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Abstract. 
The treatment of bone defects is challenging and controversial. As a new technology, periosteal distraction osteogenesis (PDO) uses the osteogenicity of periosteum, which creates an artificial space between the bone surface and periosteum to generate new bone by gradually expanding the periosteum with no need for corticotomy. Using the newly formed bone of PDO to treat bone defects is effective, which can not only avoid the occurrence of immune-related complications, but also solve the problem of insufficient donor. This review elucidates the availability of PDO in the aspects of mechanisms, devices, strategies, and measures. Moreover, we also focus on the future prospects of PDO and hope that PDO will be applied to the clinical treatment of bone defects in the future.



1. Introduction
Bone regeneration is a major challenge in the reconstructive surgery field. The commonly used therapies for bone defects are bone graft substitutes, guided bone regeneration (GBR), and distraction osteogenesis (DO). Autologous bone graft, the gold standard for the treatment of bone defects, although it can avoid the immune-related complications, is limited by donor, pain, morbidity, secondary trauma surgery, bone resorption, and osteonecrosis [1, 2]. Other graft substitutes, such as allogenic bone and biosynthetic materials, have the problem of biocompatibility, which often lead to infection, immune rejection, and implant displacement [3]. GBR is a technique that uses a layer of high molecular biological membrane as a barrier to cover bone defect; it can stop the entry of irrelevant tissues or cells and maintain the stability of blood clots to let the coagula fill the defect gap [4]. DO, also known as “the endogenous bone tissue engineering,” forms new bone by gradually separating two bone segments on the condition of osteotomy or corticotomy [5, 6]. This approach can generate sufficient osseous mass, but it is invasive for human body and has a long treatment cycle; it also easily causes bone nonunion and fibrous ossification. Schmidt et al. [7] were the first to confirm the histological formation of new bone by periosteal distraction without corticotomy, and the conception of periosteal distraction osteogenesis (PDO) gradually arose from it.
PDO is a breakthrough after DO; it is the combination of tissue expansion and GBR, which creates an artificial space between bone surface and periosteum by expanding the periosteum, muscle, and skin at the same time (Figure 1(a)). It can avoid the occurrence of immune-related complications and solve the problem of insufficient donor; it also does not need corticotomy comparing with DO. A large number of researchers have explored the feasibility and superiority of PDO through many animal experiments (Table 1). This review will discuss the effectiveness of PDO in the aspects of mechanisms, devices, strategies, and measures.
Table 1: Summary of preclinical animal experiments.
	

	Authors	Distractor	Animal	Position	Latency period	Distraction period	Consolidation period	Factor	Year	Reference number
	

	Kostopoulos and Karring	PTFE capsule	Rat	Mandibular ramus	0 days	Immediate distraction	7, 14 days and 1, 2, 4 weeks	Different opening direction	1995	[15]
	

	Schmidt et al.	Titanium mesh	Rabbit	Lateral surface of the mandible	7 days	7 mm over 15 days	Days 28, 35, 42, 56	None	2002	[7]
	

	Stevens et al.	Calcium-alginate gel	Rabbit	Anteromedia aspect of metaphyseal and diaphyseal tibia	0 days	Immediate distraction	6, 8, 12 weeks	TGF-β/FGF-2	2005	[16]
	

	Kessler et al.	Titanium mesh	Minipig	Forehead region	5 days	0.5 mm/d for 10 days	7, 17, 45 days	In comparison with IE	2007	[17]
	

	Sencimen et al.	Stainless steel device	Rabbit	Lateral surface of the mandible	7 days	0.25 mm twice a day for 10 days	15, 30, 60 days	In comparison with DO	2007	[18]
	

	Estrada et al.	Plate supported by a screw	Rabbit	Forehead	10 days	0.25 mm/d or 0.5 mm/d until 8 mm	10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60 days after distraction	Different distraction rates	2007	[19]
	

	Estrada et al.	Distraction rod with basel staple and titanium plate	Dog	Intraoral in the four quadrants	10 days	0.22 mm/d for 22 days	90 days	None	2007	[19]
	

	Yamauchi et al.	Highly purified β-TCP block	Dog	Lateral surface of the mandible	8 days	0.5 mm/d for 8 days	8 weeks	None	2008	[20]
	

	Casap et al.	U-shaped device Made of stainless steel and titanium	Rabbit	Mandible	2 weeks	1 mm/d for 7 days	60 days	VEGF	2008	[21]
	

	Abrahamsson et al.	Osmotic self-inflatable expander	Rabbit	Lower border of the mandible	0 days	Depend on the inflation rate of the expander	2 weeks	None	2009	[22]
	

	Oda et al.	Titanium mesh	Rabbit	Mandible	7 days	0.5 mm/d for 8 days	4 and 8 weeks	Cortical bone perforation	2009	[23]
	

	Lethaus et al.	Laser-perforated titanium	Minipig	Forehead region	3 days	0.5 mm twice per day for periods 5, 10, 15 days, respectively	14, 28, 42 days	Versus static shielding	2010	[24]
	

	Sato et al.	Mesh plate	Rabbit	Parietal bone	7 days	20 days	3 weeks	Bone marrow stem cell administration	2010	[25] 
	

	Altuğ et al.	U-shaped distractor built from stainless steel	Rabbit	Lateral aspect of the mandible	1 day or 7 days	0.25 mm twice a day for 10 days	15, 30, 60 days	Different latency periods	2011	[26]
	

	Zakaria et al.	Biodegradable mesh (PLLA/HA)	Rabbit	Calvarial bone	7 days	0.5 mm every 12 hours for 5 days	4 and 6 weeks	Different distraction rates	2012	[27]
	

	Zakaria et al.	Titanium mesh	Rabbit	Calvarial bone	7 days	0.5 mm every 12 hours for 5 days	4 and 6 weeks	Different distraction rates	2012	[28]
	

	Saulacic et al.	Hemispherical disc	Rat	Calvarial bone	7 days	0.4 mm/d for 10 days	10, 20 days	None	2013	[29]
	

	Saulacic et al.	Occlusive distraction plate or perforation of the distraction plate	Rat	Calvaria	7 days	0.2 mm/d for 10 days	7 days	Different distractors	2013	[30]
	

	Yamauchi et al.	Ni-Ti SMA	Rabbit	Forehead	14 days	Depend on the elasticity of SMA	3 and 6 weeks	None	2013	[31, 32]
	

	Suer et al.	Custom-design device	Rabbit	Lateral surface of the mandibular corpus	7 days	0.25 mm Twice a day for 6 days	4 and 8 weeks	HBO	2014	[33]
	

	Kahraman et al.	A new periosteal distractor	Rabbit	Periosteumeum at the forehead	 	7 days	0.35 mm/d for 10 days, 45 days	Simvastatin	2015	[34]
	

	Pripatnanont et al.	Modified Hyrax device	Rabbit	Ramus and body of mandible	3 days	0.5 mm twice a day for 7 days	4 and 8 weeks	PRF	2015	[35]
	

	Saulacic et al.	Custom made distraction device	Rabbit	Calvaria	7 days	0.25 or 0.5 mm/d for 10 days	1 week, 2 weeks, 2 months	Different distraction rates	2016	[36]
	

	Dziewiecki et al.	Nondegradable titanium device and degradable devices (poly-DL-lactide and polyglycolic acid)	Minipig	Calvarial bone	0 days	Immediate distraction	12, 28, 42 days	None	2016	[37]
	

	Yamauchi et al.	SMA mesh device and absorbable thread	Rabbit	Under the periosteum at the forehead	0 days	Time-released dynamic distraction	4 and 8 weeks	None	2016	[38]
	


IE = Immediate Elevation; DO = distraction osteogenesis; SMA = self-activated memory alloy; HBO = hyperbaric oxygen; PRF = platelet-rich fibrin; PTFE = Polytetrafluoroethylene; TGF-β = transforming growth factor-β; FGF-2 = fibroblast growth factor-2.
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Figure 1: The mechanism (a) and devices (b, c, d) of PDO. (a) PDO creates an artificial space between the bone surface and periosteum to generate new bone by expanding the periosteum, muscle, and skin at the same time. (b) U-shaped distractor composes of three different parts: fixation frame, distraction rod, and titanium mesh. Bilateral fixation legs can be fixed rigidly to the surface of cortical bone by titanium screws, and then through the rotation of middle distraction rod, the titanium mesh can be lifted off the ground of bone and distract the periosteum simultaneously. (c) SMA leaves out distraction screws. (d) Biodegradable PLLA/HA mesh instead of titanium mesh for distracting periosteum.


2. Mechanisms of PDO
Periosteum plays a significant role both in DO and in PDO. The osteogenicity of periosteum has already been proved in DO. Kojimoto et al. [8] implanted an orthofix at tibiofibular junction in rabbit and found that removing periosteum could obviously affect callus formation, suggesting that periosteum is important for DO, even more important than corticotomy; another study also supported this finding [5]. Sun and Herring [9] regarded that the periosteal injury would inhibit the early period of mandibular DO site healing. Besides, Takeuchi et al. [10] proved that there was more newly formed bone in periosteum retention group compared with that in the periosteum excision group by micro-CT, and the preservation of periosteum could not only prevent the resorption of external bone, but also maintain vertical height of mandible during DO. Furthermore, Yin et al. [11] also stressed the necessity of maintaining the integrity of periosteum in the installation of dental implant distractor.
As we all know, the periosteum is composed of two different parts. The outer layer is also called fibrous layer, which is closely integrated by collagen fibers; it is rich in blood vessels and nerves and has nutritional and sensory function. The inner layer is also called cambium layer, which is arranged in order by osteocytes; it is involved in the growth and proliferation of bone and has the ability of osteogenicity [12]. The periosteum is rich in bone progenitor cells which can differentiate into osteoblasts in the process of periosteum stretch [13]. An early study [14] demonstrated that the mechanical strain can stimulate human periosteal cells to increase the expression of Runt-Related Transcription Factor 2 (RUNX2) and upregulate some osteogenic and angiogenic growth factors, such as transforming growth factor-β (TGF-β), basic fibroblast growth factor (b-FGF), vascular endothelial growth factor (VEGF), and platelet derived growth factor (PDGF). Thus it is theoretically possible to produce new bone only by periosteum distraction without corticotomy, namely, PDO. The slow and stable tension can activate the mesenchymal stem cells (MSCs) to differentiate into osteoblasts with high activity and even calcify to mature bone tissue.
There is another theory that supports the feasibility of PDO. Stevens et al. [16] took advantage of the osteogenicity of rabbit tibial periosteum to acquire new bone and successfully repaired the contralateral tibial defects. They called the artificial space between the periosteum and the tibia “in vivo bioreactor,” which creates a space in the body and uses the organism’s own potency to regenerate tissue for repair [39]. The periosteum is equivalent to a physical barrier that effectively prevents other soft tissues from invading and is also conducive to the supplement of bone cells. Using this method to construct tissues is similar to bone autograft; it can be achieved by body’s own healing mechanism and regenerative potency.
To sum up, the mechanism of PDO lies in the formation of an “in vivo reactor” between the periosteum and cortical bone. Using the osteogenicity of periosteum, it not only releases osteogenic cells and factors during the distraction, but also creates an independent space for bone regeneration.
3. The Designs and Materials of Distraction Devices
In order to obtain a good result of osteogenesis, we must carry out a stable and sustained stretch for periosteum. Researchers often used different designs and materials to analyze the effect of PDO (Table 1). With the progress of science and technology, the distraction devices are gradually evolving.
At first, Kostopoulos and Karring [15] implanted the Teflon (PTFE) capsules at mandibular ramus of rats; the capsules could avoid the interference of the surrounding soft tissue, whereas they block the contact between the periosteum and the cortex unfortunately. They suggested that the periosteal distraction devices should be perforated in order to maintain the communication between the periosteum and cortical bone.
Schmidt et al. [7] then used a U-shaped distractor (Figure 1(b)) to stretch the periosteum of rabbit mandible and acquired new bone height of average  mm, and the U-shaped distractor has been improved later [18, 21, 26, 33, 36, 40]. The U-shaped device is usually made of titanium alloy or stainless steel with advantages of high strength and corrosion resistance. It often has three different parts; they are fixation frame, distraction rod, and titanium mesh. Bilateral fixation legs can be fixed rigidly to the surface of cortical bone by titanium screws. Through the middle distraction rod, the titanium mesh will be lifted off the ground of bone and distracts the periosteum simultaneously. The speed and frequency of U-shaped distractor can be controlled manually, but it often causes damage to the soft tissues, especially to the integrity of periosteum. Screw looseness and mesh disengagement also occasionally occur; thus further improvement is needed. Nowadays, the distraction devices are continuously modifying; many researchers only used a titanium mesh and few screws to achieve the same effect; those distraction devices not only simplified the operation process, but also reduced the damage to soft tissues [17, 19, 23–25, 28–30, 41].
To overcome the manual operation problem, Abrahamsson et al. [22, 42, 43] put a self-inflatable osmotic expander under the mandibular periosteum of rabbits and then placed a preformed scaffold that was filled with autogenous bone graft or bone substitute; finally the distraction device acquired newly formed bone after three months. Yamauchi et al. [31, 32, 38] then designed a new type of self-activated memory alloy (SMA) (Figure 1(c)); it does not need distraction screws and thus solves the complications with the minimal invasion. Nonetheless, the accuracy and controllability of the above two kinds of expansion devices were relatively poor. It is difficult to guarantee the accuracy of quantitative distraction without damage to the osteogenic potential of periosteum.
Besides the designs, the materials of distraction devices are changing rapidly. In one study, biocompatible gel was injected into the space between the periosteum and tibia to distract the tibial periosteum [16]. The gel was completely degraded after 2 weeks, and there was no obvious difference between the new bone and tibial cortex by the time of 8 weeks. Yamauchi et al. [20, 44] implanted a highly purified beta-tricalcium (β-TCP) block on the lateral surface of the beagle dog mandible. With the degradation of material, the β-TCP block was gradually replaced by new bone. In another experiment, the graft which was implanted in the distracted area between the alveolar bone and β-TCP block could stably exist [45]. Zakaria et al. [27] then tried to use biodegradable poly-L-lactide/hydroxyapatite (PLLA/HA) mesh (Figure 1(d)) to replace the titanium mesh for distracting periosteum. Recently, Dziewiecki et al. [37] compared nondegradable titanium to degradable devices (poly-DL-lactide and polyglycolic acid) in PDO; they also proved that degradable devices could produce new bone and there were no significant differences in the amount of newly formed bone between titanium and degradable materials.
Those above measures are similar to the in vivo bone tissue engineering, yet not requiring seed cells and exogenous growth factors. They solve the problem of second operation for pulling the device out, but the choice of biodegradable materials (biodegradability and toxicity) and the stability of degradable materials need to be studied.
4. Effect of Distraction Strategies on the Formation of New Bone
Similar to the traditional DO [46], the strategies of PDO can be divided into three stages: latency period, distraction period, and consolidation period (Figure 2). Different stages of PDO will affect the effect of osteogenesis, but the optimal parameters, including the distraction site, have not been obtained.




	
	
		
			
				
					
				
					
				
			
		
		
			
				
					
				
					
				
			
		
		
			
				
				
					
				
			
		
		
			
				
				
					
				
			
		
		
			
				
				
					
				
			
		
		
			
				
					
				
					
				
				
					
				
			
		
		
			
				
					
				
					
				
				
					
				
			
		
		
			
				
				
					
				
				
					
				
			
		
		
			
		
			
		
			
		
			
		
			
		
			
		
			
		
			
		
			
		
			
		
			
		
			
				
			
	


Figure 2: Protocol of PDO applied in different studies. The latency periods of PDO are different from 0 days to 14 days, the distraction periods of PDO are different from 0 days to 32 days, and the speed is 0.2–1.0 mm/d; the consolidation periods of PDO are different from 1 week to 3 months.


4.1. Distraction Sites
PDO was initially applied to the distraction of atrophic or edentulous mandible for increasing the height and width of alveolar ridge and was used for endosseous implant placement [47]. In the past, most of the distraction devices were placed at the internal and external sides of the mandible, but the alveolar gap was too narrow to perform the operation, and the devices would fall off because of animals’ chewing action. Later, tibial periosteum was used to obtain new bone tissue [16]. Same as the mandibular bone, this method was limited by the size and space of osteogenesis, and the regenerated bone was insufficient to repair large bone defects. In order to solve these problems, Kessler et al. [17] implanted a titanium mesh and a screw on the forehead of pig and distracted the calvarial periosteum through the dynamic rotation of the screw. On the one hand, the skull bone was flatter than other bones and the periosteum of skull was thicker than other parts of the body; on the other hand, the area was adequate and easy to separate. Using the calvarial periosteum solves the problem of insufficient source of bone tissues.
The choice of sites determines the effect of distraction. Flat bone floor and tough periosteum will greatly improve the effect of PDO. Besides, the distraction site should be keep away from the incision place as far as possible to avoid the incremental tension in the process of distraction; otherwise, the wound will tend to have a dehiscence and result in the failure of the experiment.
4.2. The Length of Latency Period
The latency period refers to the intermission from the placement of device to the distraction. The traditional DO has a latency period of 5–7 days, while the latency periods of PDO are different from 0 days to 14 days (Figure 2) according to the difference of materials [46, 48]. In order to evaluate the effect of different latency periods on the PDO, 7-day latency period and 1-day latency period were compared [26], and the result showed that the average new bone masses were 2.62 cm2 and 3.26 cm2, respectively, but without significant difference, suggesting that bone tissue can be made by PDO using different latency periods. From another point of view, during the latency period, animals are gradually adapted to the device and the wound is also gradually healing, so it is recommended to wait for at least one week to proceed to the distraction.
4.3. The Speed and Frequency of Distraction
The distraction period is to separate the periosteum from the bone surface by a slow and persistent tension [46, 48]. According to Ilizarov’s law of tension-stress, the speed of distraction for limb lengthening should be 1 mm every day [6]. Many researchers tend to take the speed of 0.2–1.0 mm/d in PDO (Figure 2). It is because that cells and nutrition supply simultaneously come from the two bone ends and the surrounding periosteum in the process of DO, while in PDO, these can only come from the basal bone and periosteum; thus the speed of 1 mm/d is relatively fast.
In a study [19] that used the speed of 0.25 mm/d and 0.5 mm/d to distract the periosteum, lower speed was found to be more favorable for new bone formation. However, Saulacic et al. [36] believed that the high speed of distraction might be beneficial to periosteal osteogenesis, although it was easy to cause the disruption of wound and exposure of the device. Zakaria et al. [27, 28] designed a new type of device, by means of the inclined structure; this device could be used to study the effect of different distraction rates at the same time. The result suggested that the optimal speed of distraction should be lower than 0.33 mm/d. Low distraction speed could reduce the invasion of the surrounding soft tissues; what is more, the newly formed bone would contain relatively thicker trabecular bone and less fat tissue.
As for the frequency of distraction, the frequency of once a day, four times a day, and sixty times a day were used to study the effect of different distraction speeds on limb elongation [6], and the result showed that 1 mm/d with four steps once a day was the best for DO. However, researchers often used the frequency of once a day or twice a day in the process of PDO, though there was no relevant literature to carry out a comparative study.
4.4. Dynamic Distraction versus Static Distraction
In the process of PDO, scholars carried out a lot of comparative works on the dynamic and static distraction. Static distraction achieves the desired height all at once, while dynamic distraction adopts a more gentle way to distract separately. Kessler et al. [17] found that the dynamic distraction was more favorable for early bone formation, and the newly formed bone was similar to the rows of micropillars in conventional DO, while the immediate distraction could just produce the woven bone. Lethaus et al. [24] put the distraction device under the calvarial bone, the result showed that the cumulative bone mass was about 66% in dynamic group and 67% in static group, and there were no significant differences between the two groups with regard to bone quality or quantity. Yamauchi et al. [38] used a SMA mesh device and an absorbable thread to conduct dynamic distraction; result showed that dynamic distraction group had higher volume of newly formed bone by comparing with simple SMA group.
Generally speaking, dynamic distraction might be more moderate, which can avoid damage to the osteogenic potential of periosteum when the stretch is excessive.
5. Measures to Promote the Formation of New Bone in PDO
Researchers conducted a lot of different explorations to increase the quality and quantity of osteogenesis, such as cortical bone perforation, MSCs administration, addition of different cytokines, and so on (Table 1). These technical improvements not only confirmed the feasibility of PDO, but also provided valuable information for improving PDO.
5.1. Cortical Bone Perforation
Cortical bone perforation is a big step in GBR, and PDO takes advantages of it to promote new bone formation. Exposure of cancellous bone by perforating on bone surface facilitates the release of MSCs from bone marrow or endosteum. Meanwhile, the increase of bleeding allows the angioblast cells to enter the space under periosteum, which is beneficial to the vascularization of newly formed bone.
Sencimen et al. [18] compared PDO with conventional DO in New Zealand male rabbits; they found that the newly formed bone was 14.4 mm2 in PDO group, compared with 25.4 mm2 in DO group; moreover, the formation of new bone in the DO group was more compact, while the formation of new bone in PDO group was rich in adipose tissue. Oda et al. [23] used a titanium mesh and a screw to distract the periosteum of mandible in rabbits; the average area of the new bone was  mm2 and  mm2 with or without decortication at 8 weeks after distraction period. The new bone could be seen under the whole mesh in the decortication group, but in the control group, the new bone could only be seen near the distraction screw; it might be because the local environment around the screw was similar to the experimental group, suggesting that cortical bone perforation was beneficial to bone expansion in PDO. Yamauchi et al. [32] united the technologies of bone perforation and SMA to carry on PDO to a height of  mm and found that the new bone mass in experimental group was higher than that in the control group in each period. In the study of the osteogenetic effect in PDO, Saulacic et al. [30] considered that if the bone marrow cavity was not exposed, the new bone mainly depended on the periosteum; on the contrary, it would depend on bone cortex. We can conclude that cortical bone perforation influences the formation of new bone in PDO.
5.2. MSCs Administration
MSCs administration is actually the same as cortical bone perforation that can overcome the shortage of osteoblasts. MSCs not only participate in osteogenesis, but also produce enough VEGF to promote the formation of new blood vessels [49]. Sato et al. [25] injected MSCs into the space under the periosteum during PDO and the result showed that the volume, height, and degree of mineralization of the new bone in experiment group were higher than noninjected group, suggesting that MSCs administration could induce osteogenesis at periosteal distraction sites. However, it is necessary to explore the optimal injection time and frequency in the future.
5.3. Cytokines
In DO, the application of cytokines has obtained achievements, but in PDO, the study in this area is far from enough. VEGF, as a vascular growth factor, not only is conducive to the formation of blood vessels, but also can promote osteogenesis during the process of distraction [50, 51]; the injection of exogenous VEGF was proved to be beneficial to bone formation in PDO [21]. Another study [35] proved that the newly formed bone by PDO was more mature after adding platelet-rich fibrin (PRF). In addition, PDO could also induce the release of endogenous bone morphogenetic protein-2 (BMP-2) [36]. We have reason to believe that adding other biological factors which can promote the osteogenesis of DO, such as TGF-β, bFGF, and PDGF, can also improve the osteogenesis of PDO.
5.4. Other Measures
In recent years, researchers are still exploring other measures to improve PDO. One study found the bone formation was delayed and the new bone mineralization was insufficient in the ovaries-resected rabbits, but there was no significant histological difference compared with the control group [40], which indicated that the osteoporosis causing by decreased estrogen did not affect the new bone formation in PDO. Hyperbaric oxygen (HPO) was proved to be beneficial to PDO [33]. HPO therapy could improve the oxygen partial pressure in the blood and tissues, which could promote the synthesis of bone [52]. Kahraman et al. [34] made a local application of simvastatin when implanted distraction device, but there was not enough evidence to show that the use of lipid-lowering agents can promote the formation of new bone in PDO.
6. Future Directions and Prospects
The choice of materials, devices, and strategies is all variables in preclinical studies; for future preclinical work, those variables should be tuned to further optimize outcomes. The periosteum is a deeper implantation site and provides less available volume for osteogenesis, so the implantation site is very important; the periosteum should be thicker and enough implantation area is also needed. PDO still has a long period; it is necessary to promote the formation of new bone in PDO. MSCs and growth factors are promising; cortical bone perforation should be careful because it is hard to control and thus easily cause damage to the bone.
The biodegradable distraction devices seem to have advantages in PDO; nanomaterial is a potential candidate, because it can deliver drugs, growth factors, and genes with high efficiency [53, 54], which can be used for promoting cell proliferation, survival, and differentiation in bone regeneration. Future research should focus on the biodegradability, toxicity, and the stability of biodegradable materials. Besides, three-dimensional (3D) printing is a new technique with great potential in regeneration of tissues and organs [55, 56]; the distraction devices can be designed accurately by 3D printing technique to form complex shapes; what is more, 3D printing can design different sizes of holes in distraction devices to keep the communication between the periosteum and the cortex. On the whole, 3D printing technique designed biodegradable materials can combine with stem cells, growth factors, regenerative drugs, or other measures to produce sufficient amount of bone tissue; this might have great potential to achieve functional and aesthetic repair for bone defects.
7. Conclusion
There are still many disputes in the treatments of bone defects; as outlined above, PDO undoubtedly has fine application prospect. This review elucidates the advantages of PDO in the formation of new bone from the aspects of mechanisms, devices, strategies, and measures. At present, the technology of PDO has been used in the treatments of atrophic alveolar ridge and cleft palate, but there exist rare clinical reports; this might be attributed to device instability, soft tissues injury, infection, and other complications. Theoretically, newly formed bone by PDO can be applied to the bone defects in all parts of the body caused by hyperparathyroidism, calcium metabolism disorder, rickets, trauma, infection, and congenital malformation or other pathological conditions.
Competing Interests
The authors declare that there is no conflict of interests regarding the publication of this paper.
Authors’ Contributions
Danyang Zhao and Yu Wang contributed equally to this study as co-first authors.
Acknowledgments
This review was supported by the Natural Science Foundation of China (NSFC; Project nos. 81272132, 81571944).
References
	J. T. Marino and B. H. Ziran, “Use of solid and cancellous autologous bone graft for fractures and nonunions,” Orthopedic Clinics of North America, vol. 41, no. 1, pp. 15–26, 2010.
	H. C. Pape, A. Evans, and P. Kobbe, “Autologous bone graft: properties and techniques,” Journal of Orthopaedic Trauma, vol. 24, no. 1, pp. S36–S40, 2010.
	P. Patka, H. J. Haarman, and F. C. Bakker, “Bone transplantation and bone replacement materials,” Nederlands Tijdschrift voor Geneeskunde, vol. 142, no. 16, pp. 893–896, 1998.
	R. Dimitriou, G. I. Mataliotakis, G. M. Calori, and P. V. Giannoudis, “The role of barrier membranes for guided bone regeneration and restoration of large bone defects: current experimental and clinical evidence,” BMC Medicine, vol. 10, article 81, 2012.
	G. A. Ilizarov, “The tension-stress effect on the genesis and growth of tissues. Part I. The influence of stability of fixation and soft-tissue preservation,” Clinical Orthopaedics and Related Research, no. 238, pp. 249–281, 1989.
	G. A. Ilizarov, “The tension-stress effect on the genesis and growth of tissues. Part II. The influence of the rate and frequency of distraction,” Clinical Orthopaedics and Related Research, no. 239, pp. 263–285, 1989.
	B. L. Schmidt, L. Kung, C. Jones, and N. Casap, “Induced osteogenesis by periosteal distraction,” Journal of Oral and Maxillofacial Surgery, vol. 60, no. 10, pp. 1170–1175, 2002.
	H. Kojimoto, N. Yasui, T. Goto, S. Matsuda, and Y. Shimomura, “Bone lengthening in rabbits by callus distraction. The role of periosteum and endosteum,” Journal of Bone and Joint Surgery—B, vol. 70, no. 4, pp. 543–549, 1988.
	Z. Sun and S. W. Herring, “The effect of periosteal injury and masticatory micromovement on the healing of a mandibular distraction osteogenesis site,” Archives of Oral Biology, vol. 54, no. 3, pp. 205–215, 2009.
	S. Takeuchi, A. Matsuo, and H. Chiba, “Beneficial role of periosteum in distraction osteogenesis of mandible: its preservation prevents the external bone resorption,” Tohoku Journal of Experimental Medicine, vol. 220, no. 1, pp. 67–75, 2010.
	X. Yin, C. Zhang, E. P. Hze-Khoong, Y. Wang, and L. Xu, “Influence of periosteal coverage on distraction osteogenesis with dental implant distractors,” Journal of Oral and Maxillofacial Surgery, vol. 72, no. 10, pp. 1921–1927, 2014.
	G. Augustin, A. Antabak, and S. Davila, “The periosteum. Part 1: anatomy, histology and molecular biology,” Injury, vol. 38, no. 10, pp. 1115–1130, 2007.
	C. A. L. Bassett and T. P. Ruedi, “Transformation of fibrous tissue to bone in vivo,” Nature, vol. 209, no. 5027, pp. 988–989, 1966.
	T. Kanno, T. Takahashi, W. Ariyoshi, T. Tsujisawa, M. Haga, and T. Nishihara, “Tensile mechanical strain up-regulates Runx2 and osteogenic factor expression in human periosteal cells: implications for distraction osteogenesis,” Journal of Oral and Maxillofacial Surgery, vol. 63, no. 4, pp. 499–504, 2005.
	L. Kostopoulos and T. Karring, “Role of periosteum in the formation of jaw bone. An experiment in the rat,” Journal of Clinical Periodontology, vol. 22, no. 3, pp. 247–254, 1995.
	M. M. Stevens, R. P. Marini, D. Schaefer, J. Aronson, R. Langer, and V. P. Shastri, “In vivo engineering of organs: the bone bioreactor,” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, vol. 102, no. 32, pp. 11450–11455, 2005.
	P. Kessler, L. Bumiller, A. Schlegel, T. Birkholz, F. W. Neukam, and J. Wiltfang, “Dynamic periosteal elevation,” British Journal of Oral and Maxillofacial Surgery, vol. 45, no. 4, pp. 284–287, 2007.
	M. Sencimen, Y. S. Aydintug, K. Ortakoglu, Y. Karslioglu, O. Gunhan, and Y. Gunaydin, “Histomorphometrical analysis of new bone obtained by distraction osteogenesis and osteogenesis by periosteal distraction in rabbits,” International Journal of Oral and Maxillofacial Surgery, vol. 36, no. 3, pp. 235–242, 2007.
	J. I. C. Estrada, N. Saulacic, L. Vazquez, T. Lombardi, J. U. C. Ramirez, and J. P. Bernard, “Periosteal distraction osteogenesis: preliminary experimental evaluation in rabbits and dogs,” British Journal of Oral and Maxillofacial Surgery, vol. 45, no. 5, pp. 402–405, 2007.
	K. Yamauchi, T. Takahashi, K. Funaki, and Y. Yamashita, “Periosteal expansion osteogenesis using highly purified beta-tricalcium phosphate blocks: a pilot study in dogs,” Journal of Periodontology, vol. 79, no. 6, pp. 999–1005, 2008.
	N. Casap, N. B. Venezia, A. Wilensky, and Y. Samuni, “VEGF facilitates periosteal distraction-induced osteogenesis in rabbits: a micro-computerized tomography study,” Tissue Engineering—Part A., vol. 14, no. 2, pp. 247–253, 2008.
	P. Abrahamsson, S. Isaksson, M. Gordh, and G. Andersson, “Periosteal expansion of rabbit mandible with an osmotic self-inflatable expander,” Scandinavian Journal of Plastic and Reconstructive Surgery and Hand Surgery, vol. 43, no. 3, pp. 121–125, 2009.
	T. Oda, K. Kinoshita, and M. Ueda, “Effects of cortical bone perforation on periosteal distraction: an experimental study in the rabbit mandible,” Journal of Oral and Maxillofacial Surgery, vol. 67, no. 7, pp. 1478–1485, 2009.
	B. Lethaus, C. Tudor, L. Bumiller, T. Birkholz, J. Wiltfang, and P. Kessler, “Guided bone regeneration: dynamic procedures versus static shielding in an animal model,” Journal of Biomedical Materials Research Part B: Applied Biomaterials, vol. 95, no. 1, pp. 126–130, 2010.
	K. Sato, N. Haruyama, Y. Shimizu, J. Hara, and H. Kawamura, “Osteogenesis by gradually expanding the interface between bone surface and periosteum enhanced by bone marrow stem cell administration in rabbits,” Oral Surgery, Oral Medicine, Oral Pathology, Oral Radiology and Endodontology, vol. 110, no. 1, pp. 32–40, 2010.
	H. A. Altuğ, Y. S. Aydintuğ, M. Şençimen et al., “Histomorphometric analysis of different latency periods effect on new bone obtained by periosteal distraction: an experimental study in the rabbit model,” Oral Surgery, Oral Medicine, Oral Pathology, Oral Radiology and Endodontology, vol. 111, no. 5, pp. 539–546, 2011.
	O. Zakaria, K. Kon, and S. Kasugai, “Evaluation of a biodegradable novel periosteal distractor,” Journal of Biomedical Materials Research Part B: Applied Biomaterials, vol. 100, no. 3, pp. 882–889, 2012.
	O. Zakaria, M. Madi, and S. Kasugai, “Induced osteogenesis using a new periosteal distractor,” Journal of Oral and Maxillofacial Surgery, vol. 70, no. 3, pp. e225–e234, 2012.
	N. Saulacic, B. Schaller, T. Iizuka, D. Buser, C. Hug, and D. D. Bosshardt, “Analysis of new bone formation induced by periosteal distraction in a rat calvarium model,” Clinical Implant Dentistry and Related Research, vol. 15, no. 2, pp. 283–291, 2013.
	N. Saulacic, C. Hug, D. D. Bosshardt et al., “Relative contributions of osteogenic tissues to new bone formation in periosteal distraction osteogenesis: histological and histomorphometrical evaluation in a rat Calvaria,” Clinical Implant Dentistry and Related Research, vol. 15, no. 5, pp. 692–706, 2013.
	K. Yamauchi, T. Takahashi, K. Tanaka et al., “Self-activated mesh device using shape memory alloy for periosteal expansion osteogenesis,” Journal of Biomedical Materials Research, vol. 101, no. 5, pp. 736–742, 2013.
	K. Yamauchi, S. Nogami, K. Tanaka et al., “The effect of decortication for periosteal expansion osteogenesis using shape memory alloy mesh device,” Clinical Implant Dentistry and Related Research, vol. 17, pp. e376–e384, 2015.
	B. T. Suer, K. Ortakoglu, Y. Gunaydin et al., “Effects of the hyperbaric oxygen on de novo bone formation during periosteal distraction,” Journal of Craniofacial Surgery, vol. 25, no. 5, pp. 1740–1745, 2014.
	O. E. Kahraman, O. Erdogan, H. Namli, and L. Sencar, “Effects of local simvastatin on periosteal distraction osteogenesis in rabbits,” British Journal of Oral and Maxillofacial Surgery, vol. 53, no. 4, pp. e18–e22, 2015.
	P. Pripatnanont, F. Balabid, S. Pongpanich, and S. Vongvatcharanon, “Effect of osteogenic periosteal distraction by a modified Hyrax device with and without platelet-rich fibrin on bone formation in a rabbit model: a pilot study,” International Journal of Oral and Maxillofacial Surgery, vol. 44, no. 5, pp. 656–663, 2015.
	N. Saulacic, K. Nakahara, T. Iizuka, M. Haga-Tsujimura, W. Hofstetter, and P. Scolozzi, “Comparison of two protocols of periosteal distraction osteogenesis in a rabbit calvaria model,” Journal of Biomedical Materials Research—Part B Applied Biomaterials, vol. 104, no. 6, pp. 1121–1131, 2016.
	D. Dziewiecki, S. Van De Loo, F. Gremse et al., “Osteoneogenesis due to periosteal elevation with degradable and nondegradable devices in Göttingen Minipigs,” Journal of Cranio-Maxillofacial Surgery, vol. 44, no. 3, pp. 318–324, 2016.
	K. Yamauchi, S. Nogami, G. Martinez-de la Cruz et al., “Timed-release system for periosteal expansion osteogenesis using NiTi mesh and absorbable material in the rabbit calvaria,” Journal of Cranio-Maxillofacial Surgery, vol. 44, no. 9, pp. 1366–1372, 2016.
	K. Dhaliwal, R. Kunchur, and R. Farhadieh, “Review of the cellular and biological principles of distraction osteogenesis: an in vivo bioreactor tissue engineering model,” Journal of Plastic, Reconstructive & Aesthetic Surgery, vol. 69, no. 2, pp. e19–e26, 2016.
	G. R. Bayar, Y. Gunaydin, K. Ortakoglu, O. Gunhan, Y. S. Aydintug, and M. Sencimen, “Histomorphometric analysis of new bone obtained by osteogenic periosteal distraction in ovariectomized rabbits,” Oral Surgery, Oral Medicine, Oral Pathology and Oral Radiology, vol. 113, no. 4, pp. 472–479, 2012.
	C. Tudor, L. Bumiller, T. Birkholz, P. Stockmann, J. Wiltfang, and P. Kessler, “Static and dynamic periosteal elevation: a pilot study in a pig model,” International Journal of Oral and Maxillofacial Surgery, vol. 39, no. 9, pp. 897–903, 2010.
	P. Abrahamsson, S. Isaksson, M. Gordh, and G. Andersson, “Onlay bone grafting of the mandible after periosteal expansion with an osmotic tissue expander: an experimental study in rabbits,” Clinical Oral Implants Research, vol. 21, no. 12, pp. 1404–1410, 2010.
	P. Abrahamsson, S. Isaksson, and G. Andersson, “Guided bone generation in a rabbit mandible model after periosteal expansion with an osmotic tissue expander,” Clinical Oral Implants Research, vol. 22, no. 11, pp. 1282–1288, 2011.
	K. Yamauchi, T. Takahashi, K. Funaki, Y. Hamada, and Y. Yamashita, “Histological and histomorphometrical comparative study of β-tricalcium phosphate block grafts and periosteal expansion osteogenesis for alveolar bone augmentation,” International Journal of Oral and Maxillofacial Surgery, vol. 39, no. 10, pp. 1000–1006, 2010.
	K. Yamauchi, T. Takahashi, K. Funaki, I. Miyamoto, and Y. Yamashita, “Implant placement for periosteal expansion osteogenesis using β-tricalcium phosphate block: an experimental study in dogs,” Oral Surgery, Oral Medicine, Oral Pathology, Oral Radiology and Endodontology, vol. 108, no. 6, pp. 861–866, 2009.
	A. A. Efunkoya, B. O. Bamgbose, R. A. Adebola, J. B. Adeoye, and I. O. Akpasa, “Maxillomandibular distraction osteogenesis,” Journal of Craniofacial Surgery, vol. 25, no. 5, pp. 1787–1792, 2014.
	T. Nakano and H. Yatani, “Bone augmentation of dental implant treatment,” Clinical Calcium, vol. 17, no. 2, pp. 256–262, 2007.
	G. Swennen, R. Dempf, and H. Schliephake, “Cranio-facial distraction osteogenesis: a review of the literature. Part II: experimental studies,” International Journal of Oral and Maxillofacial Surgery, vol. 31, no. 2, pp. 123–135, 2002.
	Y. Wu, L. Chen, P. G. Scott, and E. E. Tredget, “Mesenchymal stem cells enhance wound healing through differentiation and angiogenesis,” Stem Cells, vol. 25, no. 10, pp. 2648–2659, 2007.
	T. Nishisho, K. Yukata, Y. Matsui et al., “Angiogenesis and myogenesis in mouse tibialis anterior muscles during distraction osteogenesis: VEGF, its receptors, and myogenin genes expression,” Journal of Orthopaedic Research, vol. 30, no. 11, pp. 1767–1773, 2012.
	J. Hu, S. Zou, J. Li, Y. Chen, D. Wang, and Z. Gao, “Temporospatial expression of vascular endothelial growth factor and basic fibroblast growth factor during mandibular distraction osteogenesis,” Journal of Cranio-Maxillofacial Surgery, vol. 31, no. 4, pp. 238–243, 2003.
	M. H. Bennett, R. Stanford, and R. Turner, “Hyperbaric oxygen therapy for promoting fracture healing and treating fracture non-union,” Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews, vol. 11, Article ID CD004712, 2005.
	G. G. Walmsley, A. McArdle, R. Tevlin et al., “Nanotechnology in bone tissue engineering,” Nanomedicine, vol. 11, no. 5, pp. 1253–1263, 2015.
	M. Izadifar, A. Haddadi, X. Chen, and M. E. Kelly, “Rate-programming of nano-particulate delivery systems for smart bioactive scaffolds in tissue engineering,” Nanotechnology, vol. 26, no. 1, Article ID 012001, 2015.
	J. W. Lee and D.-W. Cho, “3D printing technology over a drug delivery for tissue engineering,” Current Pharmaceutical Design, vol. 21, no. 12, pp. 1606–1617, 2015.
	Y. Xu and X. Wang, “Application of 3D biomimetic models in drug delivery and regenerative medicine,” Current Pharmaceutical Design, vol. 21, no. 12, pp. 1618–1626, 2015.


EPUB/Navigation/nav.xhtml


		

			

		  1. Introduction

		  2. Mechanisms of PDO

		  3. The Designs and Materials of Distraction Devices

		  4. Effect of Distraction Strategies on the Formation of New Bone

		  5. Measures to Promote the Formation of New Bone in PDO

		  6. Future Directions and Prospects

		  7. Conclusion

		  References 





EPUB/Content/page-template.xpgt
 

   


     
	 
    

     
	 
    


     
	 
    


     
         
             
             
             
        
    

  




