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Multiple regression analysis predicts the dynamic
of chondrocytes stimulated by magnetic and electric fields
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Purpose: The aim of this study was to implement a multiple regression analysis to find mathematical models that estimate the
proliferative rate and the molecular synthesis of chondrocytes when these cells are stimulated either by magnetic or electric fields.
Methods: Data derived from previous studies performed in our laboratory were used for statistical analyses, which consisted of ap-
plying magnetic fields (1 and 2 mT) and electric fields (4 and 8 mV/cm) to chondrocytes. Data from cell proliferation and glycosami-
noglycan expression were used to adjust and to validate each mathematical model. Results: The root square model efficiently pre-
dicted the chondrocyte dynamics, evidencing determination coefficients of R2 = 92.04 for proliferation and R2 = 70.95 for
glycosaminoglycans when magnetic fields were applied, and R2 = 88.19 for proliferation and R2 = 74.79 for glycosaminoglycans when
electric fields were applied. Conclusions: The reduced, interactive, quadratic and combined models exhibited lower R2 values, neverthe-
less, they were useful to predict proliferation and glycosaminoglycan synthesis, as the right-skewed distribution, determined by the F pa-
rameter, evidenced a Frejected < Fcomputed. The models are efficient since the prediction of chondrocyte dynamics is comparable to the cell
growth and to the molecular synthesis observed experimentally. This novel formulation may be dynamic because the variables that fit the
models may be modified to improve in vitro procedures focused on cartilage recovery.
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1. Introduction

Biophysical stimuli such as magnetic fields (MFs)
and electric fields (EFs) have been implemented to
stimulate chondrocyte dynamics. On one hand, MFs
have been applied to in vitro cultures to preserve chon-
drocytes morphology [22], increase DNA synthesis
[29], and enhance proliferation and glycosaminogly-
can (GAGs) synthesis [34]. MFs have been applied to
cartilage explants either to improve synthesis of pro-
teoglycans and stimulate anabolic activities [30], [31]
or to counteract catabolic activities and enhance osteo-

arthritis [37]. Application of MFs has been investigated
in chondrocytes cultured in scaffolds. For example,
osteoarthritic chondrocytes encapsulated within alginate
structures expressed more proteoglycans when MFs
were applied [15]. In studies by Schmidt-Rohlfing et
al. [42], and Nicolin et al. [35], it was possible to ob-
serve that MFs applied to articular chondrocytes cul-
tured in collagen membranes increased cell prolifera-
tion, synthesis of collagen type II and proteoglycans
in the pericellular region. MFs have been applied in
vivo in the recovery of knee osteoarthritis. For instance,
MFs preserved the articular cartilage morphology [10],
[13], [14], retarded the development of lesions [10],
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and improved joint motion, pain and tenderness [34],
[39], [46], [47]. On the other hand, EFs have been ap-
plied in vitro to increase chondrocyte proliferation and
GAGs synthesis [2], [6], [7], [40]. Wang et al. [52],
elucidated that EFs increased aggrecan and collagen
type II synthesis. EFs have been applied to cartilage
explants and scaffolds. For instance, cartilage explants
stimulated with EFs experienced an increase in proteo-
glycans (34%) and collagen type II (71%) after 14 days
of stimulation [8]. Osteoarthritic human cartilage ex-
plants were stimulated with EFs. Results showed 1.4
and 1.5-fold increase in proteoglycans and collagen
type II, respectively [9]. EFs have been applied to scaf-
folds used for cartilage repair, however, the reports in
literature are limited and the results have been contra-
dictory. For instance, chondrocytes seeded into agarose
gels and electrically stimulated increased in cell density
and GAGs synthesis [45]. In contrast, Akanji et al. [1],
investigated the effects of direct current on cell prolif-
eration and matrix synthesis, using a 3D chondrocyte-
agarose scaffold. Their results demonstrated that EFs
have no influence over protein synthesis, cell prolifera-
tion and mRNA expression.

Based on the above, MFs and EFs modulate chon-
drocyte dynamics favoring cell proliferation, chondro-
cyte morphology and molecular synthesis. However,
there are relevant stimulation parameters to find the
best combination to stimulate chondrocytes [48]. These
parameters include intensities of MFs and EFs to stimu-
late chondrocytes, stimulation time per day, and the days
that the cells need to be under stimulation. By control-
ling and varying these parameters, it is going to be
possible to estimate either the best proliferation rate
or the desired increase in molecular synthesis. For
this reason, it is necessary to use alternative methods
that make it possible not only to mimic cell biology
experiments, but also to predict cell dynamics when the
variables previously mentioned vary. Accordingly,
several mathematical models were implemented to
simulate cell dynamics, such as exponential logistic
growth equations [20], [24], [25], [53], growth [3], [43],
linear regression [38], monod [5], [11], [44] and agent-
based models [18], [19], [28]; and a combination of
models [36], [41], [54]. Nevertheless, there is no model
that simulates cell response when external biophysical
stimuli are applied to cell cultures. Therefore, in this
study, a multiple regression analysis was implemented
to find the equations that estimate the proliferative rate
and the molecular synthesis of GAGs when chondro-
cytes are stimulated by MFs and EFs. The implementa-
tion of a combined experimental and mathematical
approach allows to predict the MFs and EFs that
stimulate in vitro alternative chondrocytes, reducing the

number of experimental assays and providing a cost-
effective in cartilage tissue engineering. Additionally,
the standardization of a well-stablished protocol allows
for the analysis of different MF and EF intensities and
stimulation times to better understand the impact of
biophysical stimulation on cell dynamics during the
process of articular cartilage maintenance.

2. Materials and methods

2.1. Data acquisition
for statistical analysis

Data derived from previous studies carried out in our
laboratory were used in this study. Regarding the mag-
netic stimulation, data of cell proliferation and GAGs
synthesis were acquired from the study [12]. Here,
chondrocytes were stimulated with MFs of 1 and 2 mT
at 60 Hz. These magnitudes were applied to chondro-
cytes for 1, 3 and 5 h every 6 h for 8 days. Concerning
the electrical stimulation, data of cell population and
GAGs expression were obtained from the paper [49].
Here, chondrocytes were exposed to EFs of 4 and
8 mV/cm at 60 kHz sine waveform for 8 days. The EFs
were delivered daily, starting from the first day of cul-
ture, using exposure times of 30 min, 1 and 5 h.

2.2. Regression model

Using data derived from the proliferation and GAGs
quantification of stimulated and non-stimulated cell
cultures, a multiple regression analysis was performed to
observe the effect of independent variables (MFs/EFs,
time of stimulation and days of culture) over the depend-
ent variables (proliferation and GAGs synthesis). The
data analyzed in the model were the number of cells/dish
and the expression of GAGs/cell in each time measured.

Data were analyzed using different models. The
first analysis consisted in applying a reduced model
(Eq. (1)), which was compared with the following
models. Independent variables were modelled using
an interactive model (Eq. (2)). Thereafter, data were
analyzed through a quadratic model (Eq. (3)). Finally,
data were analyzed by combining equations (2) and (3)
to observe how the interaction between the predictors
of each model influence the response of the depend-
ent variables (Eq. (4)).
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where y represents either number of cells/dish or amount
of GAGs/cell, x1 describes either MF or EF strengths,
x2 indicates days of culture (Dc), x3 is stimulation
time (Ts), and 0–9 are coefficients obtained from the
regression analysis. A test comparing nested models
was developed to observe whether the models are use-
ful to predict the number of cells or the expression of
GAGs of stimulated and non-stimulated cultures. The
test consisted in corroborating the alternative and null
hypothesis, which are described by Eq. (5).
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Then, the right-skewed distribution determined by
the F parameter was calculated to do a comparison
between Frejected and Fcomputed. The Fcomputed was calcu-
lated using Eq. (6), in which SSER is the sum of squared
errors for the reduced model, SSEC is the sum of
squared errors for the complete model, k – g is the
number of  parameters specified in H0, k + 1 is the
number of  parameters in the complete model and
n is the sample size.
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After analyzing the models previously described,
data were transformed to stabilize residuals and avoid
heteroscedasticity property. Data transformation was
performed by applying the root square model to the
number of cells/dish and the total of GAGs/cell
(Eq. (7)). Then, transformed data were analyzed using
Eq. (7), where a sensibility analysis was performed to
eliminate all outliers and predictors that do not accom-
plish the level of significance p  0.05.
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Experimental data was analyzed using Minitab 18.1
(Minitab, Inc., PA, USA), while the equations obtained

to model proliferation rate and GAG’s synthesis were
implemented in MATLAB R2019b (MathWorks, Na-
tick, MA, USA).

2.3. Statistical analysis

All experimental analyzes were performed using an
average of 3. Cell proliferation was analyzed through
ANOVA. In the cases in which the data showed sig-
nificance, statistical verification tests were carried out
to make use of the model. The statistical tests were:
analysis of variances, F test, Shapiro–Wilk test and
Durbin–Watson test. Data that did not meet the afore-
mentioned assumptions were analyzed by non-para-
metric statistic through a F test that bought the slopes
of the proliferation curves. A one-way ANOVA was
implemented to analyze the synthesis of GAGs, iden-
tifying the difference between groups; similarly, as-
sumptions of normality and homogeneity of variances
were verified. In addition, paired comparisons were
made using the DMS test. The significant differences
were considered significant with a p  0.05. Regard-
ing the computational data, a prediction of the fitted
models was implemented, considering a 95% of con-
fidence interval.

3. Results

3.1. Magnetic stimulation

Data obtained from proliferation and GAGs quan-
tification assays to perform the regression analysis are
shown in Table 1. A comparison was performed
between experimental data and prediction models
regarding cell number and GAGs production. On
the one hand, differences in cell proliferation were
found at days 5 and 8 between non-stimulated and
stimulated cultures applying 2 mT for 1 h. On the
other hand, differences in GAGs synthesis were
found at day 5 between non-stimulated and stimu-
lated cultures applying 2 mT for 5 h, while at day 8
there were differences between non-stimulated and
stimulated cultures applying 2 mT during 1, 3 and
5 h.

Coefficients obtained from the reduced model for
both number of cells/dish and content of GAGs/cell
are in Eqs. (8) and (9). Results demonstrated that the
reduced model can explain both number of cells/dish
and concentration of GAGs/cell (Fig. 1).
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Table 1. Proliferation rate and GAGs quantification
of chondrocytes stimulated with MFs

Field
[mT]

Day
of culture

Time
of exposure [h]

Nº
Cells

GAGS/cell
[pg/cell]

1 2 3 4 5
0 2 0 41500 43
0 2 0 43000 39
0 2 0 37500 40
0 5 0 58500 32
0 5 0 59500 26
0 5 0 65000 31
0 8 0 154500 20
0 8 0 123000 24
0 8 0 114500 26
1 2 1 36000 61
1 2 1 31000 52
1 2 1 35500 46
1 5 1 62500 34
1 5 1 46500 48
1 5 1 43000 57
1 8 1 102000 26
1 8 1 102000 23
1 8 1 110500 26
1 2 3 32500 47
1 2 3 47500 36
1 2 3 29500 61
1 5 3 58500 28
1 5 3 48500 46
1 5 3 39500 47
1 8 3 98000 27
1 8 3 113000 23
1 8 3 109000 25
1 2 5 32000 44
1 2 5 14500 87
1 2 5 33000 36
1 5 5 60000 33
1 5 5 58500 37
1 5 5 61500 34
1 8 5 85000 24
1 8 5 109000 28
1 8 5 103500 25
2 2 1 30500 26
2 2 1 27500 78
2 2 1 29500 83
2 5 1 37500 55
2 5 1 46500 38
2 5 1 37500 54
2 8 1 95500 28
2 8 1 62000 43
2 8 1 84500 33
2 2 3 37000 58
2 2 3 37000 43
2 2 3 43500 40
2 5 3 90000 19
2 5 3 61000 28
2 5 3 67500 33
2 8 3 189500 11

Table 1 continued

1 2 3 4 5
2 8 3 180500 11
2 8 3 134500 14
2 2 5 27000 71
2 2 5 33000 57
2 2 5 27000 77
2 5 5 74000 50
2 5 5 72000 56
2 5 5 64500 62
2 8 5 126500 39
2 8 5 145500 33
2 8 5 111000 41

oN Cells/dish 2286 365 13873 1077 ,c sMF D T    
(8)

sc TDMF 47.056.427.587.54GAGs/cell  . (9)

Coefficients obtained from the interactive model for
both number of cells/dish and content of GAGs/cell are
in Eqs. (10) and (11). Results demonstrated that the
interactive model could explain the number of cells/dish,
but it cannot explain the concentration of GAGs/cell
(Frejection = 2.76 > Fcomputed = 0.48) (Fig. 2).

oN Cells/dish 17 316 14 831 11947 10 043c sMF D T   

595 7154 452 ,c s c sMF D MF T D T      (10)

GAGs/cell 48.04 8.96 3.08 0.64c sMF D T   

0.88 0.43 0.14c s c sMF D MF T D T      (11)

Regarding the quadratic model, the coefficients ob-
tained for number of cells/dish and content of GAGs/cell
are in Eqs. (12) and (13). Results demonstrated that the
quadratic model could explain both number of cells/dish
and concentration of GAGs/cell (Fig. 3).

oN Cells/dish 45 024 78172 5571 cMF D  

2 2 227 000 29 391 1944 3997 ,s c sT MF D T    (12)

GAGs/cell 52.98 38.2 4.01 cMF D  

2 2 218.47 11.25 0.056 3.13 .s c sT MF D T    (13)

Applying the combined model to the data, coeffi-
cients obtained for number of cells/dish and content of
GAGs/cell are in Eqs. (14) and (15). Results demon-
strated that the combined model could explain both
number of cells/dish and concentration of GAGs/cell
(Fig. 4).
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Fig. 1. Representative scheme of cell proliferation and GAGs synthesis of non-stimulated and stimulated cultures
with MFs compared with data obtained by reduced model. Predictions (red bars) for each experimental data (grey scale bars)

are located on the left side, A) Cell population of chondrocytes, B) GAGs synthesis of chondrocytes.
Each scale bar corresponds to the average of three different samples. Experimental data were statistically analyzed,

evidencing significant differences between stimulation schemes and controls ( p < 0.05*).
The prediction probability of the model was evidenced with error bars, considering a confidence interval of 95%

Fig. 2. Representative scheme of cell proliferation and GAGs synthesis of non-stimulated and stimulated cultures
with MFs compared with data obtained by interactive model. Predictions (red bars) for each experimental data (grey scale bars)

are located on the left side, A) Cell population of chondrocytes, B) GAGs synthesis of chondrocytes.
Each scale bar corresponds to the average of three different samples. Experimental data were statistically analyzed,

evidencing significant differences between stimulation schemes and controls ( p < 0.05*).
The prediction probability of the model was evidenced with error bars, considering a confidence interval of 95%
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Fig. 3. Representative scheme of cell proliferation and GAGs synthesis of non-stimulated and stimulated cultures with MFs
compared to data obtained by quadratic model. Predictions (red bars) for each experimental data (grey scale bars)

are located on the left side, A) Cell population of chondrocytes, B) GAGs synthesis of chondrocytes.
Each scale bar corresponds to the average of three different samples. Experimental data were statistically analyzed,

evidencing significant differences between stimulation schemes and controls ( p < 0.05*).
The prediction probability of the model was evidenced with error bars, considering a confidence interval of 95%

Fig. 4. Representative scheme of cell proliferation and GAGs synthesis of non-stimulated and stimulated cultures with MFs
compared to data obtained by combined model. Predictions (red bars) for each experimental data (grey scale bars)

are located on the left side, A) Cell population of chondrocytes, B) GAGs synthesis of chondrocytes.
Each scale bar corresponds to the average of three different samples. Experimental data were statistically analyzed,

evidencing significant differences between stimulation schemes and controls (p < 0.05*).
The prediction probability of the model was evidenced with error bars, considering a confidence interval of 95%
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oN Cells/dish 54656 55989 7493 cMF D  

14679 595 6708s c sT MF D MF T    

2 2 2452 14297 1944 3997 ,c s c sD T MF D T     (14)

GAGs/cell 45.56 50.02 2.52 cMF D  

20.81 0.875 2.03 0.14s c s cT MF D MF T D     

2 2 215 82 0.056 3.13 .s c sT . MF D T    (15)

The simulation of the reduced, interactive, quad-
ratic and combined models evidenced the determination
coefficients R-squared (R2) and adjusted R-squared

Table 2. Constants and coefficients obtained from the regression output of stimulated cultures with MFs

Reduced
model

Interactive
model

Quadratic
model

Combined
model

Root square
model

No cell/dish 72.78 77.94 83.23 85.28 92.04
R2

GAGs /cell 49.12 50.41 59.58 61.59 70.95
No cell/dish 71.40 75.70 81.43 82.78 91.292

ADJR
GAGs /cell 46.53 45.10 55.25 55.07 67.72

Table 3. Constants and coefficients obtained from the regression output in cell cultures
stimulated with MFs. Frejected was calculated with an  = 0.05

Interactive
model

Quadratic
model

Combined
model

No cell/dish 2.73E + 10
SSER

GAGs/cell 9E + 3
No cell/dish 2.21E + 10 1.68E + 10 1.48E + 10

SSEC
GAGs /cell 9E + 3 7E + 3 6E + 3
No cell/dish

Frejected GAGs /cell
2.76 2.76 2.25

No cell/dish 4.36 11.36 7.50
Fcomputed GAGs /cell 0.48 4.83 3.04

Fig. 5. Representative scheme of cell proliferation and GAGs synthesis of non-stimulated and stimulated cultures with MFs compared to
data obtained by the root square model. Predictions (red bars) for each experimental data (grey scale bars) are located on the left side,
A) Cell population of chondrocytes, B) GAGs synthesis of chondrocytes. Each scale bar corresponds to the average of three different samples.
Experimental data were statistically analyzed, evidencing significant differences between stimulation schemes and controls (p < 0.05*).

The prediction probability of the model was evidenced with error bars, considering a confidence interval of 95%
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)( 2
ADJR  for number of cells/dish and content of GAGs/

cell (Table 2). Here, R2 provides information about
how much the variation in the dependent variable
could be explained by the model. In addition, the
difference between R2 and 2

ADJR  considers the sam-
ple size and the number of parameters used in the
model.

Constants and coefficients to calculate right-skewed
distribution (F) of interactive, quadratic and combined
models are in Table 3. Models that evidenced an
Fcomputed > Frejected were intended to reject H0, con-
cluding that interactive, quadratic and combined terms
contribute to the prediction of number of cells/dish
and GAGs/cell.

Finally, data were transformed using the root square
model and analyzed by using the combined model.
Coefficients obtained from the model for both number
of cells/dish and content of GAGs/cell were used in
Eqs. (16) and (17) (Fig. 5). These equations were
obtained by eliminating outliers and predictors that do
not accomplish levels of significance p  0.05. Coeffi-
cients R2 and 2

ADJR  for number of cells/dish and content
of GAGs/cell are in Table 2.

o CellsN 194.02 31.50 13.21
dish

MF MF  

2 21.23 2.15 3.65 ,s c s c sT D T D T     (16)

GAGs 6.21 3.95 1.65 0.12
cell sMF T MF   

2 2 20 96 0.021 0.26c c sD . MF D T    (17)

3.2. Electrical stimulation

Data collected from proliferation and GAGs quan-
tification assays to perform the regression analysis are
listed in Table 4. On one hand, differences in prolif-
eration rate were found at days 4 and 6 between non-
stimulated and stimulated cultures applying 4 mV/cm
for 30 min. Finally, a decrease in cell population was
observed in cell cultures stimulated with 4 and 8 mV/cm
during 5h at day 6. On the other hand, a decrease in
GAGs synthesis were found at days 2, 4 and 6 in both
non-stimulated and stimulated cultures during 30 min
and 1 h, while a constant synthesis of GAGs was ob-
served in stimulated cultures during 5 h compared to
non-stimulated cultures; specially, at day 6 were
GAGs were higher in stimulated cultures compared to
controls.

Table 4. Proliferation rate and GAGs quantification
of chondrocytes stimulated with Efs

Field
[mV/cm]

Day
of culture

Time
of exposure [h]

Nº
Cells

GAGS/cell
[pg/cell]

1 2 3 4 5
0 2 0.5 55000 246.665
0 2 0.5 70000 315.700
0 2 0.5 70000 195.027
0 4 0.5 85000 262.999
0 4 0.5 110000 147.378
0 4 0.5 100000 182.594
0 6 0.5 205000 42.652
0 6 0.5 180000 60.684
0 6 0.5 150000 68.547
0 8 0.5 705000 26.223
0 8 0.5 420000 43.101
0 8 0.5 475000 36.761
4 2 0.5 50000 92.821
4 2 0.5 40000 138.462
4 2 0.5 65000 95.069
4 4 0.5 165000 53.768
4 4 0.5 195000 33.005
4 4 0.5 225000 54.815
4 6 0.5 250000 34.462
4 6 0.5 285000 35.178
4 6 0.5 290000 33.687
4 8 0.5 540000 29.250
4 8 0.5 435000 28.647
4 8 0.5 825000 16.814
8 2 0.5 55000 280.794
8 2 0.5 75000 212.742
8 2 0.5 65000 246.784
8 4 0.5 90000 199.090
8 4 0.5 125000 136.519
8 4 0.5 115000 166.197
8 6 0.5 165000 48.329
8 6 0.5 180000 73.504
8 6 0.5 205000 45.779
8 8 0.5 530000 19.642
8 8 0.5 375000 46.564
8 8 0.5 790000 22.265
0 2 1 65000 394.625
0 2 1 80000 366.894
0 2 1 70000 293.895
0 4 1 150000 288.551
0 4 1 105000 235.495
0 4 1 145000 290.102
0 6 1 215000 72.137
0 6 1 185000 108.034
0 6 1 190000 73.333
0 8 1 455000 15.561
0 8 1 495000 34.302
0 8 1 520000 19.512
4 2 1 75000 511.945
4 2 1 70000 421.745
4 2 1 80000 492.036
4 4 1 110000 343.003
4 4 1 100000 477.816
4 4 1 100000 276.976
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Table 4 continued

1 2 3 4 5
4 6 1 160000 63.590
4 6 1 175000 63.590
4 6 1 175000 57.949
4 8 1 490000 16.647
4 8 1 440000 37.538
4 8 1 505000 18.703
8 2 1 70000 328.498
8 2 1 65000 351.048
8 2 1 60000 627.986
8 4 1 125000 390.358
8 4 1 105000 189.846
8 4 1 160000 29.670
8 6 1 195000 112.821
8 6 1 190000 216.850
8 6 1 215000 184.615
8 8 1 445000 32.017
8 8 1 480000 64.263
8 8 1 535000 55.092
0 2 5 55000 295.353
0 2 5 85000 146.473
0 2 5 67500 253.347
0 4 5 162500 89.888
0 4 5 147500 122.920
0 4 5 217500 67.484
0 6 5 317500 26.122
0 6 5 372500 31.766
0 6 5 295000 31.863
0 8 5 735000 26.335
0 8 5 430000 50.475
0 8 5 425000 43.446

Table 4 continued

1 2 3 4 5
4 2 5 60000 77.350
4 2 5 35000 106.960
4 2 5 30000 180.342
4 4 5 40000 83.974
4 4 5 40000 100.000
4 4 5 95000 50.202
4 6 5 40000 116.026
4 6 5 45000 105.983
4 6 5 90000 45.869
4 8 5 145000 45.270
4 8 5 155000 36.559
4 8 5 225000 16.638
8 2 5 45000 108.832
8 2 5 30000 184.615
8 2 5 25000 206.154
8 4 5 15000 437.607
8 4 5 60000 100.855
8 4 5 35000 169.231
8 6 5 55000 98.368
8 6 5 90000 80.057
8 6 5 40000 225.000
8 8 5 55000 300.962
8 8 5 55000 300.962
8 8 5 55000 300.962

Coefficients obtained from the reduced model
for both number of cells/dish and content of GAGs/
cell were used in Eqs. (18) and (19). Results dem-
onstrated that the reduced model could explain both

Fig. 6. Representative scheme of cell proliferation and GAGs synthesis of non-stimulated and stimulated cultures with EFs compared to
data obtained by the reduced model. Predictions (red bars) for each experimental data (grey scale bars) are located on the left side,

A) Cell population of chondrocytes, B) GAGs synthesis of chondrocytes. Each scale bar corresponds to the average of three different samples.
Experimental data were statistically analyzed, evidencing significant differences between stimulation schemes and controls ( p < 0.05*).

The prediction probability of the model was evidenced with error bars, considering a confidence interval of 95%
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number of cells/dish and concentration of GAGs/
cell (Fig. 6).

oN Cells/dish 14 283 9149EF  

59 657 22 607 ,c sD T  (18)

GAGs/cell 313.9 5.52 EF 

35.72 4.31 .c sD T  (19)

Coefficients obtained from the interactive model for
both number of cells/dish and content of GAGs/cell are
in Eqs. (20) and (21). Results demonstrated that the
reduced model could explain both number of cells/dish
and concentration of GAGs/cell (Fig. 7).

oN Cells/dish 23 0671 19646EF  

91065 51 495 2792c sD T EF  

6848 9342 ,c s c sD EF T D T     (20)

GAGs/cell 469.5 10.95EF 

61.60 57.8 1.99c s cD T EF D   

3.02 8.28 .s c sEF T D T    (21)
Regarding the quadratic model, coefficients acquired

for number of cells/dish and content of GAGs/cell are in
Eqs. (22) and (23). Results demonstrated that the quad-
ratic model could explain both number of cells/dish and
concentration of GAGs/cell (Fig. 8).

oN Cells/dish 260332 15365 EF 

262449 64329 777c sD T EF  

2 212211 7330 ,c sD T  (22)

GAGs/cell 231.6 16.92 EF 

274.7 261 2.66c sD T EF  

2 24.11 46.76 .c sD T  (23)

Applying the combined model to the data, coeffi-
cients obtained for number of cells/dish and content of
GAGs/cell are in Eqs. (24) and (25). Results demon-
strated that the combined model can explain both
number of cells/dish and concentration of GAGs/cell
(Fig. 9).

o CellsN 43 944 13 431 31041
dish cEF D  

9773 2792 6848s cT EF D EF   

29342 777s c sT D T EF   

2 212 211 7330 ,c sD T  (24)

GAGs 395 35.2 102.6
cell cEF D  

209.1 2.65s cT EF D  

Fig. 7. Representative scheme of cell proliferation and GAGs synthesis of non-stimulated and stimulated cultures with EFs compared to
data obtained by the interactive model. Predictions (red bars) for each experimental data (grey scale bars) are located on the left side,

A) Cell population of chondrocytes, B) GAGs synthesis of chondrocytes. Each scale bar corresponds to the average of three different samples.
Experimental data were statistically analyzed, evidencing significant differences between stimulation schemes and controls ( p < 0.05*).

The prediction probability of the model was evidenced with error bars, considering a confidence interval of 95%
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2.44 8.12s c sEF T D T   

2 2 22.61 4.1 46.48 .c sEF D T   (25)

Simulation of the reduced, interactive, quadratic and
combined models evidenced the determination coeffi-

cients R2 and 2
ADJR  for number of cells/dish and content

of GAGs/cell (Table 5).
Constants and coefficients to calculate right-

-skewed distribution (F) of the reduced, interactive,
quadratic and combined models are in Table 6. Mod-

Fig. 8. Representative scheme of cell proliferation and GAGs synthesis of non-stimulated and stimulated cultures with EFs compared to
data obtained by the quadratic model. Predictions (red bars) for each experimental data (grey scale bars) are located on the left side,

A) Cell population of chondrocytes, B) GAGs synthesis of chondrocytes. Each scale bar corresponds to the average of three different samples.
Experimental data were statistically analyzed, evidencing significant differences between stimulation schemes and controls ( p < 0.05*).

The prediction probability of the model was evidenced with error bars, considering a confidence interval of 95%

Fig. 9. Representative scheme of cell proliferation and GAGs synthesis of non-stimulated and stimulated cultures with EFs compared to
data obtained by the combined model. Predictions (red bars) for each experimental data (grey scale bars) are located on the left side,

A) Cell population of chondrocytes, B) GAGs synthesis of chondrocytes. Each scale bar corresponds to the average of three different samples.
Experimental data were statistically analyzed, evidencing significant differences between stimulation schemes and controls ( p < 0.05*).

The prediction probability of the model was evidenced with error bars, considering a confidence interval of 95%
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els that evidenced an Fcomputed > Frejected were intended
to reject H0, concluding that interactive, quadratic
and combined terms contribute to the prediction of
number of cells/dish and GAGs/cell.

Finally, data were transformed using the root
square model and analyzed by using the combined
model. Coefficients obtained from the model for both
number of cells/dish and content of GAGs/cell are in
Eqs. (26) and (27) (Fig. 10). This equation was ob-
tained by eliminating outliers and predictors that do

not accomplish levels of significance p  0.05. Coeffi-
cients R2 and 2

ADJR  for number of cells/dish and con-
tent of GAGs/cell are in Table 5.

o CellsN 213.60 16.02
dish

EF 

2.31 7.33c sEF D EF T   

2 27.52 8.42 6.81 ,c s c sD T D T    (26)

Table 5. Constants and coefficients obtained from the regression output of stimulated cultures with EFs

Reduced
model

Interactive
model

Quadratic
model

Combined
model

Root
square model

No cell/dish 61.79 74.34 69.11 81.66 88.19R2
GAGs /cell 38.01 49.20 56.10 70.45 74.79
No cell/dish 60.69 72.81 67.28 79.97 87.472

ADJR GAGs /cell 36.22 46.18 53.39 67.62 72.66

Table 6. Constants and coefficients obtained from the regression output in cell cultures stimulated with EFs.
Frejected was calculated with an  = 0.05

Interactive
model

Quadratic
model

Combined
model

No cell/dish 1.38E + 12SSER GAGs /cell 1.1E + 6
No cell/dish 9.31E + 11 1.12 + 12 6.65E + 11SSEC GAGs /cell 97E + 4 92E + 4 70E + 4
No cell/dishFrejected GAGs /cell 2.68 2.68 2.17

No cell/dish 16.45 7.98 17.68Fcomputed GAGs /cell 7.41 10 11.32

Fig. 10. Representative scheme of cell proliferation and GAGs synthesis of non-stimulated and stimulated cultures with EFs compared to
data obtained by the root square model. Predictions (red bars) for each experimental data (grey scale bars) are located on the left side,
A) Cell population of chondrocytes, B) GAGs synthesis of chondrocytes. Each scale bar corresponds to the average of three different samples.

Experimental data were statistically analyzed, evidencing significant differences between stimulation schemes and controls ( p < 0.05*).
The prediction probability of the model was evidenced with error bars, considering a confidence interval of 95%



Multiple regression analysis predicts the dynamic of chondrocytes stimulated by magnetic and electric fields 121

GAGs 19.03 1.68 2 62
cell cEF . D  

7.46 0.114 0.116s cT EF D EF   

2 20.31 0.135 1.683 .s c s sT D T EF T     (27)

4. Discussion

Several mathematical and computational methods
have been implemented for investigating chondrocyte
dynamics. On the one hand, the logistic growth model
was used by Grote et al. [21] to simulate the dynamic
formation of oriented patches in chondrocytes. The
Monod model, a mathematical approach that relates
population growth rate to the concentration of a lim-
iting resource, was implemented to simulate chondro-
cytes mitosis cultured in aterocollagen gels [27].
Similarly, the Contois model simulates the inhibition
growth caused by cell density, implying saturation of
growth due to spatial competition for resources [4].
This model has been implemented to simulate growth
kinetics of chondrocytes seeded into polymer matrix
[17]. On the other hand, cellular automata have been
implemented to simulate chondrocyte dynamics in
monolayer [50] and collagen constructs [27], and cells
responsible for bone remodelling [51]. Markov chain
models have been implemented to simulate, by a per-
turbational analysis, the role of molecules in the hy-
pertrophic process of chondrocytes [26]. Different
models have been implemented to simulate cell be-
haviour; however, there are not studies that simulate
chondrocyte dynamics after stimulation by MFs and
EFs. Accordingly, this study is the first attempt that
elucidates different equations to predict chondrocyte
proliferation and GAGs synthesis when stimulated by
MFs and EFs. Each model was analysed to find the
best equation that predicts cell population and GAGs
synthesis. Therefore, the comparison between Frejected
and Fcomputed was performed to validate the contribu-
tion of  terms in the prediction of proliferation and
GAGs synthesis. Regarding the equation that models
the effect of MFs over expression of GAGs/cell, it
was found that the interactive model had an Fcomputed =
0.48, smaller than Frejected = 2.76. It means that  terms
do not contribute to prediction of GAGs/cell. Com-
paring these results with the combined model, the
Fcomputed = 3.04 was higher than Frejected = 2.76, evi-
dencing that  terms of combined model contribute to
prediction of GAGs/cell. This behavior was not ob-
served for those equations that simulated either prolif-

eration or GAGs synthesis stimulated by MFs and
EFs; however, the potential prediction of each equa-
tion varied according to the model used. In this case,
R2 were used to provide information about how the
dependent variables variation could be explained by
the models. The root square model was the equation
that better predicted number of cells and GAGs. Re-
garding the root square model for MFs, it was evi-
denced that about 92.04 % and 71.06 % of the sample
variation in cell population and GAGs synthesis, re-
spectively, can be attributed to using MF, Ts, 2

sT  and
2
cD  variables to predict proliferation and GAGs syn-

thesis. Concerning the root square model for EFs, it
was evidenced that about 88.19 % and 74.79 % of the
sample variation in cell population and GAGs synthe-
sis, respectively, can be attributed to using EF, EF2,
Ts, 2

sT , Dc, and 2
cD  variables to predict proliferation

and GAGs synthesis. A study by Freed et al. [16]
found an equation to simulate chondrocyte prolifera-
tion in biodegradable polyglycolic acid scaffolds.
Results evidenced that about 99.9 % of the sample
variation in cell population can be attributed to using
culture time as variable to predict cell density.

Models presented in this study are a combination
of interactive and quadratic terms or a combination of
both. In equations where interactive terms were con-
sidered, R2 increased significantly, indicating that the
models better predict either number of cells or GAGs
synthesis when MFs or EFs are applied. However, not
all interactive terms are relevant within the equations
to enhance the prediction. For example, in Eq. (10),
interaction terms such as MF ( Dc (p = 0.714) and
Dc ( Ts ( p = 0.465) are not statistically significant
(data not shown), and can be removed from the equa-
tion [32]. Although the terms were not removed, it
was possible to observe that all terms contribute to the
prediction of proliferation, given that Fcomputed = 4.36
was higher than Frejected = 2.76. SSER and SSEC pa-
rameters may be considered to assess whether the
interactive and quadrative terms contribute to the
model. In this context, SSEC should be smaller than
SSER, and the difference SSER − SSEC – large [32].
For instance, in Table 3, the quadratic model evi-
denced SSEC = 1.68E + 10 and SSEC = 7E + 10 for
number of cells and GAGs/cell, respectively. These
values were smaller compared to SSER = 2.73E + 10
for cell population and SSER = 9E + 10 for GAG
concentration. Similar values for SSER and SSEC
were found in cultures stimulated with EFs. Consid-
ering that models fit these assumptions, it is possible
to conclude that equations efficiently predict cell
growth and GAGs synthesis when chondrocytes are
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stimulated with MFs and EFs. Nevertheless, a greater
range of experimental assays are needed to increase R2

and avoid negative values.
Interpretation of  coefficients is crucial to under-

stand how these values influence over equations and
allow the prediction. For instance, in Eq. (9) the pico-
grams [pg] amount of GAGs expressed by one chon-
drocyte is given by GAGs/cell = 54.87 + 5.27MF
– 4.56Dc + 0.47Ts. Here, 1 = 5.27, indicating that of
GAGs/cell increases, the amount of 5.27 times for
1 unit of MF when Dc and Ts are fixed. A similar in-
terpretation of 2 = 4.56 can be expressed, where the
amount of GAGs/cell decreases by 4.56 for 1 unit of
Dc when MF and Ts are fixed. Regarding 3 = 0.47, pg
of GAGs/cell will increase 0.47 for 1 unit of Ts when
the MF and Dc are fixed. Finally, 0 = 54.87 has into
account the pg of GAGs/cell when MF, Dc and Ts are
zero. This interpretation can be performed for all
equations in this study. Even though the main appli-
cation of this equations lies on the prediction of num-
ber of cells and amount of GAGs/cell when chondro-
cytes are stimulated with MFs and EFs, it is possible
to use these models to test the following hypotheses:
1) the mean of the number of pg of GAGs/cell in-
creases as the filed strength increases when Dc and
Ts are constant and 2) the number of cells per dish
decreases as stimulation time Ts increases when Dc
and MF are constant. These assumptions need to be
confirmed by performing computational simulations
to accept or reject the null hypothesis.

Limitations of using a regression analysis could be
observed in the linear relationships of dependent and
independent variables, as this kind of models assume
that there is a straight-line relationship between the
variables [32]. This assumption in cell proliferation
can be incorrect given that cells in monolayer have
two different phases. The Lag phase (from day zero to
day fourth) where cells become accustomed to the
ambient conditions, and the Log phase (from day
fourth to one week) where cells experience an expo-
nential growth [50]. In this study, the reduced and
interactive models could not predict efficiently cell
proliferation; however, the quadratic, combined and
root square models can better predict number of cells
due to the exponential variables. Mathematical models
can only be used to qualitatively predict cell prolif-
eration, and computational results have limited appli-
cation for predicting outcomes of alternative therapy
regimens with any precision [23]. We observed this
behaviour in models where the prediction calculated
a negative value. Another limitation using models to
predict cell dynamics regards to observational data
derived from in vitro experiments, as data is subjected

to randomness due to experimental noise and impreci-
sion from measuring devices [23]. Although experi-
mental analyses were performed using the same meas-
uring devices and same reagents, it is relevant to
consider these variables to find models that better
predict cell behaviour. In fact, equation coefficients
vary for cell type, as each cell has a different dynamic
depending on the host tissue.

Given that models were fitted using data derived
from experimental assays in laboratory, these equations
are useful to predict chondrocyte behavior in therapies
carried out in the same conditions such as chondrocyte
autologous implantation, where cells are grown in vitro
to be implanted in the injured cartilage [33]. For equa-
tions with a clinical relevance, it is necessary to feedback
the models with data obtained clinically [23]. Future
perspectives may be focused on developing mathemati-
cal models that simulate chondrocyte behaviour in three-
dimensional environments, where chondrocytes not only
maintain its ideal morphology, but also efficiently ex-
press the main molecules such as collagen type II, SOX
9 and aggrecan, since these molecules are crucial for
cartilage maintenance.

Funding

Authors gratefully thank the financial support provided by
“Fondo Nacional de Financiamiento para la Ciencia, la Tecnología,
y la Innovación -Fondo Francisco José de Caldas- Minciencias” and
Universidad Nacional de Colombia through the grant No. 80740-
290-2020.

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that there is no conflict of interest regard-
ing the publication of this paper.

References

[1] AKANJI O., LEE D., BADER D., The effects of direct current
stimulation on isolated chondrocytes seeded in 3D agarose
constructs, Biorheology, 2008. 45 (3–4), 229–243.

[2] ARMSTRONG P., BRIGHTON C., STAR A., Capacitively coupled
electrical stimulation of bovine growth plate chondrocytes
grown in pellet form, J. Orthop. Res., 1988, 6 (2), 265–271.

[3] BAKER C., BOCHAROV G., PAUL C., RIHAN F., Modelling and
analysis of time-lags in some basic patterns of cell prolifera-
tion, J. Math. Biol., 1998. 37 (4), 341–371.

[4] BANDEIRAS C., COMPLETO A., Computational Modelling of
Tissue-Engineered Cartilage Constructs, [in:] The Computa-
tional Mechanics of Bone Tissue: Biological Behaviour, Re-
modelling Algorithms and Numerical Applications, J. Belinha,
M.-C. Manzanares-Céspedes, A. Completo (Eds.), Springer
International Publishing, Cham, Switzerland, 2020, 203–222.



Multiple regression analysis predicts the dynamic of chondrocytes stimulated by magnetic and electric fields 123

[5] DE BHOWMICK G., SEN R., SARMAH A., Analysis of growth
and intracellular product synthesis dynamics of a microalga
cultivated in wastewater cocktail as medium, Biochem. Eng. J.,
2019, 149, 107253.

[6] BRIGHTON C., TOWNSEND P., Increased cAMP production
after short-term capacitively coupled stimulation in bovine growth
plate chondrocytes, J. Orthop. Res., 1988, 6 (4), 552–558.

[7] BRIGHTON C., UNGER A., STAMBOUGH J., In vitro growth of
bovine articular cartilage chondrocytes in various capacitively
coupled electrical fields, J. Orthop. Res., 1984, 2 (1), 15–22.

[8] BRIGHTON C., WANG W., CLARK C., Up-regulation of matrix
in bovine articular cartilage explants by electric fields, Bio-
chem. Biophys. Res. Commun., 2006, 342 (2), 556–561.

[9] BRIGHTON C., WANG W., CLARK C., The effect of electrical
fields on gene and protein expression in human osteoarthritic
cartilage explants, J. Bone Jt. Surg. Am., 2008, 90 (4), 833–848.

[10] CIOMBOR D., AARON R., WANG S., SIMON B., Modification of
osteoarthritis by pulsed electromagnetic field: a morphologi-
cal study, Osteoarthr. Cartil., 2003, 11 (6), 455–462.

[11] ELSAYED Y., LEKAKOU C., TOMLINS P., Modeling, simula-
tions, and optimization of smooth muscle cell tissue engineer-
ing for the production of vascular grafts, Biotechnol. Bioeng.,
2019, 116 (6), 1509–1522.

[12] ESCOBAR J., VACA-GONZÁLEZ J., GUEVARA J., VEGA J., HATA Y.,
GARZÓN-ALVARADO D., In Vitro Evaluation of the Effect of
Stimulation with Magnetic Fields on Chondrocytes, Bioelec-
tromagnetics, 2019, 41 (1), 41–51.

[13] FINI M., GIAVARESI G., CARPI A., NICOLINI A., SETTI S.,
GIARDINO R., Effects of pulsed electromagnetic fields on ar-
ticular hyaline cartilage: Review of experimental and clinical
studies, Biomed. Pharmacother., 2005, 59 (7), 388–394.

[14] FINI M., GIAVARESI G., TORRICELLI P., CAVANI F., SETTI S.,
CANE V., GIARDINO R., Pulsed electromagnetic fields reduce
knee osteoarthritic lesion progression in the aged Dunkin
Hartley guinea pig, J. Orthop. Res., 2005, 23 (4), 899–908.

[15] FIORAVANTI A., NERUCCI F., COLLODEL G., MARKOLL R.,
MARCOLONGO R., Biochemical and morphological study of hu-
man articular chondrocytes cultivated in the presence of pulsed
signal therapy, Ann. Rheum. Dis., 2002, 61 (11), 1032–1033.

[16] FREED L., MARQUIS J., LANGER R., VUNJAK-NOVAKOVIC G.,
Kinetics of chondrocyte growth in cell-polymer implants,
Biotechnol. Bioeng., 1994, 43 (7), 597–604.

[17] GALBAN C., LOCKE B., Analysis of cell growth kinetics and
substrate diffusion in a polymer scaffold, Biotechnol. Bioeng.,
1999, 65 (2), 121–132.

[18] GARIJO N., MANZANO R., OSTA R., PEREZ M.A., Stochastic
cellular automata model of cell migration, proliferation and
differentiation: Validation with in vitro cultures of muscle
satellite cells, J. Theor. Biol., 2012, 314, 1–9.

[19] GONZÁLEZ-VALVERDE I., GARCÍA-AZNAR J., An agent-based and
FE approach to simulate cell jamming and collective motion in
epithelial layers, Comput. Part. Mech., 2019, 6 (1), 85–96.

[20] GOUDAR C., JOERIS K., KONSTANTINOV K., PIRET J., Logistic
Equations Effectively Model Mammalian Cell Batch and Fed-
Batch Kinetics by Logically Constraining the Fit, Biotechnol.
Prog., 2005, 21 (4), 1109–1118.

[21] GROTE M., PALUMBERI V., WAGNER B., BARBERO A., MARTIN I.,
Dynamic formation of oriented patches in chondrocyte cell
cultures, J. Math. Biol., 2011, 63 (4), 757–777.

[22] JAHNS M., LOU E., DURDLE N., BAGNALL K., RASO V., CINATS D.,
BARLEY R., CINATS J., JOMHA N., The effect of pulsed elec-
tromagnetic fields on chondrocyte morphology, Med. Biol.
Eng. Comput., 2007, 45 (10), 917–925.

[23] JARRETT A., LIMA E., HORMUTH D., MCKENNA M., FENG X.,
EKRUT D., RESENDE A., BROCK A., YANKEELOV T., Mathe-
matical models of tumor cell proliferation: A review of the
literature, Expert Rev. Anticancer Ther., 2018, 18 (12),
1271–1286.

[24] JIN W., MCCUE S., SIMPSON M., Extended logistic growth
model for heterogeneous populations, J. Theor. Biol., 2018,
445, 51–61.

[25] JIN W., PENINGTON C., MCCUE S., SIMPSON M., Stochastic
simulation tools and continuum models for describing two-
dimensional collective cell spreading with universal growth
functions, Phys. Biol., 2016, 13 (5), 56003.

[26] KERKHOFS J., LEIJTEN J., BOLANDER J., LUYTEN F., POST J.,
GERIS L., A Qualitative Model of the Differentiation Network
in Chondrocyte Maturation: A Holistic View of Chondrocyte
Hypertrophy, PLoS One, 2016, 11 (8), 1–27.

[27] KINO-OKA M., MAEDA Y., YAMAMOTO T., SUGAWARA K.,
TAYA M., A kinetic modeling of chondrocyte culture for
manufacture of tissue-engineered cartilage, J. Biosci. Bio-
eng., 2005, 99 (3), 197–207.

[28] VAN LIEDEKERKE P., Quantitative modeling of cell and tissue
mechanics withagent-based models, Inria Paris, Sorbonne
Université, 2019.

[29] DE MATTEI M., CARUSO A., PEZZETTI F., PELLATI A.,
STABELLINI G., SOLLAZZO V., TRAINA G., Effects of pulsed
electromagnetic fields on human articular chondrocyte pro-
liferation, Connect Tissue Res., 2001, 42 (4), 269–279.

[30] DE MATTEI M., PASELLO M., PELLATI A., STABELLINI G.,
MASSARI L., GEMMATI D., CARUSO A., Effects of electro-
magnetic fields on proteoglycan metabolism of bovine ar-
ticular cartilage explants, Connect Tissue Res., 2003, 44 (3–4),
154–159.

[31] DE MATTEI M., PELLATI A., PASELLO M., ONGARO A., SETTI S.,
MASSARI L., GEMMATI D., CARUSO A., Effects of physical
stimulation with electromagnetic field and insulin growth
factor-I treatment on proteoglycan synthesis of bovine ar-
ticular cartilage, Osteoarthr. Cartil., 2004, 12 (10), 793–800.

[32] MENDENHALL W., SINCICH T., Principles of Model Building.
In A second course in statistics regression analysis, Prentice
Hall, Boston, MA, 2012, 261–325.

[33] MINAS T., OGURA T., BRYANT T., Autologous Chondrocyte
Implantation, JBJS Essent. Surg. Tech., 2016, 6 (2), 1–11.

[34] NICOLAKIS P., KOLLMITZER J., CREVENNA R., BITTNER C.,
ERDOGMUS C., NICOLAKIS J., Pulsed magnetic field therapy
for osteoarthritis of the knee: a double-blind sham-controlled
trial, Wien Klin. Wochenschr., 2002, 114 (15–16), 678–684.

[35] NICOLIN V., PONTI C., BALDINI G., GIBELLINI D., BORTUL R.,
ZWEYER M., MARTINELLI B., NARDUCCI P., In vitro exposure
of human chondrocytes to pulsed electromagnetic fields, Eur.
J. Histochem., 2007, 51 (3), 203–212.

[36] OMAR R., ABDULLAH M., HASAN M., ROSFARIZAN M.,
MARZIAH M., Kinetics and modelling of cell growth and sub-
strate uptake inCentella asiatica cell culture, Biotechnol.
Bioprocess Eng., 2006, 11 (3), 223–229.

[37] ONGARO A., PELLATI A., MASIERI F., CARUSO A., SETTI S.,
CADOSSI R., BISCIONE R., MASSARI L., FINI M., DE MATTEI M.,
Chondroprotective effects of pulsed electromagnetic fields on
human cartilage explants, Bioelectromagnetics, 2011, 32 (7),
543–551.

[38] PERSSON S., WEI H., MILNE J., PAGE G., SOMERVILLE C.,
Identification of genes required for cellulose synthesis by re-
gression analysis of public microarray data sets, Proc. Natl.
Acad. Sci. U.S.A., 2005, 102 (24), 8633–8638.



J.J. VACA-GONZÁLEZ et al.124

[39] PIPITONE N., SCOTT D., Magnetic pulse treatment for knee
osteoarthritis: a randomised, double-blind, placebo-controlled
study, Curr. Med. Res. Opin., 2001, 17 (3), 190–196.

[40] RODAN G., BOURRET L., NORTON L., DNA synthesis in car-
tilage cells is stimulated by oscillating electric fields, Science
(80-.). 1978, 199 (4329), 690–692.

[41] SARTORI R., LEME J., CARICATI C., TONSO A., NÚÑEZ E.,
Model comparison to describe bhk-21 cell growth and me-
tabolism in stirred tank bioreactors operated in batch mode,
Brazilian Journal of Chemical Engineering, 35, 441–458.

[42] SCHMIDT-ROHLFING B., SILNY J., WOODRUFF S., GAVENIS K.,
Effects of pulsed and sinusoid electromagnetic fields on hu-
man chondrocytes cultivated in a collagen matrix, Rheuma-
tol. Int., 2008, 28 (10), 971–977.

[43] SHERLEY J., STADLER P., STADLER J., A quantitative method
for the analysis of mammalian cell proliferation in culture in
terms of dividing and non-dividing cells, Cell Prolif., 1995,
28 (3), 137–144.

[44] SHIRSAT N., MOHD A., WHELAN J., ENGLISH N., GLENNON B.,
AL-RUBEAI M., Revisiting Verhulst and Monod models:
analysis of batch and fed-batch cultures. Cytotechnology,
2015, 67 (3), 515–530.

[45] SZASZ N., HUNG H., SEN S., GRODZINSKY A., Electric field
regulation of chondrocyte biosynthesis in agarose gel con-
structs, [in:] 49th Annual Meeting of the Orthopaedic Re-
search Society, Orthopaedic Research Society, New Orleans,
LA, 2003, 1.

[46] TROCK D., BOLLET A., DYER Jr. R., FIELDING L., MINER W.,
MARKOLL R., A double-blind trial of the clinical effects of
pulsed electromagnetic fields in osteoarthritis, J. Rheumatol.,
1993, 20 (3), 456–460.

[47] TROCK D., BOLLET A., MARKOLL R., The effect of pulsed
electromagnetic fields in the treatment of osteoarthritis of
the knee and cervical spine. Report of randomized, double
blind, placebo controlled trials, J. Rheumatol., 1994, 21 (10),
1903–1911.

[48] VACA-GONZÁLEZ J., GUEVARA J., MONCAYO M., CASTRO-
-ABRIL H., HATA Y., GARZÓN-ALVARADO D., Biophysical
stimuli: a review of electrical and mechanical stimulation in
hyaline cartilage, Cartilage, 2019, 10 (2), 157–172.

[49] VACA-GONZÁLEZ J., GUEVARA J., VEGA J., GARZÓN-
-ALVARADO D., An In Vitro Chondrocyte Electrical Stimula-
tion Framework: A Methodology to Calculate Electric Fields
and Modulate Proliferation, Cell Death and Glycosamino-
glycan Synthesis, Cell. Mol. Bioeng., 2016, 9 (1), 116–126.

[50] VACA-GONZÁLEZ J., GUTIÉRREZ M., GUEVARA J., GARZÓN-
-ALVARADO D., Cellular automata model for human ar-
ticular chondrocytes migration, proliferation and cell
death: An in vitro validation, In: Silico Biol., 2017, 12
(3–4), 83–93.

[51] VELASQUEZ A., Behavioral model of a basic trabecular-bone
multi-cellular unit using cellular automaton, Visión Electrónica,
2014. 8 (1), 6–18.

[52] WANG W., WANG Z., ZHANG G., CLARK C., BRIGHTON C.,
Up-regulation of chondrocyte matrix genes and products by
electric fields, Clin. Orthop. Relat. Res., 2004, 427, 163–173.

[53] WARNE D., BAKER R., SIMPSON M., Optimal Quantification
of Contact Inhibition in Cell Populations, Biophys. J., 2017,
113 (9), 1920–1924.

[54] XU P., Analytical solution for a hybrid Logistic-Monod cell
growth model in batch and continuous stirred tank reactor
culture, Biotechnol. Bioeng., 2020, 117 (3), 873–878.



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




