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A B S T R A C T   

Introduction: Doctors and patients influence each other when interacting and, as a result, can become similar to 
each other in affect and behavior. In the current work, we examine whether they also become similar to each 
other on a moment-to-moment basis in their physiological responses. Specifically, we examine physiological 
linkage—how much a doctor’s (or patient’s) physiological response predicts a patient’s (or doctor’s) response at a 
subsequent time interval—and whether this changes over the course of doctor-patient relationships (measured as 
the number of consultations held for each unique doctor-patient dyad). 
Methods: We collected interbeat interval responses (IBI) continuously during consultations between oncologists 
and patients undergoing cancer treatment (N = 102 unique doctor-patient interactions) at a hospital in Austria. 
Results: Physiological linkage varied by an interaction between role (doctor vs. patient) and relationship length 
(in a non-linear, quadratic pattern). Patients showed significant positive linkage to their doctors (i.e., doctors’ 
physiological responses positively, significantly predicted patients’ responses) in relationships that spanned three 
to eight consultations together. Patients were not linked to their doctors in shorter or longer relationships. 
Doctors were never significantly linked to their patients, meaning that patients’ physiological responses never 
predicted doctors’ responses. 
Conclusion: These results reveal that, by influencing patients’ physiological responses on a moment-to-moment 
basis, doctors may have even more influence over patients’ physiology than previously known.   

1. Introduction 

Influence is a hallmark of doctor-patient interactions. Numerous 
studies have shown that doctors and patients mutually influence each 
other’s behaviors and subjective experiences while interacting (Charles 
et al., 1997; Cherry et al., 2018; Kennifer et al., 2009; Lown et al., 2009; 
Roberts and Aruguete, 2000), sometimes leading to behavioral and af-
fective similarity between doctors and patients. For example, active 
involvement from doctors (e.g., providing information) is positively 
associated with active involvement from patients (e.g., expressing con-
cerns) in a bidirectional relationship (Gordon et al., 2006; Street et al., 
2007; Street and Millay, 2001). Doctors and patients also show 

similarity in subtle, nonverbal behaviors, such as head nodding and 
smiling (Duggan and Bradshaw, 2008). Even affective experiences—for 
example, satisfaction after a consultation—tend to be correlated be-
tween doctors and patients (McKinstry et al., 2006). 

Recently, scholars have suggested that the physiological responses of 
doctors and patients may also become “synchronized” or similar to each 
other during interactions (Adler, 2002). Physiological synchronization 
can develop between people across a range of relationships and settings 
(reviews by Palumbo et al., 2017; Timmons et al., 2015). For example, 
parents and children (Waters et al., 2020), romantic couples (Helm 
et al., 2014), and psychotherapists and clients (Marci and Orr, 2006) 
have all shown correspondence in their autonomic nervous system 
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(ANS) responses while interacting with each other. Importantly, re-
searchers have suggested that physiological linkage may be one pathway 
through which social relationships influence health, as the physiological 
processes in one partner “transfer” to the other partner through social 
interaction (Adler, 2002; Butler, 2011). For example, mothers who have 
been stressed (while without their infants) then “transfer” their physi-
ological stress responses to their infants when reunited with them 
(Waters et al., 2014). 

In the current research, we test whether such physiological influence 
exists between oncologists and their patients by examining moment-to- 
moment physiological “linkage” of ANS responses during consultations. 
We operationalize physiological linkage as the extent to which the 
physiological response of one person—the “sender”—at one time in-
terval predicts the physiological response of the other person—the 
“receiver”—at a subsequent time interval (Thorson et al., 2018). 
Because interactions between oncologists and their patients are 
frequently stressful and emotional (Brown et al., 2009; Schofield et al., 
2003), this research is important for its potential to reveal the “transfer” 
or “contagion” of physiological responses that are associated with af-
fective processes from one person to another in these settings. Further-
more, although researchers have speculated that this time-lagged type of 
physiological similarity might occur between doctors and patients 
(Adler, 2002), to our knowledge, no research has tested this. 

Researchers have theorized that physiological linkage occurs when 
people are attentive to each other’s behaviors and social cues during an 
interaction and experience physiological changes as a result. Supporting 
this perspective, physiological linkage of ANS responses has been tied to 
social processes that are associated with being attentive to others, 
including empathic accuracy (Brown et al., 2020) and group 
decision-making (Thorson et al., 2021). Furthermore, recent evidence 
has shown that physiological linkage occurs during times when partners 
are motivated to attend to each other. For example, while solving math 
problems together, women undergraduates in math—whose abilities in 
math were threatened—were physiologically linked to their female 
peers specifically when those peers provided information that could be 
helpful for solving the math problems (Thorson et al., 2019). In addition, 
during cross-race dyadic interactions, African Americans were physio-
logically linked to European Americans when they had particular reason 
to be attentive to those European Americans—when they were showing 
behavioral cues of anxiety (West et al., 2017). 

According to this theoretical model of physiological linkage, during 
doctor-patient interactions, physiological linkage should occur when 
doctors and patients provide information regarding their own physio-
logical and psychological experiences. This information could come 
through a variety of channels, such as behaviors, facial expressions, or 
speech (Cherry et al., 2018; Elliott et al., 2016; Kennifer et al., 2009; 
Roter et al., 2006). For example, a grimace from a patient might indicate 
that the patient is experiencing pain; a lack of eye contact from a doctor 
might indicate that the doctor is nervous. When the cues from the 
“sender” are noticed by the “receiver” (e.g., when a doctor notices that a 
patient feels anxious), physiological linkage may occur if the receiver 
then experiences a similar physiological response as the sender (e.g., if 
the doctor experiences a physiological response of anxiety as well). 

Here, we examine whether physiological linkage occurs from doctors 
to patients (i.e., do the physiological responses of doctors predict the 
responses of patients?) and from patients to doctors (i.e., do the physi-
ological responses of patients predict the responses of doctors? See 
Fig. 1). For several reasons, we predict that linkage from doctors to 
patients will be stronger than linkage from patients to doctors. First, 
within doctor-patient relationships, doctors tend to exert a more 
powerful influence on patients’ behaviors and subjective experiences 
than vice versa (Menchik and Jin, 2014; Street and Buller, 1987), and 
patients tend to pay more attention to building a relationship with their 
doctor than the reverse (Siminoff et al., 2006). 

Second, in general, people in low-power or low-status roles are more 
influenced by and pay more attention to those in high-power or high- 
status roles than vice versa (Blader et al., 2016; Fiske, 2010; Galinsky 
et al., 2006; Magee and Galinsky, 2008). Recent findings regarding 
physiological linkage show this pattern, too. For example, an experi-
mental manipulation of status between strangers led low-status partners 
to show more linkage to high-status partners than vice versa (Kraus and 
Mendes, 2014). In the context of doctor-patient interactions, patients are 
both lower in status (because doctors have more 
domain-relevant-expertise and education than patients) and lower in 
power (because patients are dependent on doctors for diagnoses and 
treatment options). These hierarchical roles play out in doctor-patient 
behavior; for example, doctors use more technical and complex lan-
guage (Tran and Sweeny, 2020), they ask more questions (Ohtaki et al., 
2003), they use more directive statements (Ohtaki et al., 2003), they 
interrupt more (Ohtaki et al., 2003), and they even influence where 

Fig. 1. Model Used to Assess Physiological Linkage. 
Note. The solid diagonal line represents physiological 
linkage for patients, where the physiological response 
of the doctor predicts the physiological response of 
the patient at a later time interval. The dashed diag-
onal line represents physiological linkage for doctors, 
where the physiological response of the patient pre-
dicts the physiological response of the doctor at a 
later time interval. The dotted horizontal lines 
represent stability for doctors and patients, where 
their own prior responses predict their responses at a 
later time interval.   
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patients look (Montague and Asan, 2014). Taken together, this research 
suggests that patients will show physiological linkage to doctors (i.e., 
that doctors’ physiological responses will predict the responses of pa-
tients) more than vice versa. 

In addition to examining how role (i.e., whether one is a doctor or a 
patient) shapes physiological linkage during doctor-patient interactions, 
we also examine one critical factor that can affect doctor-patient in-
teractions: the length of the doctor-patient relationship (also known as 
the continuity of care between doctor and patient). Because we study 
interactions structured around the management of chronic ill-
ness—between oncologists and patients undergoing cancer treat-
ment—repeated interactions occur between the same doctor and 
patient, making it possible for interpersonal dynamics between doctors 
and patients to change over the course of these interactions. Indeed, past 
research has shown that patients’ positive affective experiences related 
to their doctor (such as feelings of trust and satisfaction) usually increase 
the longer that doctors and patients have known each other (Adler et al., 
2010; Pollak et al., 2010) and that patients prefer to have providers they 
know well, particularly in oncology (Baker et al., 2003; Snyder et al., 
2007). In addition, doctors often influence the behavior of patients more 
in longer-term relationships: for example, patients who have doctors 
engaged in patient-centered behavior tend to disclose more to their 
doctors the longer they have known them (Wissow et al., 2003). 
Potentially as a result of these interpersonal dynamics, longer-term re-
lationships between doctors and patients are also associated with better 
health outcomes, including less frequent hospitalization and lower 
mortality rates (Pereira Gray et al., 2018; Walraven et al., 2010). 

We predict that relationship length (measured as the number of 
consultations doctors and patients have had with each other) influences 
the amount of physiological linkage between doctors and patients. 
Although relationship length has been tied to other psychosocial pro-
cesses during doctor-patient interaction, to our knowledge, no prior 
work has examined its association with physiological similarity between 
doctors and patients. We test linear and non-linear trends in the asso-
ciation between linkage and relationship length for two reasons. One, in 
general, relationship processes and outcomes rarely follow linear trends 
(Butler, 2011; Girme, 2020). Two, there is evidence to suggest that as-
pects of doctor-patient interactions specifically—like patient sat-
isfaction—change over the course of doctor-patient relationships in a 
non-linear, quadratic fashion, increasing initially, but then stabilizing 
or declining as time goes on (Donahue et al., 2005; Frederiksen et al., 
2009). One reason for this may be that patients expect doctors to know 
them better as time goes on; although increased familiarity develops 
initially, it often does not improve past a certain point. If doctors do not 
continue to get to know patients better, this can cause feelings, like 
patient satisfaction, to decrease (Frederiksen et al., 2009). In a similar 
manner, it is possible that psychosocial processes associated with link-
age, like attention to or engagement with another person (which can 
change over the course of doctor-patient relationships; Love et al., 2000; 
Mathews et al., 2016), might also change in a non-linear, quadratic 
fashion. 

2. Research overview 

We examined the ANS activity of oncologists and their patients 
during a consultation in which doctors and patients discussed patients’ 
most recent computerized tomography (CT) scan. Doctors and patients 
were matched for consultations based on the availability of doctors at 
the time of patients’ scans; neither doctors nor patients had any choice in 
who they met with. We continuously measured interbeat intervals (IBI; 
the time interval between subsequent heartbeats) in doctors and patients 
during the consultation. Interbeat intervals are influenced by both the 
sympathetic and parasympathetic nervous systems, and they change 
relatively quickly in response to changes in affective states (Mendes, 
2016). To measure relationship length, we examined patient records to 
figure out the number of consultations that the same doctor and patient 

had together. We obtained data from consultations between 102 unique 
doctor-patient dyads. 

We estimate physiological linkage as the extent to which the physi-
ological response of one person at one time interval predicts the phys-
iological response of the other person at a subsequent time interval 
(Thorson et al., 2018; see Fig. 1) for three reasons. One, researchers have 
theorized that the time-lagged element of linkage allows for an under-
standing of the extent to which doctors and patients might be attentive 
to each other’s behaviors and social cues during an interaction and 
experiencing physiological changes as a result (Thorson et al., 2018, 
2019). Two, this approach allows us to examine factors that affect the 
degree to which people show physiological linkage to each other: here, 
people’s role (doctor versus patient) and the length of the relationship 
for each doctor-patient dyad. Third and finally, this approach adjusts for 
physiological stability (i.e., how much people’s physiological responses 
are predicted by their own prior responses; see Fig. 1), which is 
important given that stability accounts for a large share of the variance 
in people’s physiological responses (Thorson et al., 2018; Thorson and 
West, 2018). Because IBI provides a measure of general autonomic 
arousal and the intensity of people’s experiences, we view physiological 
linkage of IBI responses as indicating how much individuals track 
changes in the intensity of their partners’ psychological states. 

3. Methods 

3.1. Participants 

Participants were recruited from the oncology unit of University 
Hospital Graz in Austria. Inclusion criteria included fluency in German 
or English and being 60 years of age or younger, given age-related dif-
ferences in ANS activity (Lipsitz and Novak, 2013). Exclusion criteria 
included a diagnosis of cardiovascular disease, diabetes, or pregnancy. 
We selected eligible patients from a database of patients at the oncology 
unit and sent them an informational recruitment letter. We also called 
the patients a few days later to ask if they were interested and had any 
questions. Interested patients participated during the consultation that 
followed their next computerized tomography (CT) scan. During a 
weekly doctors’ meeting, we also presented information about the study 
to eligible doctors. Only doctor-patient dyads in which both the doctor 
and patient indicated interest in the study were enrolled in the study. 

Doctors and patients were matched for consultations based on which 
doctor was available in the hospital at the time of the patient’s 
appointment. Patients did not select a particular doctor when making an 
appointment, nor did they know ahead of the appointment with whom 
they would be meeting. Between April 2017, and March 2018, we 
recruited and collected data from 150 patients and 18 doctors. 

The data from 48 doctor-patient combinations were excluded 
because there were excessive artifacts in the physiological data (see 
below), we experienced technical problems obtaining the data, or the 
doctor-patient consultations lasted fewer than 5 min. The final dataset 
includes 18 doctors (M age = 41.06, SD age = 7.83; 61.1% male; 38.9% 
female; 100% White European) and 102 patients (M age = 52.12, SD 
age = 6.42; 39.2% male; 60.8% female; 99% White European, 1% 
Asian), yielding data for 102 unique doctor-patient dyads (see Fig. 2). 
The number of patients each doctor saw did not predict the relationship 
length associated with each of the doctor’s interactions (b = − 0.08, SE 
= 0.09, t(6.59) = − 0.91, p = .40); in other words, there was no asso-
ciation between how many patients a doctor saw and the length of pa-
tient relationships that doctor had. 

3.2. Procedure 

Prior to consultations, participants were fitted with an ECG Holter 
monitor (Schiller Holter MedilogAR). Three Ag/AgCl electrodes were 
placed on the distal end of the right clavicle, lower left rib cage chest, 
and lower abdomen. We used electrocardiography (ECG) to 
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continuously and simultaneously record ANS responses from both pa-
tients and doctors during the consultation. The consultations ranged 
between five and 33 min. Doctors and patients discussed results from 
patients’ recent CT scan, assessed the efficacy of the current treatment, 
and considered the patient’s prognosis. Both doctors and patients were 
seated during the interactions. Doctors completed a demographics 
questionnaire upon enrolling in the study, and patients completed this 
questionnaire after their consultation. The ethics committee of the 
Medical University of Graz approved the study. Participants provided 
informed consent prior to data collection. 

3.3. Measures 

3.3.1. Interbeat interval responses 
Data were sampled at a rate of 1000 Hz. We analyzed the ECG data 

with Kubios HRV Premium software version 3.3.1 (Tarvainen et al., 
2014) in 1-min intervals. Visual artifacts correction was performed on 
the IBI series, and, if needed, an automatic correction algorithm was 
applied. Intervals containing more than 5% of artifacts or excessive 
ectopic beats were excluded. In total, 12.6% of IBI responses were 
marked as missing. (See the Supplemental Material for an analysis 
examining likelihood of missingness by role and relationship length. We 
also include a version of our primary analysis conducted with maximum 
likelihood estimation to account for missing data, which shows results 
consistent with those presented below.) 

We person-centered IBI responses within each participant and within 
each interaction (i.e., we subtracted the average IBI response per 
participant per interaction from each of their IBI responses throughout 
the interaction). Thus, higher values for each participant represent a 
higher-than-average response for that participant within that interaction 
(see Thorson et al., 2018 for a discussion of this approach). We did 
person-centered responses to account for individual differences present 
in participants’ ANS responses (Berntson et al., 1994) given that they are 
largely influenced by individual differences, such as genetics, health, 
and lifestyle (de Geus et al., 2015; Hu et al., 2017). 

3.3.2. Relationship length 
We measured the number of times that a patient had met with a 

particular doctor via patient records (M = 3.5, SD = 2.8). The minimum 
relationship length was one consultation, meaning that the consultation 
during which we measured physiological responses was the first 
consultation between a particular patient and doctor. The maximum 

relationship length was twelve consultations. 

3.3.3. Covariates 
In a sensitivity analysis, we examined whether effects were robust 

when adjusting for gender, age, smoking status, and exercise status, all 
of which can influence ANS activity (Dart et al., 2002; Hu et al., 2017; 
Lipsitz and Novak, 2013). We also adjusted for patients’ cancer stage, 
the valence of news provided in the consultation, and the number of 
minutes for which we had receiver physiological data, all of which could 
potentially vary by relationship length, and cancer type. 

3.3.4. Smoking status 
Participants identified as ex-smokers (5.6% of doctors; 25.5% of 

patients), smokers (27.8% of doctors; 24.5% of patients), or non- 
smokers (66.7% of doctors; 50.0% of patients). 

3.3.5. Exercise status 
Participants answered the following questions: “During a normal 

week, do you practice regular physical activity (e.g. brisk walking, 
jogging, cycling) long enough to work up a sweat? If yes, how many 
hours on average per week?” We categorized participants’ answers as no 
exercise at all (16.7% of doctors; 53.9% of patients), fewer than 3 h 
weekly (44.4% of doctors; 0% of patients), between 3 and 6 h weekly 
(27.8% of doctors; 26.5% of patients), more than 6 h weekly (11.1% of 
doctors; 19.6% of patients). 

3.3.6. Cancer stage 
Patients’ cancer stages were classified as follows: stage 1 (44.1%), 

stage 2 (4.9%), stage 3 (17.6%), and stage 4 (33.3%). 

3.3.7. News valence 
Doctors classified the news delivered in the consultation as bad 

(11.8%), good (52.9%), or neutral (32.4%; 2.9% missing data). 

3.3.8. Cancer type 
Doctors classified patients’ cancer types as follows: colorectal 

(46.1%), breast (39.2%), pancreatic (8.8%), lung (3.9%), and prostate 
(2%). These rates differ from total rates of cancers in Austria (colorectal: 
6.0%, breast: 12.3%, pancreatic: 4.2%, lung: 10.9%; prostate: 12.6%; 
The Global Cancer Observatory, 2021), likely for three reasons: 1) we 
restricted patients’ age (between 18 and 60 years) which could result in 
a greater prevalence of colorectal, breast, and pancreatic cancers and a 

Fig. 2. Number of Patients per Doctor. Note. Each bar indicates the frequency of doctors who had a certain number of patients (e.g., two doctors had three patients in 
the sample). 
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lower prevalence of prostate and lung cancers, 2) we conducted our 
research at a general oncology unit, which treats the most common types 
of cancer (five out of the six most common types of cancer are repre-
sented here) as opposed to a specialty unit focused on rarer cancer types, 
and 3) we had a slightly higher percentage of females (60.8%) relative to 
males (39.2%) in our sample, which could result in breast cancer rates 
being higher and prostate cancer rates being lower than rates in the 
general population. 

4. Results 

Additional analytic details and results are provided in the Supple-
mental Material (SM). At the request of doctors who participated in the 
study, all participants were told that raw data would remain confidential 
and would not be shared; however, the analysis syntax for all models is 
available at https://osf.io/cpejn/?view_only=7c348bf999954 
f21befcd989f8b15dad. 

We estimated a version of the stability and influence model, based on 
the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (Kenny et al., 2006), to 
examine physiological linkage (Thorson et al., 2018). We predicted 
participants’ IBI response during 1 min from the IBI response of their 
partner (the “sender”) during the prior minute to yield an estimate of 
physiological linkage (the fixed effect component from coefficient b2ijk 
in Equation (1)). We adjusted for participants’ own IBI responses (the 
“receiver’s” responses) from the prior minute, which yielded an estimate 
of physiological stability (the fixed effect component from coefficient 
b1ijk). We examined whether linkage and stability paths varied by role 
(doctor vs. patient) and by relationship length (mean-centered). To 
examine whether relationship length had a nonlinear effect on physio-
logical linkage, we included a quadratic term for relationship length as 
well. Equation (1) provides the Level 1 equation for person i in dyad j 
with (or for) doctor k at time t (see also Table 1). We used multilevel 
modeling with PROC MIXED in SAS 9.4 to adjust for nonindependence 
in responses between patients of the same doctor and between the same 
doctors (similar to the reciprocal one-with-many-design with indistin-
guishable partners described in Kenny and Kashy, 2011; Hagiwara et al., 
2014), between members of the same doctor-patient dyad, and across 
time. We describe the covariance parameters we used to accomplish 
these adjustments and their results in the online supplemental materials. 

Table 2 shows results for the physiological linkage paths; results for 
the physiological stability paths are in the online supplemental mate-
rials. We report effect sizes as partial-R2s (Edwards et al., 2008). There 
was no main effect of senders’ prior physiological responses on 

receivers’ current physiological responses, meaning that, on average, 
there was no significant linkage, b = 0.05, p = .17, R2 = 0.02. However, 
there was a significant two-way interaction between senders’ prior 
physiological responses and role, indicating that among all participants, 
linkage varied as a function of role, b = 0.13, p < .001, R2 = 0.15. We 
also found a significant two-way interaction between senders’ prior 
physiological responses and relationship length, indicating that among 
all participants, linkage varied as a function of relationship length, b =
0.03, p = .02, R2 = 0.06. These interactions were qualified by a signif-
icant three-way interaction between senders’ prior physiological re-
sponses, role, and relationship length, indicating that the association 
between linkage and relationship length varied as a function of role, b =
0.04, p = .003, R2 = 0.10. 

Additional results suggested that the association between linkage 
and relationship length was non-linear. Specifically, a marginally sig-
nificant two-way interaction between senders’ prior physiological re-
sponses and the quadratic term for relationship length indicated that 
there was a quadratic association between linkage and relationship 
length, b = − 0.005, p = .06, R2 = 0.03. This interaction was qualified by 
the hypothesized three-way interaction between senders’ prior physio-
logical responses, the quadratic term for relationship length, and role, 
indicating that the non-linear (quadratic) association between linkage 
and relationship length varied as a function of role, b = − 0.01, p = .005, 
R2 = 0.07. 

Next, we investigated this three-way interaction. For patients, we 
found that the two-way interaction between senders’ prior physiological 
responses and the quadratic term for relationship length was significant, 
indicating that there was a non-linear association between linkage and 
relationship length for patients, b = − 0.01, SE = 0.004, t(77.6) = − 3.27, 
p = .002, 95% CI: − 0.02 to − 0.006, R2 = 0.12 (see Fig. 3). For doctors, 
the two-way interaction between senders’ prior physiological responses 
and the quadratic term for relationship length was not significant, 
indicating that there was not a non-linear association between linkage 
and relationship length for doctors, b = 0.003, SE = 0.004, t(97.1) =
0.87, p = .39, 95% CI: − 0.005 to 0.01, R2 = 0.01. (In addition, for 
doctors, the two-way interaction between senders’ prior physiological 
responses and the linear term for relationship length was not significant, 
indicating that there was neither a non-linear, nor linear, association 
between linkage and relationship length for doctors, b = − 0.01, SE =

0.02, t(67.1) = − 0.61, p = .54, 95% CI: − 0.04 to 0.02, R2 = 0.01). 
As shown in Fig. 3 and in Table 3, for patients who were in their first 

or second consultation with their doctors, there was no main effect of 
senders’ (i.e., doctors’) prior physiological responses on patients’ cur-
rent physiological responses, meaning that patients did not show sig-
nificant linkage to their doctors. However, for patients who were in their 
third to eighth consultation with their doctors, there was a main effect of 
senders’ (i.e., doctors’) prior physiological responses on patients’ cur-
rent physiological responses, meaning that patients showed significant 
linkage to their doctors. Finally, for patients who were in their ninth to 
twelfth consultation with their doctors, there was no longer a significant 
effect of senders’ (i.e., doctors’) prior physiological responses on 

Table 1 
Variables in Equation (1).  

Term Description 

ReceiverIBI Receiver IBI response, person-centered 
SenderIBI Sender IBI response, person-centered 
Role Role (doctor [coded as − 1) or patient [coded as 1]) 
Length Relationship length, mean-centered  

Yijkt = b0ijk + b1ijk × ReceiverIBIijk(t− 1) + b2ijk × SenderIBIijk(t− 1) +

b3ijk × Roleijk + b4ijk × Roleijk × ReceiverIBIijk(t− 1) + b5ijk × Roleijk × SenderIBIijk(t− 1) +

b6ijk × Lengthjk + b7ijk × Lengthjk × ReceiverIBIijk(t− 1) + b8ijk × Lengthjk × SenderIBIijk(t− 1) +

b9ijk × Lengthjk × Roleijk + b10ijk × Lengthjk × Roleijk × ReceiverIBIijk(t− 1) +

b11ijk × Lengthjk × Roleijk × SenderIBIijk(t− 1) +

b12ijk × Lengthjk × Lengthjk + b13ijk × Lengthjk × Lengthjk × ReceiverIBIijk(t− 1) +

b14ijk × Lengthjk × Lengthjk × SenderIBIijk(t− 1) +

b15ijk × Lengthjk × Lengthjk × Roleijk + b16ijk × Lengthjk × Lengthjk × Roleijk × ReceiverIBIijk(t− 1) +

b17ijk × Lengthjk × Lengthjk × Roleijk × SenderIBIijk(t− 1) + eijt

(1)   

M. Vigier et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

https://osf.io/cpejn/?view_only=7c348bf999954f21befcd989f8b15dad
https://osf.io/cpejn/?view_only=7c348bf999954f21befcd989f8b15dad


Social Science & Medicine 284 (2021) 114220

6

patients’ current physiological responses, meaning that patients no 
longer showed linkage to their doctors. Doctors never showed signifi-
cant linkage to patients, regardless of how many consultations they had 
with those patients. 

4.1. Sensitivity analyses 

In one sensitivity analysis, we examined whether there were any 

higher-order (i.e., cubic) non-linear effects of relationship length on 
physiological linkage. We did not find any interactions between senders’ 
prior physiological responses and a cubic term for relationship length 
(see the online supplemental materials for results). Combined with our 
results above, this analysis provides additional evidence that the asso-
ciation between physiological linkage and relationship length—at least 
within relationships lasting one to twelve consultations—is a quadratic 
one. 

In a second sensitivity analysis, we examined whether effects were 
robust when adjusting for receivers’ gender, age, smoking status, and 
exercise status, as well as patients’ cancer stage, the valence of the news 
presented during the consultation, the length of the consultation, and 
patients’ cancer type. When including these covariates, all results are 
consistent with the ones presented above (see the online supplemental 
materials for results). 

5. Discussion 

Do doctors and patients exhibit similarity in their physiological re-
sponses during interactions with one another? We found that they do. 
During consultations between oncologists and their patients, we found 
that patients showed physiological linkage of ANS responses to their 
doctors—meaning that doctors’ physiological responses positively pre-
dicted patients’ responses at a subsequent time interval (see Table 2). 
We also found that this linkage varied as a function of how long doctors 
and patients had known each other: patients only showed linkage to 
their doctors when doctors and patients had a total of three to eight 

Table 2 
Parameter estimates for physiological linkage main effect and interactions.  

Fixed Effect Fixed effect component 
of this coefficient from 
Equation 1 

Question Addressed by Fixed Effect b SE t df p 95% CI Partial 
R2 

Main effect of Sender IBI(t-1) b2ijk Is there a main effect of linkage? 0.05 0.03 1.38 77 .17 -.02 to 
0.11 

0.02 

Interaction between Sender IBI(t- 
1) and Role 

b5ijk Does linkage differ by role? 0.13 0.04 3.47 70.3 .001 0.05 to 
0.20 

0.15 

Interaction between Sender IBI(t- 
1) and Relationship Length 

b8ijk Does linkage differ by relationship 
length? 

0.03 0.01 2.37 85.8 .02 0.004 to 
0.05 

0.06 

Interaction between Sender IBI(t- 
1), Relationship Length, and 
Role 

b11ijk Does the association between linkage 
and relationship length vary as a 
function of role? 

0.04 0.01 3.05 82 .003 0.01 to 
0.06 

0.10 

Interaction between Sender IBI(t- 
1) and quadratic term for 
Relationship Length 

b14ijk Does linkage differ by relationship 
length in a non-linear (quadratic) 
pattern? 

− 0.005 0.003 − 1.87 119 .06 − 0.01 to 
0.0003 

0.03 

Interaction between Sender IBI(t- 
1), quadratic term for 
Relationship Length, and Role 

b17ijk Does the non-linear (quadratic) 
association between linkage and 
relationship length vary as a function of 
role? 

− 0.01 0.003 − 2.90 114 .005 − 0.02 to 
− 0.003 

0.07  

Fig. 3. Physiological Linkage between Doctors and Patients as a Function of 
Relationship Length. Note. Gray bands indicate standard errors. 

Table 3 
Parameter estimates for physiological linkage main effect for patients and doctors at different relationship lengths.  

Relationship Length (Number of Consultations between 
Doctor and Patient, including Current Consultation) 

Main Effect of Sender IBI(t-1) for 
Patients (i.e., Do patients show 
significant linkage to doctors?) 

Main Effect of Sender IBI(t-1) for 
Doctors (i.e., Do doctors show 
significant linkage to patients?) 

Interaction between Sender IBI(t-1) 

and role (i.e. Does linkage differ by 
role?)  

b SE p Partial 
R2 

b SE p Partial 
R2 

b SE p Partial 
R2 

1 − 0.09 0.05 .10 0.05 − 0.03 0.06 .63 0.01 − 0.03 0.04 .49 0.01 
2 0.04 0.04 .37 0.02 − 0.05 0.05 .26 0.04 0.05 0.03 .16 0.03 
3 0.13 0.04 .005 0.13 − 0.07 0.05 .14 0.07 0.10 0.03 .003 0.13 
4 0.20 0.05 <.001 0.19 − 0.08 0.05 .12 0.06 0.14 0.04 <.001 0.16 
5 0.23 0.06 <.001 0.22 − 0.09 0.06 .13 0.05 0.16 0.04 <.001 0.17 
6 0.24 0.06 <.001 0.26 − 0.08 0.06 .16 0.05 0.16 0.04 <.001 0.18 
7 0.22 0.06 <.001 0.27 − 0.07 0.06 .25 0.03 0.15 0.04 .001 0.16 
8 0.17 0.06 .007 0.18 − 0.05 0.07 .44 0.01 0.11 0.05 .02 0.08 
9 0.09 0.08 .23 0.03 − 0.03 0.09 .74 <0.01 0.06 0.06 .31 0.01 
10 − 0.01 0.11 .91 0.00 0.00 0.12 .99 <0.01 − 0.01 0.08 .93 0.00 
11 − 0.15 0.15 .33 0.02 0.04 0.16 .80 <0.01 − 0.09 0.11 .40 0.01 
12 − 0.31 0.21 .13 0.03 0.09 0.21 .68 <0.01 − 0.20 0.15 .19 0.02  
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consultations together; in shorter and longer relationships, patients were 
not physiologically linked to doctors (see Table 3 and Fig. 3). Doctors 
never experienced physiological linkage to their patients, meaning that 
the physiological responses of patients never predicted the responses of 
doctors (see Table 3 and Fig. 3). 

The current research may have implications for the influence of 
doctor-patient interactions on patient physiology and health by 
revealing that, on a moment-to-moment basis, doctors influence the 
physiological responses of their patients during interactions with them. 
Imagine an oncologist who is calm throughout an interaction, despite 
her patient being distressed and the content of the discussion being 
negative (e.g., a negative test result). If the patient is physiologically 
linked to the doctor, and the doctor “transfers” her experience of calm to 
her patient, successful downregulation of her patients’ stress responses 
could directly benefit the patient’s health (Juster et al., 2010). Indirect 
consequences of feeling less stressed, such as greater treatment adher-
ence, might also positively influence the patient’s health (DiMatteo and 
Haskard-Zolnierek, 2010). Conversely, an oncologist who is stressed 
during an interaction and then transfers that experience to her patient 
could create or exacerbate the responding of stress-related biological 
systems, potentially harming her patient’s health. As we mention below, 
future research should try to address the types of physiological responses 
that doctors pass on to patients and what the outcomes of this linkage 
are. At this point, the idea that physiological linkage from doctors to 
patients could contribute to patient health or other outcomes of 
healthcare is speculative. Nevertheless, these results may make an 
important step in understanding the outcomes of doctor-patient in-
teractions for health by showing that, during real interactions, doctors 
influence the physiological responses of their patients. 

Given that physiological linkage has theoretically and empirically 
been tied to psychosocial processes involving attention to others, these 
data suggest that cancer patients may be particularly attentive to on-
cologists whom they have known for a couple of consultations. Perhaps 
patients need a few consultations to become comfortable with their 
doctors (Pandhi et al., 2007); after that point, they may become better at 
tuning in to and understanding the different cues that their doctors 
present (Thomas and Fletcher, 2003), leading to more linkage. In 
addition, because doctors feel more comfortable with and responsible 
for patients after more consultations (Blankfield et al., 1990; Hjortdahl, 
1992), these feelings may allow doctors to be more expressive in their 
speech and behaviors (Human and Biesanz, 2013), which could also 
potentiate linkage from doctors to patients (Thorson et al., 2018). 

One question our data raise is why linkage from doctors to patients is 
non-existent for patients in longer-term relationships. If patients expect 
their relationships to become closer with doctors the longer they have 
known them and this closeness does not develop, then the quality of the 
relationship—and potentially attention and physiological link-
age—could decline (Frederiksen et al., 2009). Alternatively, given that 
less attention is often paid to what is familiar (Gobbini and Haxby, 
2006), it is possible that patients pay less attention to their doctors once 
they feel familiar and have established routines for their appointments, 
which might also cause linkage to decline. There is greater variability in 
linkage in longer-term relationships (see Table 3 and Fig. 3), suggesting 
that there may be factors in longer-term relationships that predict 
whether linkage increases, remains stable, or decreases—for example, 
the success of the current treatment—and future research might 
examine some of these factors. 

One strength of this study is that doctors and patients were matched 
for consultations based only on the availability of doctors after patients’ 
scans, meaning that doctors and patients had no choice regarding who 
they met with. Thus, the non-linear effects of relationship length that we 
observed are not due to personal preference or liking between specific 
doctor-patient dyads. To our knowledge, this is relatively rare in the 
literature on continuity of care (Adler et al., 2010) and represents an 
important step in identifying the causal direction between continuity of 
care and patient experiences. 

These data highlight the need to consider non-linear trajectories of 
patient experiences over time. Close relationships such as those between 
doctors and patients rarely follow linear patterns over time (Girme, 
2020), and understanding how different aspects of patient experiences 
(such as their physiological responses) change over time could prove 
useful for improving doctor-patient communication. For example, 
perhaps doctors and patients need help communicating and connecting 
with each other in longer-term relationships. Models that only consider 
linear changes in patient experiences might miss recognizing these op-
portunities for intervention. 

5.1. Future directions and limitations 

We have speculated, based on prior evidence, that patients’ attention 
to their doctors may facilitate linkage. Future research might capture 
other measures of attention and engagement from patients, such as 
memory for information provided during the consultation (Kessels, 
2003), as well as the behavioral cues provided by doctors, which might 
influence the strength of linkage from doctors to patients (e.g., perhaps 
patients are more linked to their doctors when those doctors are more 
expressive with their faces; Roter et al., 2006). Understanding which 
aspects of doctor-patient interactions are associated with linkage would 
help us better understand why linkage occurs and potentially illuminate 
targets for improving doctor-patient communication. 

Relatedly, an important question regarding this research is what the 
consequences are of linkage in this context. For example, are patients 
more satisfied or are they more likely to adhere to treatment plans if they 
are more physiologically linked to their doctors? Physiological linkage is 
neither unilaterally good nor bad for relationships; rather, the outcomes 
depend on the social context, the physiological response being studied, 
and the reasons linkage has occurred (Danyluck and Page-Gould, 2018; 
Timmons et al., 2015). If future research shows that linkage is tied to 
important outcomes in doctor-patient relationships during cancer 
treatment, then linkage could provide an extremely useful 
tool—because it can be collected unobtrusively in social interactions 
and does not rely on self-report—in identifying which relationships may 
need changes to facilitate better outcomes. 

We examined how relationship length affected linkage for different 
doctor-patient dyads who were each measured at one relationship 
length in time (for example, Dyad A at their first consultation but Dyad B 
at their tenth consultation; a between-dyads approach), which allowed a 
greater sample size of unique doctor-patient dyads. Future research 
might complement the current work by addressing how relationship 
length moderates linkage for the same doctor-patient dyads who are 
measured at multiple relationship lengths in time (for example, Dyads A 
and B measured ten times each, during their first through tenth con-
sultations; a within-dyads approach; Bolger and Zee, 2019). This pro-
cedure could elucidate the degree of heterogeneity in how linkage shifts 
over time and uncover variables that explain this heterogeneity. For 
example, perhaps patients in some dyads continue to increase in linkage 
over time, while others increase but then decrease again. 

We studied high-stakes, real interactions between doctors and pa-
tients who were discussing patients’ prognoses for a potentially terminal 
illness; specific features of this context could influence our findings in 
ways that are distinct from other doctor-patient interactions. For 
instance, medical interactions that involve less stress and uncertainty (e. 
g., routine primary care appointments) may involve less attention from 
patient to doctor, resulting in reduced linkage. Additionally, interactions 
in which doctors are trying to obtain information from patients—for 
example, to assess pain (Ruben et al., 2015)—might involve more 
attention from doctors to patients, potentially resulting in physiological 
linkage from patients to doctors (or bi-directional linkage patterns). 
Future research might examine what features of doctor-patient in-
teractions contribute to linkage and what the outcomes are of linkage in 
different doctor-patient contexts. 

Our sample size for research on physiological linkage and doctor- 
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patient interactions in real-life contexts is quite high. However, consis-
tent with the city and hospital in which we conducted this work, our 
sample was highly homogenous in terms of race and racial concordance 
between doctors and patients, which are important predictors of psy-
chosocial processes in doctor-patient interactions (Hagiwara et al., 
2013; Penner et al., 2016). As a result, linkage in cross-race interactions 
might be different as well (West et al., 2017), and we hope that future 
work will address how race and racial concordance within 
doctor-patient dyads influences physiological linkage. 

6. Conclusion 

The current study demonstrates that influence from doctors to pa-
tients can occur physiologically from minute to minute during real-life, 
high-stakes consultations in oncology. Although we found that doctors’ 
physiological responses were never predicted by the prior responses of 
patients, patients’ physiological responses were positively and signifi-
cantly predicted by the prior physiological responses of doctors when 
their relationships spanned three to eight consultations. These results 
suggest that psychological processes associated with linkage, such as 
engagement with others, can change over the course of doctor-patient 
relationships, and they highlight the need to examine non-linear tra-
jectories of patient experiences over time. Importantly, these results also 
reveal that, by influencing patients’ physiological responses on a 
moment-to-moment basis, doctors may have even more influence over 
patients’ physiology—and potentially their health—than previously 
known. 

Credit author statement 

Marta Vigier: Conceptualization, Methodology, Project administra-
tion, Investigation, Data curation, Writing – original draft. Katherine R. 
Thorson: Conceptualization, Formal analysis, Resources, Data curation, 
Visualization, Writing – original draft. Elisabeth Andritsch: Supervision, 
Resources. Herbert Stoeger: Resources. Leonie Suerth: Investigation. 
Clemens Farkas: Resources. Andreas R. Schwerdtfeger: Supervision, 
Writing – review & editing, Resources 

Declaration of competing interest 

The authors declare that they have no conflict of interest. 

Appendix A. Supplementary data 

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://doi. 
org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2021.114220. 

References 

Adler, H.M., 2002. The sociophysiology of caring in the doctor-patient relationship. 
J. Gen. Intern. Med. 17 (11), 883–890. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1525- 
1497.2002.10640.x. 

Adler, R., Vasiliadis, A., Bickell, N., 2010. The relationship between continuity and 
patient satisfaction: a systematic review. Fam. Pract. 27 (2), 171–178. https://doi. 
org/10.1093/fampra/cmp099. 

Baker, R., Iii, A.G.M., Gray, D.P., Love, M.M., 2003. Exploration of the relationship 
between continuity, trust in regular doctors and patient satisfaction with 
consultations with family doctors. Scand. J. Prim. Health Care 21 (1), 27–32. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0283430310000528. 

Berntson, G.G., Cacioppo, J.T., Quigley, K.S., 1994. Autonomic cardiac control. I. 
Estimation and validation from pharmacological blockades. Psychophysiology 31 
(6), 572–585. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8986.1994.tb02350.x. 

Blader, S.L., Shirako, A., Chen, Y.-R., 2016. Looking out from the top: differential effects 
of status and power on perspective taking. Pers. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 42 (6), 723–737. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216636628. 

Blankfield, R.P., Kelly, R.B., Alemagno, S.A., King, C.M., 1990. Continuity of care in a 
family practice residency program. Impact on physician satisfaction. J. Fam. Pract. 
31 (1), 69–73. 

Bolger, N., Zee, K.S., 2019. Heterogeneity in temporal processes: implications for 
theories in health psychology. Appl. Psychol.: Health and Well-Being 11 (2), 
198–201. https://doi.org/10.1111/aphw.12159. 

Brown, C.L., West, T.V., Sanchez, A.H., Mendes, W.B., 2020. Emotional empathy in the 
social regulation of distress: a dyadic approach. Pers. Soc. Psychol. Bull., 
0146167220953987 https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220953987. 

Brown, R., Dunn, S., Byrnes, K., Morris, R., Heinrich, P., Shaw, J., 2009. Doctors’ stress 
responses and poor communication performance in simulated bad-news 
consultations. Acad. Med. 84 (11), 1595–1602. https://doi.org/10.1097/ 
ACM.0b013e3181baf537. 

Butler, E.A., 2011. Temporal interpersonal emotion systems: the “TIES” that form 
relationships. Pers. Soc. Psychol. Rev. 15 (4), 367–393. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
1088868311411164. 

Charles, C., Gafni, A., Whelan, T., 1997. Shared decision-making in the medical 
encounter: what does it mean? (or it takes at least two to tango). Soc. Sci. Med. 44 
(5), 681–692. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0277-9536(96)00221-3, 1982.  

Cherry, M.G., Fletcher, I., Berridge, D., O’Sullivan, H., 2018. Do doctors’ attachment 
styles and emotional intelligence influence patients’ emotional expressions in 
primary care consultations? An exploratory study using multilevel analysis. Patient 
Educ. Counsel. 101 (4), 659–664. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2017.10.017. 

Danyluck, C., Page-Gould, E., 2018. Intergroup dissimilarity predicts physiological 
synchrony and affiliation in intergroup interaction. J. Exp. Soc. Psychol. 74, 
111–120. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.08.001. 

Dart, A.M., Du, X.-J., Kingwell, B.A., 2002. Gender, sex hormones and autonomic 
nervous control of the cardiovascular system. Cardiovasc. Res. 53 (3), 678–687. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0008-6363(01)00508-9. 

de Geus, E., Lien, R. van, Neijts, M., Willemsen, G., 2015, January 19. Genetics of 
autonomic nervous system Activity. The Oxford Handbook of Molecular Psychology. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199753888.013.010. 

DiMatteo, M.R., Haskard-Zolnierek, K.B., 2010. Impact of depression on treatment 
adherence and survival from cancer. Depression and Cancer. John Wiley & Sons, Ltd, 
pp. 101–124. https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470972533.ch5. 

Donahue, K.E., Ashkin, E., Pathman, D.E., 2005. Length of patient-physician relationship 
and patients’ satisfaction and preventive service use in the rural south: a cross- 
sectional telephone study. BMC Fam. Pract. 6, 40. https://doi.org/10.1186/1471- 
2296-6-40. 

Duggan, A.P., Bradshaw, Y.S., 2008. Mutual influence processes in physician-patient 
communication: an interaction adaptation perspective. Commun. Res. Rep. 23 (3), 
211–216. https://doi.org/10.1080/08824090802237618. 

Edwards, L.J., Muller, K.E., Wolfinger, R.D., Qaqish, B.F., Schabenberger, O., 2008. An 
R2 statistic for fixed effects in the linear mixed model. Stat. Med. 27 (29), 
6137–6157. https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.3429. 

Elliott, A.M., Alexander, S.C., Mescher, C.A., Mohan, D., Barnato, A.E., 2016. Differences 
in physicians’ verbal and nonverbal communication with Black and White patients at 
the end of life. J. Pain Symptom Manag. 51 (1), 1–8. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
jpainsymman.2015.07.008. 

Fiske, S.T., 2010. Interpersonal stratification: status, power, and subordination. In: 
Handbook of Social Psychology. Wiley. https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470561119. 
socpsy002026. 

Frederiksen, H.B., Kragstrup, J., Dehlholm-Lambertsen, G., 2009. It’s all about 
recognition! Qualitative study of the value of interpersonal continuity in general 
practice.  BMC Fam. Pract. 10 (1), 47. https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2296-10-47. 

Galinsky, A.D., Magee, J.C., Inesi, M.E., Gruenfeld, D.H., 2006. Power and perspectives 
not taken. Psychol. Sci. 17 (12), 1068–1074. 

Girme, Y.U., 2020. Step out of line: modeling nonlinear effects and dynamics in close- 
relationships research. Curr. Dir. Psychol. Sci. 29 (4), 351–357. https://doi.org/ 
10.1177/0963721420920598. 

Gobbini, M.I., Haxby, J.V., 2006. Neural response to the visual familiarity of faces. Brain 
Res. Bull. 71 (1), 76–82. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brainresbull.2006.08.003. 

Gordon, H.S., Street, R.L., Sharf, B.F., Souchek, J., 2006. Racial differences in doctors’ 
information-giving and patients’ participation. Cancer 107 (6), 1313–1320. https:// 
doi.org/10.1002/cncr.22122. 

Hagiwara, N., Kashy, D.A., Penner, L.A., 2014. A novel analytical strategy for 
patient–physician communication research: the one-with-many design. Patient Educ. 
Counsel. 95 (3), 325–331. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2014.03.017. 

Hagiwara, N., Penner, L.A., Gonzalez, R., Eggly, S., Dovidio, J.F., Gaertner, S.L., West, T., 
Albrecht, T.L., 2013. Racial attitudes, physician–patient talk time ratio, and 
adherence in racially discordant medical interactions. Soc. Sci. Med. 87, 123–131. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2013.03.016. 

Helm, J.L., Sbarra, D.A., Ferrer, E., 2014. Coregulation of respiratory sinus arrhythmia in 
adult romantic partners. Emotion 14 (3), 522–531. https://doi.org/10.1037/ 
a0035960. 

Hjortdahl, P., 1992. Continuity of care: general practitioners’ knowledge about, and 
sense of responsibility toward their patients. Fam. Pract. 9 (1), 3–8. https://doi.org/ 
10.1093/fampra/9.1.3. 

Hu, M.X., Lamers, F., de Geus, E.J.C., Penninx, B.W.J.H., 2017. Influences of lifestyle 
factors on cardiac autonomic nervous system activity over time. Prev. Med. 94, 
12–19. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2016.11.003. 

Human, L.J., Biesanz, J.C., 2013. Targeting the good target: an integrative review of the 
characteristics and consequences of being accurately perceived. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 
Rev. 17 (3), 248–272. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868313495593. 

Juster, R.-P., McEwen, B.S., Lupien, S.J., 2010. Allostatic load biomarkers of chronic 
stress and impact on health and cognition. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 35 (1), 2–16. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2009.10.002. 

Kennifer, S.L., Alexander, S.C., Pollak, K.I., Jeffreys, A.S., Olsen, M.K., Rodriguez, K.L., 
Arnold, R.M., Tulsky, J.A., 2009. Negative emotions in cancer care: do oncologists’ 
responses depend on severity and type of emotion? Patient Educ. Counsel. 76 (1), 
51–56. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2008.10.003. 

Kenny, D.A., Kashy, D.A., Cook, W.L., 2006. Dyadic Data Analysis. Guilford press. 

M. Vigier et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2021.114220
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2021.114220
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1525-1497.2002.10640.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1525-1497.2002.10640.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/fampra/cmp099
https://doi.org/10.1093/fampra/cmp099
https://doi.org/10.1080/0283430310000528
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8986.1994.tb02350.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216636628
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref6
https://doi.org/10.1111/aphw.12159
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220953987
https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0b013e3181baf537
https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0b013e3181baf537
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868311411164
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868311411164
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0277-9536(96)00221-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2017.10.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0008-6363(01)00508-9
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199753888.013.010
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470972533.ch5
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2296-6-40
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2296-6-40
https://doi.org/10.1080/08824090802237618
https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.3429
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpainsymman.2015.07.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpainsymman.2015.07.008
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470561119.socpsy002026
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470561119.socpsy002026
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2296-10-47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref23
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721420920598
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721420920598
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brainresbull.2006.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1002/cncr.22122
https://doi.org/10.1002/cncr.22122
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2014.03.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2013.03.016
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035960
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035960
https://doi.org/10.1093/fampra/9.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1093/fampra/9.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2016.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868313495593
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2009.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2008.10.003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref35


Social Science & Medicine 284 (2021) 114220

9

Kessels, R.P.C., 2003. Patients’ memory for medical information. J. R. Soc. Med. 96 (5), 
219–222. https://doi.org/10.1177/014107680309600504. 

Kraus, M.W., Mendes, W.B., 2014. Sartorial symbols of social class elicit class-consistent 
behavioral and physiological responses: a dyadic approach. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 
143 (6), 2330–2340. https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000023. 

Lipsitz, L.A., Novak, V., 2013. Ageing and the autonomic nervous system. In: Autonomic 
Failure. Oxford University Press. https://oxfordmedicine.com/view/10.1093/me 
d/9780198566342.001.0001/med-9780198566342-chapter-70. 

Love, M.M., Mainous III, A.G., Talbert, J.C., Hager, G.L., 2000. Continuity of care and the 
physician-patient relationship. J. Fam. Pract. 49 (11), 998–1004. 

Lown, B.A., Hanson, J.L., Clark, W.D., 2009. Mutual influence in shared decision making: 
a collaborative study of patients and physicians. Health Expect.: An International 
Journal of Public Participation in Health Care and Health Policy 12 (2), 160–174. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1369-7625.2008.00525.x. 

Magee, J.C., Galinsky, A.D., 2008. Social hierarchy: the self-reinforcing nature of power 
and status. Acad. Manag. Ann. 2 (1), 351–398. https://doi.org/10.5465/ 
19416520802211628. 

Marci, C.D., Orr, S.P., 2006. The effect of emotional distance on psychophysiologic 
concordance and perceived empathy between patient and interviewer. Appl. 
Psychophysiol. Biofeedback 31 (2), 115–128. 

Mathews, A.L., Coleska, A., Burns, P.B., Chung, K.C., 2016. Evolution of patient decision- 
making regarding medical treatment of rheumatoid arthritis. Arthritis Care Res. 68 
(3), 318–324. https://doi.org/10.1002/acr.22688. 

McKinstry, B., Colthart, I., Walker, J., 2006. Can doctors predict patients’ satisfaction 
and enablement? A cross-sectional observational study. Fam. Pract. 23 (2), 240–245. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/fampra/cmi111. 

Menchik, D.A., Jin, L., 2014. When do doctors follow patients’ orders? Organizational 
mechanisms of physician influence. Soc. Sci. Res. 48, 171–184. https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/j.ssresearch.2014.05.012. 

Mendes, W.B., 2016. Emotion and the autonomic nervous system. In: Feldman Barrett, L., 
Lewis, M., Haviland-Jones, J.M. (Eds.), Handbook of Emotions, vol. 4. Guilford 
Press. 

Montague, E., Asan, O., 2014. Dynamic modeling of patient and physician eye gaze to 
understand the effects of electronic health records on doctor–patient communication 
and attention. Int. J. Med. Inf. 83 (3), 225–234. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
ijmedinf.2013.11.003. 

Ohtaki, S., Ohtaki, T., Fetters, M.D., 2003. Doctor–patient communication: a comparison 
of the USA and Japan. Fam. Pract. 20 (3), 276–282. https://doi.org/10.1093/ 
fampra/cmg308. 

Palumbo, R.V., Marraccini, M.E., Weyandt, L.L., Wilder-Smith, O., McGee, H.A., Liu, S., 
Goodwin, M.S., 2017. Interpersonal autonomic physiology: a systematic review of 
the literature. Pers. Soc. Psychol. Rev. 21 (2), 99–141. 

Pandhi, N., Bowers, B., Chen, F.-P., 2007. A comfortable relationship: a patient-derived 
dimension of ongoing care. Fam. Med. 39, 266–273. 

Penner, L.A., Dovidio, J.F., Gonzalez, R., Albrecht, T.L., Chapman, R., Foster, T., 
Harper, F.W.K., Hagiwara, N., Hamel, L.M., Shields, A.F., Gadgeel, S., Simon, M.S., 
Griggs, J.J., Eggly, S., 2016. The effects of oncologist implicit racial bias in racially 
discordant oncology interactions. J. Clin. Oncol. 34 (24), 2874–2880. https://doi. 
org/10.1200/JCO.2015.66.3658. 

Pereira Gray, D.J., Sidaway-Lee, K., White, E., Thorne, A., Evans, P.H., 2018. Continuity 
of care with doctors—a matter of life and death? A systematic review of continuity of 
care and mortality. BMJ Open 8 (6) https://doi.org.ezproxy.cul.columbia.edu/ 
10.1136/bmjopen-2017-021161.  

Pollak, K.I., Arnold, R., Alexander, S.C., Jeffreys, A.S., Olsen, M.K., Abernethy, A.P., 
Rodriguez, K.L., Tulsky, J.A., 2010. Do patient attributes predict oncologist empathic 
responses and patient perceptions of empathy? Support. Care Canc. 18 (11), 
1405–1411. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00520-009-0762-8. 

Roberts, C.A., Aruguete, M.S., 2000. Task and socioemotional behaviors of physicians: a 
test of reciprocity and social interaction theories in analogue physician-patient 
encounters. Soc. Sci. Med. 50 (3), 309–315. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0277-9536 
(99)00245-2. 

Roter, D.L., Frankel, R.M., Hall, J.A., Sluyter, D., 2006. The expression of emotion 
through nonverbal behavior in medical visits. J. Gen. Intern. Med. 21 (S1), S28–S34. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1525-1497.2006.00306.x. 

Ruben, M.A., van Osch, M., Blanch-Hartigan, D., 2015. Healthcare providers’ accuracy in 
assessing patients’ pain: a systematic review. Patient Educ. Counsel. 98 (10), 
1197–1206. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2015.07.009. 

Schofield, P.E., Butow, P.N., Thompson, J.F., Tattersall, M.H.N., Beeney, L.J., Dunn, S. 
M., 2003. Psychological responses of patients receiving a diagnosis of cancer. Ann. 
Oncol. 14 (1), 48–56. https://doi.org/10.1093/annonc/mdg010. 

Siminoff, L.A., Graham, G.C., Gordon, N.H., 2006. Cancer communication patterns and 
the influence of patient characteristics: disparities in information-giving and 
affective behaviors. Patient Educ. Counsel. 62 (3), 355–360. https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/j.pec.2006.06.011. 

Snyder, C.F., Dy, S.M., Hendricks, D.E., Brahmer, J.R., Carducci, M.A., Wolff, A.C., 
Wu, A.W., 2007. Asking the right questions: investigating needs assessments and 
health-related quality-of-life questionnaires for use in oncology clinical practice. 
Support. Care Canc.: Official Journal of the Multinational Association of Supportive 
Care in Cancer 15 (9), 1075–1085. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00520-007-0223-1. 

Street, R.L., Buller, D., 1987. Nonverbal response patterns in physician-patient 
interactions: a functional analysis. J. Nonverbal Behav. 11 (4), 234–253. https://doi. 
org/10.1007/BF00987255. 

Street, R.L., Millay, B., 2001. Analyzing patient participation in medical encounters. 
Health Commun. 13 (1), 61–73. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327027HC1301_06. 

Street, R.L., Gordon, H., Haidet, P., 2007. Physicians’ communication and perceptions of 
patients: is it how they look, how they talk, or is it just the doctor? Soc. Sci. Med. 65 
(3), 586–598. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2007.03.036. 

Tarvainen, M.P., Niskansen, J.-P., Lipponen, J.A., Rantaho, P.O., Karjalainen, P.A., 2014. 
Kubios HRV – Heart rate variability analysis software. Comput. Meth. Prog. Biomed. 
113 (1) https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cmpb.2013.07.024. 

The Global Cancer Observatory, 2021. Austria Fact Sheet 2020. https://gco.iarc.fr/to 
day/data/factsheets/populations/40-austria-fact-sheets.pdf. 

Thomas, G., Fletcher, G.J.O., 2003. Mind-reading accuracy in intimate relationships: 
assessing the roles of the relationship, the target, and the judge. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 
85 (6), 1079–1094. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.6.1079. 

Thorson, K.R., Dumitru, O.D., Mendes, W.B., West, T.V., 2021. Influencing the 
physiology and decisions of groups: physiological linkage during group decision- 
making. Group Process. Intergr. Relat. 24 (1), 145–159. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
1368430219890909. 

Thorson, K.R., Forbes, C.E., Magerman, A.B., West, T.V., 2019. Under threat but engaged: 
stereotype threat leads women to engage with female but not male partners in math. 
Contemp. Educ. Psychol. 58, 243–259. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
cedpsych.2019.03.012. 

Thorson, K.R., West, T.V., 2018. Physiological linkage to an interaction partner is 
negatively associated with stability in sympathetic nervous system responding. Biol. 
Psychol. 138, 91–95. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2018.08.004. 

Thorson, K.R., West, T.V., Mendes, W.B., 2018. Measuring physiological influence in 
dyads: a guide to designing, implementing, and analyzing dyadic physiological 
studies. Psychol. Methods 23 (4), 595–616. https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000166. 

Timmons, A.C., Margolin, G., Saxbe, D.E., 2015. Physiological linkage in couples and its 
implications for individual and interpersonal functioning: a literature review. 
J. Fam. Psychol. 29 (5), 720. 

Tran, B.Q., Sweeny, K., 2020. Correlates of physicians’ and patients’ language use during 
surgical consultations. Health Commun. 35 (10), 1248–1255. https://doi.org/ 
10.1080/10410236.2019.1625001. 

Walraven, C.V., Oake, N., Jennings, A., Forster, A.J., 2010. The association between 
continuity of care and outcomes: a systematic and critical review. J. Eval. Clin. Pract. 
16 (5), 947–956. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2753.2009.01235.x. 

Waters, S.F., Karnilowicz, H.R., West, T.V., Mendes, W.B., 2020. Keep it to yourself? 
Parent emotion suppression influences physiological linkage and interaction 
behavior. J. Fam. Psychol. 34 (7), 784–793. https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000664. 

Waters, S.F., West, T.V., Mendes, W.B., 2014. Stress contagion: physiological covariation 
between mothers and infants. Psychol. Sci. 25 (4), 934–942. https://doi.org/ 
10.1177/0956797613518352. 

West, T.V., Koslov, K., Page-Gould, E., Major, B., Mendes, W.B., 2017. Contagious 
anxiety: anxious European Americans can transmit their physiological reactivity to 
African Americans. Psychol. Sci. 28 (12), 1796–1806. 

Wissow, L.S., Larson, S.M., Roter, D., Wang, M.-C., Hwang, W.-T., Luo, X., Johnson, R., 
Gielen, A., Wilson, M.H., McDonald, E., for the SAFE Home Project, 2003. 
Longitudinal care improves disclosure of psychosocial information. Arch. Pediatr. 
Adolesc. Med. 157 (5), 419–424. https://doi.org/10.1001/archpedi.157.5.419. 

M. Vigier et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

https://doi.org/10.1177/014107680309600504
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000023
https://oxfordmedicine.com/view/10.1093/med/9780198566342.001.0001/med-9780198566342-chapter-70
https://oxfordmedicine.com/view/10.1093/med/9780198566342.001.0001/med-9780198566342-chapter-70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref39
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1369-7625.2008.00525.x
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520802211628
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520802211628
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref42
https://doi.org/10.1002/acr.22688
https://doi.org/10.1093/fampra/cmi111
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2014.05.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2014.05.012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref46
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijmedinf.2013.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijmedinf.2013.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1093/fampra/cmg308
https://doi.org/10.1093/fampra/cmg308
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref50
https://doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2015.66.3658
https://doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2015.66.3658
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref52
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00520-009-0762-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0277-9536(99)00245-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0277-9536(99)00245-2
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1525-1497.2006.00306.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2015.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1093/annonc/mdg010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2006.06.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2006.06.011
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00520-007-0223-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00987255
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00987255
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327027HC1301_06
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2007.03.036
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cmpb.2013.07.024
https://gco.iarc.fr/today/data/factsheets/populations/40-austria-fact-sheets.pdf
https://gco.iarc.fr/today/data/factsheets/populations/40-austria-fact-sheets.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.6.1079
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430219890909
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430219890909
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2019.03.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2019.03.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2018.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000166
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref69
https://doi.org/10.1080/10410236.2019.1625001
https://doi.org/10.1080/10410236.2019.1625001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2753.2009.01235.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000664
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613518352
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613518352
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0277-9536(21)00552-9/sref74
https://doi.org/10.1001/archpedi.157.5.419

	Physiological linkage during interactions between doctors and cancer patients
	1 Introduction
	2 Research overview
	3 Methods
	3.1 Participants
	3.2 Procedure
	3.3 Measures
	3.3.1 Interbeat interval responses
	3.3.2 Relationship length
	3.3.3 Covariates
	3.3.4 Smoking status
	3.3.5 Exercise status
	3.3.6 Cancer stage
	3.3.7 News valence
	3.3.8 Cancer type


	4 Results
	4.1 Sensitivity analyses

	5 Discussion
	5.1 Future directions and limitations

	6 Conclusion
	Credit author statement
	Declaration of competing interest
	Appendix A Supplementary data
	References


