluidic Synthesis of Composite Cross-Gradient Materials for Investigating Cell–Biomaterial Interactions.
Biotechnol. Bioeng. 2011, 108, 175–185. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

30. Pedron, S.; Peinado, C.; Bosch, P.; Benton, J.A.; Anseth, K.S. Microfluidic approaches for the fabrication of
gradient crosslinked networks based on poly(ethylene glycol) and hyperbranched polymers for manipulation
of cell interactions. J. Biomed. Mater. Res. A 2011, 96A, 196–203. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

31. Liang, S.; Yu, S.; Zhou, N.; Deng, J.; Gao, C. Controlling the selective and directional migration of hepatocytes
by a complementary density gradient of glycosylated hyperbranched polymers and poly(ethylene glycol)
molecules. Acta Biomater. 2017, 56, 161–170. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

32. Burdick, J.A.; Khademhosseini, A.; Langer, R. Fabrication of Gradient Hydrogels Using a Microfluidics/
Photopolymerization Process. Langmuir 2004, 20, 5153–5156. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

33. Nemir, S.; Hayenga, H.N.; West, J.L. PEGDA hydrogels with patterned elasticity: Novel tools for the study
of cell response to substrate rigidity. Biotechnol. Bioeng. 2010, 105, 636–644. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

34. Kishan, A.P.; Robbins, A.B.; Mohiuddin, S.F.; Jiang, M.; Moreno, M.R.; Cosgriff-Hernandez, E.M. Fabrication
of macromolecular gradients in aligned fiber scaffolds using a combination of in-line blending and air-gap
electrospinning. Acta Biomater. 2017, 56, 118–128. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

35. Johnson, P.M.; Reynolds, T.B.; Stansbury, J.W.; Bowman, C.N. High throughput kinetic analysis of
photopolymer conversion using composition and exposure time gradients. Polymer 2005, 46, 3300–3306.
[CrossRef]

36. Mosley, M.C.; Lim, H.J.; Chen, J.; Yang, Y.H.; Li, S.; Liu, Y.; Smith Callahan, L.A. Neurite extension and
neuronal differentiation of human induced pluripotent stem cell derived neural stem cells on polyethylene
glycol hydrogels containing a continuous Young’s Modulus gradient. J. Biomed. Mater. Res. A 2017, 105,
824–833. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

37. Zaari, N.; Rajagopalan, P.; Kim, S.K.; Engler, A.J.; Wong, J.Y. Photopolymerization in Microfluidic Gradient
Generators: Microscale Control of Substrate Compliance to Manipulate Cell Response. Adv. Mater. 2004, 16,
2133–2137. [CrossRef]

38. Lin, N.J.; Bailey, L.O.; Becker, M.L.; Washburn, N.R.; Henderson, L.A. Macrophage response to methacrylate
conversion using a gradient approach. Acta Biomater. 2007, 3, 163–173. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

39. Lin, N.J.; Drzal, P.L.; Lin-Gibson, S. Two-dimensional gradient platforms for rapid assessment of dental
polymers: A chemical, mechanical and biological evaluation. Dent. Mater. 2007, 23, 1211–1220. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

40. Bailey, B.M.; Nail, L.N.; Grunlan, M.A. Continuous gradient scaffolds for rapid screening of cell–material
interactions and interfacial tissue regeneration. Acta Biomater. 2013, 9, 8254–8261. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

41. Zhou, Q.; Castañeda Ocampo, O.; Guimarães, C.F.; Kühn, P.T.; van Kooten, T.G.; van Rijn, P. Screening
Platform for Cell Contact Guidance Based on Inorganic Biomaterial Micro/nanotopographical Gradients.
ACS Appl. Mater. Interfaces 2017, 9, 31433–31445. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

42. Tripathi, A.; Kathuria, N.; Kumar, A. Elastic and macroporous agarose–gelatin cryogels with isotropic and
anisotropic porosity for tissue engineering. J. Biomed. Mater. Res. A 2009, 90A, 680–694. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

43. Lo, C.T.; Throckmorton, D.J.; Singh, A.K.; Herr, A.E. Photopolymerized diffusion-defined polyacrylamide
gradient gels for on-chip protein sizing. Lab Chip 2008, 8, 1273–1279. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jconrel.2014.03.052
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24746623
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.2755761
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17672738
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/adma.200702088
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2010.10.043
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21074846
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2009.12.012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20035990
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/bit.22901
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20721897
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jbm.a.32974
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21105168
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.actbio.2016.12.032
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27998813
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/la049298n
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15986641
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/bit.22574
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19816965
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.actbio.2016.12.041
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28017867
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.polymer.2005.02.085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jbm.a.35955
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27798956
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/adma.200400883
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.actbio.2006.10.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17140868
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dental.2006.11.020
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17194473
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.actbio.2013.05.012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23707502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acsami.7b08237
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28825457
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jbm.a.32127
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18563830
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/b804485f
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18651068


High-Throughput 2018, 7, 1 11 of 13

44. Lo, C.-M.; Wang, H.-B.; Dembo, M.; Wang, Y.-L. Cell Movement Is Guided by the Rigidity of the Substrate.
Biophys. J. 2000, 79, 144–152. [CrossRef]

45. Oh, S.H.; An, D.B.; Kim, T.H.; Lee, J.H. Wide-range stiffness gradient PVA/HA hydrogel to investigate stem
cell differentiation behavior. Acta Biomater. 2016, 35, 23–31. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

46. Cai, P.; Layani, M.; Leow, W.R.; Amini, S.; Liu, Z.; Qi, D.; Hu, B.; Wu, Y.-L.; Miserez, A.; Magdassi, S.; et al.
Bio-Inspired Mechanotactic Hybrids for Orchestrating Traction-Mediated Epithelial Migration. Adv. Mater.
2016, 28, 3102–3110. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

47. Marklein, R.A.; Burdick, J.A. Spatially controlled hydrogel mechanics to modulate stem cell interactions.
Soft Matter 2009, 6, 136–143. [CrossRef]

48. Kühn, P.T.; Zhou, Q.; van der Boon, T.A.B.; Schaap-Oziemlak, A.M.; van Kooten, T.G.; van Rijn, P.
Double Linear Gradient Biointerfaces for Determining Two-Parameter Dependent Stem Cell Behavior.
ChemNanoMat 2016, 2, 407–413. [CrossRef]

49. Moore, K.; MacSween, M.; Shoichet, M. Immobilized concentration gradients of neurotrophic factors guide
neurite outgrowth of primary neurons in macroporous scaffolds. Tissue Eng. 2006, 12, 267–278. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

50. DeLong, S.A.; Moon, J.J.; West, J.L. Covalently immobilized gradients of bFGF on hydrogel scaffolds for
directed cell migration. Biomaterials 2005, 26, 3227–3234. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

51. Chen, G.; Ito, Y. Gradient micropattern immobilization of EGF to investigate the effect of artificial juxtacrine
stimulation. Biomaterials 2001, 22, 2453–2457. [CrossRef]

52. Dodla, M.C.; Bellamkonda, R.V. Anisotropic scaffolds facilitate enhanced neurite extension in vitro. J. Biomed.
Mater. Res. A 2006, 78A, 213–221. [CrossRef]

53. Guarnieri, D.; De Capua, A.; Ventre, M.; Borzacchiello, A.; Pedone, C.; Marasco, D.; Ruvo, M.; Netti, P.A.
Covalently immobilized RGD gradient on PEG hydrogel scaffold influences cell migration parameters.
Acta Biomater. 2010, 6, 2532–2539. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

54. Ren, T.; Yu, S.; Mao, Z.; Gao, C. A complementary density gradient of zwitterionic polymer brushes and
NCAM peptides for selectively controlling directional migration of Schwann cells. Biomaterials 2015, 56,
58–67. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

55. Lim, H.J.; Khan, Z.; Wilems, T.S.; Lu, X.; Perera, T.H.; Kurosu, Y.E.; Ravivarapu, K.T.; Mosley, M.C.;
Smith Callahan, L.A. Human Induced Pluripotent Stem Cell Derived Neural Stem Cell Survival and Neural
Differentiation on Polyethylene Glycol Dimethacrylate Hydrogels Containing a Continuous Concentration
Gradient of N-Cadherin Derived Peptide His-Ala-Val-Asp-Ile. ACS Biomater. Sci. Eng. 2017, 3, 776–781.
[CrossRef]

56. Smith Callahan, L.A.; Childers, E.P.; Bernard, S.L.; Weiner, S.D.; Becker, M.L. Maximizing
phenotype constraint and extracellular matrix production in primary human chondrocytes using
arginine-glycine-aspartate concentration gradient hydrogels. Acta Biomater. 2013, 9, 7420–7428. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

57. Yang, Y.H.; Khan, Z.; Ma, C.; Lim, H.J.; Smith Callahan, L.A. Optimization of adhesive conditions for
neural differentiation of murine embryonic stem cells using hydrogels functionalized with continuous
Ile-Lys-Val-Ala-Val concentration gradients. Acta Biomater. 2015, 21, 55–62. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

58. Penders, J.; Rajasekharan, A.K.; Hulander, M.; Andersson, M. In Situ Gold Nanoparticle Gradient Formation
in a 3D Meso- and Macroporous Polymer Matrix. Macromol. Rapid Commun. 2017, 38. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

59. Wang, X.; Wenk, E.; Zhang, X.; Meinel, L.; Vunjak-Novakovic, G.; Kaplan, D.L. Growth factor gradients via
microsphere delivery in biopolymer scaffolds for osteochondral tissue engineering. J. Controll. Release 2009,
134, 81–90. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

60. Peret, B.J.; Murphy, W.L. Controllable Soluble Protein Concentration Gradients in Hydrogel Networks.
Adv. Funct. Mater. 2008, 18, 3410–3417. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

61. Chung, B.G.; Flanagan, L.A.; Rhee, S.W.; Schwartz, P.H.; Lee, A.P.; Monuki, E.S.; Jeon, N.L. Human neural
stem cell growth and differentiation in a gradient-generating microfluidic device. Lab Chip 2005, 5, 401–406.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

62. Movilla, N.; Borau, C.; Valero, C.; García-Aznar, J.M. Degradation of extracellular matrix regulates osteoblast
migration: A microfluidic-based study. Bone 2018, 107, 10–17. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0006-3495(00)76279-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.actbio.2016.02.016
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26883774
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/adma.201505300
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26913959
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/B916933D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cnma.201600028
http://dx.doi.org/10.1089/ten.2006.12.267
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16548685
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2004.09.021
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15603817
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0142-9612(00)00432-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jbm.a.30747
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.actbio.2009.12.050
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20051270
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2015.03.052
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25934279
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acsbiomaterials.6b00745
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.actbio.2013.04.005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23567942
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.actbio.2015.04.031
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25931018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/marc.201700231
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28671754
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jconrel.2008.10.021
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19071168
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/adfm.200800218
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20622935
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/b417651k
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15791337
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bone.2017.10.025
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29107125


High-Throughput 2018, 7, 1 12 of 13

63. Santo, V.E.; Babo, P.; Amador, M.; Correia, C.; Cunha, B.; Coutinho, D.F.; Neves, N.M.; Mano, J.F.; Reis, R.L.;
Gomes, M.E. Engineering Enriched Microenvironments with Gradients of Platelet Lysate in Hydrogel Fibers.
Biomacromolecules 2016, 17, 1985–1997. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

64. Hill, M.C.; Nguyen, M.K.; Jeon, O.; Alsberg, E. Spatial Control of Cell Gene Expression by siRNA Gradients
in Biodegradable Hydrogels. Adv. Healthc. Mater. 2015, 4, 714–722. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

65. Eltaher, H.M.; Yang, J.; Shakesheff, K.M.; Dixon, J.E. Highly efficient intracellular transduction in
three-dimensional gradients for programming cell fate. Acta Biomater. 2016, 41, 181–192. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

66. Uzel, S.G.M.; Amadi, O.C.; Pearl, T.M.; Lee, R.T.; So, P.T.C.; Kamm, R.D. Simultaneous or Sequential
Orthogonal Gradient Formation in a 3D Cell Culture Microfluidic Platform. Small 2016, 12, 612–622.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

67. Ahadian, S.; Ramón-Azcón, J.; Estili, M.; Obregón, R.; Shiku, H.; Matsue, T. Facile and rapid generation of 3D
chemical gradients within hydrogels for high-throughput drug screening applications. Biosens. Bioelectron.
2014, 59, 166–173. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

68. Alberts, B.; Johnson, A.; Lewis, J. The Extracellular Matrix of Animals. In Molecular Biology of the Cell, 4th ed.;
Graland Science: New York, NY, USA, 2002.

69. Engler, A.J.; Sen, S.; Sweeney, H.L.; Discher, D.E. Matrix Elasticity Directs Stem Cell Lineage Specification.
Cell 2006, 126, 677–689. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

70. Kim, B.J.; Chu, I.; Jusuf, S.; Kuo, T.; TerAvest, M.A.; Angenent, L.T.; Wu, M. Oxygen Tension and
Riboflavin Gradients Cooperatively Regulate the Migration of Shewanella oneidensis MR-1 Revealed
by a Hydrogel-Based Microfluidic Device. Front. Microbiol. 2016, 7, 1438. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

71. Vickerman, V.; Blundo, J.; Chung, S.; Kamm, R.D. Design, Fabrication and Implementation of a Novel
Multi Parameter Control Microfluidic Platform for Three-Dimensional Cell Culture and Real-Time Imaging.
Lab Chip 2008, 8, 1468–1477. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

72. Hsieh, H.-Y.; Chu, C.-W.; Chiu, M.-H.; Chu, S.-Y.; Huang, T.-W.; Tseng, F.-G. Gradient Strain Chip for
Stimulating Cellular Behaviors in Cell-laden Hydrogel. J. Vis. Exp. 2017, e53715. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

73. Fuchs, E.; Tumbar, T.; Guasch, G. Socializing with the Neighbors: Stem Cells and Their Niche. Cell 2004, 116,
769–778. [CrossRef]

74. Gumbiner, B.M. Cell Adhesion: The Molecular Basis of Tissue Architecture and Morphogenesis. Cell 1996,
84, 345–357. [CrossRef]

75. Murphy, W.L.; McDevitt, T.C.; Engler, A.J. Materials as stem cell regulators. Nat. Mater. 2014, 13, 547–557.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

76. Ventre, M.; Causa, F.; Netti, P.A. Determinants of cell–material crosstalk at the interface: Towards engineering
of cell instructive materials. J. R. Soc. Interface 2012, 9, 2017–2032. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

77. He, J.; Du, Y.; Villa-Uribe, J.L.; Hwang, C.; Li, D.; Khademhosseini, A. Rapid generation of biologically
relevant hydrogels containing long-range chemical gradients. Adv. Funct. Mater. 2010, 20, 131–137.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

78. Acharya, A.P.; Dolgova, N.V.; Moore, N.M.; Xia, C.-Q.; Clare-Salzler, M.J.; Becker, M.L.; Gallant, N.D.;
Keselowsky, B.G. The modulation of dendritic cell integrin binding and activation by RGD-peptide density
gradient substrates. Biomaterials 2010, 31, 7444–7454. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

79. Cassereau, L.; Miroshnikova, Y.A.; Ou, G.; Lakins, J.; Weaver, V.M. A 3D tension bioreactor platform to
study the interplay between ECM stiffness and tumor phenotype. J. Biotechnol. 2015, 193, 66–69. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

80. Kloxin, A.M.; Benton, J.A.; Anseth, K.S. In situ elasticity modulation with dynamic substrates to direct cell
phenotype. Biomaterials 2010, 31, 1–8. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

81. Parekh, S.H.; Chatterjee, K.; Lin-Gibson, S.; Moore, N.M.; Cicerone, M.T.; Young, M.F.; Simon, C.G.
Modulus-driven differentiation of marrow stromal cells in 3D scaffolds that is independent of myosin-based
cytoskeletal tension. Biomaterials 2011, 32, 2256–2264. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

82. Smith Callahan, L.A.; Policastro, G.M.; Bernard, S.L.; Childers, E.P.; Boettcher, R.; Becker, M.L. Influence of
Discrete and Continuous Culture Conditions on Human Mesenchymal Stem Cell Lineage Choice in RGD
Concentration Gradient Hydrogels. Biomacromolecules 2013, 14, 3047–3054. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

83. Chatterjee, K.; Young, M.F.; Simon, C.G. Fabricating Gradient Hydrogel Scaffolds for 3D Cell Culture.
Comb. Chem. High Throughput Screen. 2011, 14, 227–236. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.biomac.6b00150
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27203709
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/adhm.201400458
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25530099
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.actbio.2016.06.004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27265151
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smll.201501905
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26619365
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bios.2014.03.031
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24727602
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2006.06.044
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16923388
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2016.01438
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27703448
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/b802395f
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18818801
http://dx.doi.org/10.3791/53715
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28809821
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0092-8674(04)00255-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0092-8674(00)81279-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nmat3937
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24845994
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2012.0308
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22753785
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/adfm.200901311
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20216924
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2010.06.025
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20637504
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiotec.2014.11.008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25435379
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2009.09.025
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19788947
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2010.11.065
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21176956
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/bm4006112
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23844746
http://dx.doi.org/10.2174/138620711795222455
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21143178


High-Throughput 2018, 7, 1 13 of 13

84. Kapur, T.A.; Shoichet, M.S. Immobilized concentration gradients of nerve growth factor guide neurite
outgrowth. J. Biomed. Mater. Res. A 2004, 68, 235–243. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

85. Lim, H.J.; Mosley, M.C.; Kurosu, Y.; Smith Callahan, L.A. Concentration dependent survival and neural
differentiation of murine embryonic stem cells cultured on polyethylene glycol dimethacrylate hydrogels
possessing a continuous concentration gradient of n-cadherin derived peptide His-Ala-Val-Asp-Lle.
Acta Biomater. 2017, 56, 153–160. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

© 2018 by the author. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jbm.a.10168
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14704965
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.actbio.2016.11.063
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27915022
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Types of Gradients Developed for Optimization of Biological Response to Materials 
	Composition 
	Material and Mechanical Properties 
	Bioactive Signaling 
	Emerging Areas Where Gradient Studies Are of Potential Interest 

	Understanding the Cell–Material Interface 
	Attachment 
	Migration 
	Proliferation 
	Differentiation 

	Future Directions and Conclusions 
	References

