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Abstract: Producing metal parts from Fused Filament Fabrication (FFF) 3D printing coupled with
a metal/polymer hybrid filament, considering the advantages of high-performance and low cost,
has generated considerable research interest recently. This paper addresses the studied relationship
between variable printing/sintering directions and the properties of the sintered metal parts. It
was shown that the printing directions played a significant role in determining the properties of
final products, such as shrinkage, tensile stress, and porosity. The shrinkage in the layer direction
because of anisotropic behavior is more minor than in the other dimensions. The microstructural
analysis indicated that the printing directions had influenced the form and position of porosity on the
produced metal parts. Most porosities occurred on the surfaces printed parallel to the printing bed.
Furthermore, the sintering orientations had no possible benefits for dimension shrinkage, weight
shrinkage, density, and porosity position of produced metal parts. However, the sintering direction
“upright” resulted in parting lines inside the sintered tensile samples and made them fragile. The
best printing-sintering combination was “on-edge-flat”.

Keywords: FFF additive manufacturing; printing and sintering directions; bronze/PLA hybrid
filament; shrinkage; mechanical property; porosity

1. Introduction

Metal injection molding (MIM), due to good precision and adequate surface quality,
is a promising method for manufacturing metal parts. It is widely used in many indus-
tries, such as mechanical engineering, the automotive industry, aerospace, the electrical
industry, etc. [1–8]. Nevertheless, the process has some disadvantages that stand in the way
of economical and agile production. Moreover, it is sometimes difficult to produce metal
parts with complex structures. At this point, additive manufacturing can compensate for
the limitations of the MIM process; for example, using 3D printing with fused filament
fabrication (FFF) and metal/polymer hybrid filament to produce more complex metal
parts. In addition to high degrees of geometric freedom and maximum flexibility, additive
manufacturing using metal/polymer hybrid filament enables very cost-effective and rapid
manufacturing [9–11] and has generated considerable recent research interest [10,12–16].
However, the properties of sintered metal parts were far from optimal, especially shrinkage,
density, tensile stress, and porosity. Therefore, the analysis and optimization of FFF 3D
printing-produced metal parts are desired.

Over the years, numerous experiments have been conducted to study the manufactur-
ing process of metal parts using metal/polymer composite filament. Both Godec et al. [17]
and Fafenrot et al. [18] reported that the modification of printing parameters, such as
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decreasing layer thickness, increasing nozzle diameter, controlling infill percentage, infill
orientation and infill pattern, etc., had a significant influence on the final tensile properties
and the porosity formation. Moreover, by expanding the infill percentage and reducing
layer thickness, the tensile stress could be improved by 17%. Gong et al. [13], Caminero
et al. [19] and Kurose et al. [20] observed that the more considerable shrinkage often oc-
curs in the layer direction because of the influence of gravity. Caminero et al. [19] and
Kurose et al. [20] investigated the effect of printing directions on the final properties of the
metal parts using three printing orientations: “flat”, “on-edge”, and “upright”. The results
showed that the “on-edge” printing direction has the optimum mechanical performance.
Burkhardt et al. [12] and Thompson et al. [21] noticed large volume porosity of the metal
parts and that the porosity could be reduced by extending the sintering holding time. On
the other hand, Caminero et al. [19] and Liu et al. [16] also reported a low porosity content
of <8%.

Generally, there are three types of debinding processes: catalytic debinding [8,19],
solvent debinding [8,11,22], and thermal debinding [3,5,8,14,23]. In the catalytic debinding
process, the binder polyacetal (POM) is broken down into formaldehyde using gaseous
nitric acid. During the process, the binder becomes gaseous and leaves the green part
without a liquid phase. However, this is a high-cost process which requires a special
debinding machine. Through the solvent debinding process, the soluble binder is extracted
in a chemical solvent, such as ethanol, acetone, etc. The backbone, which supports the part’s
geometry, is vaporized at the beginning of sintering. In the thermal debinding process
the green parts are embedded in the sand to support the geometry during the debinding
and sintering processes. This is different from catalytic and solvent debinding as it does
not require any additional support. The gaseous nitric acid and chemical solvent were not
noticed to be factors in the mentioned works. The only significant factors were temperature
and sand, which made the thermal process the greenest and cheapest method for FFF metal
parts production. Given that the support provided by sand was a significant factor, it
would be expected that sintering directions in conjunction with printing directions would
also be influential.

Unfortunately, few papers have addressed the thermal debinding/sintering process.
Moreover, these previous works have not focused on analyzing the influence of the printing
directions in combination with different sintering directions [12,15,16,19,21] on the proper-
ties of metal parts. These methods have only discussed the sintered parts from different
printing orientations rather than the metal parts from various sintering directions. Further
work is required to investigate the mechanical and physical properties as well as porosity
caused by the different printing/sintering processes.

This study focuses on the thermal debinding/sintering process. The purpose being to
describe and examine the separate printing orientations and united sintering orientations
by using bronze/PLA hybrid filament coupled with the FFF 3D printing process. In
this study, we observed the printing/sintering orientations effects on the metal parts
physical/mechanical properties and porosity. In this paper we determined the influence
of the sintering directions on the shrinkage and density by analyzing cubes. Furthermore,
we define the effect of variable printing/sintering directions on tensile stress and porosity
by using tensile specimens. The study introduced unusual shrinkage in layer dimensions,
invariable density under varying orientations, and researched the best printing/sintering
combination of final metal parts. The position and volume of porosity, both on the surface
and inside of metal parts, from divergent printing/sintering orientations are illustrated.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Materials

The material used in this study was the bronze/PLA hybrid filament from The Virtual
Foundry Company (85 wt. % bronze powder, 15 wt. % PLA, and trace additive binder). The
components of bronze/PLA hybrid filament are shown in Table 1.
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Table 1. Composition of bronze/PLA hybrid filament.

Composition

Metal Synthetic Material

Copper Tin Phosphorous PLA 2-Propenenitrile, Polymer with
1,3-Butadiene and Ethenylbenzene Binding Additive

Content (wt. %) 75.99 8.84 0.17 15 trace trace

2.2. 3D Printing

The green part was printed by using a Prusa i3 MK3 desktop 3D printer. The printing
process of the green part was the same as regular PLA FFF printing. The printing parameters
were based on standard printing settings from PrusaSlicer version 2.3.0 (Prusa Research,
Czechia Republic). In consideration of the metal powder flowing through the nozzle during
the printing process, a steel nozzle was used during the experimental trials as it is a harder
material. The nozzle diameter was used to match the nozzle’s larger diameter (0.6 mm). Due
to the high nozzle diameter, the layer thickness was increased to 0.3 mm to avoid any possible
blockage during the printing process. The printing parameters are as shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Printing parameters for green parts.

Parameter Unit Value

Nozzle diameter mm 0.6
Layer thickness (first layer) mm 0.2
Layer thickness (left layers) mm 0.3

Nozzle temperature (first layer) ◦C 215
Nozzle temperature (left layers) ◦C 210

Printing bed temperature ◦C 60
Infill percentage % 100

Flow degree % 100
Printing speed mm/s 70
Extrusion rate mm3/s 4.9

2.3. Thermal Debinding and Sintering

The debinding and sintering were performed using a thermal process. The process
started with the debinding process by heating the green parts to 204 ◦C for 2 h and then
slowly heating them to 482 ◦C in 3 h. Afterward, the sintering process was carried out
by slowly heating the brown parts at a temperature of 871 ◦C for 3 h. It should be noted
that the debinding and sintering processes took place in an open environment. Moreover,
the green parts were embedded in sand inside an alumina crucible to avoid the geometry
change during the gasification process due to the high temperature. Furthermore, the green
parts were covered by superfluous carbon powder to prevent any possible oxidation of
the final produced metal parts. A schematic drawing of the production process of the
bronze/PLA hybrid filament coupled with FFF process can be seen in Figure 1.
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2.4. Printing and Sintering Direction
2.4.1. Printing and Sintering Direction for Cubes

To analyze the effects of sintering directions on the dimension shrinkage, weight
shrinkage, and density we printed cubes with an edge length of 10 mm for the first
experiment. A cube has the same dimensions on the x-, y-, and z-axes. Using this shape
simplifies the task of observing and comparing any changes in the size and weight of the
three dimensions before and after sintering. The cubes in this experiment were printed
using a cartesian coordinate system, as shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Printing direction of cubes with edge length 10 mm.

In the sintering process there are many sintering directions to choose from that in-
fluence how the part is supported in the sand. Five sintering directions are shown in
Figure 3. The blocks stand on the xy, xz, and yz surfaces; on an edge; and on a point of the
cube, respectively.
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Figure 3. Sintering directions of cubes and their illustrations: (a) on xy surface; (b) on xz surface;
(c) on yz surface; (d) on an edge; (e) on a point.

2.4.2. Printing and Sintering Directions for Tensile Specimens

The second experiment was to study the effect of printing and sintering directions on
tensile specimens. The standard of tensile specimens used in the investigation comes from
DIN EN ISO 527-2: 2012-06,1BB [24], displayed in Figure 4a. The tensile specimens were
printed in three directions (flat, on-edge, and upright) as depicted in Figure 4b.

Nine different combinations were obtained by combining three printing directions
and three sintering directions (see Table 3 for details).

Table 3. Combinations for printing and sintering directions of tensile simples.

Test Number Printing Direction Sintering Direction

1 Flat Flat
2 Flat On-edge
3 Flat Upright
4 On-edge Flat
5 On-edge On-edge
6 On-edge Upright
7 Upright Flat
8 Upright On-edge
9 Upright Upright
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dimensions of the tensile test sample in (mm); (b) printing directions of the tensile simples.

2.5. Shrinkage and Density Analysis

The x, y, and z dimensions of the cube specimen were measured with a caliper gauge
before and after sintering. The shrinkage of each dimension was then calculated. The
density of the cube was measured using a densimeter Mk2200 (MK Industrievertretungen
GmbH, Stahlhofen am Wiesensee, Germany). The density (ρ) of the sample was confirmed
by the mass of the sample in the air (ms), the density of the embedded liquid (ρl), gravita-
tional acceleration (g), and the mass of the specimen in the liquid (ml). The calculation of
density is shown in the following Equation (1):

ρ = ms × ρl × g/ml (1)

2.6. Microstructural Characterization

The microstructural investigation of the produced parts was performed using an
optical microscope and a scanning electron microscope (SEM). The images of the surface
structure and cross-section of the green part were taken by a FEI XL30 ESEM (Thermo
Fisher Scientific Inc., Waltham, MA, USA). The cross-sections of metal parts (length 20 mm,
width 3 mm, thickness 1.5 mm) were ground, polished, and investigated using a KEYENCE
VHX-5000 digital microscope (Keyence Corporation of America, Elmwood Park, NJ, USA).
In addition, the volume fraction of the porosity was measured using ZEISS image analyzer
software (Carl ZEISS Microscopy GmbH, Jena, Germany).

2.7. Mechanical Characterization

The tensile test specimens (see Figure 4a) were evaluated by a TT28100 universal
testing machine (TIRAtest GmbH, Schalkau, Germany). The flat specimens had a thickness
of 2.0 mm and a gauge length of 10.2 mm. The tensile test followed DIN EN ISO 6892-1:
2020-06 [25], and the traverse speed of the tensile machine was set to 1 mm/min.

3. Results and Discussion

To obtain the most reliable experimental results each experiment group contained five
parallel specimens. The results were discussed in the following points.

3.1. Shrinkage and Density Analysis through Sintered Cubes

Figure 5a shows that the cubes were embedded and sintered in sand. Five cubes before
(Figure 5a) and after sintering (Figure 5b,c).



Materials 2022, 15, 5333 6 of 13

Materials 2022, 15, x FOR PEER REVIEW 6 of 15 
 

 

by the mass of the sample in the air (𝑚 ), the density of the embedded liquid (𝜌 ), gravita-
tional acceleration (𝑔), and the mass of the specimen in the liquid (𝑚 ). The calculation of 
density is shown in the following Equation (1): 𝜌 𝑚 𝜌 𝑔 𝑚⁄  (1) 

2.6. Microstructural Characterization 
The microstructural investigation of the produced parts was performed using an op-

tical microscope and a scanning electron microscope (SEM). The images of the surface 
structure and cross-section of the green part were taken by a FEI XL30 ESEM (Thermo 
Fisher Scientific Inc., Waltham, MA, USA). The cross-sections of metal parts (length 20 
mm, width 3 mm, thickness 1.5 mm) were ground, polished, and investigated using a 
KEYENCE VHX-5000 digital microscope (Keyence Corporation of America, Elmwood 
Park, NJ, USA). In addition, the volume fraction of the porosity was measured using 
ZEISS image analyzer software (Carl ZEISS Microscopy GmbH, Jena, Germany). 

2.7. Mechanical Characterization 
The tensile test specimens (see Figure 4a) were evaluated by a TT28100 universal 

testing machine (TIRAtest GmbH, Schalkau, Germany). The flat specimens had a thick-
ness of 2.0 mm and a gauge length of 10.2 mm. The tensile test followed DIN EN ISO 6892-
1: 2020-06 [25], and the traverse speed of the tensile machine was set to 1 mm/min. 

3. Results and Discussion 
To obtain the most reliable experimental results each experiment group contained 

five parallel specimens. The results were discussed in the following points. 

3.1. Shrinkage and Density Analysis through Sintered Cubes 
Figure 5a shows that the cubes were embedded and sintered in sand. Five cubes be-

fore (Figure 5a) and after sintering (Figure 5b,c). 

 

 
(b) 

 
(a) (c) 

Figure 5. Sintered cubes according to five sintering directions before and after sintering: (a) cubes 
according to five sintering directions were embedded in sand; (b,c): cubes after sintering (from left 
to right: sintering on xy surface, on xz surface, on yz surface, on an edge, and on a point). 

The volume of the green part cube was 1 cm3 (1000 mm3), and the weight was gener-
ally 4 g (±5%). In Table 4 the weight, shrinkage, and density increase were obtained for 
the dimensional shrinkage of the x-, y-, and z-axes. The shrinkage of the x- and y-axes was 
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Figure 5. Sintered cubes according to five sintering directions before and after sintering: (a) cubes
according to five sintering directions were embedded in sand; (b,c): cubes after sintering (from left to
right: sintering on xy surface, on xz surface, on yz surface, on an edge, and on a point).

The volume of the green part cube was 1 cm3 (1000 mm3), and the weight was generally
4 g (±5%). In Table 4 the weight, shrinkage, and density increase were obtained for the
dimensional shrinkage of the x-, y-, and z-axes. The shrinkage of the x- and y-axes was
between 20% and 21% and the shrinkage of the z-axis was between 11% and 14%. After
sintering the mass loss of the specimen was about 15%, which also confirmed the mass
fraction of bronze is 85%. Additionally, the density increased from 3.7 g/cm3 to about
6.6 g/cm3. The results showed that the issues from the five sintering orientations were
generally similar and there was no significant influence from the five sintering directions
on the shrinkage and density of sintered parts.

Table 4. Shrinkage for dimension and weight and density of sintered metal cubes in five
sintering directions.

Sintering Direction
Dimension Shrinkage (%)

Weight Shrinkage (%)
Density (g/cm3)

x-Axis y-Axis z-Axis Before Sintering After Sintering

On xy surface 20.82 19.58 14.43 14.7 3.72 6.93
On xz surface 20.01 21.61 11.74 15.42 3.7 6.61
On yz surface 21.21 20.08 11.53 15.19 3.72 6.56

On-edge 21.18 21.61 12.82 14.84 3.71 6.63
On point 20.37 20.52 13.6 14.78 3.7 6.53

According to Table 4 the shrinkage of the z-axis was smaller than that of the x- and
y-axes because there were pores between the layers in the green part. This same phe-
nomenon was deeply analyzed by the authors of [26] and a reasonable explanation was
proposed. After printing the pores were formed flat between layers (Figure 6). During
the process of sintering under high temperatures the pores showed anisotropic behavior
changing from a plane shape to a spherical shape (Figure 6). The uniaxial forming of the
pores was opposite to the sintering shrinkage direction on the z-axis, so the shrinkage was
less than that on the x-axis and the y-axis. Consequently, the porosity generated during
printing affected the dimension shrinkage.

The density of specimens increased significantly after sintering, as Table 4 showed.
While the standard density of bronze is 8.8 g/cm3 [27–29], the density of the metal parts
was still lower due to the existence of the pores. After sawing the specimens large pores
were observed. The presence of pores leads to a significant reduction in the density of
metal parts.
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Figure 7. Results of pore position on metal tensile specimens from nine combinations between
printing directions and sintering directions (the red circles represented the pores on surfaces of metal
parts): (a1) flat printing-flat sintering; (a2) flat printing-on-edge sintering; (a3) flat printing-upright
sintering; (b1) on-edge printing-flat sintering; (b2) on-edge printing-on-edge sintering; (b3) on-edge
printing-upright sintering; (c1) upright printing-flat sintering; (c2) upright printing-on-edge sintering;
(c3) upright printing-upright sintering.
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3.2.1. Tensile Stress Analysis

It was observed that all specimens with printing and sintering direction “upright”
were broken after the sintering process. It is well-known that the interconnection between
layers of green parts from additive manufacturing is weak [30–32]. For the specimens
printed in the “upright” orientation the number of layers was higher than in the other two
printing directions. Any sample that had fewer combinations between layers were broken
after sintering. Some parts broke before the end of the entire printing process. During
the debinding and sintering processes the specimens were embedded in the sand, which
supported the specimens. In the sintering process metal particles flowed and produced
sintering agglomeration, in accordance with the findings of the authors of [33,34]. In this
case, the standing specimen (Figure 8a) formed its agglomerations at the top and in the
middle, discharging the particles up or downward (changing shown from Figure 8b to
Figure 8c). In addition, the gravity of the specimens and the support from the sand also
played essential roles. Due to the reduction in material and separation force at this position
the specimens broke at the location marked in Figure 8c.
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Figure 8. Diagram of fracture mechanism of vertical sintered parts: (a) green part; (b) brown part.
PLA vaporized and only bronze particles remained in the part; (c) metal part. Material fracture
caused by uneven distribution of sintering concentration, gravity, and sand support effect.

After sintering only the specimens from four printing-sintering combinations (flat
printing-flat sintering, flat printing-on-edge sintering, on-edge printing-flat sintering and
on-edge printing-on-edge sintering) were successfully sintered (Test No. 1, 2, 4 and 5 in
Table 3). These parts were tested for their mechanical properties. Figure 9 below shows
the determined stress–strain curves. As can be seen from the graph only slight differences
in tensile stress were determined between the same printing directions. However, the
tensile stress of printing direction on-edge was higher than in the flat-printing direction.
Since the porosity influences, the tensile stress, and the pore volume on the surface of
the on-edge-printed specimens were smaller than those of plane printed samples (see
Figure 7a,b) the on-edge-printed specimens had better tensile stress. Thus, porosity played
a key role in tensile stress. Considering the determined porosity volumes on the surface
and the tensile stresses of all variants produced the combination of printing and sintering
“on-edge-flat” can be identified as the best.
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Figure 9. Tensile stress–strain curves of metal parts from test No. 1, 2, 4, and 5 in Table 3.

3.2.2. Microstructural and Porosity Analysis

According to Figure 7 most of the pores were located on the layers parallel to the
printing bed during the printing process. However, there were only a few or no pores on
the layers that were positioned perpendicular to the print bed. The green tensile speci-
mens with different printing directions were subject to supplementary SEM examinations.
Figure 10 shows the illustrations of three printing directions (Figure 10(a1–c1)), top views
(Figure 10(a2–c2)), and cross sections (Figure 10(a3–c4)) of the green parts. The flat printed
and on-edge printed samples had fewer layers than the “upright” printing direction. Ac-
cording to Figure 10(a2–c2) the infill in the layers was bonded tightly. There was no gap
between the infills. Only a few small pores were detected in the sample cross-section, as
Figure 10(a2–c2) shows. On the other hand, there were big gaps between layers from the
cross section of green parts shown in Figure 10(a3–c4).

As the evaluation of Figure 10 showed the interconnection between infill is much
larger than an interconnection between layers inside of green specimens (indicated in
Figure 11) [20]. During the debinding process the gaseous PLA could diffuse out of the
part through the gaps between layers. The tight interconnection of the filler in the layers
prevents the gaseous PLA from diffusing out of the metal parts to a certain extent causing
pores to be formed. The experimental results (see Figure 7) showed that the pore volume of
flat printed specimens was the largest and that of the upright printed specimen was the
smallest, which is a function of the area of the specimen parallel to the printing bed.
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Figure 10. Illustration and scanning electron microscope (SEM) images of printed green tensile speci-
mens (The red circles showed pores/gaps on the surfaces or inside of the specimens). (a1) Illustration
of flat printed specimen; (a2) top view of the flat specimen; (a3) cross section of the flat specimen;
(a4) zoomed view of cross section of the flat specimen; (b1) illustration of on-edge printed specimen;
(b2) top view of the on-edge specimen; (b3) cross section of the on-edge specimen; (b4) zoomed view
of cross section of the on-edge specimen; (c1) illustration of upright printed specimen; (c2) top view
of the upright specimen; (c3) cross section of the upright specimen; (c4) zoomed view of cross section
of the upright specimen.
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green part; (b) cross section of a green part and the exit directions of gaseous PLA during debinding.

The microstructure and porosity volume fraction of the nine metal specimens appears
in Figure 12. Inside of metal parts, the pores were imaged clearly. It is worth mentioning
that, while the form of pores was diverse, the volume fraction of porosity inside of the
parts was similar in each specimen. The pores from Figure 12(a2,b3) had bar-type pores
parallel to the long side of the specimens, which came from the gap between the infill and
the perimeter as displayed in Figure 10(a2,b2) and Figure 11a. However, the results from
Figure 12(c1,c3) showed rod-like pores in the vertical direction caused by the gaps between
the layers (shown in Figure 10(c3,c4) and Figure 11b). For this reason, the porosity from
printing also appeared in the final metal parts as well. The printing directions also played
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an essential role in pore formation. Therefore, it is vital to control the shape of pores during
the printing process.
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Figure 12. Microstructure and porosity volume fraction of different combination specimens in print-
ing and sintering directions (the red circles represented the shapes built from pores): (a1) flat printing–
flat sintering; (a2) flat printing–on-edge sintering; (a3) flat printing–upright sintering; (b1) on-edge
printing–flat sintering; (b2) on-edge printing–on-edge sintering; (b3) on-edge printing–upright sin-
tering; (c1) upright printing–flat sintering; (c2) upright printing–on-edge sintering; (c3) upright
printing–upright sintering.

4. Conclusions

In this experiment, we produced metal specimens using bronze/PLA hybrid filament
coupled with FFF 3D printing. We demonstrated the density change and dimension/weight
shrinkage of sintered parts by reversing the sintering directions on cubes. In addition, we
focused on the tensile stress and porosity of metal parts by researching printing/sintering
orientations on tensile specimens. The methods and results of this work could be a reference
point that contributes to the future improvement of sintered metal parts properties research.
The conclusions of this study can be summarized as follows:

1. Sintering orientations had only minor effects on shrinkage, density, and porosity.
The results from different sintering directions were similar. Shrinkage in the layer
direction was lower than in the x and y directions. The density of the parts was
increased by about 6.6 g/cm3 after sintering. The porosity was independent of the
sintering direction. Parts produced in the “upright” sintering direction resulted in
weakness leading to fracturing.
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2. The printing orientations played an important role in tensile stress and porosity.
“Upright” printed specimens were weak. Conversely, “on-edge” printed specimens
had the best tensile stress at about 190 MPa. In addition, porosity occurred on the
surfaces of the parts that were parallel to the printing bed. The pore volume was
dependent on the area of the horizontally printed surfaces.

3. The best printing-sintering combination was “on-edge-flat”. The tensile stress and
surface porosity supported these conclusions.

Towards the goal of producing higher-quality metal parts we will focus on minimizing
the porosity of the printed parts in the future. The potential future research could focus on
extending sintering time appropriately, increasing the percentage of metal powder in the hybrid
filament, and using advanced materials to produce metal/polymer composite filament [35–37].

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, X.W., R.B., I.B., and T.W.; Methodology, X.W., and X.L.;
Experiment, X.W.; Investigation, X.W., and X.L.; Resource, X.W.; Writing—original draft preparation,
X.W., S.S., and X.L.; Writing—review and editing, X.W., X.L., S.S., and R.B.; Funding acquisition, X.W.,
R.B., and T.W. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: The data used to support the findings of this study are available from
the corresponding authors upon request.

Acknowledgments: We gratefully acknowledge Marlies Kupfernagel, Sabine Schlüsselburg, and
Michael Schmidt of the Institute of Apparatus and Environmental Technology, Otto-von-Guericke-
University Magdeburg for using facilities and materials support from Comateq GmbH and our
colleague Wolfgang König.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Esper, F.J. Pulvermetallurgie: Das Flexible und fortschrittliche Verfahren für Wirtschaftliche und Zuverlässige Bauteile; Expert Verlag:

Renningen-Malmsheim, Germany, 1996; ISBN 3-8169-1321-0.
2. Ruthardt, R. Fertigungsoptimierung; DGM Informationsgesellschaft mbH: Frankfurt, Germany, 1996; ISBN 3-88355-225-9.
3. Amin, A.M.; Ibrahim, M.H.I.; Asmawi, R.; Mustaffa, N.; Hashim, M.Y. Thermal Debinding and Sintering of water atomised

SS316L Metal Injection Moulding Process. IOP Conf. Ser. Mater. Sci. Eng. 2017, 226, 12155. [CrossRef]
4. Manam, N.S.; Harun, W.S.W.; Ibrahim, M.H.I.; Khalil, N.Z.; Samykano, M. Sintering temperature effects on the properties of

stainless steel 316L compact fabricated by metal injection moulding. IJMTM 2019, 33, 37. [CrossRef]
5. Supriadi, S.; Suharno, B.; Hidayatullah, R.; Maulana, G.; Baek, E.R. Thermal Debinding Process of SS 17-4 PH in Metal Injection

Molding Process with Variation of Heating Rates, Temperatures, and Holding Times. SSP 2017, 266, 238–244. [CrossRef]
6. Xu, Z.; Hodgson, M.; Chang, K.; Chen, G.; Yuan, X.; Cao, P. Effect of Sintering Time on the Densification, Microstructure, Weight

Loss and Tensile Properties of a Powder Metallurgical Fe-Mn-Si Alloy. Metals 2017, 7, 81. [CrossRef]
7. Tafti, A.A.; Demers, V.; Majdi, S.M.; Vachon, G.; Brailovski, V. Effect of Thermal Debinding Conditions on the Sintered Density of

Low-Pressure Powder Injection Molded Iron Parts. Metals 2021, 11, 264. [CrossRef]
8. Agne, A.; Barrière, T. Modelling and numerical simulation of Supercritical CO2 debinding of Inconel 718 components elaborated

by Metal Injection Molding. Appl. Sci. 2017, 7, 1024. [CrossRef]
9. Boschetto, A.; Bottini, L.; Veniali, F. Finishing of Fused Deposition Modeling parts by CNC machining. Robot. Comput. Integr.

Manuf. 2016, 41, 92–101. [CrossRef]
10. Gloeckle, C.; Konkol, T.; Jacobs, O.; Limberg, W.; Ebel, T.; Handge, U.A. Processing of Highly Filled Polymer-Metal Feedstocks for

Fused Filament Fabrication and the Production of Metallic Implants. Materials 2020, 13, 4413. [CrossRef]
11. Gonzalez-Gutierrez, J.; Cano, S.; Schuschnigg, S.; Kukla, C.; Sapkota, J.; Holzer, C. Additive Manufacturing of Metallic and Ceramic

Components by the Material Extrusion of Highly-Filled Polymers: A Review and Future Perspectives. Materials 2018, 11, 840. [CrossRef]
12. Godec, D.; Cano, S.; Holzer, C.; Gonzalez-Gutierrez, J. Optimization of the 3D Printing Parameters for Tensile Properties of

Specimens Produced by Fused Filament Fabrication of 17-4PH Stainless Steel. Materials 2020, 13, 774. [CrossRef]
13. Fafenrot, S.; Grimmelsmann, N.; Wortmann, M.; Ehrmann, A. Three-Dimensional (3D) Printing of Polymer-Metal Hybrid

Materials by Fused Deposition Modeling. Materials 2017, 10, 1199. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1088/1757-899X/226/1/012155
http://doi.org/10.1504/IJMTM.2019.100158
http://doi.org/10.4028/www.scientific.net/SSP.266.238
http://doi.org/10.3390/met7030081
http://doi.org/10.3390/met11020264
http://doi.org/10.3390/app7101024
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.rcim.2016.03.004
http://doi.org/10.3390/ma13194413
http://doi.org/10.3390/ma11050840
http://doi.org/10.3390/ma13030774
http://doi.org/10.3390/ma10101199


Materials 2022, 15, 5333 13 of 13

14. Gong, H.; Crater, C.; Ordonez, A.; Ward, C.; Waller, M.; Ginn, C. Material Properties and Shrinkage of 3D Printing Parts
using Ultrafuse Stainless Steel 316LX Filament. In Proceedings of the International Conference on Mechanical, Materials and
Manufacturing (ICMMM 2018), Georgia Southern University, Statesboro, GA, USA. MATEC Web Conf. 2018, 249, 01001. [CrossRef]

15. Caminero, M.Á.; Romero, A.; Chacón, J.M.; Núñez, P.J.; García-Plaza, E.; Rodríguez, G.P. Additive manufacturing of 316L
stainless-steel structures using fused filament fabrication technology: Mechanical and geometric properties. RPJ 2021, 27, 583–591.
[CrossRef]

16. Kurose, T.; Abe, Y.; Santos, M.V.A.; Kanaya, Y.; Ishigami, A.; Tanaka, S.; Ito, H. Influence of the Layer Directions on the Properties
of 316L Stainless Steel Parts Fabricated through Fused Deposition of Metals. Materials 2020, 13, 2493. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

17. Burkhardt, C.; Freigassner, P.; Weber, O.; Imgrund, P.; Hampel, S. Fused Filament Fabrication (FFF) of 316L Green Parts for the
MIM process. In Proceedings of the World PM2016—AM—Deposition Technologies, Hamburg, Germany, 9–13 October 2016.

18. Thompson, Y.; Gonzalez-Gutierrez, J.; Kukla, C.; Felfer, P. Fused filament fabrication, debinding and sintering as a low cost
additive manufacturing method of 316L stainless steel. Addit. Manuf. 2019, 30, 100861. [CrossRef]

19. Liu, B.; Wang, Y.; Lin, Z.; Zhang, T. Creating metal parts by Fused Deposition Modeling and Sintering. Mater. Lett. 2020, 263,
127252. [CrossRef]

20. Hamidi, M.F.F.A.; Harun, W.S.W.; Khalil, N.Z.; Ghani, S.A.C.; Azir, M.Z. Study of solvent debinding parameters for metal injection
moulded 316L stainless steel. IOP Conf. Ser. Mater. Sci. Eng. 2017, 257, 12035. [CrossRef]

21. Hasib, A.G.; Niauzorau, S.; Xu, W.; Niverty, S.; Kublik, N.; Williams, J.; Chawla, N.; Song, K.; Azeredo, B. Rheology scaling of
spherical metal powders dispersed in thermoplastics and its correlation to the extrudability of filaments for 3D printing. Addit.
Manuf. 2021, 41, 101967. [CrossRef]

22. Hwang, K.S.; Tsou, T.H. Thermal debinding of powder injection molded parts: Observations and mechanisms. MTA 1992, 23,
2775–2782. [CrossRef]

23. Jiang, D.; Ning, F. Fused Filament Fabrication of Biodegradable PLA/316L Composite Scaffolds: Effects of Metal Particle Content.
Procedia Manuf. 2020, 48, 755–762. [CrossRef]

24. DIN e.V. Kunststoffe—Bestimmung der Zugeigenschaften—Teil 2: Prüfbedingungen für Form- und Extrusionsmassen (ISO
527-2:2012); Deutsche Fassung EN ISO 527-2:2012; Beuth-Verlag: Berlin, 2012. Available online: https://www.beuth.de/de/
norm/din-en-iso-527-2/148232494 (accessed on 10 July 2022).

25. DIN e.V. Metallic Materials—Tensile Testing: Part 1: Method of Test at Room Temperature (ISO 6892-1:2019); German Version EN
ISO 6892-1:2019; Beuth-Verlag: Berlin, 2020 (ICS 77.040.10). Available online: https://www.beuth.de/de/norm/din-en-iso-6892
-1/317931281 (accessed on 10 July 2022).

26. Randall, M. Powder Metallurgy of Iron and Steel; A Wiley-Interscience Publication: New York, NY, USA, 1995; ISBN 0-471-15739-2.
27. Alloys. Available online: https://www.alspi.com/alloys.pdf (accessed on 10 July 2022).
28. Metall—Physikalischen Eigenschaften. Available online: https://www.tabelle.info/metall.htm (accessed on 2 June 2021).
29. Innorat. Metalle Physikalische Eigenschaften: Metallische Werkstoffe Physikalische Eigenschaften. Available online: https:

//innorat.ch/Metalle%20physikalische%20Eigenschaften_u2_90.html (accessed on 10 July 2022).
30. Giri, J.; Chiwande, A.; Gupta, Y.; Mahatme, C.; Giri, P. Effect of process parameters on mechanical properties of 3d printed

samples using FDM process. Mater. Today Proc. 2021, 47, 5856–5861. [CrossRef]
31. Chacón, J.M.; Caminero, M.A.; García-Plaza, E.; Núñez, P.J. Additive manufacturing of PLA structures using fused deposition

modelling: Effect of process parameters on mechanical properties and their optimal selection. Mater. Des. 2017, 124, 143–157.
[CrossRef]

32. Khalid, M.; Peng, Q. Investigation of Printing Parameters of Additive Manufacturing Process for Sustainability Using Design of
Experiments. J. Mech. Des. 2021, 143, 032001. [CrossRef]

33. Randall, M. Sintering Theory and Practice; A Wiley-Interscience Publication: New York, NY, USA, 1996; ISBN 0-471-05786-X.
34. Schatt, W. Sintervorgänge: Grundlagen; VDI-Verlag GmbH: Düsseldorf, Germany, 1992; ISBN 3-18-401218-2.
35. Wang, Q.; Ji, C.; Sun, L.; Sun, J.; Liu, J. Cellulose Nanofibrils Filled Poly(Lactic Acid) Biocomposite Filament for FDM 3D Printing.

Molecules 2020, 25, 2319. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
36. Ranjan, N.; Singh, R.; Ahuja, I. Investigations on joining of orthopaedic scaffold with rapid tooling. Proc. Inst. Mech. Eng. H 2019,

233, 754–760. [CrossRef]
37. Thiam, B.G.; El Magri, A.; Vanaei, H.R.; Vaudreuil, S. 3D Printed and Conventional Membranes-A Review. Polymers 2022, 14, 1023.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.1051/matecconf/201824901001
http://doi.org/10.1108/RPJ-06-2020-0120
http://doi.org/10.3390/ma13112493
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32486111
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.addma.2019.100861
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.matlet.2019.127252
http://doi.org/10.1088/1757-899X/257/1/012035
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.addma.2021.101967
http://doi.org/10.1007/BF02651756
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.promfg.2020.05.110
https://www.beuth.de/de/norm/din-en-iso-527-2/148232494
https://www.beuth.de/de/norm/din-en-iso-527-2/148232494
https://www.beuth.de/de/norm/din-en-iso-6892-1/317931281
https://www.beuth.de/de/norm/din-en-iso-6892-1/317931281
https://www.alspi.com/alloys.pdf
https://www.tabelle.info/metall.htm
https://innorat.ch/Metalle%20physikalische%20Eigenschaften_u2_90.html
https://innorat.ch/Metalle%20physikalische%20Eigenschaften_u2_90.html
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.matpr.2021.04.283
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.matdes.2017.03.065
http://doi.org/10.1115/1.4049521
http://doi.org/10.3390/molecules25102319
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32429191
http://doi.org/10.1177/0954411919852811
http://doi.org/10.3390/polym14051023
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35267846

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Materials 
	3D Printing 
	Thermal Debinding and Sintering 
	Printing and Sintering Direction 
	Printing and Sintering Direction for Cubes 
	Printing and Sintering Directions for Tensile Specimens 

	Shrinkage and Density Analysis 
	Microstructural Characterization 
	Mechanical Characterization 

	Results and Discussion 
	Shrinkage and Density Analysis through Sintered Cubes 
	Tensile Stress and Porosity Analysis through Tensile Specimens 
	Tensile Stress Analysis 
	Microstructural and Porosity Analysis 


	Conclusions 
	References

