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ABSTRACT

Every year more than 2.3 million joint replacement is performed worldwide. Around 10% of these
replacements fail those results in revisions at a cost of $8 billion per year. In particular patients
younger than 55 years of age face higher risks of failure due to greater demand on their joints. The
long-term failure of joint replacement such as implant loosening significantly decreases the life
expectancy of replacement. One of the main challenges in understanding and treatment of implant
loosening is lack of a low-cost screening device that can detect or predict loosening at very early
stages. In this work we are proposing a novel method of screening implant condition via ultrasonic
signals. In this method we are applying ultrasonic signals to the joint via several piezoresistive discs

while reading signals with several other piezoresistive sensors. We are introducing a new approach
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in interpreting ultrasonic signals and we prove in a finite element environment that our method
can be used to assess replacement condition. We show how our new concept can detect and
distinguish between different implant fixation failure types sizes and even locate the position of
the failure. We believe this work can be a foundation for development of a new generation of
ultrasonic diagnosis wearable devices. Keywords Acoustic - ultrasound - Screening - Diagnosis -

Joint replacement - Implant

1 Introduction

Each year over 2.3 million patients worldwide benefit from joint replacement procedures of the knee, hip, shoulder,
ankle, and other extremities [1, 2, 3, 4]. Currently around 6-12% of all joint replacement procedures involve revisions
having a total cost of approximately $8 billion per year in the US [5, 6]. Both the replacement and revision operations
are estimated to significantly increase by 175% and 137%, respectively, by 2030 [7, 8, 9]. In particular, patients
younger than 55 years of age face an elevated risk of revision due to the greater demands placed on their joints as
well as the steady increase in risk of implant fixation failure with in vivo duration [10, 11]. Regardless of the origin of
the failure i.e. biological or mechanical [12, 9, 7, 13], failure of the fixation in cemented and uncemented implants

yields to mechanical discontinuity at the implant-bone, or implant-cement or cement-bone interface [14, 15, 16].

The key constraint in understanding fixation failure is the lack of early screening, diagnosis and predictive methods.
As an example, in early 2017, Bonutti et al. [17] reported high rates of early tibial component loosening in patients
with a new implant design (15 knees, less than two years post-surgery). The loosening was seen via radiographic
images only in two of the 15 knees. However, intra-operatively all knees were found to have grossly loose implants
requiring revision.

Thus, the challenge is that failure initiates well before indicators become visible for current imaging gold standards.
This also matches the mechanical understanding of interfaces between materials [18, 19, 20]. The interface failure

initially starts at very early stages as micro cracks inside the material and then reach the interface and cases failure.

There are several efforts to solve this challenge: artificial intelligence (Al), smart implants, electrical impedance
tomography, and acoustic emission. With the recent advancements in Al there has been efforts to automate
detection of implant loosening on X-Rays and reduce the missed diagnosis of loosening cases [21, 22, 23]. However,
these models are dependent on quality of imaging modalities and more importantly they are diagnostic methods
rather than early screening methods. The wireless smart implants are another approach to increase the quality of
life of patients following arthroplasty [24]. However as of now there are no smart implant capable of screening
fixation quality. Moreover, these techniques can only affect the future patients and not the current patients. In one

of our group’s works, we developed a novel piezoresistive bone cement to monitor fixation quality. We integrated
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the concepts of machine learning, smart materials, and electrical impedance tomography [25, 26, 27]. However, this

approach is only applicable for cemented metal implants or polymeric implants.

Another approach for detecting failure is Acoustic Emission (AE) in which acoustic sensors are used to detect specific
patterns from the vibration of the musculoskeletal system [28]. Acoustic emission is a non-invasive method
developed by Joseph Kaiser [29] that uses piezoresistive sensors to detect vibrations in a system. These
signals/vibrations are then interpreted to assess structure health. Acoustic emission has been shown to be useful in
a few areas of orthopaedic such as detecting implant wear [30, 31, 32], monitoring fracture [33, 34], and
osteoarthritis [35, 36, 37] There are two main challenges in interpreting the AE signals: 1) signal attenuation, 2)
interpretation of signals. Because the signals are generated from the vibrations in the defected joint or bone, they
have very low amplitude, attune very quickly and therefore, very hard to detect. Moreover, we cannot control these
signals hence their interpretation becomes very difficult.

In this work we propose a new method, in which we are using piezoresistive acoustic sensors to both actuate and
sense mechanical vibrations/waves. In this method an electrode cuff with several piezoresistive sensors is tightened
around the target joint, Fig. 1. One or multiple piezoresistive sensors are then used to apply low-frequency ultrasonic
signals with different frequencies and in different patterns on the skin, while the rest of the sensors are used to read
the reflected and refracted signals. Because we are using relatively low ultrasonic frequencies, we eliminate the
effect of attenuation. Next the signals are analyzed using analytical or machine learning solutions, Fig.1(b) and a
report of the fixation condition will be sent to the clinician. Moreover, because the input signals are controlled, the

output signals can be predicted and analyzed easier.

In this study we prove this concept in a simulated finite element environment. We modeled more than 88,000
different scenarios of fixation health and created a new technique in visualizing ultrasonic signals. We called this
signature images and showed how they can help us identify how different defects manifest the ultrasonic signals.
We then showed that this concept has the potential for creating novel, low-cost wearable devices for screening of

replacement fixation following arthroplasty.
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Figure 1: The concept. a) a wearable sensor cuffs is tightened around the target joint. The cuff is connected to a
processing device i.e. smart phone or a computer. b) the signals are from the cuff are recorded and analyzed by the
processing device. The analysis is a combination of theoretical and machine learning algorithms. The signals are
interpreted to screen the replacement/implant condition. c) a report will be prepared for the clinician.
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Figure 2: The modeling. a) the domain is modeled as a circle covered by skin and fat layers. the compact bone, bone
morrow, and implant are placed at the center of the circle. b) the selected mesh following mesh convergence. The
mesh includes 84314 domain elements and 3003 boundary elements. c) displacement field due to actuation from
one of the sensors at 300 kHz.
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Material Density, p Young’s modulus Poisson’s ratio, v
[kg/m’] [Pa]
Muscle 1090 2.762e9 0.4
Skin 1109 2.900e9 0.29
Fat 911 1.889e9 0.29
Compact bone 1376 17e9 0.29
Bone morrow 115 0.520e9 0.29

Table 1: material properties used for different tissue types.

2 Methodology and Modeling

2.1  Concept and Modeling

In this stage of the study, we investigated monitoring fixation condition of a hip implant. The replacement was
modeled in a 2-dimensional environment using COMSOL (COMSOL inc. MA, USA) Because addition of a 3rd
dimension would not significantly enhance the study and would in reality decrease the accuracy due to limitation of
element size in 3D models, we used a 2D environment. We modeled the human thigh as a circle of muscle covered
by fat and skin layers. A ring of compact bone filled with bone morrow was then placed at the center of the
circle/domain. Next the implant was placed at the center of bone morrow. All the nodes between the implant and
bone morrow were completely connected for a perfect fixation. In this model we chose the material properties of

different tissue types based on literature, Table 1. The implant was considered to be titanium.

Eight piezoresistive sensors are placed around the domain that can be used as both as actuators and sensors, Fig.

2(a). It has to be considered that these sensors are based on existing off-the-shelf piezoresistive disk sensors. The
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mesh convergence was performed at frequency of 300k and finally the mesh shown in Fig. 2(b) was selected. In total
the selected mesh consists of 84314 domain elements and 3003 boundary elements with minimum element size of

3.3 m. Figure.2(c) shows an example of the displacement field due to actuation by one of the piezoresistive sensors.
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Figure 3: Defect types, their positions and parameters that were investigated. All possible combinations of positions,
frequencies, geometrical parameters, and all possible actuation patterns of the sensors were simulated.

We investigated two types of defects, crack and loosening. The crack was modeled as a water-filled bubble at the
interface of the implant and the bone morrow. The loosening was modeled as a thin layer of water at the interface
of the implant and bone morrow. Several factors were investigated for both of these defect types. For loosening, Fig.
3(a) we investigated all possible combinations of two positions, three different thickness, and four different lengths,
Fig. 3(c). For crack due to the radial symmetry of the model we investigated all possible combinations of three
positions and four diameters, Fig. 3(b) and Fig. 3(c). For each condition we are also simulating actuation by each one
of the eight piezoresistive sensors. For each case, we investigated 300 different frequencies from 1 kHz to 300 kHz
with increments of 1kHz. At each frequency and condition, we are recording the signals received by all of the sensors

that are not actuating the system. We are recording both amplitude and phase difference of the signals.

2.2 Data processing

In this method we perform a full rotation of actuating different sensors while recording signals from the other
sensors. For example, for the model showed in Fig. 2(a) that we have eight sensors, we start by actuating one of the
sensors and reading from the other seven. In the next cycle we actuate the sensor beside the first sensor and read
from all other seven sensors. This goes on until all sensors actuated once. It is important to know that even though
we analyze the whole displacement field as seen in Fig. 4(a) for all 300 different frequencies, in reality we only have
access to the displacement at the sensors, Fig. 4(b). Figure 4(b) shows the data we capture from the sensors when
one of the sensors is actuated. Even though the differences between healthy, cracked, and loose conditions are clear
especially for frequencies higher than 200kHz, it is very challenging to find any pattern in the differences using these

plots.
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To overcome this challenge instead of using signals from the sensors individually, we created a matrix of data from
all reading of all cycles of actuation. Therefore, for each set of simulation we record a matrix of 64x300 data points.
Because we are looking at differences between different health conditions, we subtract the healthy data from each
of the other conditions. This matrix can now be represented as an image, which we called signature image. Figure 5
shows an example of a signature image for a fixation with a crack compared to healthy fixation. Each row in the
image includes 300 data points that are representing the amplitude of the signals at different frequencies. In each
column 64 data point exist that includes readings from all eight sensors at each cycle of actuation. These images can
be made for both amplitude and phase difference of the signals. In this study we are using these signature images to
compare different fixation conditions. A perfect fixation would have a completely black image. Any noise or specific

pattern on the signature images indicates a change in the fixation condition.
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Figure 4: a) displacement field in the domain resulted from actuating the fifth sensor. As the frequency increases
the wavelength decreases, therefore signals can detect finer details. b) the signals received by the sensors. It can be
seen that at frequencies higher than 200 kHz the difference between the healthy and defected models becomes
visible.
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Figure 5: a) displacement field in the domain resulted from actuating the fifth sensor. As the frequency increases
the wavelength decreases, therefore signals can detect finer details. b) the signals received by the sensors. It can be
seen that at frequencies higher than 200 kHz the difference between the healthy and defected models becomes
visible.

3 Results and Discussion

We investigated the signature images for different conditions to assess if our proposed concept is able to: 1)
distinguish between different defect types, 2) assess defect size or severity, and 3) if signature images are able to
locate the location of small defects. Figure 6 shows two example signature images of a cracked and a loose fixation.
In Fig. 6(a)&(c) schematic of the defects and their location is showed. For a cracked (minor defect) fixation we have

placed a water-filled
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Figure 6: Signature images of a cracked fixation compared to a loose implant. a) a water-filled bubble is placed at the
interface of the implant and bone morrow. b) signature image for the cracked fixation shown in Fig. 6(a). Two
horizontal patterns can be seen for frequencies larger than 50 kHz. At frequencies larger than 200kHz vertical

patterns start to appear. c) Schematic of a loose implant. d) signature image for a loose implant shown in Fig. 6(c).
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for frequencies larger than 25 kHz several vertical patterns can be seen in the signals. bubble at the middle of the
implant-bone interface. For the loose condition the loosening is placed at the tip of the implant and is modeled as a
layer of water between the implant and bone.

Figure 6(b) shows the signature image for the cracked fixation. Two horizontal patterns can be seen in the signature
image. We later show that the horizontal patterns are indications of the defect location. These patterns can be seen
from frequencies larger than 25 kHz. This is very interesting because the wavelength of acoustic waves at small
frequencies is relatively large and therefore, they cannot be used for imaging. However, here we show that even at
small frequencies the ultrasound waves carry information of very fine details in their path. At frequencies larger than
200 kHz vertical patterns become visible which indicates all sensors are seeing the defects. Figure 6(d) is an example
of a signature image for a loose implant shown in Fig. 6(c). The horizontal patterns cannot be seen anymore, however
the defects are affecting the signal readings of all sensors from even frequencies as small as 25 kHz. The difference

between the two health conditions is very clear.

Figure 7 is an example of the effect of defect size on signature images of a cracked implant. Figures 7(al to a4) are
the schematics of the models, Figs. 7(b1 to b4) and (cl to c4) are showing the amplitude and phase difference
signature images respectively. From al to a4 the size of the defect increases gradually from 0.5 mm to 2.0 mm. The
effect of size on the amplitude signature images is clear, as the defect size increases the amount of disturbance in
the signature image increase. Moreover, as the defect size increases the changes in the signature image can be seen
from lower frequencies. Interestingly the horizontal patterns show no change as the defect size increases. The phase

difference signature images seem to be independent of the defect size.
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Figure 7: Effect of defect size on signature images. al-4) schematics of the defects. b1-4) amplitude signature images
of the cracked fixations showed in (al1-4). c1-4) phase difference signature images of (b1-4).
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Figure 8: Effect of defect location on signature images. al-3) schematics of the defects. b1-3) amplitude signature
images of the cracked fixations showed in (al1-3). c1-3) phase difference signature images of (b1-3).

In Fig. 8 we are investigating the effect of defect location on the signature images. Figures 7(al to a3) are the
schematics of the models, Figs. 8(b1 to b3) and (c1 to c3) are showing the amplitude and phase difference signature
images respectively. In contradiction to Fig. 7 the horizontal patterns in the amplitude signature images change as
the location of the defect change. As the defect moves from the side of the implant to the tip of the implant the
distance between the two horizontal patterns increases. When the defect is at the top of the implant, there is only
one horizontal pattern. The disturbance in the amplitude signature images do not show significant changes, which is
an indication of them depending on the defect size rather than defect location. The phase difference signature
images, Fig. 8(c1 to c-3), show very large changes as the defect moves. This shows that the patterns seen in phase

difference images are dependent of the location.

4  Conclusion and Future work

In this work we investigated a novel method of assessing implant fixation using low-frequency low-intensity
ultrasonic waves. We are using piezoresistive discs to generate and sense acoustic waves. These sensors could be
assembled as a wearable cuff that can get connected to any computing device such as smart phones to monitor and
screen fixation condition.

We developed a new way of representing ultrasonic signals, signature images, and we showed without the need of
using very high frequencies ultrasonic signals are able to assess implant fixation. In this work we showed in a
simulation environment that with our proposed method we can distinguish between different defect types, assess
severity of defects and even locate the defects. Even though we showed that signature images reveal significant
information about the defects and fixation condition of implants, there is still a lot we don’t understand about this
system and several aspects that need improvements. In future works we are planning to improve upon two aspects

of this work, 1) modeling geometries closer to human body, and 2) validation on human cadavers.
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