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Abstract
Strict definitions and formal mathematical constructions are given to represent the main concepts of the
isobolographic method as mathematical objects. In particular, a strict definition of zero interaction notion
is introduced. The peculiarity of this definition is that this notion appears to depend on the dose-response
function of a particular acting agent, whereas it is commonly believed that it is completely determined
only by the whole set of acting agents. It is shown that without additional assumptions about the type of
dose-response functions, a type of joint action of agents can be different and even opposite depending on
the dose-response function of which the notion of zero interaction is considered. The only case when the
concept of zero interaction is unambiguously defined and does not depend on the chosen dose-response
function is the case of scale equivalence of dose-response functions of all acting agents. A theorem on
the representation of the zero-interaction manifold in the case of arbitrary single-factor dose-response
functions is proved. Examples of analyzing the joint action of factors using isoboles for a two-factor linear
model with a cross term and a quadratic model are considered.
Keywords: Isobolographic analysis of joint action of biologically active agents; Dose-response function;
Zero-interaction; Scale-invariant functions; Response surface method; Second order response model.

1. Introduction
Problems of identifying the type of joint action exhibited by several agents together emerge

naturally in such sciences as toxicology, pharmacology, evidence based medicine, risk assessment,
biology, and others. The phenomenon of joint action appears to be nontrivial considering the fact
that the magnitude of the effect caused by a few factors does not always match the expected value of
this effect computed in some way on the basis of single-factor effects. For instance, it was observed in
pharmacology that a joint impact of drugs may produce a considerably different effect than could be
expected based on the effect of each of the agents acting alone (Zeliger, 2011). In the treatment of the
majority of serious or complicated diseases (infections, high arterial blood pressure, cardio-vascular
diseases, etc.), an adequate therapy would mostly involve a combination of several medications. In
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inpatient settings, combinations of several drugs are also the most widespread form of therapy. For
such a combined therapy to be efficacious, it is necessary to have accurate information on how
specific drugs may interact in the human organism. This information is always available in medical
product leaflets in the section “Interaction with other medicinal products”.

In principle, the following outcomes are possible where biologically active agents are co-admin-
istered: harmful effect caused by one or several agents, its enhancement; absence of any visible effect;
and enhanced efficacy of one or several agents. Agents may interact pharmacodynamically and/or
pharmacokinetically (see the specialized “Journal of Pharmacokinetics and Pharmacodynamics”, and
(Brody, 2018; Dumbreck et al., 2015)); however, knowledge of such fine mechanisms of action is
often lacking or insufficient. It is therefore reasonable to develop joint action assessment methods
that would employ only observable characteristics of action expressed as values of dose and observed
effects. One of the techniques of such assessment is the isobolographic method.

The isobole is a line (or a surface if there are more than two agents involved), on which the
resulting function (response) has a constant value, i. e. the isobole is a response level surface. The
key issue when describing the type of joint action using the isobolographic method is to determine
the position of the dose combination and the magnitude of the corresponding response relative to
the additivity surface corresponding to the same response level. The additivity surface is defined
as a (hypothetical) surface such that for every point on it the agents in corresponding doses do not
interact with respect to a given response. The additivity surface is nearly always assumed to be
rectilinear, i. e. a straight line, a plane or a hyperplane in a multidimensional space. In this case,
obviously, the additivity surface is defined by the points of its crossing with the axes of coordinates,
i.e. the isolated doses of agents, the value of the response to which is equal to the value of the response
on this surface.

Although this method was proposed around 150 years ago (the first publication is considered
to be (Fraser, 1870–1871)) and it has been widely used in both practical and theoretical studies, its
principal postulates still remain insufficiently rigorously formulated. The isobolographic method
was first presented as a computational procedure for joint action type assessment in (Fraser, 1870–
1871; Fraser, 1872; Loewe & Muischnek, 1926; Loewe et al., 1927; Loewe, 1927; Loewe, 1928;
Loewe, 1953; Loewe, 1957).

The further development of the method was mainly directed at extending its range of appli-
cations as summarized in the review (Berenbaum, 1989), containing an extensive bibliography on
the application of the isobolographic method to specific studies. In a few studies, researchers inves-
tigated the joint action of several medications on humans with the help of isoboles (Tverskoy et al.,
1988; Tverskoy et al., 1989b; Tverskoy et al., 1989a). Further on, such studies grew in number and
diversity, demonstrating the versatility of the isobolographic method in a broad variety of contexts
(Atwal et al., 2019; Basting et al., 2019; Short & Hannam, 2019; van den Berg et al., 2017).

In addition to purely practical applications, a more abstract approach was developed to answer
the question under what conditions this method is generally applicable. It is also crucially important
to clarify the principal notions of the method, which, as a rule, are treated as self-evident. In this
regard, key works are (Loewe, 1953; Loewe, 1957) and (Berenbaum, 1977; Berenbaum, 1978;
Berenbaum, 1988).

Subsequent progress in theoretical analysis and practical application of the isobolographic method
has led to the emergence of numerous variants, some of which have been described in reviews (Fouc-
quier & Guedj, 2015; García & Lage, 2013; Greco et al., 1992; Greco et al., 1995; Tallarida, 2000;
Tang et al., 2015).

Obviously, the isobolographic method may be used where the agents and the responses are
continuous variables. For instance, in addition to pharmacology and toxicology, a natural area of
its application could be environmental ecology, where it is essential to have a correct mathematical
technique for evaluating the type of combined action of harmful agents. In large cities, where

2 Braz. J. Biom., v.43, e-43737, 2025.



Panov

residents are constantly exposed to a multifactorial mixture of technogenic and household pollutants,
correct assessment of their joint action is a critical component of making competent management
decisions.

Although this method and its variants are widely used, it is not sufficiently rigorous in some
respects, which may result in an incorrect conclusion on the type of joint action considered. In
particular, it is a common belief that the isobole representing absence of interaction (the so called
additivity isobole, or zero interaction isobole), is geometrically a straight line (a hyperplane for many
acting agents as a general case). It is shown below that it is not always the case (see Sec. 4, 5.5). At the
same time, since the classification of joint action types is built relative to the zero interaction isobole,
it is critically important to know the correct location of the latter. Thus, rigorous formalization of
the isobolographic method is currently an important problem in the theory of combined (joint)
action of factors.

The theoretical foundations of the isobolographic method were considered in (Berenbaum,
1985). In particular, the concept of zero interaction was introduced there as a replacement for
the vague notion of no-interaction. In a non-strict interpretation, zero interaction is a joint action
of biologically active agents which can be represented as a joint action of the same agent taken at
different doses. Another important contribution of this work is the justification that the zero inter-
action isobole is represented by a linear manifold (a straight line, a plane, or a hyperplane). However,
this justification was based on the assumption that all dose-response functions of the agents are in
some sense interchangeable (see below the equality (6)).

The question of the linearity of the zero interaction isobole has a long history, and it is generally
assumed that it is represented by a hyperplane. The argumentation of this fact (Berenbaum, 1985)
supports this opinion. In particular, author of (Berenbaum, 1985) thought that a zero interaction
isobole is always linear and argued against Loewe that the additivity isobole (in Loewe’s terminol-
ogy, or zero interaction isobole according to (Berenbaum, 1985)) may differ from the rectilinear surface
for arbitrary dose-response functions. The paper (Berenbaum, 1985) supports the view that irrespec-
tive of the shape of the dose-response curve, zero interaction is represented by a hyperplane. It will
be shown below that in the general case the zero interaction manifold is described by an equation
that is not linear for arbitrary dose-response functions.

2. Some Notions and Notations
Let there be n agents which have isolated (i. e. single-factor) dose-response functions fi(xi), i =

1, 2, . . . , n. Here, xi is a certain measure of the quantity of the acting substance. As a rule, this is a
concentration in certain units, and the value of all response functions fi(xi) has the same meaning,
i. e. it is measured in the same units. For instance, it could be the amount of hemoglobin in the blood
(g/L), the mass of the liver of an experimental animal (g, or g per 100 g of body weight), de Ritis
coefficient (dimensionless quantity), etc. It should be emphasized that the method of presenting the
dose-response relationship is not fundamental. In particular, it can be either a natural expression
of the effect dependence on the dose (concentration), or an expression of the effect dependence on
the fraction of the actual dose in relation to some value (for example, ED50). It is important that all
dose-response functions are expressed in relation to the same effect. The joint (combined) effect of
these agents on a biological system is described by a multifactorial response function Y(x1, . . . , xn),
measured in the same units as the single-factor dose-response functions fi(xi). The single factor
dose-response functions fi(xi) and the multi-factor response function Y(x1, . . . , xn) are related by
the equalities

fi(xi) = Y(0, . . . , 0, xi, 0, . . . , 0), i = 1, 2, . . . , n (1)

Note that the notion of multifactorial dose-response function has an important, though not
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always recognized additional properties. For example, each of its arguments is characterized not
only by quantity (“dose”), but also by a certain intrinsic characteristic reflecting its chemical, physical
or other specific properties. Thus, it does not matter where the agent is in the list of arguments of
the function Y; rather, what matters is what kind of substance it is. In this sense, the response function
Y(x1, x2, . . . , xn) is a function of not only the arguments (x1, . . . , xn), but also of certain “marker”
of each of the arguments (for instance, chemical formula of the substance) that determine a given
substance/argument.

Consequently, the dose-response function is invariant with respect to argument ordering. If we
denote these markers with symbols θi, i = 1, 2, . . . , n, then the response function will satisfy the
equality

Y (x1(θ1), x2(θ2), . . . , xn(θn)) = Y (P (x1(θ1), x2(θ2), . . . , xn(θn))) , (2)

where P is arbitrary permutation of an n-element set.
Moreover, if arguments of the multifactorial response function relate to the same marker, then this

response function reduces to a single factor dose-response function, i. e. the following equality is
satisfied

Y
(

x(1)
k (θk), x(2)

k (θk), . . . , x(n)
k (θk)

)
= Y

0, . . . , 0,
n∑

j=1
x(j)

k (θk), 0, . . . , 0

 =

fk

 n∑
j=1

x(j)
k (θk)

 , (3)

where x(i)
k , i = 1, 2 . . . , n are doses of the same agent (with marker θk).

Besides the equalities (2) and (3), note also the following difference. For an ordinary function of
many variables, given that all arguments are equal to the same value varying over a certain domain,
we obtain a function of one variable. For the dose-response function in this case, the same multi-
factorial dependence is preserved, since the values of the arguments, although equal, remain tied to
different markers.

However, marker notation for dose variables is not used in theoretical works (nor in the text
below). Instead, a specific ordered sequence of agents is considered, and an agent is determined by
its position in that sequence.

The following definition presents a formalized and more correct variant of the notion of zero
interaction from (Berenbaum, 1985) Appendix 1.

Definition 1. Let there be given n real variables xi, i = 1, 2, . . . , n, xi ∈ [0; Di] and the function

Y(x1, . . . , xn), defined on a product
n∏

i=1
[0; Di]. Let fi (xi) denote the function of one variable defined by the

equality fi(xi) = Y (0, . . . , 0, xi, 0, . . . , 0) . We will say that the arguments
(
x0

1, . . . , x0
n
)

participate in a
zero (additive) interaction with respect to agent xk for a given response level Y0 = Y(x0

1, . . . , x0
n), if there

exist values x(1)
k , . . . , x(n)

k , x(j)
k ∈ [0; Dk], j = 1, . . . , n, of the argument xk such that the following equalities

are satisfied

fk(x(j)
k ) = fj(x0

j ), j = 1, 2, . . . , n, x(k)
k = x0

k (4)

and

Y0 = Y(x0
1, . . . , x0

n) = Y
(

x(1)
k , . . . , x(j)

k , . . . , x(n)
k

)
= fk

 n∑
j=1

x(j)
k

 (5)
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Due to the equality (4), the values x(j)
k can be called isoeffective for the values x0

j , j = 1, . . . , n.
The Definition 1 states that zero interaction is not absence of interaction; rather, it is an in-

teraction that could be effectively thought of as a joint action of the same agent taken in different
doses. In other words, we consider the interaction of an agent with itself as a prototype of any zero
interaction. Since in such an interaction of the same agent with itself, taken in different doses, the
latter are summed up and, thus, such a joint action is equivalent to the single-factor action of this
agent at a dose equal to the sum of doses, this type of joint action is also called additive.

Note that for the existence of isoeffective doses x(j)
k it is necessary to ensure that the ranges of the

single-factor dose-response functions should be somehow consistent, for example, coincide. This
condition will be satisfied automatically if the condition (6) of scale equivalence is met (this notion
was introduced without a name in (Berenbaum, 1985)).

Definition 2. Let us call the monotonic functions fi(xi), i = 1, . . . , n, xi ∈ [0; Di], of one variable scale
equivalent if there is a monotonic function g(x), x ⩾ 0, and for each i = 1, . . . , n there exists λi > 0 such that
we have the equality

fi(xi) = g(λixi). (6)

In toxicology, zero interaction of a set of toxic agents is understood as a property of the entire set
of these agents. At the same time, the Definition 1 explicitly depends on the agent xk. However, for
the scale equivalent dose-response functions the notion of zero interaction does not depend on the
agent chosen (see Theorem 3), i.e. it holds or does not hold for each agent simultaneously. Thus,
in this case, it is correct to state that the property of zero interaction is inherent in the entire set of
agents, but it is not true in the general case.

3. General Theorem on Zero Interaction Manifold
In this section, we explore the construction of a zero interaction manifold without the assumption

(6) but under condition of the same monotonicity for all single-factor dose-response functions fi(xi).
This case will also be called unidirectionality of one-factor functions. Since the objective is to find an
analytical relationship between the components of the point (x0

1, . . . , x0
n), satisfying the Definition 1

of zero interaction, then the corresponding assertations of this type will be called theorems on zero
interaction manifold.

In the statement of the Theorem 1 below, E(f ) denotes the range of the real function f .

Theorem 1. Let there be n variables x1, . . . , xn defined on the intervals [0; Di], xi ∈ [0; Di], i =

1, 2, . . . , n and a function Y(x1, . . . , xn) of these variables defined on
n∏

i=1
[0; Di]. Let fi (xi) denote a function

fi(xi) = Y (0, . . . , 0, xi, 0, . . . , 0) . We assume that all functions fi are monotonic in same sense (all increasing
or all decreasing). Let following statements hold:

1. for a certain value Y0 = Y(x0
1, . . . , x0

n) ∈ E(fk) the condition of zero interaction is met for a given
combination (x0

1, . . . , x0
n) and for k from the Definition 1;

2. one has the equality E(fi) = E(fk), for any i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}.

Then for the components of the combination (x0
1, . . . , x0

n) we have the equality

1
Xk

n∑
j=1

f –1
k

(
fj(x0

j )
)

= 1, (7)

where Xk is an isoeffective dose of the argument xk, satisfying the equality fk (Xk) = Y0, and f –1
k is an inverse

function.
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Proof. Since the ranges of the functions fi(xi) are the same set, then for any j = 1, 2, . . . , n there exists

a value x(j)
k of the argument xk (where k is an index relative to which the equality (5) is met) such

that we have the equality

fk(x(j)
k ) = fj(x0

j )

Since for any function y = fi(xi) exists an inverse function f –1
i (y), then we have the equality

x(j)
k = f –1

k

(
fj(x0

j )
)

, or x0
j = f –1

j

(
fk
(

x(j)
k

))
(8)

Consequently, from the point of view of observable characteristics, manifested in the values of the
arguments (doses of the factors) and the values of the functions fi, Y (resulting effects), the vector
(x0

1, . . . , x0
n) (the initial mixture of different substances) is indistinguishable from a vector consisting

of n components of the same substance (namely xk) taken in doses x(j)
k , j = 1, . . . , n (sham combi-

nation). Indeed, in a “blind” experiment in which the experimenter does not know the formulas
of the acting substances (their “markers”), knowing just the experimental doses of the individual
substances and corresponding (isolated) effects, it is impossible to distinguish the initial mixture of
different substances from a mixture of one substance, the components of which are taken in accor-
dance with the equality (8).

Thus, the dose combinations
(
x0

1, . . . , x0
n
)

and
(

x(1)
k , . . . , x(n)

k

)
are equivalent in the sense of

single-factor effects: (
f1
(

x0
1

)
, . . . , fn

(
x0

n

))
=
(

fk
(

x(1)
k

)
, . . . , fk

(
x(n)

k

))
Since the doses were assumed to satisfy the Definition 1, we have the equality

Y
(

x0
1, . . . , x0

n

)
= Y

(
x(1)

k , . . . , x(n)
k

)
Consequently, it follows from (1) and from the latter equality that

Y0 = Y
(

x0
1, . . . , x0

n

)
= fk

 n∑
j=1

x(j)
k


Furthermore, there exists an isoeffective dose Xk corresponding to the response level Y0 : Y0 =

fk (Xk) . Thus, we have the equality

Y0 = fk (Xk) = fk

 n∑
j=1

x(j)
k


Hence, due to the monotonicity of the function fk, the equality follows

Xk =
n∑

j=1
x(j)

k ,

which is equivalent to the equality (7), taking into account (8).
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It follows from the proof of the Theorem 1 that, strictly speaking, the dose combination that
satisfies the zero interaction condition also satisfies the equation (7). Thus, it may be stated that the
zero interaction manifold is contained in the manifold described by the equation (7), but, possibly,
does not coincide with it. In fact, on the manifold (7) lie only those points for which the Definition 1
holds, as it follows from the next converse theorem to the Theorem 1.

Theorem 2. Under Theorem 1 conditions, let the combination (x0
1, . . . , x0

n) satisfy the equation (7). Then
for the point (x0

1, . . . , x0
n) the conditions (4) and (5) of the Definition 1 are met.

Proof. Let the equation (7) be satisfied for the point (x0
1, . . . , x0

n). Let us denote the value of the

multifactorial function Y at the point (x0
1, . . . , x0

n) as Y0 : Y(x0
1, . . . , x0

n) = Y0. Then the values x(j)
k

of the k-th agent defined by the equalities

x(j)
k = f –1

k
(
fj(xj)

)
are obviously isoeffective for the dose x0

j , j = 1, 2, . . . , n. Hence we have the condition (4).
Since, by condition, Xk is an isoeffective single-factor dose of the k-th agent corresponding to

value Y0, then we have the equalities

Y(x0
1, . . . , x0

n) = Y0, fk (Xk) = Y0

Hence,

Y0 = Y
(

x0
1, . . . , x0

n

)
= fk

 n∑
j=1

f –1
k

(
fj(x0

j )
) = fk

 n∑
j=1

x(j)
k

 =

= Y

0, . . . , 0,
n∑

j=1
x(j)

k , 0, . . . 0

 = Y
(

x(1)
k , . . . , x(n)

k

)

Consequently, the condition (5) of the Definition 1 is met.

Thus, the equation (7) is an analytical representation of those and only those points for which the
Definition 1 holds. In other words, equation (7) specifies a set in the space

∏n
i=1[0; Di] on which lie

those and only those points for which the zero-interaction condition is satisfied (relative to variable

xk). From here, in particular, it follows that if the gradient of the function fk

(
n∑

j=1
f –1
k
(
fj
(
xj
)))

is

nondegenerate on the set of zero-interaction points, then this set is a smooth manifold of dimension
n – 1 in the n-dimensional space

∏n
i=1[0; Di].

Let us present some corollaries from the Theorem 1. The equation (7) can be given the following
symmetrical form.

Corollary 1. Under conditions of the Theorem 1, the equation (7) may be presented as follows

n∑
j=1

f –1
k

(
fj(x0

j )
)

f –1
k
(
fj(Xj)

) = 1, (9)

where Xj is an isoeffective dose of the agent xj, satisfying the equality fj
(
Xj
)

= Y0.

Braz. J. Biom., v.43, e-43737, 2025. 7



Panov

Proof. Indeed, according to the Definition of the isoeffective dose Xj, j = 1, 2, . . . , n, correspond-
ing to the response level Y0, we have the equalities fj(Xj) = fi(Xi) = Y0. Hence, Xk = f –1

k (Y0) =
f –1
k (fj(Xj)), which gives the equality (9).

The next statement shows that the Theorem 1 generalizes a similar theorem from (Berenbaum,
1985) proved under the condition of scale equivalence (6).

Corollary 2. Under the conditions of the Theorem 1, and if the condition (6) of scale equivalence is met,
the equation (7) reduces to the linear equation

n∑
i=1

x0
i

Xi
= 1, (10)

where Xi is an isoeffective dose of the agent xi , i. e. fi(Xi) = Y0, for all i = 1, . . . , n.

Proof. It follows from the condition of scale equivalence (6) that if the equality y = fj(xj) holds for

some j ∈ {1, . . . , n}, then xj =
g–1(y)
λj

. Hence, f –1
k
(
fj(xj)

)
=

λjxj
λk

, whence follows the equation

(10).

Thus, under the scale equivalence condition (6) the equation of zero interaction surface is lin-
ear and, consequently, determines a hyperplane in the space Rn. In toxicology, pharmacology and
theory of combined (joint) action, this linear equation is regarded to be a reference object for the
characterization of other types of joint action. However, as can be seen from the proof, in deriving
the equality (10) we relied heavily on the equality (6), without which the equality (10) cannot be
obtained.

The importance of the zero interaction manifold is determined, among other things, by the fact
that the type of joint action of n factors for a given dose combination will be determined by how this
combination (a point in the n-dimensional space) is located relative to the zero interaction surface.
Thus, the case of scale equivalent one-factor functions leads to the simplest zero-interaction surface,
namely a hyperplane.

The next theorem shows that if the dose-response functions satisfy the scale equivalence condi-
tion (6), the notion of zero interaction does not depend on the agent and, thus, is correctly defined
for the entire set of agents.

Theorem 3. If under the conditions of the Theorem 1 the condition of scale equivalence (6) is met for one-
factor dose-response functions, then the conditions (4), (5) of the Definition 1 are met for any k = 1, 2, . . . , n.

Proof. Let the Definition 1 be satisfied for the k-th agent and m ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}, m ̸= k. Provided the
scale equivalence condition (6) is satisfied, it follows from the quality fi(xi) = fj(xj) that λixi = λjxj.

Let x(j)
m =

λkx(j)
k

λm
, where x(j)

k are the isoeffective doses of the k-th agent satisfying the equality

(4). Then x(j)
m are isoeffective doses of the m-th agent, i.e. we have the equality

fm(x(j)
m ) = fj(xj) for any j = 1, 2, . . . , n

Indeed, allowing for the equality (6), we obtain

fm(x(j)
m ) = g

(
λmx(j)

m
)

= g
(
λkx(j)

k

)
= fk(x(j)

k ) = fj(xj)
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Thus, the condition (4) is met for the m-th agent.
Since the Definition 1 is satisfied for the k-th agent, then the condition (5), is also satisfied for

the m-th agent.

Y0 = Y (x1, . . . , xn) = Y
(

x(1)
k , . . . , x(n)

k

)
= fk

 n∑
j=1

x(j)
k

 = g

λk

n∑
j=1

x(j)
k

 =

=g

λk

n∑
j=1

λmx(j)
m

λk

 = g

λm

n∑
j=1

x(j)
m

 = fm

 n∑
j=1

x(j)
m

 = Y
(

x(1)
m , . . . , x(n)

m
),

which is what we intended to check.

Moreover, it can be shown that the coincidence of zero interaction isoboles for different agents
(at the same response level) is equivalent to the scale equivalence of one-factor functions.

The next lemma is obvious.

Lemma 1. A set of monotonic positive functions {f1(x), f2(x), . . . , fn(x)} defined for x ⩾ 0 satisfies the
scale equivalence condition (6) if and only if there exist a number j ∈ {1, . . . , n} and a set {µ1, . . . ,µn} of
positive numbers such that the equality fi (x) = fj (µix) holds for each i = 1, . . . , n.

Theorem 4. Let the conditions of Theorem 1 be satisfied and for each k ∈ {1, . . . , n} all the zero interaction
isoboles with respect to the k-th agent coincide. Then the functions f1(x), . . . , fn(x) are scale equivalent, i.e.
the equality (6) holds for these functions, and the zero interaction isobole is determined by equation (10).

Proof. Let us fix a number j ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Without loss of generality, we can assume that all functions
fi(x) equal to zero at x = 0 : fi(0) = 0, i = 1, . . . , n. Take a number m ∈ {1, . . . , n}, m ̸= j, and
consider zero interaction isoboles with respect to j-th and m-th agents (both corresponding to the
same response value Y0). By assumption they represent the same surface. From Corollary 1 it follows
that these isoboles can be represented by equation (9). Then the following equations represent the
same geometric set of points (in the space of dose combinations)

xj
Xj

+
f –1
j (fm(xm))

f –1
j (fm(Xm))

+
n∑

i=1,i ̸=j,m

f –1
j (fi(xi))

f –1
j (fi(Xi))

= 1

f –1
m
(
fj(x1)

)
f –1m
(
fj(X1)

) +
xm
Xm

+
n∑

i=1,i ̸=j,m

f –1
m (fi(xi))

f –1m (fi(Xi))
= 1

Let xi = 0, for each i ̸= m. Then we get the following equation

f –1
j (fm(xm))

f –1
j (fm(Xm))

=
xm
Xm

Hence,
f –1
j (fm(xm))

xm
=

f –1
j (fm(Xm))

Xm
⇔

f –1
j (fm(xm))

xm
=

Xj
Xm

= µm

Thus, fm(xm) = fj (µmxm) , and Lemma 1 completes the proof.
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Consequently, in the general case, the zero interaction isoboles turn out to be different for
different agents and will coincide if and only if their one-factor functions satisfy the scale equivalence
condition (6). By virtue of Corollary 2 such an isobole will necessarily be linear.

When processing the results of biological and medical experiments in order to analyze a com-
bined effect with the help of isoboles, it is common practice to construct an approximation of the
dose-response function based on the available experimental data. A priori no additional conditions
are imposed on these approximations apart from a certain form of analytical expression (e.g. a poli-
nomial in xi). The main objective of this stage of analysis is to find an expression that would represent
the experimental data most accurately (in this or that sense). Consequently, one should not expect
that the condition of scale equivalence (6) would be met in this case.

If we asssume from the outset that the multifactorial dose-response relationship is determined in
such a way that the condition (6) is satisfied, then the quality of the appriximation of experimental
data by such a function may turn out to be insufficient.

A trade-off would be the choice of a function as a candidate for approximating of a multifactorial
dose-response relationship, which would have quite a lot of parameters for a good-quality fitting
of the data and, at the same time, the condition (6) would be satisfied. For instance, this could be a
function

y =g (pn(x1, . . . , xn)) , where

pn(x1, . . . , xn) =
n∑

i=1
bixi +

∑
i<j

bijxixj + · · · + b1...nx1 . . . xn,

and g(x) is a monotonic function on R, g(0) = 0, bi > 0 for all i. Of course, in the range of doses of
interest for the researcher, not all of the conditions of the Theorem 2 would be met, but they may
be satisfied in at least some region of the dose combinations, which would enable one to gain some
insight into the type of joint action in this particular case.

4. Scale Equivalence and Linear Zero Interaction Manifold
The Theorem 1 shows that the analytical representation of the zero interaction equation (7) is,

generally speaking, nonlinear. If the scale equivalence condition (6) holds, this equation becomes
linear (for the acting doses xi). The linearity of the zero interaction isobole equation is considered in
toxicology/pharmacology/biology as a proven fact. However, as can be seen from the equations (7),
(9), this conclusion is erroneous for arbitrary dose-response functions.

This also follows from the fact that if the concept of zero interaction (see the Definition 1) and the
form of the equations (7), (9) are rigorously defined, then this concept and corresponding equations
remain dependent on the agent with respect to which the Definition 1 is valid.

On the contrary, if the condition (6) is met, this greatly simplifies the situation and the following
properties are true

• the ranges of the dose-response functions of the agents are the same;
• the isoeffective doses of the agents are proportional for any level of the effect,

which, in turn, guarantees

• the independence of the notion of zero interaction from the agent, i.e. if the Definition 1 holds
for one agent, it would be met for other agents as well;
• the linearity of the equation defining the zero interaction manifold.

Remark 1. In (Berenbaum, 1985) author argued against Loewe that the line of additivity (i.e. zero inter-
action line) may be other than a straight line for arbitrary dose-response functions. On the contrary, the author
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of (Berenbaum, 1985) believed that irrespective of the type of dose-response relationship, zero interaction is
represented by a straight line (hyperplane) expressed by the equation (10)1. According to the Theorem 2, this
is indeed so if the condition (6) is met. However, without this assumption this conclusion is erroneous. In the
general case, the zero interaction manifold is described by the equation (7) or (9), which would not be linear
for arbitrary functions of the dose-response relationship.

Consider a simple example.

Example 1. Let two agents A1 and A2 take their dose values on [0; 1], and their single-factor dose-response
relationships be given by

f1(x1) = x1 f2(x2) = x2
2.

Since these functions do not appear to be related by the equation (6), the zero interaction equation for them is
given by (7) (or, in symmetrical form, by (9)), which leads to the following zero interaction equations (provided
the Definition 1 is met in relation to the first and second agents, repsectively)

x1 + x2
2 = const, for k = 1;

√x1 + x2 = const, for k = 2.

The corresponding isoboles have a different form and depend on k (see Fig. 1)

Figure 1. Non-linear zero interaction isoboles: left — with respect to the first agent; right — with respect to the second
agent.

Consequently, for one-factor dose-response relationships not satisfying (6), the zero-interaction
manifold may be nonlinear and be depending on which agent the zero interaction condition is met
for. The assumption of linearity of the zero interaction isobole may lead in this case to an incorrect
estimate of the type of combined action exhibited by such agents. In particular, if we thought that
the zero-interaction isoboles were necessarily linear, then in the example on Fig. 1, we would have
to say that these isoboles express a subadditive or superadditive joint action of the agents whereas in
fact they are zero interaction curves (with respect to the corresponding agent).

5. Examples
1Citation Berenbaum, 1985, p. 418: “The type of dose-effect relation is immaterial; it may be the same or different

for the various agents in the combination, and there is no requirement that the relations be expressible as simple algebraic
functions, as in the cases described above.” Or Berenbaum, 1985, p. 418: “It can be shown (Appendix 1) that, if the agents
in a combination do not interact in producing the effect of the combination then, irrespective of dose-effect relations, the
isobole for that effect satisfies the equation. . . ” (the reference to (10) is given).
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5.1 Some Response Function Models
The function representing the dependence of a response on given factors, as a rule, remains

unknown. For gaining an insight into that dependence a researcher constructs an approximation of
the response function based on available experimental data. In general, this method of constructing
the approximation of a dose-response relationship presents the well-knonw technique of finding an
adequate linear statistical model (Clarke, 2008; Janke & Tinsley, 2005; Khuri, 2010).

Note that the use of linear statistical models together with the concept of design of experiment
is based on the response surface theory (Anderson & Whitcomb, 2016; Izelu et al., 2013; Kappele,
2017; Myers et al., 2016). Initially, the latter was proposed for finding such a set of parameters to
describe the functioning of a system that would allow the optimal values of the target function to
be achieved (with respect to a given criterion and allowing for preset restrictions). It was originally
developed for applications in the chemical industry, but it is now used also in biological, clinical, and
social sciences (Greco et al., 1995; Khuri, 2001; Syracuse & Greco, 1986; Weinstein et al., 1990).

The most common type of model in the response surface theory is polynomial models, and these
are no higher than second order (see (Box & Draper, 2007; Khuri & Mukhopadhyay, 2010; Myers
et al., 2016)). These models are divided into three classes:

• first-order linear model, or main effects model

y = b0 +
p∑

i=1
bixi + ε (11)

• linear model with cross terms, or main effects model with interaction

y = b0 +
p∑

i=1
bixi +

p∑
i,j=1,i<j

bijxixj + ε (12)

• quadratic model

y = b0 +
p∑

i=1
bixi +

p∑
i,j=1,i<j

bijxixj +
p∑

i=1
biix2

i + ε (13)

In all cases, the variables xi are independent factors, y is the response being studied, ε is error of the
model.

The models (11)–(13) may also be used for describing the joint action of agents by the isobolo-
graphic method. However, the main-effects linear model (11), obviously, would always generate
linear isoboles, which are traditionally interpreted as representing zero interaction. The presence of
more complex types of joint action may be established only with the help of higher-order models,
for instance, (12), (13). Note also that the correctness of conclusions on the type of joint action is
directly dependent on the quality of the approximation by models (11), (12) or (13). Although these
models may look relatively simple, they are widely used in various studies; in particular, they have
been applied to tackle biological problems in (Chang et al., 2017; Nazni & Gracia, 2014; Trinh &
Kang, 2010).

5.2 Hyperbolic Model
To describe the joint action of two agents, a minimal model (12) is often used. Let us demonstrate

that for this model, the condition (6) is satisfied, if the coefficients b1, b2 are of the same sign, and
the conclusions about the type of joint action based on the assumption of the linearity of isobole and
use of the model (6) are correct.
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Obviously, in the model (12) for two variables

y = b0 + b1x1 + b2x2 + b12x1x2

the intercept term b0 may be omitted. Thus, we obtain the model

y = b1x1 + b2x2 + b12x1x2

Hence, the single-factor dose-response functions are given by

f1(x1) = b1x1, f2(x2) = b2x2

Therefore, if b1, b2 are of the same sign, they satisfy the equality (6), where g(x) = x, if b1 and b2 are
positive, and g(x) = –x, if they are negative. In both cases λi = |bi|.

5.3 Quadratic Model
Another model often used to describe two-factor dose-response relationships is a quadratic poly-

nomial in two variables (Box & Draper, 2007; Myers et al., 2016), i.e. the model (13) . In this model,
one-factor functions are given by equalities

f1(x1) = b0 + b1x1 + b11x2
1 (14)

f2(x2) = b0 + b2x2 + b22x2
2 (15)

Hence, here the one-factor functions will be invertible only in a certain domain of the independent
variables x1, x2. This means that for the quadratic model (13), the conditions of the Theorem 1 may
not be satisfied. Moreover, even if the one-factor functions (14), (15) display the same monotonicity
in the domain of experimental values, it is necessary to check whether their ranges of values coincide.
If not, the domains of these functions need to be narrowed to ensure that the corresponding ranges
coincide. One can check that the equality (6) for the functions (14),(15) will be satisfied if and only
if the coefficients b1, b2 are of the same sign and the equality holds(

b1
b2

)2
=

b11
b22

(16)

Thus, for the quadratic model (13), we cannot assume that the condition (6) for one-factor functions
(14), (15) is always satisfied and, consequently, that the zero interaction isoboles are given by the
equation (10).

However, in this case as well, there may exist dose intervals for each of the agents at which the
functions (14), (15) have the same monotonicity and the same set of values on them. Then we can
apply the Theorem 1, and the zero-interaction isobole equation is given by (7) or by (9).

5.4 A Practical Example
Consider an example from (Nazni & Gracia, 2014), where the effects of Refined Wheat Flour

(x1) and Barnyard Millet Bran (x2) on the bread were explored. This experiment used a central
composite design, in which x1 varied from 70 to 100 g, and x2 varied from 5 to 30 g, while in
orthogonal encoding the variables changed from –1 to 1. The response y was represented by 10
different characteristics of bread, of which we only consider “Overall acceptability”. To approximate
the response, the model (13) was used. The model’s determination coefficient was 0.88. The model
equation is given by (in the orthogonal encoding of the independent variables)

y = 5.2 + 0.3x1 – 0.91x2 + 0.21x1x2 + 0.21x2
1 – 0.25x2

2
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Since the Definition 1 and the Theorem 1 assume that the domains of the variables are of the form
[0; a], then we apply a linear transformation to the variables x1, x2 so that new variables are defined
on the segment [0; 1]. We obtain the equation (17) (the old notation is kept for the independent
variables)

y = 5.98 – 0.66x1 – 1.24x2 + 0.84x1x2 + 0.84x2
1 – x2

2, (17)

where the variables x1, x2 take values on [0, 1]. The one-factor functions (14), (15) are then given
by the equations

f1(x1) = 5.98 – 0.66x1 + 0.84x2
1 (18)

f2(x2) = 5.98 + 1.24x2 – x2
2 (19)

Since these functions do not satisfy the equality (16), the zero interaction isoboles will not be de-
scribed by the equation (10). Moreover, according to the Definition 1, the shape of the zero inter-
action isobole will depend on which function the zero interaction condition is met for.

We should start by searching for intervals on which the functions f1(x1) and f2(x2) have same
monotonicity and the same range of values. It is easy to check that on the intervals x1 ∈ [0, 0.3929],x2 ∈
[0, 0.09697] the functions f1, f2 demonstrate the same monotonicity (decrease), and have the same
range of effects which is the segment [5.85, 5.98]. Besides, the range of the two-factor response
function (17) is the segment [5.75, 5.98] and contains the range of the functions f1(x1), f2(x2). Thus,
inverse functions f –1

1 (y) and f –1
2 (y) are defined on the segment [5.85, 5.98], the equations for which

are given by

f –1
1 (y) = 0.0119048

(
33 – 1.73205

√
2800y – 16381

)
(20)

f –1
2 (y) = 0.02

(
–31 +

√
15911 – 2500y

)
(21)

Let us take from the range [5.85, 5.98] few values for which there are isoboles of the function (17)
and hypothetical zero interaction isoboles given by the equation (7). Namely, we consider isoboles
for the following values of effects 5.86, 5.885, 5.91, 5.935, 5.96. Considering the Definition 1 relative
to each of the functions f1(x1) and f2(x2), we obtain the following equations for the corresponding
zero interaction isobles

k = 1 : x1 + f –1
1 (f2(x2)) = const1 (22)

k = 2 : f –1
2 (f1(x1)) + x2 = const2, (23)

where const1 takes values 0.286, 0.190, 0.126, 0.075, and 0.032, and const2 is equal to 0.090, 0.072, 0.054,
0.035, 0.016.

The general location of the zero interaction isoboles for k = 1 and k = 2 is shown in Fig.2.
Thus, depending on which factor the Definition 1 is satisfied for, conclusions on the type of

joint action will be different. The only case of an unambiguous conclusion is when the isoboles of
the model (17) are located above or below the two isoboles in Fig. 2. However, this is not true for
this case. For instance, the isobole of the model (17) corresponding to the level 5.86 is between the
zero interaction isoboles corresponding to the same level of the effect (see Fig. 3).

It is clear that for the location of isoboles as in Fig. 3, the interpretation of the type of joint action
would be ambiguous. In particular, for the response level 5.86 and the model (17), the joint action
of the factors x1, x2 should be regarded as subadditive in relation to the first factor and superadditive
in relation to the second one.
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Figure 2. Zero interaction isoboles for the first (left) and second (right) factors for the equation (17). The numbers at each
isobole are equal to a corresponding effect of the function (17).

Figure 3. Zero interaction isboles for the level of the effect 5.86 relative to the first and second factors for the equation (17)
(dashed lines) and the isobole of the same level for the model (17) (solid line).

5.5 Some Applications of the General Formalism
It is clear that the linearity of the zero interaction manifold proven for the assumption (6) signifi-

cantly facilitates the analysis of the joint action of factors. Assuming that the zero interaction isobole
is linear (i. e. it is a hyperplane in the space of dose combinations), a researcher may do not construct
it explicitly and just find isoeffective single-factor doses of each agent doing this experimentally or
with the help of an adequate model of the response function. Subsequent determination of the joint
action type is carried out by placing the point corresponding to a given dose combination relative
to the zero interaction hyperplane.

At the same time, from the Theorem 1 it follows that in the general case (without the condition
(6)) the zero interaction isobole (7) has a more complex shape, being, in particular, nonlinear. In ad-
dition, it is necessary to take into account in relation to which agent we are considering Definition 1
and, accordingly, draw conclusions about the type of joint action depending on this specific agent.
Thus, it is not always possible to draw a conclusion about the type of joint action without specify-
ing in relation to which agent the zero interaction concept is being considered. Below we consider
some constructions usually employed in the joint action analysis, and some their modifications in
view of the equation (7).

A direct version of this analysis is based on estimating the value of interaction index I, defined by
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the equality
n∑

i=1

xi
Xi

= I (24)

Comparing this sum with 1 (more-less-equal) determines the type of combined action for a
given dose combination (subadditivity, superadditivity and additivity, respectively).

Taking into account the equation (7), it turns out that an analogue of the interaction coefficient
I depends on the agent in relation to which we consider the Definition 1 and has the form

1
Xk

n∑
j=1

f –1
k
(
fj(xj)

)
= Ik

Subsequent analysis of the combined action in this case may be performed in the same manner
as for the equation (24).

The linear equation (10) was used in a more sophisticated way in (Sühnel, 1992). Let the one-
factor dose-response functions fi(xi), i = 1, . . . , n be known (or adopted as acceptable approxima-
tions). Based on these functions and the interaction coefficient I, a construction proposed in (Sühnel,
1992) for hypothetical response function for which the interaction coefficient at each point is equal
to I. To this end, an implicit equation for the effect y as a function of the doses xi and the parameter
I is considered

n∑
i=1

xi
f –1
i (y)

= I (25)

This equation determines a ruled surface, which usually is not a plane and for which an isobole
of any response level has an interaction coefficient I. In particular, for I = 1 we obtain a response
surface Y◦ for which any isobole is described by the equation (10). This surface (manifold) is called
(Sühnel, 1992) zero interaction response surface.

For instance, let fi(xi) = 1 – e–(αixi)µi , i = 1, 2, . . . , n (the dose-response function is a Weibull
probability density function). It is not difficult to verify that these functions meet the scale equiva-
lence condition (6), so that the zero interaction manifolds are hyperplanes.

From the equation (25), we obtain the following equation for the surface (25) with a given value
I n∑

i=1

αixi

(– ln (1 – y))1/µi
= I (26)

If all µi = µ, then we can derive from the equation (26) the value of the effect y as a function of the
doses as follows

y(x1, . . . , xn) = 1 – exp

[
–

(
1
I

n∑
i=1

αixi

)µ]
(27)

In particular, for the zero interaction surface (i. e. I = 1) for µ = 1, n = 2 we obtain from (27) a
response function Y◦, the shape of which is shown in Fig. 4.

It is interesting that for the parameters chosen, the function Y◦(x1, x2) satisfies the equality

Y◦(x1, x2) = Y(x1) + Y(x2) – Y(x1) · Y(x2),

where Y(xi) = fi(xi) = 1 – exp (–αixi) , i = 1, 2. Indeed,

Y(x1) + Y(x2) – Y(x1) · Y(x2) = 1 – exp (–α1x1) + 1 – exp (–α2x2) –
– (1 – exp (–α1x1)) · (1 – exp (–α2x2)) = 1 – exp (–(α1x1 + α2x2)) = Y◦(x1, x2)
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Figure 4. Zero interaction response surface Y◦ for I = 1,µ = 1,α1 = 0.03,α1 = 0.01 for the equation (27).

Thus, the hypothetical zero interaction response surface for dose-response functions defined by
the Weibull distribution at µ = 1 satisfies the Bliss independence condition (Bliss, 1939), demon-
strating that there is a potential connection between these approaches to estimating the type of joint
action. However, this relationship has not yet been studied in sufficient detail.

It is important to note that the zero interaction surface in the sense of (Sühnel, 1992) is a hy-
pothetical response surface for which all isoboles (at any reasonable level of the effect) satisfy the
equation (10). The term “zero interaction manifold” used above is a section of a multidimensional
response surface by a (hype)plane of constant effect and it is not the same as the hypothetical zero
interaction response surface in the sense used in (Sühnel, 1992).

As can be seen, in both approaches described above, the fundamental role is played by the lin-
earity of the expression for defining the interaction coefficient I, which, in turn, returns us to the
theorem on the construction of zero interaction isoboles in the case of scale equivalence of one-
factor dose-response functions (see the Corollary 2 and the equality (6)). If the equality (6) does
not hold, the equation (7) (or its symmetrical variant (9)) should be used instead of (10). Thus, the
equation for the hypothetical response surface with a given interaction coefficient Ik can be given
by

n∑
i=1

f –1
k (fi(xi)) = Ikf –1

k (y),

where y is a given value of the effect, Xk = f –1
k (y). Clearly, this equation may be rewritten in explicit

form describing the dependence of the effect y on the doses

y = fk

(
1
Ik

n∑
i=1

f –1
k (fi(xi))

)
(28)

For the two factor case surfaces (28) are given by the equations (for k = 1 and k = 2, respectively)

y =f1
(

1
I1

(
x1 + f –1

1 (f2(x2))
))

y =f2
(

1
I2

(
f –1
2 (f1(x1)) + x2

))
It can be easily verified that for the case of scale equivalence of one-factor dose-response functions
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(6), the surface (28) is unique and is given by the equation

y = g

(
1
I

n∑
i=1

λixi

)

In general, a review of the literature on combined action of factors shows that the linearity of
zero interaction isoboles is not questioned and is used in all cases as a self-evident condition for
representing zero interaction. However, there is some doubt as to whether this is always true (see,
papers (Loewe, 1953; Loewe, 1957) and (Bosgra et al., 2009)).

As follows from the Theorem 1, the zero interaction manifold in the general case is represented
by a nonlinear equation. Moreover, this equation itself depends explicitly on which agent the zero
interaction condition applies to. This makes it essential to take into account that it is not only the
definition of zero interaction that depends on a specific agent, but the classification of combined
action types (sub-, super-additivity, additivity) based on a corresponding equation will also depend
on this agent.

6. Conclusions
Analysis of the joint action of factors based on the construction of isobolograms requires a strict

definition of the zero interaction concept. Generally, this concept turns out to depend on a specific
acting agent, and therefore the zero interaction isobole is also ambiguously defined. In addition, the
zero interaction isobole can be a nonlinear manifold, which complicates the analysis of the combined
action.

It was shown (Berenbaum, 1985) that if some condition on one-factor dose-response functions
is met (this property is called the scale equivalence above in the article, see Definition 2), the isobole
of zero interaction will indeed be a linear manifold (hyperplane, see equation(10)). However, in the
general case it will be a nonlinear surface described by the equation (7).

It is important that the equation of zero interaction manifold and corresponding classification of
the combined action types turn out to be dependent on the acting agent, which makes conclusions
about the type of joint action also dependent on this agent. In particular, it may happen that the
combined action in relation to one factor will be of a different type than in relation to another (see
the example in Section 5.5). This poses an important problem for constructing adequate models of
the response function for which the condition (6) is satisfied, since in this case the conclusion about
the type of combined action will be unambiguous.

Acknowledgments
I would like to thank reviewers and editors for their comments and suggestions.

The study was supported by Ministry of Science and Higher Education of the Russian Federation,
project FUMN-2024-0002.

Conflicts of Interest
The author declares no conflict of interest.

Author Contributions
Conceptualization: PANOV, V. Data curation: PANOV, V. Formal analysis: PANOV,

V. Funding acquisition: PANOV, V. Investigation: PANOV, V. Methodology: PANOV, V.
Project administration: PANOV, V. Software: PANOV, V. Resources: PANOV, V. Supervi-
sion: PANOV, V. Validation: PANOV, V. Visualization: PANOV, V. Writing - original draft:
PANOV, V. Writing - review and editing: PANOV, V.

18 Braz. J. Biom., v.43, e-43737, 2025.



Panov

References
1. Anderson, M. J. & Whitcomb, P. J. RSM Simplified: Optimizing Processes Using Response Surface

Methods for Design of Experiments 2nd. 311 pp. (Productivity Press, 2016).

2. Atwal, N., Casey, S. L., Mitchell, V. A. & Vaughan, C. W. THC and gabapentin interactions
in a mouse neuropathic pain model. Neuropharmacology 144, 115–121. ISSN: 0028-3908 (2019).

3. Basting, R. T., Spindola, H. M., de Oliveira Sousa, I. M., Queiroz, N. C. A., Trigo, J. R.,
de Carvalho, J. J. E. & Foglio, M. A. Pterodon pubescens and Cordia verbenacea association
promotes a synergistic response in antinociceptive model and improves the anti-inflammatory
results in animal models. Biomedicine & Pharmacotherapy 112, 108693. ISSN: 0753-3322 (2019).

4. Berenbaum, M. C. A method for testing for synergy with any number of agents. J. Infect.Dis.
137, 122–130 (1978).

5. Berenbaum, M. C. Isobolographic, algebraic and search methods in the analysis of multi-agent
synergy. J.Am.Coll.Toxicol. 7, 927–938 (1988).

6. Berenbaum, M. C. Synergy, additivism and antagonism in immunosuppression. A critical re-
view. Clin.Exp.Immunol. 28, 1–18 (1977).

7. Berenbaum, M. C. The Expected Effect of a Combination of Agents: the General Solution. J.
Theor. Biol. 114, 413–431 (1985).

8. Berenbaum, M. C. What is Synergy? Pharmacol. Rev. 41, 93–141 (1989).

9. Bliss, C. I. The toxicity of poisons applied jointly. Ann. Appl. Biol. 26, 585–615 (1939).

10. Bosgra, S., van Eijkeren, J. C. H. & Slob, W. Dose addition and the isobole method as ap-
proaches for predicting the cumulative effect of non-interacting chemicals: A critical evalua-
tion. Critical Reviews in Toxicology 39, 418–426 (2009).

11. Box, G. E. P. & Draper, N. R. Response surfaces, mixtures, and ridge analyses 2nd. 880 pp. (John
Wiley and Sons, Inc., 2007).

12. Brody, T. FDA’s Drug Review Process and the Package Label 653 pp. (Academic Press, 2018).

13. Chang, M. M., Nail, D. A., Kazic, T., Simmons, S. J. & Stapleton, A. E. Dose-response surface
fits to drought and nitrogen limitation applied together allow mapping of loci that exhibit
nonlinear responses. bioRhiv (2017).

14. Clarke, B. R. Linear models. The Theory and application of analysis of variance 267 pp. (John Wiley
& Sons, Inc, 2008).

15. Dumbreck, S. et al. Drug-disease and drug-drug interactions: systematic examination of rec-
ommendations in 12 UK national clinical guidelines. BMJ 350. eprint: https://www.bmj.com/
content/350/bmj.h949.full.pdf (2015).

16. Foucquier, J. & Guedj, M. Analysis of drug combinations: current methodological landscape.
Pharma. Res. and Persp. 3, e00149. ISSN: 2052-1707 (2015).

17. Fraser, T. R. An experimental research on the antagonism between the actions of physiostigma
and atropia. Proc. R. Soc. Edinburgh 7, 506–511 (1870–1871).

18. Fraser, T. R. The antagonism between the actions of active substances. Br. Med. J. 2, 457–459
(1872).

19. García, M. A. M. & Lage, M. A. P. Dose-response analysis in the joint action of two effectors:
A new approach to simulation and identification and modelling of some basic interactions.
PLOS One 8, e61391 (2013).

Braz. J. Biom., v.43, e-43737, 2025. 19

https://www.bmj.com/content/350/bmj.h949.full.pdf
https://www.bmj.com/content/350/bmj.h949.full.pdf


Panov

20. Greco, W., Unkelbach, H.-D., Pöch, G., Sühnel, J., Kundi, M. & Bödeker, W. Consensus on
concepts and terminology for combined action assessment: The Saariselkä agreement. Archives
of complex environmental studies 4, 65–69 (1992).

21. Greco, W. R., Bravo, G. & Parsons, J. C. The search for synergy: a critical review from a
response surface perspective. Pharmacol. rev. 47, 331–385 (1995).

22. Izelu, C. O., Eze, S. C., Oreko, B. U., Edward, B. A. & Garba, D. K. Response Surface Method-
ology in the Study of Induced Machining Vibration and Work Surface Roughness in the Turn-
ing of 41Cr4 Alloy Steel. International Journal of Emerging Technology and Advanced Engineering
3, 13–17 (2013).

23. Janke, S. & Tinsley, F. C. Introduction to Linear Models and Statistical Inference 600 pp. (Wiley-
Interscience, 2005).

24. Kappele, W. D. Blind Analysis for Design of Experiments and Response Surface Methodology:
Minitab Edition 146 pp. (CreateSpace Independent Publishing Platform, 2017).

25. Khuri, A. I. An overview of the use of generalized linear models in response surface methodology
2023–2034 (Nonlinear Anal., 2001).

26. Khuri, A. I. Linear Model Methodology 542 pp. (Chapman & Hall/CRC, 2010).

27. Khuri, A. I. & Mukhopadhyay, S. Response Surface Methodology. Wiley Interdisciplinary Re-
views: Computational Statistics 2, 128–149 (2010).

28. Loewe, S. Antagonisms and antagonists. Pharmacol. Rev. 9, 237–243 (1957).

29. Loewe, S. Die quantitativen Problems der Pharmakologie. Ergeb. Physiol. 27, 47–187 (1928).

30. Loewe, S. The problem of synergism and antagonism of combined drugs. Arzneimittelforschung
3, 285–290 (1953).

31. Loewe, S. Über Kombinationswirkungen. VIII. Mitteilung: Wirkungen von Diäthylbarbitursäure-
p-Kresotinsäure-Codeingemischen. Arch. Exp. Pathol. Pharmakol. 120, 41–47 (1927).

32. Loewe, S., Käer, E. & Muischnek, H. Über Kombinationswirkungen. VII. Mitteilung: Grund-
lagen der Prüfung von Drei-Pharmakamischungen-Anwendung auf PhenazetinAzetylsalizy-
laäureCodeinemischungen. Arch. Exp. Pathol. Pharmakol. 120, 25–40 (1927).

33. Loewe, S. & Muischnek, H. Über Kombinationswirkungen. I. Mitteilung: Hilfsmittel der
Fragestellung. Arch. Exp. Pathol. Pharmakol. 114, 313–326 (1926).

34. Myers, R. H., Montgomery, D. C. & Anderson-Cook, C. M. Response surface methodology:
process and product optimization using designed experiments 4th. 856 pp. (John Wiley & Sons Inc.,
2016).

35. Nazni, P. & Gracia, J. Application of Response Surface Methodology in the Development of
Barnyard Millet Bran Incorporated Bread. IJIRSET 3, 16041 (2014).

36. Short, T. G. & Hannam, J. A. in Pharmacology and Physiology for Anesthesia (eds Hemmings,
H. C. & Egan, T. D.) 2nd Ed., 113 –129 (Elsevier, 2019). ISBN: 978-0-323-48110-6.

37. Sühnel, J. Zero Interaction Response Surfaces, Interaction Functions and Difference Response
Surfaces for Combinations of Biological Active Agents. Arzneimittel-Forschung/Drug Research
42 (II), 1251–1258 (1992).

38. Syracuse, K. C. & Greco, W. R. Comparison between the method of Chou and Talalay and
a new method for the assessment of the combined effects of drugs: a Monte-Carlo simulation
study. American Statistical Association Proceedings of the Biopharmaceutical Section, 127–132 (1986).

39. Tallarida, R. Drug Synergism and Dose-Effect Data Analysis 268 pp. (CRC/Chapman-Hall, 2000).

20 Braz. J. Biom., v.43, e-43737, 2025.



Panov

40. Tang, J., Wennerberg, K & Aittokallio, T. What is synergy? The Saariselkä agreement revis-
ited. Frontiers in Pharmacology 6 (2015).

41. Trinh, T. K. & Kang, L. S. Application of Response Surface Method as an Experimental Design
to Optimize Coagulation Tests. Environ. Eng. Res. 15, 063–070 (2010).

42. Tverskoy, M., Ben-Shlomo, I., Ezry, J., Finger, J. & Fleyshman, G. Midazolam acts synergis-
tically with methohexitone for induction of anaesthesia. Br. J. Anaesth. 63, 109–112 (1989).

43. Tverskoy, M., Fleyshman, G., Bradley, E. L. J. & Kissin, I. Midazolam-thiopental anesthetic
interactions in patients. Anesth. Analg. 67, 342–345 (1988).

44. Tverskoy, M., Fleyshman, G., Ezry, J., Bradley, E. J. & Kissin, I. Midazolam-morphine sedative
interactions in patients. Anesth. Analg. 68, 282–285 (1989).

45. Van den Berg, J. P., Vereecke, H. E. M., Proost, J. H., Eleveld, D. J., Wietasch, J. K. G., Ab-
salom, A. R. & Struys, M. M. R. F. Pharmacokinetic and pharmacodynamic interactions in
anaesthesia. A review of current knowledge and how it can be used to optimize anaesthetic
drug administration. British Journal of Anaesthesia 118, 44–57. ISSN: 0007-0912 (2017).

46. Weinstein, J. N., Bunow, B., Weislow, O. S., Schinazi, F., Wahl, S. M., Wahl, L. M. & Szebeni,
J. Synergistic drug combinations in AIDS therapy. Ann. NY Acad. Sci. 616, 367–384 (1990).

47. Zeliger, H. I. Human Toxicology of Chemical Mixtures 574 pp. (Elsevier Inc., 2011).

Braz. J. Biom., v.43, e-43737, 2025. 21


	Introduction
	Some Notions and Notations
	General Theorem on Zero Interaction Manifold
	Scale Equivalence and Linear Zero Interaction Manifold
	Examples
	Some Response Function Models
	Hyperbolic Model
	Quadratic Model
	A Practical Example
	Some Applications of the General Formalism

	Conclusions
	Acknowledgments
	Conflicts of Interest
	Author Contributions

	References

