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Abstract

Cancer is a disease that takes millions of lives every year. Then, to propose treat-
ments, avoid recurrence, and improve the patient’s life quality, we need to analyze
this disease from a biophysical perspective with a solid mathematical formulation.
In this paper we introduce a novel deterministic model for the evolution of tumors
under several conditions (untreated tumors and treated tumors using chemother-
apy). Our model is characterized by a second-order differential equation, whose
origin and interpretation are presented by exploiting our understanding of fluid
mechanics (via continuity equations) and the theory of differential equations.
Additionally, we show that our model can fit various experimental data sets.
Thus, we prove that our nuanced and general model can describe accelerated
growth, as well as cytostatic and cytotoxic effects. All in all, our model opens up a
new window in the understanding of tumor evolution and represents a promising
connection between the macroscopic and microscopic descriptions of cancer.

Keywords: Tumor evolution, cytostatic effects, cytotoxic effects, second-order model,
Sturm-Liouville problem, continuity equation

1 Introduction

Cancer is a disease that has been affecting a large number of humans around the
world. According to the World Health Organization, ‘in 2022, there were an esti-
mated 20 million new cancer cases and 9.7 million deaths’ (WorldHealthOrganization,
2024). This alarming number of cases has to be complemented by the number of
patients whose access to health services, quality of life during the treatment, and the
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possibility of cancer recurrence. Therefore, more resources should be directed to the
understanding of this disease. Given the complexity of cancer, arriving at full control
of the disease has been a challenge (WorldHealthOrganization, 2024). Studies on the
dynamics of cancer span over a large number of directions. We believe that a deep
understanding of cancer requires the collective work of medical doctors, patients, biol-
ogists, chemists, physicists, and mathematicians. Therefore, it is crucial to involve all
areas of science to tackle this severe disease. In particular, a mathematical description
involving physical laws, and biological and chemical processes, is needed to predict
the evolution of a tumor. This description would allow physicians to determine the
best treatment for a patient depending on the health state of the patient, the location
of the tumor, and the time of diagnosis. It has been found that the evolution of a
tumor entails a crucial number of biological processes. Among them, we have genetic
mutations, deactivation of immune responses and growth suppressors, angiogenesis,
and resistance to cell death (Hanahan and Weinberg, 2022).

We naturally expect the full description of cancer to be extremely complex. Its
description requires concepts from molecular biophysics, fluid mechanics, and statis-
tical mechanics. Several studies have been performed in this direction (Cotner et al,
2023; Jorgensen et al, 2023). However, another approach has also been taken in the
last decades (Sachs et al, 2001; Benzekry et al, 2014). Given the nature of experi-
ments regarding tumor evolution, several studies report the evolution of the size of
a tumor in time. The information regarding the volume of a tumor can be seen as
the macroscopic result of all the processes involved inside a tumor and its microen-
vironment. Therefore, tumor evolution can be understood as a population problem
where cancer cells, normal cells, the immune system, and chemotherapy are at play.
That approach has been used over the last decades and it has shown to be suitable
in several scenarios. Those approaches are called volumetric models and they involve
an ordinary differential equation of a variable V' (volume) as a function of time. The
simplest model corresponds to the Exponential model, in which the volume grows
without control up to large values (mathematically, it goes to infinity). Other com-
mon models are the Logistic model, the Gompertz model, and the Von Bertalanffy
(Benzekry et al, 2014). However, more complex models have been proposed over the
last years (see, for instance, the work of West and Newton (2019)). It is important
to stress that tumor growth models play a crucial role in understanding the complex
dynamics of cancer progression and guiding therapeutic interventions. By simulating
tumor growth, researchers can gain valuable insights into the underlying mechanisms
driving cancer development and assess the effectiveness of potential treatments. The
integration of experimental data with these models allows for personalized predictions
and represents a promising direction in understanding cancer as a whole.

Having a close look at the models discussed in the literature, we encountered
two recurrent aspects: the models are derived from a first-order differential equation,
and these models are used to describe growth and quasi-static evolution. It would
be fruitful to have a model that can describe growth, quasi-stationary evolution,
and shrinkage. It is possible to achieve such a goal by using a piecewise function



containing the standard models and other simple functions (such as linear functions).
However, having a continuous function would be more meaningful since it can give us
information about the physics of the system. Thus, we can get a hint about the origin
of such macroscopic evolution of a tumor. On the other hand, having a higher-order
differential equation would allow for a more nuanced evolution.

In this paper we propose a model that can describe tumor evolution under several
conditions. Our model has the advantage of being adapted to several experimental
data sets related to drug treatments. Namely, our model can account for usual growth,
as well as cytostatic effects and cytotoxic effects. To give strong arguments validat-
ing our model, we organize the paper as follows. In section 2 we discuss the most
commonly known models used to describe tumor evolution, in section 3 we introduce
our general model and discuss how it can be used to fit several experimental data
sets containing a variety of patterns. In section 4 we discuss the possible origin and
biophysical interpretation of our model; here, we talk about the interpretation of the
parameters present in our model and their possible connection to medical parameters.
We also argue why the second-order model nature of our model is expected from
physical arguments and we exploit the mathematical properties of our formulation.
Finally, we close with the Methods in section 5 and the Conclusions in section 6. Addi-
tionally, we add two important appendices to understand the power of our model. In
Appendix A we discuss an interesting submodel that follows from our general formu-
lation. In Appendix B we show the fits for all the 85 data sets analyzed in our study.

To make our discussion understandable, we clarify the nomenclature used in two
of the references used to extract the experimental data points. We start with the data
sets found in Ubezio (2019). In that article Figure 4 is crucial. There are two plots in
that Figure: A and B. Additionally, each plot contains four curves: control, r (red), g
(green), and v (violet). The case Control corresponds to an untreated tumor, while the
other data points are obtained using drug treatments. On the other hand, in Falcetta
et al (2017) some abbreviations are worth clarifying. In that reference, three different
drugs were employed:

e DDP: Cisplatin
e BEV: Bevacizumab
e PTX: Paclitaxel

However, different particular doses and combinations were used in the study. We report
the doses used in Falcetta et al (2017) with the nomenclature employed in their plots
and our plots:

Control: No drug treatment whatsoever.

DDP: Cisplatin, 3 mg/Kg every 3 weeks.

BEV: Bevacizumab, 5 mg/Kg every e week.
PTXConv: Paclitaxel, 20 mg/Kg every three weeks.
PTX Equi: Paclitaxel, 8 mg/Kg weekly.

PTX High: Paclitaxel, 12 mg/Kg weekly.



e DDP/PTX Conv: 3 mg/Kg of Cisplatin with 20 mg/Kg of PTX, both once every
three weeks.

e DDP/PTX Equi: 3 mg/Kg of Cisplatin once every three weeks with 8 mg/Kg of
PTX weekly.

e DDP/PTX High: 3 mg/Kg of Cisplatin once every three weeks with 12 mg/Kg of
PTX weekly.

e BEV/DDP/PTX Conv: 3 mg/Kg of Cisplatin and 5mg/Kg of Bevacizumab with
20 mg/Kg of PTX, all once every three weeks.

e BEV/DDP/PTX Equi: 3 mg/Kg of Cisplatin and 5mg/Kg of Bevacizumab once
every three weeks, with 8 mg/Kg of PTX weekly.

e BEV/DDP/PTX High: 3 mg/Kg of Cisplatin and 5mg/Kg of Bevacizumab once
every three weeks, with 12 mg/Kg of PTX weekly.

2 Classical models for tumor growth

In this section we discuss the most widely used classical models for tumor evolution,
starting from the simplest to the most complex model. The models presented in this
section are characterized by first-order differential equations. It is important to high-
light this property since our work presents arguments to go beyond this assumption.
The motivation for having first-order models relies on their simplicity of interpretation.
First-order differential equations are certainly easy to understand in terms of increas-
ing and decreasing functions. However, this fact does not forbid other approaches to
the problem of tumor evolution.

2.1 Exponential model

The Exponential model is one of the fundamental classical models for understanding
tumor evolution. It assumes that tumor growth follows an exponential pattern, where
the growth rate is directly proportional to the size of the tumor at a given time. This
model can be used to describe uncontrolled growth and is characterized by the simple
first-order differential equation

av
= = 1
i = M)
whose solution for V (t) takes the form
V(t) = Voe™, (2)

where Vp is the tumor volume at ¢ = 0 and « characterizes the growth of V(¢). The
parameter o can be understood as the initial fraction rate of change in V. Some
authors call it the birth rate (Ghaffari et al, 2022). However, this statement is true as
long as a > 0. If the parameter « is negative, we have a decreasing evolution. It is
worth mentioning that this model is also recognized for its limitations, as it may not
fully capture the complexities of tumor growth dynamics, such as interactions with
the tumor micro-environment or the development of resistance to treatment. Despite
these limitations, the exponential model serves as a valuable starting point for studying
tumor evolution.



2.2 Logistic model

The Logistic model is another classical model commonly used to describe tumor growth
dynamics. It assumes that tumor growth initially follows an exponential pattern, which
eventually slows down leading to a plateau. This late-time behavior is often inter-
preted as a competition among proliferating tumor cells for space or nutrients (Vaghi
et al, 2020). The first-order differential equation of this model contains the previous
factor oV but it has an additional term with a negative sign that creates a transition
towards a horizontal asymptote (Verhulst, 1838; Benzekry et al, 2014; Evain and Ben-
zekry, 2016; Ghaffari et al, 2022). The differential equation characterizing this model

is usually written as
av v
bl 1 —
o aV ( K) : (3)

where o and K are two positive constants. We see that the rate of change has a
positive contribution (leading to growth) weighted by « and a negative contribution
(leading to a decreasing behavior) weighted by 1/K. The solution of this differential
equation takes the form

= WV KYO —at’ (4)
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where Vj is the volume at ¢t = 0. It is clear that, given the location of the exponential
function, this expression goes asymptotically to a fixed value V°° when ¢t — oco. Taking
the limit of (4) we get

V(t)

Ve = lim V() = K. (5)

The constant K corresponds to the carrying capacity of the tumor and represents the
maximum and asymptotic value that the tumor volume can reach. It is important
to note that this carrying capacity is a free parameter in the differential equation.
In other words, it is not a derived quantity, contrary to what happens in our model
discussed in the following sections. The logistic model offers a more realistic portrayal
of tumor growth dynamics, albeit simplified compared to actual biological systems’
complexities.

2.3 Gompertz model

The Gompertz model is another classical mathematical framework commonly utilized
to describe tumor growth. Unlike the Exponential and Logistic models, the Gompertz
model acknowledges the phenomenon of tumor growth deceleration over time. It was
first introduced by Gompertz (1825) and it can be presented in different ways. In this
paper we adopt the convention given in Vaghi et al (2020). Therefore, the differential
equation has the following form

%:v[a_mn(vio)], (6)

where v and [ are two positive constants and Vj is the initial tumor volume. We see
that the presence of the parameter 5 modifies the exponential model and it counteracts



the uncontrolled growth driven by «. The solution of (6) has the following form
V(t) = Voed 7, (7)

where V{ is the volume at ¢ = 0. This model describes a tumor that has an initial
growth that ends in a horizontal asymptote at the value

Ve = tliglo V(t) = Vpes. (8)

Therefore, we can say that there is also a carrying capacity whose value is Voe? . The
Gompertz model is characterized by a sigmoidal growth curve similar to the Logistic
model but with more pronounced deceleration as the tumor approaches its maximum
size.

2.4 Von Bertalanffy model

We finish with a model that is also widely used in population growth studies. This
model is also characterized by a first-order differential equation. This equation contains
a positive term that leads to growth and a negative term that leads to a horizontal
asymptote. This model is also a modification of the exponential model. However, there
is a change in the sign of the linear term and the positive term is proportional to V2/3.
It is said that this last term is related to the area of the tumor and it leads to growth.
The conventional form of the differential equation for the Von Bertalanffy model is
(von Bertalanffy, 1957; Benzekry et al, 2014; Evain and Benzekry, 2016; Ghaffari et al,
2022)

% = aV?/3 - gV, (9)
where a and S are two positive constants. The solution of this differential equation

can be written as 5
@ 1/3 @\ 5y
V(t)z{——i—(V ——)e 3] , (10)
B 0 g
where Vj is the tumor volume at ¢ = 0. This model also exhibits initial growth and a
transition towards a horizontal asymptote. Therefore, there is also a carrying capacity
whose expression is given by

V= lim V(t) = <9>3. (11)

t—o0 ﬂ

It is worth noticing that this maximum value does not depend on the initial value of
the tumor volume. V> depends only on the parameters a and . The Von Bertalanffy
model postulates that growth is not only influenced by intrinsic factors but also by
extrinsic environmental factors.

Other models in the literature are extensions of the previously discussed models
(Evain and Benzekry, 2016; Ghaffari et al, 2022). Such models attempt to account



for other properties, e.g., volume shrinkage. There are different ways of modifying the
classical models. Some authors introduce new variables with the respective differential
equation such that they get a system of coupled differential equations. This system
of differential equations usually represents the interaction between the evolution of
cancer cells, the action of the immune system, and the effect of cancer therapy. Other
models include time-dependent parameters in the differential equations (Evain and
Benzekry, 2016; Ghaffari et al, 2022). For instance, the carrying capacity in (3) can
be taken as a time-dependent term. Additionally, it is possible to define piecewise
functions that account for the different phases that can exist in tumor evolution (e.g.,
growth phase, stationary phase, and shrinkage phase). In the next section we introduce
a new model that can account for different phases observed in experimental data. Our
model comes from a second-order differential equation and contains parameters and
time-dependent functions that resemble those in the classical models.

3 Second-order model

3.1 General model

In this section we introduce our general model for tumor evolution, aiming to describe
a wide spectrum of experimental data sets. As discussed in the Introduction, most
models describe the exponential growth period and a stationary phase. However,
experimental studies have shown that cytostatic and cytotoxic effects can also mani-
fest in patients undergoing cancer treatments (e.g., chemotherapy and radiotherapy).
Cytostatic effects are associated with a stationary phase or near-stationary phase, as
observed in the traditional Logistic and Gompertz models. However, physicians pri-
marily seek cytotoxic effects to shrink tumors. Therefore, we also require a model that
accounts for tumor shrinkage. Moreover, other treatments have shown tumor recur-
rence after a stationary or shrinkage period. Hence, we need a new model that offers
a wider spectrum of tumor dynamics and evolution.

To describe a large number of experimental data regarding tumor growth evolution,
we propose the following function for the volume as a function of time

1

V= deas0 7 B’

(12)

where a and b are two positive constants, A and B are two integration constants and
¢(t) is a function of time. The presence of the integration constants can be under-
stood by introducing the differential equation leading to the function in (12). The two
exponential functions in the denominator of the expression for V(t) are associated
with the increasing, stationary, and decreasing behaviors of the tumor volume as long
as the parameters a and b are always positive and the function ¢(t) is increasing, as
will be clarified in the next sections. Equation (12) can be seen as the solution of the
second-order differential equation

a2V 2 (av® . o) av
WV(E) +l¢<ab>g o

-+ (¢)%abV = 0. (13)




The second-order nature of this model makes it different from the traditional models
discussed in the literature. The consequences of this fact will be discussed in the
following sections. On the other hand, we can treat V as a function of ¢(¢) (whose
nature will be clarified soon). The differential equation of our model becomes

2V 2 [dV\? dv
W—V<%) —l—(a—b)%—l—abV:O. (14)

Since we have a second-order differential equation, the constants A and B are deter-
mined using the initial conditions V (t = to) = Vp and V(t = to) = Vp. That is, we
need to know the initial volume and its rate of change to derive the future behavior
of the volume. The expressions for the integration constants A and B are

ag(to) [ Ve
A=-S bt —0 |, (15)
(@a+0)Vo | Vool(to) |
—bo(to) [ Vo |
B=2S a o1, (16)

(@a+b)Vo |  Vaod(to)
To show the power of our model, we analyze particular cases in detail. The choice of

these cases was made to describe all the experimental data found in Falcetta et al
(2017) and Ubezio (2019).

3.2 Particular models

In this subsection we discuss the applicability of specific models derived from (12).
These models are effective in describing tumor evolution under various medical con-
ditions. However, before presenting all the selected particular models in our study,
we introduce a form of our model for a specific choice of ¢(t) that will be relevant
throughout the paper. When we take a power-law form for this function ¢(t), we get

1
V= Ae—alt—c)" + Beb(t—c)™’ (17)

where n is an integer number and c is any real number. The value of n will determine,
for instance, how fast the volume increases or decreases, and the possible existence of
a near-stationary phase. On the other hand, ¢ will determine the transition between
phases as we will see in the next sections and subsections. For practical reasons, we
introduce a notation that will be useful in our discussion. That is, we give a name to
this choice for the function ¢ by defining

O = ({t—c)". (18)

When we use this form for the function ¢(t) in the expressions for the constants A
and B of Eqs. (15-16), we get contributions to the exponential function in Eq. (17).



For instance, when ¢ty = 0, we obtain a modified factor that depends on ¢ within the
exponential functions in (17). Therefore, it is suitable to define

Gn = [(t = )" = (=¢)"]. (19)

Now we define another quantity that will be important in this work: the relative
volume at a time ¢ concerning the initial volume V; = V(t() as follows

(20)

In general, the resulting behavior of V' depends on the choices of the parameters, the
initial conditions, and the function ¢. Therefore, we split the particular models into
two big different sets: models with terminal shrinkage and models without terminal
shrinkage. Since one of our goals is to understand cytostatic and cytotoxic effects
from a quantitative perspective, this two-set separation allows us to highlight the
most relevant aspects of each particular model. The two sets are characterized by the
value of the parameter b. If b = 0, we obtain models without terminal shrinkage. If
b # 0, we obtain models with terminal shrinkage.

In this section we demonstrate the power of this separation and its application to
fit experimental data. In the following sections we explore the biophysical implications
of having b = 0 or b # 0. We refer to the set with b = 0 as models with terminal
shrinkage because they all satisfy the following property

tlggo Vr(t) — 0. (21)
In other words, the relative volume goes to zero at large times. This result implies that
the final volume will be much smaller than the initial volume Vj. Essentially, there is
no recurrence at that particular location in the body. The phenomenon of recurrence
or regrowth will be observed in some models in the other set: models without terminal
shrinkage. The models in this big set do not have a V approaching zero for large ¢.
Instead, they either exhibit a divergent behavior

lim V — 00 22
p 1 R(t) ) ( )
or the volume reaches a finite maximum value V3°

lim Vg(t) — V5o (23)

t—o00

3.2.1 Models without terminal shrinkage

Before starting the detailed discussion of the innovative models derived from Eq. (17),
we stress that our general Eq. (12) contains the traditional exponential model, the
Gompertz model and a modification of the Logistic model. The exponential model is
obtained with the following choice: ¢(t) =¢, b =0 and a = Vio. The Gompertz model



is obtained with the following choice: b = 0, ¢(t) = —e~P* and a = Vio/S (with § a
positive constant). On the other hand, the model that represents a modification of
the Logistic model is obtained with the choice: b = 0 and ¢(t) = t. In the following
lines, we discuss in detail some properties of this modified logistic model and compare
it with two traditional models.

Modified logistic model

We refer to this case as the modified logistic model because it shares a similar struc-
ture with the traditional logistic model in Eq. (4). Although the traditional and the
modified logistic models have some similarities, they are not equivalent. The explicit
expression of our modified logistic model is

a

VRO) e—at | (a _ VRO)

Vr (t> = ( ) (24)

where we have set tg = 0. It is important to note the presence of (a — VRO) in the
denominator. The value and sign of this term define the overall behavior of the function
Vr(t). In the following lines, we want to show the properties of our modified logistic
model by discussing three distinct cases and by comparing this new model with three
widely used models in the literature (exponential, logistic, and Gompertz). We rewrite
here the equations for the relative volume in each formulation for completeness

VE(t) = e, VE(t) = eB (1),
Kpr

L _ ML —
VA = e e VA0 =

a

(Vio) e + (a = Vo)

;o (29)

where Kr = K/Vp is the relative carrying capacity and we have used the following
labels for the models: simple exponential (E), Gompertz (G), logistic (L), modified
logistic (ML). The simplest situation in the modified logistic model occurs when
a = Vgo. This relation leads to the usual exponential model, as explained before. We
use the expression simple exponential because we introduce extensions of this model
in the following pages. In the middle panel of Fig. 1 we show the four models for one
data set found in Ubezio (2019). In this case, our model predicts that a ~ Vio and
all the four models have similar behavior, which is an exponential evolution during
the time period of interest. The relative carrying capacity predicted by the logistic
and modified logistic models is of the order 50, while the Gompertz model predicts a
relative carrying capacity of the order 8 x 108. Thus, the evolution seen in all models
is practically an exponential growth over the first 100 days of the evolution.

In the case a > Vgg, we get an evolution that is similar to the logistic and Gompertz
models because there is an initial fast growth and then the volume reaches a plateau

10



after some time. The maximum value reached by Vg in our modified logistic model is

. 00 a

tlggo Vi = VR = 7{1 — VRO. (26)
This stationary region brings us the notion of carrying capacity. In the case at hand,
the carrying capacity is not a parameter in the differential equation, it is rather a
quantity depending on the initial growth rate Vo and the parameter a. It is important
to note that this carrying capacity can go to infinity when a = Viro. In such a case, we
recover the exponential model. That is, an infinite carrying capacity corresponds to
uncontrolled exponential growth. In the left panel of Fig. 1 we show the comparison
of four fits using our modified logistic model, the logistic model, the Gompertz model,
and the exponential model. We see that our modified logistic model, the logistic
model, and the Gompertz model have all similar behavior. According to the value of
R?, our modified logistic model and the traditional logistic model show the best fit.

On the other hand, the case a < Vo is both novel and interesting. When a < VRO,
a singularity arises that splits the function into two branches. Focusing on the interval
going from tp = 0 to the asymptote, there is fast growth. The increase in Vi occurs
faster than in the exponential case. If we analyze (26), we find that the value of
Vr becomes negative when ¢ approaches infinity. This result might suggest a lack of
validity of the model. However, we have to keep in mind that we are not interested
in the branch that lives beyond the asymptote. That part of the function exists from
a mathematical point of view, but it does not have any biophysical meaning. The
expression associated to the vertical asymptote is given by

1

_ 14 Vro
tasymp - a nf———-"

(27)

VRO —a

In the right panel of Fig. 1 we observe that the logistic, the Gompertz, and the
exponential models have all a similar evolution. On the contrary, our modified logistic
model stands out as the best description both visually and quantitatively. This a < Vio
case is a novel evolution that can be understood in terms of the relation between a and
Viro. As will be explained in more detail in the sub-section 4.1, having a parameter a
that is smaller than the initial growth rate is insufficient to stop the growth and the
tumor gets larger and larger with time.

11
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Fig. 1 Comparison of the models shown in Eq. (25) using data from Ubezio (2019) in the left
and middle panels, and data from Falcetta et al (2017) in the right panel. The dots represent the
experimental data points and the lines represent the fits as explained in each legend. On top of
each panel we wrote in magenta the relation between a and Vgo predicted by our modified logistic
model. Moreover, we used the label ModiLogi for our modified logistic model and SimpExp for the
simple/traditional exponential model

From the form of Eq. (24) and the magenta fits in Fig. 1, we can make some con-
clusions regarding the role of the parameters a and Vio. As expected, Vio determines
how fast the volume will start increasing with time, while «a is related to the stationary
transition. There is only a stationary region or plateau when a > Vio. That is, there
is a cytostatic effect when a is larger than the initial growth rate. If a is smaller or
equal to Vi, there is no stationary phase; that is, there is no carrying capacity and
the volume increases to large values when t is also large. However, there is a difference
between these two cases. When a is equal to VRO, there is a balance that is not enough
to stop the growth of the tumor; this relation leads to traditional exponential growth.
Instead, when a is smaller than Vgo, a vertical asymptote arises in the expression for
the relative volume. This asymptote makes Vi go quicker to very large values.

In the left panel of Fig. 1, we see that our modified logistic model predicts a plateau
and then a maximum value for Vi that is a sign of cytostatic effects. Taking ty = 0,
the value of ¢ associated with this transition from the growth phase to the stationary
phase is equal to

b = 2n | VRO (28)

a a— Vgro

If the value of this time and the maximum relative volume are very high, the tumor
will have harmful effects on the patient. Therefore, one of the goals of cancer treat-
ment is to make t;, and V3° as small as possible. A specific treatment might make
ty and Vg° smaller or they might produce a different behavior. The outcome will
depend on the treatment and the living organism. From Fig. 1 we show that our
modified logistic model is an alternative option to the traditional models. However,
our original formulation goes beyond the traditional models as we explicitly explain

in the following lines.

Generalized modified logistic model of degree n:

12



We now discuss the straightforward generalization of our modified logistic model. It
is also obtained by taking b = 0 in (17). We call this function the generalized modified
logistic model of degree n because it has the same structure as (24) but it allows for
different values of the parameter n. The explicit expression for this model is

a

Vio )e—a((t—c)”—(—c)") +( Vio )’

Vr(t) = (29)
(W @7 =T

for ¢ # 0. As clear from our explicit form of the function, this solution is only valid

when ¢ # 0. If ¢ = 0, we derive an alternative equation from (17). Thus, when ¢ = 0,

the correct expression to use is given by

1
VR(t) = N (30)
Ae=et 4 (1~ A)
When n = 3, we get the form
Va(t) = — a S— (31)
(Sar) eeltemor T 1 (a — S
for ¢ # 0, or
1
VR(t) s (32)

B Ae—at® (1 — /I)

for ¢ = 0. These models belong to the set of models without terminal shrinkage because

they never go to zero when ¢ — oco. According to the value of A = (a — ‘gfé)) in (31),
we can have three types of behavior. When A is equal to zero we get uncontrolled
growth; this case will be analyzed in detail in the following pages and will be called
generalized exponential model of degree n. When A < 0, we get a vertical asymptote
in the function; this behavior was not found in the analyzed experimental data. How-
ever, this case might be interesting in future studies. Finally, when A > 0 we get
a function that resembles the logistic model in the sense that Vg reaches a plateau
when ¢ approaches infinity. However, in this case, there is interestingly an additional
stationary region. In Fig 2 we can see this function fitting an experimental data set.
We observe that the function reaches a near-stationary region at some point. How-
ever, Vi resumes its growth until it reaches a definite stationary region that leads to
a maximum V3° when ¢t — co. From a biophysical point of view, the first stationary
region of our model corresponds to a cytostatic effect on the tumor that lasts for a
short period. At some point, the volume increases again until it reaches a second and
definite stationary region. It is interesting to see that the existence of two stationary
regions is predicted by our generalized model and that there is experimental evidence
of this effect. The general expression for the maximum volume with a general n is

1 S— (33)

(0’ - n(fch)elfl)
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Fig. 2 Result of the fitting process for the data set DDP6 from Falcetta et al (2017) using Eq. (31):
the dots represent the experimental data and the continuous line represents the best fit. The dashed
vertical lines show the value of ¢

The model that follows corresponds to a particular case of the previous model.
However, it is important to discuss it in detail because it is connected to interesting
interpretations in terms of treatment effects. We call it exponential in the sense that
it predicts a relative volume Vx that goes to infinity when ¢ — oo. The way it goes
to infinity differs from the traditional exponential model but we observe uncontrolled
growth that is associated with the inefficacy or absence of treatment at large times.

Generalized exponential model of degree n:

Now we go beyond the traditional exponential model. To generalize the exponential
model, we start with the generalized modified logistic model of degree n of Eq. (29)
and take i i i
Vi Vi Vi
0= JRO _ RO - RO,la (34)
P)to  nlto— o) n(—c)”

where we have assumed that tg = 0. Thus, the model takes the form

\% n__ —c n
Va(t) = (e gi=r) =0 ~(=o)™ )

)

when ¢ # 0. If ¢ = 0, we have to derive a new equation starting from our original form
(17). We can also start from (32) and take A = 1. Thus, we arrive at

Va(t) = ™", (36)
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These generalized exponential models allow us to have an intermediate near-
stationary period followed by fast growth. That is, they represent an extension of the
traditional exponential model, where there is only fast growth. Several data sets from
the sources used (Falcetta et al, 2017; Ubezio, 2019) can be fitted with this general
model. All these fits are found with n = 2 or n = 3. There are some cases in which
¢ = 0, and other cases in which ¢ # 0. In the case of a non-zero ¢, we have the function

Vr(t) = e(s‘;f)% ) [(t75)3+(‘3)3], (37)
for n = 3, and
-V
Va(t) = o788 [6= "] (38)

for n = 2. Clearly, in this last case VR(O) must be less than zero such that a remains
positive as defined since the beginning of our work. In Fig. 3 we show one of the data
sets fitted with the generalized exponential model with n = 3 and ¢ # 0. There is a
near-stationary region and fast growth afterward. The value of ¢ indicates the point
where there is a change in the concavity of the function. This fact can be understood
by noting that both the first and second derivatives of Vi vanish at ¢ = c. Different
values of n would modify the mear-stationary region. In Subsection 4.1 we discuss
the role of n in more detail. Additionally, in Appendix B we show fitted data with
different values of n and c.

e DDP4
—— GenExpn3 (R?=0.980)

Relative tumor volume
o = N w SN ul (@)} ~ (00]

20 30 40 50
Time [days]

o
=]
o

Fig. 3 Result of the fitting process for the data set DDP/ from Falcetta et al (2017) using Eq. (37):
the dots represent the experimental data and the continuous line represents the best fit. The vertical
line marks the position of ¢
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3.2.2 Models with terminal shrinkage

We now turn our attention to models exhibiting terminal volume shrinkage. All these
models are characterized by non-zero parameters a and b. As we did in the previous
subsection, we start from the simplest possible model and then we move to more
complex scenarios. The complexity of such models is linked to the rich dynamics
involved in the evolution of a given tumor. According to our knowledge of chemother-
apy, volume shrinkage is associated with a cytotoxic effect of drugs on the tumor.
Thus, in this subsection we deal with models that can describe volume shrinkage due
to cytotoxic drugs and the effect on the immune system.

Asymmetric shrinkage model of first degree:

We start with the simplest model. That is, we start with the case in which ¢(t) = ¢.
If we take Eq. (17) and use this linear function, we arrive at

(a+D)

Va(t) = : : ,
= () (b+ Vgo)e= + (a — Vgo)eb?

(39)

where we have taken tg = 0. If @ # b, we obtain an asymmetric function. That is, the
growth phase and the shrinkage phase have different behavior. On the other hand,
given the increasing and decreasing regions of the function Vg, there is a maximum at

o 1 . a(bJrVRo)
TR (b@%))' o

The position of the maximum depends on a, b, and the initial growth rate Vio. Most
treatments aim at reaching this maximum in the smallest possible time. In medical
terms, a smaller ..+ generally implies a more effective treatment, although it is
important to take side effects into account (Markman, 1996; Ooki et al, 2022). In the
right panel of Fig. 4, we show a data set that is fitted with this model. There is a
growth phase and a shrinkage phase.

Symmetric shrinkage model of first degree:

If we take a = b in (39), we get the symmetric model

2a
VR(t) B (a + VRQ)G_at + (a - VRO)e“t. (41)

This model is called symmetric because it presents a symmetry around the critical

time . |
1 1 1
bt = In(4/B) = L (V) Ly (et Vi) )
2a 2a a—Vo/Vy 2 a— Vo

In the left panel of Fig 4 we show a data set that is fitted using this symmetric model.
We observe a mirror symmetry concerning the position of the maximum. The presence
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of such a symmetry might not be evident from (41). However, we can show that this
model presents a time-inversion symmetry. First, we introduce a new time variable 7
such that

t=1-+ tcrih (43)
where t..;; is the critical time given in (42). Thus, we obtain the following expression
for the relative volume

2a 1
VR(T) = g g T ar o (44)
(a — Vro)Y/2(a + Vgo)1/2 e +e
From this result, it is clear that
VR(—T) = VR(T). (45)

We conclude then that the function Vg is symmetric around the critical point (42).

1.6 : 2.5
: e BEV/DDP/PTXHigh4
—— SymShr (R2=0.974)

: e BEV3
2.01 —— AsymShr (R2=0.902)

Relative tumor volume

0

0.0 25 50 7.5 10.0 125 15.0 17.5 0 20 40 60 80 100
Time [days] Time [days]

Fig. 4 Result of the fitting process: the dots represent the experimental data and the continuous
line represents the best fit. Left: Data set BEV/DDP/PTXHigh4 from Falcetta et al (2017) fitted
using Eq. (39). Right: Data set BEV1 from Falcetta et al (2017) fitted using Eq. (41). The dotted
vertical lines represent the points where each function has its maximum value

It is important to note that these first two models do not describe long-term
cytostatic effects. That is, there is a sharp transition from growth to shrinkage. We
argue that this fact is due to the linear function ¢(t) that we chose. Therefore, we
postulate that cytostatic effects can be present if we take a power-law form for ¢(t).
Thus, both cytostatic and cytotoxic effects can be obtained by keeping b # 0 and
choosing a function ¢(t) = (t — ¢)™. We discuss this case in the next lines.

Generalized shrinkage model of degree n:

We end our discussion of particular models with a function that contains both cyto-
static and cytotoxic effects. As discussed above, we already know that a non-zero b
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induces a terminal-shrinkage effect and a power-law ¢ induces a near-stationary phase.
Therefore, we take the expression

Va(t) = at?d) (46)

(b+ n(,v%) e=adn 4 (a - Tl(f%) ebdn

where q;n was defined in (19). It is important to stress that the equation is valid as
long as ¢ # 0. If ¢ is equal to zero, we have to derive an expression that is valid in
that case only. Starting from (17), we obtain that the relative volume will depend on
four numbers: a, b, A and n

VR(t) = — !

Ae—at™ (1 - fl) ebt “n

where the parameter A will depend on the lowest non-zero derivative of V. That is,
A will depend on V(™)(0).

On the other hand, since there is a growth phase and a shrinkage phase, there
should be at least a maximum value of Vz. Working with the general equation (17),
we get the following expression for the critical time

| a[bt ] e \ 1"
teri = 7ED) In V +c. (48)
blo— ] et

Depending on the value of n we can have more than one maximum If n is odd, we get
only one t.; if n is even, we get two values for t..;. In our fitting process, we found
that n = 3 is an optimal value for one of the data sets in Ubezio (2019). Therefore,
we use the following specific model

Valt) = at b& | (49)

(b i %) e—ads(t) 4 (g — %) ebda(t)

for ¢ # 0, or
1
VR(t) = ~ ) (50)
Ae—at® 4 (1 - A) ebt®

for ¢ = 0 In Fig 5 we see a data set that is fitted using this model with a zero c.
The initial growth is less tilted compared to the previous models. In fact, the first
derivative of Vg is zero at g = 0. This zero derivative is the result of the form (50).
Even though Vz(0) = 0, the volume increases for t > 0 because the third derivative
is not zero. The behavior seen with this model contains a near-stationary period, a
growth phase, and a shrinkage phase. Therefore, it can be used to describe tumors
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having these three important phases. In Subsection 4.1 we discuss the role of the
parameters in this general model and their interpretation.
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Fig. 5 Fit of the data set 4Bv from Ubezio (2019) using Eq. (50). We show the fit in a larger domain
to appreciate the form of the function

4 Origin and biophysical interpretation of our model

4.1 Parameters of the model

In this section we want to analyze the role of each parameter of the model in Eq. (17).
In subsection 3.2 we already gained an understanding of the role played by each of the
main parameters in that model. However, in the present section, we want to explore
the effect of each parameter in more detail. Thus, we are open to the possibility of
connecting each parameter with a biophysical process in tumor evolution. Since our
model contains a free function ¢(t), we stick to the models discussed in subsection 3.2.

We start with the quantity Vio, although is formally an initial condition. In our
discussion of the particular models, we stated that the traditional exponential model
is obtained when n = 1 and a = VRO. Therefore, the value of the initial growth rate
has to be taken as a parameter to be determined from a fitting process. If we plot
the exponential model Vz(t) = eV70! using different values for Vg, we get Fig. 6. As
expected from the nature of this quantity, a high positive value produces fast growth
at large times. Given that Vzo > 0, the initial growth factor tells us how fast the tumor
will grow. It is also important to note that the tumor will always have an increasing
behavior. This situation represents the case of an untreated tumor that is not even
attacked by the immune system. To sum up, Vio determines how the tumor starts
growing.
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Fig. 6 Effect of Vo our derived traditional exponential model Vr(t) = eVrot

the initial growth rate as a parameter

, which only contains

If we introduce the parameter a, as done in our Modified Logistic model, we get
Eq. (24). In this model we have the two quantities: Vgzo and a. We already know
what Vgo does. Therefore, we analyze the effect of the parameter a. In Fig. 7 we
observe that a flattens the curve and takes the relative volume to a constant value,
as predicted by Eq. (28). In this figure we have also marked the transition time. This
time represents the moment when there is a transition from fast growth and to a
stationary phase. This time is found by looking for the point at which Vg = 0. Fig.
7 also shows us that a large a leads to a faster transition to the stationary phase
and a smaller asymptotic relative volume. The transition time from growth to the
stationary phase, as well as the value of the asymptotic volume, depends on the
relation between Vizo and a. The expressions for both quantities can be seen in Eq.
(28) and (26). Thus, we conclude that a contains the effects of the immune system
and a specific treatment leading to a global cytostatic terminal phase. In other words,
the parameter a avoids uncontrolled growth.

Before moving to the other parameters, we want to show again that our Modified
Logistic model can lead to growth characterized by the presence of a vertical asymp-
tote. This asymptote makes the growth fast and corresponds to the case in which
Vio > a. In other words, this situation happens when the value of the parameter a
containing information about cytostatic effects is not enough to counteract the initial
growth driven by Vgo. In Fig. 8 we see three curves showing tumor evolution when
Vro > a.

20



9 — ;
g& . a=12[1/d]
11 a=1.5[1/d)
S 71 - .
[e) 11 | a=1.9 [1/d]
> 6 .. .
. i
£°] .
24 o
()] 4
33 |1
© 2] -
Q1
x ! !
0- 1

2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Time [days]

Fig. 7 Behavior of the Modified Logistic model of Eq. (24) for three different values of the parameter
a and Vg = 1 [1/d]. The dotted-dashed vertical lines represent the transition times for each case:
32.189 hours for the magenta curve, 11.090 hours for the black curve, and 1.330 hours for the blue
curve
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Fig. 8 Behavior of our Modified Logistic model of Eq. (24) when Vro > a for three different values
of a and Vo = 3 [1/d]. The three vertical dashed lines represent the asymptotes of each function. In
this case, the model is clearly valid from ¢ = 0 to the position of each asymptote

Now we talk about the effect of the parameter b. The model that allows us to easily
understand the effect of b is the one given in Eq. (39) and called model with terminal
asymmetric shrinkage. As understood from this name, this model will show a late-
times decreasing evolution. The reason for this decreasing phase can be understood
from the form of Eq. (39) since there is an exponential function in the denominator
that grows with time. In Fig. 9 we observe the behavior of the model for three values
of the parameter b. A large b leads to an evolution that approaches zero in a shorter
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time. Thus, we can say that b has a cytotoxic nature. This behavior was already clear
in Subsection 3.2, where we separated our model into two groups: those with terminal
shrinkage and those without terminal shrinkage. All models with terminal shrinkage
are characterized by a non-zero b. We want to stress that the actual decreasing behavior
depends on all the parameters since the exponential function e’ is multiplied by a
factor B. To sum up, we can argue undoubtedly that b has a cytotoxic effect as long
as it is positive.
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Fig. 9 Behavior of the model of Eq. (28) for three different values of the parameter b, Vgo = 0.5 [1/d]
and a = 2 [1/d]. The dotted lines represent the position of the maximum for each function: 1.427
hours for the magenta curve, 55.828 minutes for the black curve, and 41.426 minutes for the blue curve

Continuing with our analysis, we address the role of the parameter c. Looking at
the general model of Eq. (35) we see that it represents a shift of the function when
n > 1. However, it can induce more changes depending on the particular values of a,
b, and n. For instance, in Fig. 10 we see that ¢ > 0 shifts the function to the right, and
that a larger c leads to a longer stationary phase before the function grows rapidly to
infinity. This result is due to the ¢ dependence of the Generalized Exponential model.
In Eq. (35) we can see that the function (¢ — ¢)™ is multiplied by the factor that goes
like 1/(—c)"~!. Then, a larger c leads to a smaller factor in the exponent.

The generalized model with terminal shrinkage of Eq. (46) also allows us to see
the effect c. We get a similar behavior as before. First, there is a horizontal shift
depending on the value of c¢. Additionally, the near-stationary phase is modified by
the chosen value for c.
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Fig. 10 Behavior of the model of Eq. (35) for three different values of ¢ and Vgo = 0.1 [1/d], n = 3.
Each dashed vertical line represents the position of t = c. We observe that a large c creates a longer
near-stationary phase

We also discuss the effect of ¢ in the Generalized Modified Logistic model of Eq.
(29). An interesting aspect of this model relies on the existence of two plateauzr in
the evolution of V(). We see in Fig. 12 how the properties of those plateaux change
with the value of ¢. Namely, the clear separation and existence of the two plateaux
are imperceptible as ¢ grows.
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Fig. 11 Behavior of the model of Eq. (46) for three different values of ¢ and Vgo = 1 [1/d], a =
2 [1/d3], b = 4 [1/d3], n = 3. Each dashed vertical line represents the position of ¢ = ¢, and each
dotted line represents the position of the maximum of each function. We clearly see that the value of ¢
modifies the evolution of the function and the properties of the region between growth and shrinkage

23



¢=0.6 [d]
c=0.8 [d]
c=21[d]

0 1 2 3 4 5
Time [days]

Fig. 12 Behavior of the model of Eq. (29) for three different values of ¢ and Vgo = 3 [1/d], a =
4 [1/d3] and n = 3. Each dashed vertical line represents the position of ¢ = ¢. We clearly see that the
value of ¢ modifies the evolution of the function and the properties of the stationary regions

Now we discuss the effect of the parameter n, the only dimensionless parameter
in the model of Eq. (17). In Fig. 13 we see that n creates a near-stationary phase
around the value of ¢ in the model (35). For n = 1 there is only growth. However, as
long as n > 1, there is a near-stationary phase. During this phase, the change in Vg
is imperceptible and hence very small. Subsequently, the function grows to infinity or
goes to zero depending on the value of n. We see that a large n indicates the sharpest
growth at late times when the parameter n is odd. However, the evenness of n is also
important. If n is even, the function decreases at large times. If n is even in the model
(35), we get a negative value for the parameter a, which is inconsistent with our initial
assumptions. We can observe something similar in Fig. 14 for the model in Eq. (29).
For this generalized modified logistic model the terminal behavior of Vi and its inter-
mediate near-stationary region are also affected by the evenness of the parameter n.

On the other hand, in Fig. 15 we see the impact of the parameter n in the model
described by Eq. (46). Once again, we see that there is a near-stationary region as
long as n > 1. Moreover, this phase tends to last longer when n increases. Regarding
the shrinkage phase, the decay is sharper when n is large. Therefore, we can say that
the parameter n might both cytostatic and cytotoxic effects on tumor evolution.
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Fig. 13 Behavior of the model of Eq. (35) for seven different values of n and Vgo = 0.1 [1/d],
¢ = 2 [d]. The dashed vertical line represents the point ¢t = ¢ = 2 [d]. A parameter n > 0 creates
a near-stationary region. The evenness of the parameter n also affects the evolution, as can be seen
for the cases n = 2,4,6. However, these last cases are inconsistent with our initial assumption of a
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Fig. 15 Behavior of the model of Eq. (46) for five different values of n and Vgg = 0.1 [1/d],
a =4 [1/d"], b = 8 [1/d"™]. The dashed vertical line represents the point ¢ = 2 [d], and the dotted
lines represent the position of the maxima for each function; the case n = 4 displays two symmetric
maxima around ¢t = c. It is clear that a parameter n > 0 creates a near-stationary region, and its
duration increases with the value of n

4.2 Second-order nature of the model

In this subsection we discuss the second-order nature of our model in more detail. As
we showed before, most models for tumor evolution come from first-order differential
equations. This fact makes the interpretation of the differential equation clear in terms
of rates. Moreover, those models require only the knowledge of the volume at an
initial time ty. However, we know that dynamical models often come from second-
order differential equations. Since the evolution of tumors is in-depth related to the
motion of molecules and dynamical processes, we expect the resulting volume to be
described by a function that is derived from a second-order differential equation. Being
the volume a macroscopic descriptor, it is reasonable to think that it can be derived
from the microscopic dynamics. Therefore, a natural form for the differential equation
governing V' would have the form

a2V av
— =F(V,=—/t 1

where F' is any function of the variables shown in the equation. This form is precisely
the one we introduced in Eq. (13).

On the other hand, it is also reasonable to expect that the evolution of the tumor
volume depends on its initial rate of change. Any dynamical problem requires the
knowledge of the initial rate of change of its variables. Hence, our model is compatible
with this physically-motivated argument. Moreover, the necessity of knowing V(to)
urges us to design more accurate experiments that allow us to get information about
this initial rate of change. Thus, not only our model is novel but also lights the way
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for new experiments in the area of cancer research. In the following subsections we
show how Eq. (13) can be written to understand its origin and give interpretations to
our findings in the previous sections.

4.3 Sturm-Liouville problem

For a given variable y depending on z, the Sturm’Liouville differential equation is
given by
_4d dy Y 52
£y =5 [pe)e@ E |+ atay = Nl (52)
where p(z) and ¢(z) are functions of the variable z, over a region of interest
x € [z;, zf]. Here the constant A corresponds to the eigenvalue and w(z) > 0 is known
as the weight function. Additionally, the operator Ly is called a self-adjoint operator

(Arfken et al, 2012).

In order to write our Eq. (13) as a Sturm-Liouville problem, we start from Eq. (14)

2V 2 (dv? av
dTb?_V<%) +(a=b) G+ abV =0, (53)

which was obtained by changing the independent variable from ¢ to ¢. Then, we
introduce the variable y = % Thus, we arrive at the differential equation

d |dy
— | == —b)y| = aby. 54
|+ =] = (54)
It is straightforward to show that this equation can be written in the following form
d d
O (a0 %Y | _ hela—b)@ 55
7 |t = apetery, (55)
where the constant A = —ab corresponds to the eigenvalue.

4.4 Continuity equation

Besides having the property of being written as a Sturm-Liouville differential equation,
our model (13) can also be written as a continuity equation. This form is particularly
interesting it opens up the possibility of understanding our model in terms of fluid
dynamics. If we start from (55) and go back to the variable ¢, we get the form

(a—b)¢ hela—b)o
d [ﬂe ] aboe P (56)

dt [do V24 v

Since the expression inside the derivative of the first term is a function of time, we

can define
dV ela—b)¢

de V24

Q) (57)
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Moreover, we can also introduce the function

bdela—b)o
o= M% (58)

Thus, it is clear that the differential equation (56) can be written as

0Q
5 t2=0. (59)

This form resembles a continuity equation where @) and ® come from integrals of the

form
Q:/pdV, <I):/J-dS. (60)
1% S

Here, the quantity p represents the volume density of a given biophysical concept,
and J represents the associated current density. As a consequence, our model can
be interpreted in terms of a conservation law. In the context of cancer, we have the
dynamics of fluids coming in and out of the tumor. Hence, the existence of a continuity
equation is unsurprising. It is also interesting to note that the fluz ® is multiplied
by the parameter b. As we saw in the previous sections, the parameter b is related to
terminal-shrinkage effects as long as ¢(t) is positive at large times. Hence, if b = 0
there is no outward flux and the volume does not decrease at large times. In that
case, we either have uncontrolled growth or a maximum volume V> at large times.
Additionally, the case b = 0 shows us that @ is a conserved quantity or a constant of
motion since 90

T 0. (61)
Therefore, we say that this quantity is a constant Q(t) = C. In fact, for the case of a
vanishing b, Eq. (56) becomes

d [dV e v e
— |——| =0 — = 62
dt {daﬁ V%} BRI (62
which can be easily solved and has the solution
1
V(t) (63)

“ D+ (C/a)e—as(t)’

where D is an integration constant. This Eq. (63) leads all the exponential and mod-
ified logistic models discussed in the previous sections. We conclude then that all the
models without terminal shrinkage come from a conserved quantity C'. This interest-
ing result will be analyzed in future work where we will study the spatiotemporal
microscopic dynamics of tumor evolution. We are certain that this conclusion opens
up questions that must be studied theoretically and experimentally by more research
groups within the areas of Biology, Mathematics, Physics and Chemistry.
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We want to close this section by discussing the opposite case, the one in which
a = 0. In such a case, there is also a conserved quantity

d [dV e b dveb®
ajere - @e __e. (64)
dt [ do V2¢ do V24
With this form, we find the expression for the volume
1
V) = =—=— (65)

D — (C/b)ebe®)’

where D is an integration constant. This function has the property of being decreas-
ing for large times. Therefore, it corresponds to a terminal-shrinkage model as long as
the pole (vertical asymptote) in the function lies at ‘negative times’ (before the initial
time ¢g). This result supports our findings regarding the nature of the parameter b: it
promotes the shrinkage of V.

5 Methods

In this Methods section we want to explain how we obtained the parameters from the
experimental data sets used throughout the paper. As stated in Appendix B, we used
the curve_fit tool in Python. Since the cases discussed in subsec. 3.2 present all
characteristic features, we paired data sets with models having similar properties from
a graphical point of view. Such properties are, for instance, terminal shrinkage or the
existence of plateaux. In our analysis we used reasonable initial-guess values for the
parameters given the discussion in subsection 4.1 and the trend observed in each data
set. Additionally, we used a large maxfev number of the order of thousands to have
a large number of iterations. For each of the fitted data, we made sure that R? > 0.7
and the standard deviations of the parameters were small (a relative error smaller
than around 0.5). These requirements led us to favor some models against others. For
instance, in the BEV/DDP/PTXHigh group, we used the simple exponential model
instead of our symmetric shrinkage model for two of the data sets. The reader is invited
to check the fits shown in this paper and test our model using other experimental
studies as well.

6 Discussion and Conclusions

We introduced and analyzed a new model that can be used to describe the evolution
of biological populations. In this paper we showed an application to tumor evolution.
The model that we introduced is innovative in several aspects. First, we hypothesize
that a second-order model can be used to account for different stages in tumor evolu-
tion: growth, quasi-stationary phases, and shrinkage. Second, the parameters in our
model have a straightforward interpretation and can be used to link medical/thera-
peutic concepts to the mathematical description (see subsec. 4.1, where we study the

29



effect of each parameter in detail). The parameters of our model combine to produce
specific patterns; however, we can undoubtedly say that the number ¢ marks the point
of transition between two regions with different concavity, n can create longer regions
of quasi-stationary behavior, and b determines the existence of terminal shrinkage.
Third, we explore interesting properties of our mathematical formulation that exhibit
a possible origin of our model in terms of a continuity equation. Fourth, we show
that some classical models can be derived from our general formulation. Moreover,
we explicitly show that our model(s) can be used to fit experimental data sets with
diverse patterns. Our model does not restrict to growth or stationary regions as
found in the traditional models; instead, we can account for a variety of phases and
transitions that are present in tumor evolution. In Appendix B we included the plots
of all the 85 fits of the experimental data sets used to test our general model. We
find particularly interesting those sub-models presenting growth and shrinkage. Since
most treatments attempt to reduce the volume of a tumor, we find it beneficial to
have a model describing such a phenomenon. As discussed in subsection 3.2, termi-
nal shrinkage is present when the parameter b is different from zero. Thus, we can
connect the effectiveness of a given treatment with b and other parameters of our
model. Another important aspect that we want to highlight is the interpretation of
the function ¢(t). We showed that its form drastically determines the evolution of
Vi. So, we argue that this function ¢(t) is connected to the response of the biological
system to some specific treatment and external factors, and we might see it as a
biological clock (a similar idea in different contexts was discussed in Gillooly et al
(2002) and Castorina et al (2006)).

Even though our model proves to be successful in the description of tumor evo-
lution, further work is needed to test our formulation with more experimental data
sets. It is necessary to show that our model can describe experiments performed with
different systems and under different conditions. Moreover, a detailed study using
experiments, data analysis, and theoretical considerations is needed to establish a
clear link among the parameters of our model and medical concepts involved in cancer
treatments. In particular, it would be extremely impactful to check the predictivity
of our formulation. That is, given a few initial experimental data points, it would
be remarkable to predict the late-times state of a tumor. Thus, physicians would be
able to assess the effectiveness of a specific treatment. Relatedly, future experimental
studies should also include a detailed analysis of the uncertainties present in the mea-
surements. These uncertainties would restrict the spectrum of models that are suitable
for fitting experimental data and a more accurate description would be possible.

Another aspect that we should consider is the deterministic nature of our for-
mulation. We know that there are stochastic processes in these biological systems.
Therefore, small fluctuations should also be considered in future studies. We claim
that our formulation can be used as a background model in the study of tumors, cell
colonies, and other types of biological populations. Work in this direction might be
fruitful in the understanding of cancer. Additionally, another interesting study that
can be carried out entails the possible values of the parameter n. In our study, we
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focused on integer values; however, there are no restrictions on this parameter as long
as it is not of the form 2%, with p any odd number and p € N.
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A Polynomial time dependence

In this Appendix we discuss a further case for the choice of ¢(t). As we exemplified
above, the form of ¢(¢) is a key factor in the evolution of the tumor volume. So far
we have focused on the case of a power-law dependence ¢(t) = (t — ¢)™. This choice
proved to be effective in the description of the majority of data sets found in Falcetta
et al (2017) and Ubezio (2019). However, there is no restriction on the form of ¢(t)
and we are free to choose a more complex form. In particular, we can take a polyno-
mial in ¢. The choice of a polynomial function allows us to describe small variations
of V during its global evolution.

Given the number of free parameters that might be involved in the case of a polyno-
mial ¢(t), we decided to discuss such a case in this appendix. Instead, we focused on
models with a small number of free parameters with a more straightforward interpre-
tation. Although the polynomial case is not the main result of our work, we found it
important to present this situation in this article.

Polynomsial exponential model:

In our analysis of the experimental results in Falcetta et al (2017) and Ubezio
(2019) we found that the sets fitted with the generalized exponential model were
also fitted with an exponential ¢(t). That is, we might have a polynomial exponential
model. However, the fit looked quite fine-tuned and some of the standard deviations
of the fitted parameters were extremely large. Therefore, we took the simplest models
in our fitting process for the majority of experimental data sets. However, three data
sets show particular evolution. These three data sets were fitted with the case that
we called polynomial exponential model. This model can be derived from the main
equation (12) and it can be written as

Vi(t) = eProtn®) (66)

where
bpol,, (1) = at + aot® + ast® + ... + ant”, (67)
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and the parameter a has been absorbed in ¢pa, (t)
Interpretation of the polynomial exponential model:

Although the possibility of having a polynomial function ¢(t) to describe the evo-
lution of a tumor looks fine-tuned and perhaps unrealistic, we want to propose an
interpretation that opens up new directions in the study of tumors. To avoid the pres-
ence of unexplained coefficients with very small values in the polynomial, we rewrite
Eq. (67) as

o(t) = b (%) + B2 <£>2+~~+ﬂi (%)i+~~~+ﬂn (%)n (68)

where §; can be either +1 or —1, and ¢; are characteristic times. The presence of
the parameters [3; removes the fine-tuning problem of adjusting very small numbers.
Then, the relevance of any term is determined by the characteristic time ¢;. If we have
that ¢, > t,_1 > --- > t3 > t1, we can associate the relevance of each term in the
polynomial to a specific time when a given effect starts taking place. Thus, we can link
the evolution of V' to some medical events that are known or expected by physicians.
In Fig. 16 we show an example of a data set that was fitted with our polynomial
exponential model. In this case, the degree of the polynomial is equal to 4. In Appendix
B we present other two cases where we used the polynomial exponential model.

2.00 : :
GE) 175 @ e PTXEqui3
E 1'50 —— GenExpPoln4 (R>=0.697)
o 15071 : 5
>

(@) : :

0.00 A - ' ' ' '
0 25 50 75 100 125 150 175
Time [days]

Fig. 16 Result of the fitting process: the dots represent the experimental data PTXFEqui8 from
Falcetta et al (2017) and the continuous line represents the best fit using (66). The vertical lines mark
the characteristic times ¢; defined in (68)
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B Fitting all the data sets

In this Appendix we want to show all the fits of the experimental data sets found in
references Falcetta et al (2017) and Ubezio (2019). Here we use the same acronyms
found in those references, whose meaning is explained at the end of the Introduction.
Our purpose with this appendix is twofold: on the one hand, we want to show the
power of our proposal; on the other hand, we want to make clear the different phases
that can be observed in tumor evolution. This last aspect is extremely relevant in
the understanding of tumors and their response to several treatments. All fits shown
throughout the paper were found using the curve_fit option in Python. To make
the plots look more organized, we defined some labels that stand for each model
described in this paper. We defined this notation as follows:

¢ ModiLogi: Modified Logistic model of Eq. (24).

¢ SimpExp: Traditional exponential model.

¢ GenExpn: Generalized exponential model of degree n of Egs. (35) or (36) depending
on the value of c.

¢ GenModiLogin: Generalized modified logistic model of degree n of Egs. (29) or (30)
depending on the value of c.

e SymShr: Symmetric shrinkage model of Eq. (41).

e AsymShr: Asymmetric shrinkage model of Eq. (39).

e GenShr: Generalized shrinkage model of degree n of Eqs. (46) or (47) depending on
the value of c.

e GenExpPoln: Generalized exponential polynomial model of degre n of Eq. (66).

It is important to stress that the word degree stands for the power used in
¢(t) = (t — ¢)™. The only case in which a full polynomial of degree n is used corre-
sponds to the GenExpPol model.

The following figures show the versatility of our formulation and its usefulness in
describing different phases in tumor evolution. There are two findings that we want
to highlight. First, all the control sets are fitted with our modified logistic model of
Eq. (24). Second, data sets within the same family do not necessarily have identical
evolution. As expected, the response to a specific treatment depends on the living
system under study; in medical terms, the effectiveness of drug treatment will depend
on the patient. Thus, our formulation opens up the possibility of connecting some
parameters of our model to the human body response in terms of biological processes.
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Fig. 24 Fits of the data sets named PTXEqui in Falcetta et al (2017). The points represent the
experimental values and the continuous lines represent the best fits. The dashed vertical lines in some
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Fig. 25 Fits of the data sets named PTXHigh in Falcetta et al (2017). The points represent the
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Fig. 26 Fits of the data sets named DDP/PTXConv in Falcetta et al (2017). The points represent
the experimental values and the continuous lines represent the best fits. The dashed vertical lines in
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Fig. 27 Fits of the data sets named DDP/PTXEqui in Falcetta et al (2017). The points represent
the experimental values and the continuous lines represent the best fits. The dashed vertical lines in
some plots mark the position of c. We observe that none of the models predict a vanishing volume in
the far future
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Fig. 28 Fits of the data sets named DDP/PTXHigh in Falcetta et al (2017). The points represent
the experimental values and the continuous lines represent the best fits. The dashed vertical lines in
some plots mark the position of c. We observe that there are 3 data sets for which volume shrinkage
is predicted when t — oo
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Fig. 29 Fits of the data sets named BEV/DDP/PTXConv in Falcetta et al (2017). The points rep-
resent the experimental values and the continuous lines represent the best fits. The dashed vertical
line in the set BEV/DDP/PTXConvl marks the position of c. We observe that the majority of our
fits predict volume shrinkage when ¢ — co. On the other hand, the polynomial used for BEV/D-
DP/PTXConv4 does not contain the liner term
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Fig. 30 Fits of the data sets named BEV/DDP/PTXEqui in Falcetta et al (2017). The points
represent the experimental values and the continuous lines represent the best fits. We observe that
all our fits predict volume shrinkage when t — oo
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Fig. 31 Fits of the data sets named BEV/DDP/PTXHigh in Falcetta et al (2017). The points
represent the experimental values and the continuous lines represent the best fits. We observe that
all our fits predict volume shrinkage when ¢t — oo
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