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Abstract: The therapeutic alliance is an important factor in successful cancer treatment, particularly
for those with advanced cancer. This study aims to determine how the therapeutic alliance relates
to prognostic preferences and satisfaction with the physician and medical care among patients with
advanced cancer. We conducted a cross-sectional study to explore the therapeutic relationship, trust,
satisfaction with healthcare, and prognostic preferences among 946 patients with advanced cancer at
15 tertiary hospitals in Spain. Participants completed questionnaires with self-reported measures.
Most were male, aged > 65 years, with bronchopulmonary (29%) or colorectal (16%) tumors and
metastatic disease at diagnosis. Results revealed that 84% of patients had a good therapeutic alliance.
Collaborative and affective bond was positively associated with a preference to know the prognosis
and satisfaction with care and decision. There was no difference in a therapeutic alliance based
on clinical or sociodemographic factors. The therapeutic alliance between patient and physician
is essential for successful treatment outcomes and better overall satisfaction. Therefore, it is vital
for healthcare providers to focus on establishing and maintaining a strong relationship with their
patients. To achieve this, transparency and care should be prioritized, as well as respect for the
preferences of patients regarding the prognosis of their illness.
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1. Introduction

Due to recent advances in cancer treatments, the course of the disease and prognosis
for cancer patients have changed, allowing for a relatively long period of life for those with
advanced cancer [1]. Unfortunately, long-term experience with cancer and its treatments
can lead to physical, psychological, emotional, and practical problems [2–4]. Additionally,
tumor stage can affect the types of symptoms and experiences patients have during treat-
ment; those with unresectable advanced cancer often have different experiences than those
with resected localized cancer [5]. This creates a difficult situation for both the patient and
the attending physicians [5,6].

The doctor–patient therapeutic alliance is a key element of personalized and quality
care for patients with advanced cancer [7,8]. This alliance is characterized by shared goals,
mutual understanding, care, trust, respect, and recognition of the patient’s personality, as
well as honesty and competence from the doctor [1,9,10]. Developing a good therapeutic
relationship is an essential skill for doctors to improve the quality of their services, and
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this contributes to more successful outcomes. For example, a strong doctor–patient rela-
tionship is necessary for informed decision-making [11], increasing patient satisfaction,
empowerment [12,13], and adherence to treatment [14].

Research has demonstrated that a strong relationship between a doctor and a patient
can have a beneficial effect on treatment outcomes, the alleviation of symptoms, patient
health, the patient’s satisfaction with their care, and a reduction in litigation cases associated
with inadequate medical practices [9,15,16]. Studies have found that a positive connection
between the patient and their oncologist is linked with better adherence to treatment and
a decreased risk of suicidal ideation in the patient [17], which is also predictive of higher
quality of life and better adaptation to the illness [6,9,18]. A meta-analysis of physician
communication and treatment adherence revealed that patients whose doctors had poor
communication strategies had a 19% higher risk of non-compliance than those whose
doctors communicated effectively [14]. Other factors have also been used to assess the
quality of the doctor–patient relationship, such as trust in the oncologist or satisfaction
with the care they received [12,13].

The present study seeks to examine the relationship between therapeutic alliance and
the patient’s desire to know the prognosis, satisfaction with the physician and medical
care received, and trust in the physician in advanced cancer patients. We hypothesize
that a stronger therapeutic alliance will be associated with greater satisfaction with the
information given and treatment decision-making, as well as an increased level of trust in
the physician and a desire to know the prognosis on the part of the patient. This research is
significant as the evaluation of the physician–patient therapeutic relationship is becoming
increasingly important for assessing the quality and satisfaction of care received [9,15,16].
However, there is currently a lack of studies on physician–patient alliance and satisfaction
with communication with the physician, as well as treatment decision-making in advanced
cancer patients. The aim of the present study, therefore, is to analyze the patient’s prognostic
preferences, satisfaction with the physician and medical care received and its relationship
with the therapeutic alliance in advanced cancer patients.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Study Design and Population

A cross-sectional study was conducted at 15 medical oncology departments in different
hospitals distributed throughout Spain between February 2020 and October 2022 (Table A1,
see Appendix A section). The consecutive sample consisted of advanced cancer patients
who were recruited during their first appointment with the medical oncologist. Inclusion
criteria were individuals who were at least 18 years of age with histologically confirmed
advanced cancer and were ineligible for curative treatment options. Patients were excluded
if they had a physical condition, comorbidities, and/or age that contraindicated antineo-
plastic treatment in the attending oncologist’s opinion; those who had received cancer
treatment for another advanced cancer in the previous two years or with any underlying
personal, family, sociological, geographical, and/or medical condition that could hinder
their ability to participate in the study, i.e., those with cognitive impairment or severe
deterioration of general status due to cancer or other causes that prevent them from un-
derstanding and reasoning what is asked in the questionnaires. All participants provided
informed consent before being included in the study. The study was approved by the
Ethics Review Committees at each institution and by the Spanish Agency of Medicines and
Health Products (AEMPS; identification code: ES14042015). Data were collected through
the completion of questionnaires, and clinical data were obtained from medical records.
The procedures for collecting data were similar at all the hospitals, and the data regarding
the participants were obtained from the centers where they received treatment. Partici-
pation was voluntary, anonymous, and did not affect patient care. Data were collected
and updated by the medical oncologist through a platform (www.neoetic.es, accessed on 9
March 2023).

www.neoetic.es
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2.2. Description of Variables

The Bioethical Section of the Spanish Society of Medical Oncology (SEOM) conducted
a multicenter, cross-sectional study. Patients with recently diagnosed cancer that cannot be
surgically removed and who were eligible for systemic anticancer treatment according to
their oncologist’s judgment were included in the study. Patients filled out questionnaires
to assess their sociodemographic status, therapeutic alliance, trust in their oncologist,
satisfaction with healthcare, and prognostic preferences using a standardized self-report
form. Cancer and treatment information was obtained by the oncologist, by interviewing
the patient and by reviewing their medical records. The oncologist classified the patient’s
functional status according to the Eastern Cooperative Oncology Group (ECOG) scale,
which ranges from 0 (asymptomatic) to 5 (deceased). Any value was accepted as long as
the oncologist thought the patient was eligible for systemic treatment. The oncologist gave
the questionnaire to the participant during their consultation and explained the systemic
antineoplastic treatment. The patient filled out the questionnaire at home before starting
the treatment.

The therapeutic alliance was measured using the Scale to Assess the Therapeutic
Relationship-Patients version (STAR-P) [19]. This self-rating scale consists of 12 questions
divided into two subscales: collaborative bond and affective bond [20]. The collaborative
bond subscale comprises six items. It measures shared understanding of goals and mutual
openness, while the affective bond subscale measures the patient’s perception of the
clinician, such as being impatient, authoritarian, or untruthful. The affective bond questions
also comprise six items, and three of them were reverse-scored. Each item is rated on
a five-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). A total
score was calculated by adding the subscales together. The total scores range from 0 to 48,
and higher scores indicated a better therapeutic alliance. The internal consistency of the
overall score was Cronbach’s alpha = 0.85 in the sample.

Previously, nine items derived from the Consumer Assessment of Healthcare Providers
and Systems (CAHPS) were used to measure patients’ satisfaction with healthcare [21,22].
Six of these items related to physician communication (e.g., listening carefully, explaining
things in an understandable way, providing information about treatments, encouraging
questions, and showing courtesy and respect) and three related to satisfaction with decision-
making (e.g., satisfaction with information, satisfaction with how decisions were made,
and satisfaction with the decisions made). Each item was rated on a five-point Likert
scale, with higher scores indicating better communication with physicians and satisfaction
with decision-making [23]. The internal consistency of the overall scores was Cronbach’s
α = 0.86 in our sample.

The Trust in Oncologist Scale (TiOS-SF) five-item short version was used to measure
whether the oncologist was seen as trustworthy [12]. The scale consists of five statements
that patients are asked to rate on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from “strongly- disagree”
to “strongly agree”. The scores for each item are summed up to create a total score, with
higher scores indicating a greater level of trust in the oncologist. A score below 19 has been
suggested as indicative of lower trust in the oncologist [12]. The TiOS overall had high
reliability (α = 0.92) [12].

The Patient’s Prognostic Preferences (PPP) is a scale used to assess the level of infor-
mation that cancer patients want their oncologists to share with them about their illness.
The scale consists of five items, which are rated on a five-point Likert scale ranging from
“strongly disagree” “to strongly agree”. The scale measures the level of detail that patients
want their oncologist to provide about their diagnosis, prognosis, and treatment options.
A higher score reflects a greater desire for detailed information. The internal consistency of
the overall PPP score in this study was Cronbach’s α = 0.82.
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2.3. Statistical Methods

Descriptive statistics were obtained for clinical and sociodemographic variables. In-
dependent sample t-tests and analyses of variance (ANOVA) were used to compare the
therapeutic alliance score across the study population’s demographic and clinical character-
istics. The Pearson correlation was used to assess the association between the therapeutic
alliance and quality of care (satisfaction with the received information, satisfaction with
decisions made, trust in the oncologist, and patient’s preferences for knowing the prognosis).
The association between therapeutic alliance and quality of care was further examined
through regression analysis, with therapeutic alliance used as the independent variable and
age, sex, and tumor site used as covariates. Statistical significance was set at p < 0.05, and all
statistical analyses were performed using SPSS version 26 (IBM Corp., Armonk, NY, USA).

3. Results
3.1. Relationship between Therapeutic Alliance and Clinical/Sociodemographic Characteristics

A total of 946 participants were included in the study, recruited by 30 medical oncolo-
gists. Some 78% of these specialists were female, and the mean age was 38 ± 8.5 years, with
13.8 ± 8.5 years of experience in caring for cancer patients. Most were super-specialists
(69%) working at a public teaching hospital. Most patients were male, 68% were married,
46% had completed junior high school, and 51% were retired or unemployed. The mean age
of the patients was 60.1 years (standard deviation [SD]: 10.1). The most common cancers
were bronchopulmonary (29%), colorectal (16%), and pancreas (9%), with adenocarcinoma
histology being the most prevalent (64%). Most cancers were diagnosed in stage IV (80%),
and the most frequent treatment was chemotherapy alone or combined with other thera-
peutic modalities (89%). The analysis revealed that approximately 45% of the sample had
an estimated survival of fewer than 18 months. Additionally, no significant differences
were identified among diverse clinical and sociodemographic groups with respect to the
therapeutic alliance, as shown in Table 1. Of the advanced cancer patients, 84% (n = 790)
believed they had a good therapeutic alliance with their doctor (STAR, PD > 31), and 92%
of the patients trusted their oncologist (TIOS, PD > 20).

Table 1. Baseline characteristics and alliance therapeutic score (n = 946).

Variables n (%) STAR
Score

Statistics

t/f p

Sex
Male 519 (55) 38.6 (7.1) 3.276 0.071

Female 427 (45) 39.5 (7.1)

Age (years)
≤65.0 430 (46) 38.9 (7.0) 0.001 0.978

≥65.1 516 (54) 39.0 (7.2)

Marital
Married or partnered 644 (68) 39.0 (7.2) 0.098 0.754

No partnered 302 (32) 38.9 (7.0)

Educational level
Primary school or less 430 (46) 39.1 (7.1) 0.002 0.963

High school or greater 516 (54) 39.0 (7.4)

Employ
Yes 468 (49) 39.2 (7.2) 0.523 0.470

No 478 (51) 38.8 (7.0)

Tumor site

Bronchopulmonary 278 (29) 39.0 (7.2) 0.027 0.994

Colorectal 153 (16) 38.8 (6.7)

Pancreas 88 (9) 39.0 (6.9)

Others 427 (46) 39.0 (7.1)

Histology
Adenocarcinoma 610 (64) 39.2 (7.3) 0.907 0.341

Others 336 (36) 38.7 (6.8)
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Table 1. Cont.

Variables n (%) STAR
Score

Statistics

t/f p

Stage
Locally advanced 188 (20) 39.6 (7.2) 1.774 0.183

IV 758 (80) 38.8 (7.1)

Estimated
survival (months)

<18 424 (45) 38.7 (7.1) 1.154 0.283

≥18 521 (55) 39.2 (7.1)

Systemic
treatment

Chemotherapy (CT) 499 (53) 38.9 (6.9) 0.329 0.858

Targeted therapy 61 (6) 38.0 (6.9)

Immunotherapy 50 (5) 39.5 (6.9)

Others 336 (36) 36.8 (6.3)

Elixhauser
comorb. index

≤4 382 (40) 39.1 (7.2) 0.221 0.638

>4 564 (60) 38.9 (7.1)

ECOG
0–1 202 (62) 39.4 (7.3) 2.270 0.132

2–3 355 (38) 38.7 (6.9)
Bold values indicate significance at the 5% level. Abbreviations: Eastern Cooperative Oncology Group (ECOG).

3.2. Associations between Therapeutic Alliance and Psychological Variables

The therapeutic alliance was positively associated with its two sub-scales, particularly
with the collaborative bond (M = 20.0, SD = 4.4) (r = 0.897, p < 0.001), more so than with
the affective bond (M = 19.0, SD = 3.7) (r = 0.854, p < 0.001). Additionally, the therapeutic
alliance was found to be associated with satisfaction with decision-making and physician
communication, trust in the oncologist, and preference to know the prognosis. It was found
that collaborative and affective bonds had a positive association with the preference to
know prognosis, according to Table 2.

Table 2. Correlations between therapeutic alliance and psychological variables (n = 946).

Therapeutic Alliance (STAR-P)

Variable M ± SD Total Collaborative
Bond

Affective
Bond

STAR-P. Total
therapeutic alliance 39.0 ± 7.1 – 0.897 ** 0.854 **

CAHPS. Satisfaction
with decision-making 10.6 ± 2.1 0.517 ** 0.544 ** 0.347 **

CAHPS. Satisfaction
with physician
communication

19.1 ± 2.3 0.496 ** 0.517 ** 0.338 **

TiOS. Trust in the
physician 24.0 ± 2.5 0.462 ** 0.471 ** 0.328 **

PPP. Preference to know
the prognosis 17.4 ± 3.3 0.253 ** 0.299 ** 0.131 **

Abbreviations: STAR-P, Scale to assess the Therapeutic Relationship-Patients version; CAHPS, Satisfaction
with decision-making and physician communication; PPD, Patient’s Prognostic Preferences; TiOS, Trust in the
oncologist scale. M, Mean. SD, Standard Deviation. Table entries are Pearson correlation coefficients; significant
at ** p < 0.01.

Univariate analysis revealed that patient satisfaction with decision-making and physi-
cian communication, preference to know the prognosis and trust in the oncologist were
favorable predictors of the better therapeutic alliance (F = 69.631, p = 0.001, adjusted
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R2 =0.342). This significance was maintained after adjusting for covariates such as age, sex,
and tumor site, as seen in Table 3.

Table 3. Linear regression models for therapeutic alliance predictors (n = 946).

Therapeutic Alliance (STAR-P)

Predictors B Beta t p R2

Adjusted

CAHPS. Satisfaction
with decision-making 0.973 0.289 8.077 0.001 0.342

CAHPS. Satisfaction
with communication 0.544 0.177 4.624 0.001

PPP. Patient’s
prognostic preferences 0.106 0.050 2.325 0.022

TIOS. Trust in
oncologist 0.548 0.195 5.743 0.001

Age 0.005 0.008 0.287 0.774

Sex 0.505 0.035 1.291 0.197

Tumor site 0.101 0.018 0.681 0.496
Abbreviations: STAR-P, Scale to assess the Therapeutic Relationship-Patients version; CAHPS, Satisfaction with
decision-making and physician communication; PPD, Preference of Patients to know Prognosis; TiOS, Trust in the
oncologist scale. B: unstandardized coefficients; Beta: standardized coefficients.

4. Discussion

This study provides information on the therapeutic alliance and satisfaction with care
among cancer patients and their oncologists. Out of the patients with advanced cancer, 84%
reported having a good therapeutic alliance and being satisfied with their oncologists’ visits,
which is congruent with findings in other medical care fields [24,25]. Some studies suggest
that medical service patients may not differentiate between their satisfaction with received
care and its socio-emotional aspects [26,27]. Our findings indicate that the various aspects
of the therapeutic alliance are closely related, particularly those which reflect positive
aspects of the doctor–patient relationship, such as collaboration and shared understanding
of therapeutic goals, and emotional aspects, particularly in cases where these aspects reflect
subjective issues in the doctor–patient relationship, such as the patient’s perception of their
doctor being impatient, authoritarian, or not sharing all necessary information.

Our findings suggest that the therapeutic alliance is closely linked to a patient’s confi-
dence and satisfaction in the doctor’s provided information and treatment decision-making,
as well as in their preference for knowing their prognosis. We found that the more satisfied
cancer patients were with the decision-making and information received, the greater their
desire to know their prognosis and their confidence in the doctor, all of which contributed
to a better therapeutic alliance with the doctor. The variable that had the most significant
effect on improving the therapeutic alliance was satisfaction with decisions, while the least
was the patient’s preference to know their prognosis. The patient’s preference to know
their prognosis was positively associated with both the collaborative bond with the doctor,
reflecting a shared understanding of goals and an open mutual experience, as well as the
affective bond, which would reflect the patient’s perception that their doctor shares all
information with them. This is consistent with prior research suggesting that a good relation-
ship with the doctor is linked to service satisfaction and adherence to treatment [14,16,20,28],
while a mismatch between the patient’s desire for involvement in decision-making and
a lack of opportunity to do so can lead to a lower therapeutic alliance and dissatisfaction with
care received [28]. Patient satisfaction may be closely linked to their desire to be involved in
decision-making regarding their treatment [9,29–32]. Consequently, it is essential for health-
care providers to acknowledge that enabling the patient to participate in their treatment
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decisions can have a positive effect on the patient’s satisfaction with the care they receive,
as well as permit the establishment of a solid therapeutic relationship.

Our study did not find any major differences in the therapeutic alliance depending on
sociodemographic or clinical variables. This finding is consistent with the results of other
studies that have not indicated a relationship between these variables and the therapeutic
alliance [33]. Nevertheless, some studies have suggested that the therapeutic alliance
may be enhanced by age [34], that married individuals may have a better therapeutic
alliance than single patients [30], and that males may have a better therapeutic alliance
than females [34]. These results suggest that further research should be conducted to
investigate whether there are sociodemographic predictors that are associated with an
improved therapeutic alliance and patient satisfaction with medical care.

There are some limitations other than the selection bias already mentioned. First,
the cross-sectional design limited the ability to draw inferences with respect to the causal
direction of associations between therapeutic alliance and satisfaction with the care received,
which were considered to be dynamic factors. Second, it is possible that the participating
oncologists were biased due to their interest in communication issues. This interest may
influence their interaction with patients, which could result in a patient response bias.
Third, we have not considered some factors from the oncologist’s perspective that may
favor the development of the therapeutic relationship, such as being curious, optimistic,
patient, having a sense of humor, age, and sex, among others. Fourth, the analysis of the
therapeutic alliance between patients and their oncologists does not permit us to generalize
the findings to other healthcare professionals. Nevertheless, to the best of our knowledge,
this study is one of the few studies that have examined the effect of satisfaction with the care
received on therapeutic alliance. Additionally, this study reflected the routine outpatient
clinical setting and considered confounding factors that could affect therapeutic alliance.

5. Conclusions

In conclusion, the therapeutic alliance between patients with advanced cancer un-
dergoing active oncological treatment was affected by the satisfaction of the patient with
the physician (the information provided and the satisfaction with decisions taken), as
well as the trust in the physician and the patient’s preference to know their prognosis.
These findings suggest that advanced cancer patients need more than collaboration and
positive contributions from their physicians; it would involve understanding and respect
for the patient’s desires to take part in the decision-making process regarding their treat-
ment, which could also improve the therapeutic alliance. Future studies could examine
whether involving patients in the decision-making process with their oncologists improves
satisfaction and leads to better commitment and adherence to treatment recommendations.
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Appendix A

Table A1. List of 15 centers participants in the study.

(1) Hospital Universitario de Canarias, Tenerife
(2) Hospital Universitario La Paz, Madrid
(3) Hospital Universitario Central de Asturias, Oviedo
(4) Complejo Hospitalario Universitario de Ourense
(5) Hospital Universitario Infanta Leonor, Madrid
(6) Consorcio Hospital General Universitario de Valencia, Valencia
(7) Hospital General Virgen de la Luz, Cuenca
(8) Hospital Provincial de Castellón, Castellón
(9) Hospital General Universitario de Elche, Elche
(10) Hospital Universitario Clínico San Carlos, Madrid
(11) Hospital San Pedro de Alcántara, Cáceres
(12) Hospital Universitario Morales Meseguer, Murcia
(13) Hospital Quironsalud Sagrado Corazón de Sevilla, Sevilla
(14) Hospital General Universitario Santa Lucia, Cartagena
(15) Hospital General de Ciudad Real, Ciudad Real

References
1. Wang, T.; Molassiotis, A.; Chung, B.P.M.; Tan, J.Y. Unmet care needs of advanced cancer patients and their informal caregivers:

A systematic review. BMC Palliat. Care 2018, 17, 96. [CrossRef]
2. Obispo-Portero, B.; Cruz-Castellanos, P.; Jiménez-Fonseca, P.; Rogado, J.; Hernandez, R.; Castillo-Trujillo, O.A.; Asensio-Martínez,

E.; González-Moya, M.; Carmona-Bayonas, A.; Calderon, C. Anxiety and depression in patients with advanced cancer during the
COVID-19 pandemic. Support Care Cancer 2022, 30, 3363–3370. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

3. Cruz-Castellanos, P.; Gil-Raga, M.; Jiménez-Fonseca, P.; Ghanem, I.; Hernández, R.; Piera-Molons, N.; Cano, J.M.; Gallego-
Martinez, A.; Garcia-Torralba, E.; Calderon, C. Uncertainty and hope in relation to anxiety and depression in advanced lung
cancer. BMJ Support Palliat Care 2022, 1–4. [CrossRef]

4. Rodriguez-Gonzalez, A.; Velasco-Durantez, V.; Martin-Abreu, C.; Cruz-Castellanos, P.; Hernandez, R.; Gil-Raga, M.; Garcia-Torralba,
E.; Garcia-Garcia, T.; Jimenez-Fonseca, P.; Calderon, C. Fatigue, Emotional Distress, and Illness Uncertainty in Patients with Metastatic
Cancer: Results from the Prospective NEOETIC_SEOM Study. Curr. Oncol. 2022, 29, 9722–9732. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. Moghaddam, N.; Coxon, H.; Nabarro, S.; Hardy, B.; Cox, K. Unmet care needs in people living with advanced cancer: A systemaci
review. Support Care Cancer 2016, 24, 3609–3622. [CrossRef]

6. Schnur, J.B.; Montgomery, G.H. A systematic review of therapeutic alliance, group cohesion, empathy, and goal consensus/collaboration
in psychotherapeutic interventions in cancer: Uncommon factors? Clin. Psychol Rev. 2010, 30, 238–247. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

7. Mack, J.W.; Block, S.D.; Nilsson, M.; Wright, A.; Trice, E.; Friedlander, R.; Paulk, E.; Prigerson, H.G. Measuring therapeutic alliance
between oncologist and patients with advanced cancer: The Human Connection Scale. Cancer 2010, 115, 3302–3311. [CrossRef]

8. Back, A.L.; Arnold, R.M.; Baile, W.F.; Fryer-Edwards, K.A.; Alexander, S.C.; Barley, G.E.; Gooley, T.A.; Tulsky, J.A. Efficacy of
communication skills training for giving bad news and discussing transitions to palliative care. Arch. Intern. Med. 2007, 167,
453–460. [CrossRef]

9. Trevino, K.M.; Maciejewski, P.K.; Epstein, A.S.; Prigerson, H.G. The lasting impact of the therapeutic alliance: Patient-oncologist
alliance as a predictor of caregiver bereavement adjustment. Cancer 2015, 121, 3534–3542. [CrossRef]

10. Grotmol, K.S.; Lie, H.C.; Loge, J.H.; Aass, N.; Haugen, D.F.; Stone, P.C.; Kaasa, S.; Hjermstad, M.J. Patients with advanced cancer and
depression report a significantly higher symptom burden than non-depressed patients. Palliat Support Care 2019, 17, 143–149. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1186/s12904-018-0346-9
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00520-021-06789-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34993652
http://doi.org/10.1136/spcare-2022-003882
http://doi.org/10.3390/curroncol29120763
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36547177
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00520-016-3221-3
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2009.11.005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20006414
http://doi.org/10.1002/cncr.24360
http://doi.org/10.1001/archinte.167.5.453
http://doi.org/10.1002/cncr.29505
http://doi.org/10.1017/S1478951517001183


Curr. Oncol. 2023, 30 3588

11. Calderon, C.; Jiménez-Fonseca, P.; Hernández, R.; Muñoz, M.D.M.; Martínez de Castro, E.; Higuera, O.; Ghanem, I.; Castelo, B.;
Rogado, J.; Carmona-Bayonas, A. Prospective Study Comparing Clinicians’ and Cancer Patients’ Estimates of Risk of Relapse and
Toxicity with Adjuvant Chemotherapy. Cancer Investig. 2021, 39, 589–596. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

12. Hillen, M.A.; Postma, R.M.; Verdam, M.G.; Smets, E.M. Development and validation of an abbreviated version of the Trust in
Oncologist Scale—The Trust in Oncologist Scale–Short form (TiOS-SF). Support Care Cancer 2017, 25, 855–861. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Glass, K.E.; Wills, C.E.; Holloman, C.; Olson, J.; Hechmer, C.; Miller, C.K.; Duchemin, A.M. Shared decision making and other
variables as correlates of satisfaction with health care decisions in a United States national survey. Patient Educ. Couns. 2012, 88,
100–105. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

14. Zoinierek, K.; DiMtteo, M. Physician Communication and Patient Adherence to Treatment: A Meta-analysis. Med. Care 2009, 47, 826–834.
15. Gonzales, F.A.; Sangaramoorthy, M.; Dwyer, L.A.; Shariff-Marco, S.; Allen, A.M.; Kurian, A.W.; Yang, J.; Langer, M.M.; Allen, L.;

Reeve, B.B.; et al. Patient-Clinician interactions and disparities in breast cancer care: The equality in breast cancer care study. J.
Cancer Surviv. 2019, 13, 968–980. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

16. Thomas, T.; Althouse, A.; Sigler, L.; Arnold, R.; Chu, E.; White, D.B.; Rosenzweig, M.; Smith, K.; Smith, T.J.; Schenker, Y. Stronger
therapeutic alliance is associated with better quality of life among patients with advanced cancer. Psychooncology 2021, 30,
1086–1094. [CrossRef]

17. Epstein, R.M.; Duberstein, P.R.; Fenton, J.J.; Fiscella, K.; Hoerger, M.; Tancredi, D.J.; Xing, G.; Gramling, R.; Mohile, S.; Franks,
P.; et al. Effect of a Patient-Centered Communication Intervention on Oncologist-Patient Communication, Quality of Life, and
Health Care Utilization in Advanced Cancer. JAMA Oncol. 2016, 3, 92–100. [CrossRef]

18. Henselmans, I.; van Laarhoven, H.W.M.; van Maarschalkerweerd, P.; de Haes, H.C.J.M.; Dijkgraaf, M.G.W.; Sommeijer, D.W.;
Ottevanger, P.B.; Fiebrich, H.B.; Dohmen, S.; Creemers, G.J.; et al. Effect of a Skills Training for Oncologists and a Patient
Communication Aid on Shared Decision Making About Palliative Systemic Treatment: A Randomized Clinical Trial. Oncologist
2020, 25, e578–e588. [CrossRef]

19. Gairing, S.; Jäger, M.; Ketteler, D.; Rössler, W.; Theodoridou, A. Scale to Assess Therapeutic Relationships, STAR: Evaluation der
deutschen Skalenversion zur Beurteilung der therapeutischen Beziehung. Psychiatr. Prax. 2011, 38, 178–184. [CrossRef]

20. Matsunaga, A.; Yamaguchi, S.; Sawada, U.; Shiozawa, T.; Fujii, C. Psychometric Properties of Scale to Assess the Therapeutic
Relationship—JapaneseVersion (STAR-J). Front. Psychiatry 2019, 10, 575. [CrossRef]

21. Ayanian, J.Z.; Zaslavsky, A.M.; Arora, N.K.; Kahn, K.L.; Malin, J.L.; Ganz, P.A.; van Ryn, M.; Hornbrook, M.C.; Kiefe, C.I.; He, Y.;
et al. Patients’ experiences with care for lung cancer and colorectal cancer: Findings from the cancer care outcomes research and
surveillance consortium. J. Clin. Oncol. 2010, 28, 4154–4161. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

22. Hyas, R.; Shaul, J.; Williams, V.; Lubalin, J.S.; Harris-Kojetin, L.D.; Sweeny, S.F.; Cleary, P.D. Psychometric properties of the
CAHPS 1.0 Survey Measures. Med. Care 1999, 37, 22–31. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Weeks, J.C.; Catalano, P.J.; Cronin, A.; Finkelman, M.D.; Mack, J.W.; Keating, N.L.; Schrag, D. Patients’ expectations about effects
of chemotherapy for advanced cancer. N. Engl. J. Med. 2012, 367, 1616–1625. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

24. Calderón, C.; Lorenzo-seva, U.; Ferrando, P.J.; Martínez-Cabañes, R.; Higuera, O.; Gómez, D.; Palacin-Lois, M.; Pacheco-Barcia, V.;
Hernández, R.; Fernández-Andújar, M.; et al. Patient-Doctor Relationship Questionnaire: Psychometric Properties of the PDRQ-9
in Cancer Patients. Psicothema 2021, 33, 304–311. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

25. Kamel, A.; El- Guindy, H.; Mohamed, A.; Morita, M.; Toh, Y.; Muss, H.B. Assessment of Elderly Patient Satisfaction about
Palliative Care Services for Cancer. NILES J. Geriatr. Gerontol. 2023, 6, 114–132. [CrossRef]

26. Rai, A.; Han, X.; Zheng, Z.; Yabroff, K.R.; Jemal, A. Determinants and Outcomes of Satisfaction With Healthcare Provider
Communication Among Cancer Survivors. J. Natl. Compr. Cancer Netw. 2018, 16, 975–984. [CrossRef]

27. Crow, H.; Gage, H.; Hampson, S.; Abela, S. Measurement of satisfaction with health care: Implications for practice from a
systematic review of the literature. Health Technol Assess 2002, 6, 1–250. [CrossRef]

28. Hamann, J.; Mendel, R.; Reiter, S.; Cohen, R.; Bühner, M.; Schebitz, M.; Diplich, S.; Kissling, W.; Berthele, A. Why Do Some
Patients With Schizophrenia Want to Be Engaged in Medical Decision Making and Others Do Not? J. Clin. Psychiatry 2011, 72,
1636–1643. [CrossRef]

29. Klingaman, E.A.; Medoff, D.R.; Park, S.G.; Brown, C.H.; Fang, L.; Dixon, L.B.; Hack, S.M.; Tapscott, S.L.; Walsh, M.B.; Kreyenbuhl,
J. Consumer satisfaction with psychiatric services: The role of shared decision making and the therapeutic relationship. Psychiatr.
Rehabil. J. 2015, 38, 242–248. [CrossRef]

30. Jimenez-Fonseca, P.; Calderon, C.; Carmona-Bayonas, A.; Muñoz, M.M.; Hernández, R.; Mut Lloret, M.; Ghanem, I.; Beato, C.;
Cacho Lavín, D.; Ivars Rubio, A.; et al. The relationship between physician and cancer patient when initiating adjuvant treatment
and its association with sociodemographic and clinical variables. Clin. Transl. Oncol. 2018, 20, 1392–1399. [CrossRef]

31. Calderon, C.; Jiménez-Fonseca, P.; Ferrando, P.J.; Jara, C.; Lorenzo-Seva, U.; Beato, C.; García-García, T.; Castelo, B.; Ramchandani,
A.; Muñoz, M.M.; et al. Psychometric properties of the Shared Decision-Making Questionnaire (SDM-Q-9) in oncology practice.
Int. J. Clin. Heal. Psychol. 2018, 18, 143–151. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

32. McGuire-Snieckus, R.; McCabe, R.; Catty, J.; Hansson, L.; Priebe, S. A new scale to assess the therapeutic relationship in community
mental health care: STAR. Psychol. Med. 2007, 37, 85–95. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.1080/07357907.2021.1948561
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34182858
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00520-016-3473-y
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27830396
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2012.02.010
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22410642
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11764-019-00820-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31646462
http://doi.org/10.1002/pon.5648
http://doi.org/10.1001/jamaoncol.2016.4373
http://doi.org/10.1634/theoncologist.2019-0453
http://doi.org/10.1055/s-0030-1265979
http://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2019.00575
http://doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2009.27.3268
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20713876
http://doi.org/10.1097/00005650-199903001-00003
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10098556
http://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa1204410
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23094723
http://doi.org/10.7334/psicothema2020.393
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33879304
http://doi.org/10.21608/niles.2023.270601
http://doi.org/10.6004/jnccn.2018.7034
http://doi.org/10.3310/hta6320
http://doi.org/10.4088/JCP.10m06119yel
http://doi.org/10.1037/prj0000114
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12094-018-1870-z
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijchp.2017.12.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30487919
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0033291706009299
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17094819


Curr. Oncol. 2023, 30 3589

33. Chang, J.G.; Roh, D.; Kim, C.-H. Association between Therapeutic Alliance and Adherence in Outpatient Schizophrenia Patients.
Clin Psychopharmacol. Neurosci. 2019, 17, 273–278. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

34. Sweeney, A.; Fahmy, S.; Nolan, F.; Morant, N.; Fox, Z.; Lloyd-Evans, B.; Osborn, D.; Burgess, E.; Gilburt, H.; McCabe, R.; et al. The
Relationship between Therapeutic Alliance and Service User Satisfaction in Mental Health Inpatient Wards and Crisis House
Alternatives: A Cross-Sectional Study. PLoS ONE 2014, 9, e100153. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

http://doi.org/10.9758/cpn.2019.17.2.273
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30905127
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0100153
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25010773

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Study Design and Population 
	Description of Variables 
	Statistical Methods 

	Results 
	Relationship between Therapeutic Alliance and Clinical/Sociodemographic Characteristics 
	Associations between Therapeutic Alliance and Psychological Variables 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	Appendix A
	References

