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Abstract

Advances in the field of economics and psychology have contributed/dogthit understanding

of the supply of information when it affects the emotions and consequently the decisions made
by two parties. Yet, these studies assume the parties have identical utilities. In this paper,
focusing on the doctor-patient interaction, we relax the perfect agency assumptdocmthe

agents effort in supplying information, and analyse the two parties' interdependent decisions
under asymmetric information. We show that when the supplier of information fails to
understand the receiver’s preferences the latter will disregard completely the recommendation.

We consider the policy recommendations and welfare implications of the model.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Recent advances in the literature of economics and psychology have contributed greatly
to explaining the supply of information when this affects the emotions of the agents and
consequently their decisions. The models draw upon the Psychological Expected Utility (PEU)
theory introduced by Caplin and Leahy (2001). The PEU is an extension of von Neumann-
Morgenstern expected utility theory to situations in which agents experience feelings of
anticipation regarding future states.

The PEU has been used by Caplin and Leahy to explain the optimal level of information
an expert should pass on to an ill-informed citizen (Caplin and Leahy 2004). Koszegi (2004) has
also proposed a model describing the doctor-patient relationship based on the PEU theory
identifying a number of complications in their interaction that are attributed to anxiety, such as
the paradox of emotional patients getting less useful information. In another paper, Készegi
(2003) develops a modfacusing on the patient’s decision whether to visit a doctor or not, when
anxiety enters his utility function. He then further develops it in a more general case of the
emotional agent (Kdszegi 2006).

However, all the above attempts to model the supply of information when ematons a
affected are based on the assumption that the provider of this information is entirely empathetic
to the other party and maximizes his utility function as if it were her own. In other words, all
models assume perfect agency relationsBigt.what happens if the supplier of the information
does not know the preferences of the other person? What if, in addition, the transmission of
information is costly?

The objective we are pursuing in this paper is precisely to answer the above questions.
Our aim is to develop a model of the supply of information between two agents, when this
information affects their emotions but it is also costly for the provider of the information to pass

it on to the other party. Furthermore, asymmetry of information adds more complications in



reaching a mutually agreed decision. For that purpose we employ a non-cooperagve ga
theoretical model focusing on the doctor-patient relationship as an emotional setting where
transfer of information is particularly importaiihe doctor-patient interaction has received a lot

of attention from a theoretical perspective (McGuire 2000) yet the impact of emotibaswot
parties’ decisions iS not properly examined. Of course, our model can be applied to any setting
where the information affects individuals’ emotions as when an employer and employee discuss
possible reductions in a compasyersonnel or when a teacher and a student consider the

latter’s performance in the final examination.

The originality of the model presented in this paper lies in two aspects. First, we relax the
assumption of perfect agency that the models by Caplin and Leahy (2004) and Kdszegi (2004)
put forward. To do this, we introduce a linear utility function for the doctor and the notion of
‘effort’ that she needs to put in while supplying information to the patient. In contrast to the
games by Caplin and Leahy (2004) and Koszegi (2004), ours is not a signalling game, i.e. the
doctor receives no message regarding the patient’s preferences. Secondly, we give to the patient
an active role in decision making, and we allow for interdependent decisions under condlition
asymmetric information between the two parties. The doctor, being uncertain about the type of
patient she diagnoses, decides how much information to pass on. The patient, receiving this
information decides whether to accept it or not. Both these elements, as well as the other key
aspects of our model are influenced by the medical literature in the area. This is reviewed in the
following section.

Our analysis shows that when the supplier of information fails to understand the
receiver’s preferences the latter will disregard completely the recommendation. In the example of
the doctor-patient relationship that we describe here, the implications of this become more
apparent. Adherence to medication, generally definedhasxtent to which patients take

medications agrescribed by their health care piders’ (Osterberg and Blaschke 2005), is of



increasing importance in health care as it improves outcomes and controls health care costs. For
example, a review of studies on antipsychotic treatment estimated that the national re-
hospitalization costs related to non-adherence was on average $1.479 mhigd 84tin 2005

(Sun et al. 2007).

The rest of this paper is organized in the following way. Sedfiosummarizes
observable facts from the medical literature that lead to the conceptualization of our model.
Particular emphasis is given to the supply of information during the consultation and how this
affects communication and the final decisions. Section Ill presents our model which takes the
form of a non-cooperative game between the doctor and the patient. Sectiooudsédssthe
main findings of our model, along with the policy recommendations and welfare implications.
These are based on ways of improving adherence rates, analyzing the solution of thenchodel, a
on the effects of changing the values of the various parameters. Sédionmarizes and

concludes the discussion.

[I. MOTIVATING FACTS

There is consistent evidence showing that the flow of information exchanged during the
consultation is very critical for the formulation of diagnosis and the organization of treatment
(Lambert and Loiselle 2007). Thus, effective communication is necessary to ensuhg thaiton
the doctor undetands the patients’ problems and concerns but also that appropriate information
on diagnosis and treatment is accurately and effectively transferred to maximize the benefits
from consultation (Weinmann 1997).

Information regarding patients’ health affects their emotions and patients vary in their
preferences regarding how much they want to know about their health (Miller and Mangan
1983). Not all patients want precise information or benefit from it. This is particularly the case

with cancer and other life-threatening conditions, where supply of bad news is a rather sensitive



issue. For example, a study by Siminoff and Fetting (1991) found that patients who did not
accept their physician’s treatment recommendations were told in more specific terms what the
benefits of the treatment would be. The study suggested that provision of detailed information
will not always provide desirable results and in fact may lead to different therapy decisions than
the physicians might hope for, such as departure from her recommendations.

Doctors, on the other hand, through their communication style can positively influence
these beliefs and therefore contribute to better adherence to recommendations (Bultman and
Svarstad 2000). However, they are often unable to understand differences in patient preferences
regarding information and participation during consultation (Elkin et al. 2007). Tiegyfail to
listen to patients and explore their views on their disease and medication. Moreover, the doctor,
just as the patient, also experiences feelings during the consultation such as anxiety and anger
which have been shown to decrease the overall satisfaction of both parties and also the patient’s
adherence to recommendations (Waitzkin 1984).

The transmission of information during the doctor-patient interaction has been shown in
the literature to be related to the clinical setting (Waitzkin 1984). Busy clinical settings often
imply that the doctor may be restricted in the time she can spend with every patient. She may
therefore fail to provide information due to a heavy work load and time limitations.

Following the discussion above, four aspects of the doctor-patient relationship that affec
supply of information and may impact on non-adherence are important for our analysis. First,
information affectsa patient’s beliefs and these have an impact on the patient’s decision
regarding treatment. Secondly, patients vary in their preferences regarding information. Some
patients want precise information, while others are better off when they do not receive much
detail about their condition. Models based on the PEU theory take this into account. Thirdly,
doctors do not appear to be consistently able to predict patient preferences. This uncertainty

concerning the patient’s type introduces an element of asymmetric information between the two



parties which is captured in our model by presenting a game of complete but imperfect
information. Finally, supply of information requires effort from the doctor’s side which she
wishes to reduce given time constraints and working load.

We now combine all these elements to develop our non-cooperative game theoretic
model aiming to explore whether it may explain non-adherence to recommendations. We also
wish to apply comparative statice the optima decisions and thus obtain policy

recommendations.

[ll. THE MODEL

Background Information and Assumptions

The model takes the form of a game in an extensive form. It is a non-cooperative game
between two players; the patient (‘he’) and the doctor (‘she”). It is played in the present (Period
1) when decisions are made taking into account the expected state of health of the patient in the
future (Period 2). The patient has symptoms of an iliness and visits the doctor. He does not have
precise information about his state of health and relies on the doctor to make the diagnosis. The
doctor makes a diagnosis that, given the recommended treatment, the patient’s state of health in
Period 2 will bes, with probability p ard s, with probabilityl— p, wheres, <s,. Thisis the
best diagnosis the doctor can make. The medical recommendation may refer to medication
taking, exercise uptake or diet suggestions.

Patients vary in their preferences regarding the amount of detailed iforthay want
to receive and, following the work by Miller (1987), are distinguished between ‘blunters’ (B),
i.e. informationaverse, and ‘monitors’ (M ), i.e. information-loving patients. The type of pat,
in our model, is decided by Natur®l(). This is a summary term which is used to denote all

factors which determine the type of patient who visits the doctor.



In general, the doctor cannot tell with certainty whether the patient is a monitor or a
blunter. Given the circumstances she can only make a guess. With prolopbiigybelieves that
the patient is a monitor and wiih- g he is a blunter. Under this uncertainty the doctor decides
whether to transferT() to the patient all the information, i.e. to tell him that he can be instate
with probability p and ins, with 1— p or not to transfer all the details{ ). In the latter case
she calculated s] = p-s, + - p)- s, and tells the patient that his predicted state of health is
Hs], if he follows the recommendations, without disclosing details ahoarids, . In case the
doctor playsT, the expectedd s] can be calculated by the patient as well.

The patient, after the information received by the doctor, needs to decide whether to
accept the recommendations and adhéredr not (NA). Non-adherence in our model implies
two things. First, it means that if the patidots not follow the doctor’s recommendations, there
is a possible loss in his health denoted byhich we assume to be a non-negative constant
common for all types of patients, i.e. it is independent of patient’s preference regarding
information. Second, non-adherence implies thatpthent decides to ignore the doctor’s
advice, even when all information is provided to him. l.e. he assumeg]tjais his state of
health and acts accordingly. This is precisely the case of the second and sixth terminal nodes i
Figure 2.

Consider the following example. A doctor sees a patient with a severedreiition and
makes a diagnosis. She cannot tell with certainty how many years the patient will live, yet she
can say that if he follows her recommendations, thatesgo a diet, stops smoking and takes
the medication as prescribed, in the worst case scenario his life expectancy will be 2 years with
40% probability or in best case 10 years with 60%. On average, his life expectancy i$%5.8 yea
The doctor can decide to reveal the whole picture to the pafieat §imply tell him that life

expectancy is 6.8 yearBIT). If the patient of our example non-adhendd) he intentionally



disregards the information that his life expectancy can be as low as 2 and as high as 10 and only
accepts that his expected life expectancy will be 6.8. In other words in the PEU theory a monitor
prefers early resolution of uncertainty, while the blunter does not.

A key concept in our model is that of effort which we assume the doctor needs to expend
in order to supply the information. The teeydenotes the effort of the doctor if the patient is a
blunter andg, her effort if the patient is a monitor. Both ande, are positive constants and are
subtracted from the doctor’s utility function every time the doctor decides to play T. It is
assumed that, < ¢,. That is, more effort is needed to pass on information to a monitor, who is
an information-seeking person, than to a blunter, who is information averse. This is a reasonable
assumption based on the literature which points out that information-loving patients are not only
more demanding (Miller 1995) but also more “difficult’ than information averse ones (Miksanek
2008).

In addition, a number of emotions are experienced by both partiag the consultation.

Here, we denote by the anger that is created if a monitor realizes that the doctor has not told
him all the truth. It is assumed thais a positive constant and it is subtracted both from the
monitor’s and the doctor’s utility. We assume that > ¢, , i.e. the anger created if the doctor does

not pass on all the information is greater than the effort the doctor puts in to do so. This would
make the doctor be more careful in expending the right amount of effort in making her
recommendation.

We denote byw the worry that a monitor experiences, without expressing it to the
doctor, if he decides to follow her advice although he has realized that she has not told him the
truth. It is assumed that is a positive constant and it is subtracted from the monitor’s utility.

Both anger and worry are used in our model to capture what Miller (1995) discusses, i.e. that

monitors are not only more demanding in seeking information but they also require more



emotional attention than blunters as they experience a number of emotions during the
consultation. The constants, ¢,, aandw are expressed in (dis)utility terms.

Finally, by u,, andu, we denote the utilities of a monitor and a blunter respectively,
while u, is the utility of the doctor. Their basic forms, before the relevant constants above are
subtracted, are explained in detail below.

The utility functions used in our model have similarities to the ones developed by
Kdszegi (2003) but they are not identiCBhey are based on the PEU which is defined not only
over physical outcomes but also over beliefs about future physical outcomes. The patient needs
to decide in Period 1 whether to follow the doctor’s advice according to what he believes his
health will be in Period 2. His von Neumann-Morgenstern type utility function depends
ultimately on his health statg the action he decides to take, and is conditional upon his attitude
to information.

We first consider the case of a blunter, i.e. an information-averse patient. Similar to a
risk-averse individual, who comparing utility to expected utility does not take a fair gamble, an
information-averse patient prefers to know what the expected state his health can be rather than
knowing the probabilities with which he will be in worse or better state. Or as Kdszegi (2003)
puts it he “dislikes bad news more than he likes good news”. Consequently, the utility function

for the information-averse patient is (strictly) concave and differentiable (Figure 1 (a)).

Knowing his expected healtd s] gives him greater utilityu,( §s]) , than the utility he
would get if he expects to be in statg with probability p and in states, with probability
1- p, which reduces his utility tB[u,(s)] . Using the example of the patient with the heart
problem, if he is a blunter he prefers to know that his average life expectancy is 6.8 rather than

knowing he may die in 2 years. The constaoan be either such thaf( s] —1) > E[ug(s)] or

ug( Hs]—1) < E[ug(s)]. The former case is presented in Figure 1(a). This means the petient



prefer to keep smoking although he knows that this has implicat)dosliis health. This gives
him greater utility than if he receadthe information and followed the recommendations. The
reverse case can also be presented on a graph and can be interpreted.

For the information-loving monitor, the picture is reversed. He prefers to know the
probabilities with which his state of health will be better or worse rather than knowing the
expected state. His utility function is convex throughout and differentiable (Figure 1 (b)).

Knowing the probabilities with which he could be in stateand s, gives him a utility of

E[u,, (s)] while knowing the expected state of health reduces his utility, (0 s]) .

Of course, the patient will also take into account the possible loss in health, if he does not
follow the doctor’s recommendation, and the constants expressing his emotions if he is not happy
with the consultation.

{InsertFigure 1 herg

For the doctor’s utility function we make two assumptions. First, her utility increases as
the patient’s health does, but she is information neutral to his prospects of health, i.e. her utility is
linear, that isu, =c-s+d, where following a normalization’ ;= du,, /ds=c =1. Linearity
implies thatu, ( Hs]) = E[u, (s)] and also thati,(Hs]) —u,( Hs]—-I)=c-I =I. Second, she
takes into account the effort she needs to put in every time she transfers information, as well as
the negative atmosphere, i.e. angerthat is created if she does not pass on the full information
to a monitor.

The calculation of the payoffs of the doctor and the patient is done by taking into account
their preferences about information, the strategies chosen by both players, the effort expended
and the possible anger and worry caused. After the relevant constants are subtracted from the
utility functions we obtain the payoffs which we assume are revealed by Nature. For example if

the patient decides to non-adhere he will soon observe a deteriofgtionh{s health. The
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revelation of payoffs by Nature takes place only at the end of a complete path, from the initial to
a terminal node. This implies that the doctor cannot infer the identity of the patient by observing,
for instance, the anger of a monitor who is not being given the information he wants.

Both the doctor and the patient consider the effect of their own actions, taking into
account the choice of their opponent, with a view of maximizing their individual payoffs.
Therefore, the game we present is non-cooperative.

We now consider the model in detail.

The Structure of Decisions in the Model

The extensive-form of the game is presented through the tree in Figure 2. N\adumsoes
first, at time 0, and selects the type of the patient. The doctor does not know the type of the
patient she is dealing with. This is represented in the game tree by the informatishs&tn
by the dotted closed curve which contains two nodes. When the doctor finds hetsalfidh
wishes to play a pure strategy then it must be the same from both nodes. This is the significance
of the information set . The game described is of complete but imperfect information and
perfect recall.

In order for the doctor to be able to take an action, and thus for the optimal paths to be

calculated, she attaches a probabitjtyhat the patient is a monitor and a probabilityqg that

he is a blunter. The value gf may imply that the doctor knows exactly the wheel that Nature
spins in selecting the patient, i.g. is the true proportion of monitors in the population of
patients. On the other hangl,may also represent the beliefs of the doctor, perhaps on the basis

of collected information through a number of previous consultations, that the patient chosen by

Nature is of a particular type with a given probability.
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A specific case ofy is considered in detalil. This is the casegef 1/2, which implies
that if there is really no reason to suppose that the patient is of either type one or the other type, a
way forward is for the doctor to sqt=1/2.

Following the decisions of the doctor, the patient will act and decide whether to adhere

or not to the recommendation.

{InsertFigure 2 herg

As explained above, the doctor’s pure strategies are { NT ,T }. Each pure strategy is
played from both nodes in information det

The payoffs of each player depend on the strategies chosen by both players and are given
by the vectors at the terminal nodes, with the first element referring to Player 1, the doctor, and

the second to Player 2, the patient.

The Game Under Perfect Information. First we consider briefly the circumstances when the

doctor has full information concerning the type of patient. This covers for example the case
where the patient is in a position to reveal his preferences to the doctor. Obvipu&lywith
certainty, corresponds to the case where there is only one type of patient, i.e. a monitor, and
g = 0, with certainty, when the patient is definitely a blunter. In other words, in both cases the
doctor knows exactly the type of patient she is dealing with. Then the analysis is
straightforward:

We discuss the two cases separately. If the patient is known by the doctor to be a monitor

(M) and she has given him the information he wants, i.e. she has plagteeh he will playA

! For more details see Stavropoulou and Glycopantis (2008).
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since E[u,, (s)] > u,, ( Hs]-1) as shown in Figure 1 (b). So, in this case the patient will adhere.
However, if the doctor playSIT , i.e. she does not pass on all the information, and the player is a
monitor, then he will get angry and will express his anger in his payoff. This reduces both the
utility of the patient and the doctor lay. In addition to that, the constamt is used to express

the patient’s worry if he accepts the treatment while he knows that the doctor has not passed him

all the information he wanted. This brings the patient’s utility further down, in a way that it is
assumed to implyu,,( Hs]—-1)—a>u, (Hs]) —a—w. In this case therefore, the patient will
play NA, i.e. he will not adhere to the doctor’s recommendations. Taking into account the
optimal responses of the patient, the action which maximizes the payoff of the dottor is

becauseE[u, (s)] — &, > u,( Hs]—1) —a because > ¢, . Therefore, she decides to reveal all the
information. The analysis justifies the conclusion that the optimal péfh 49 . The doctor has

taken into account the patient’s preferences and the latter has responded positively. We have also
obtained the characterization of a subgame perfect equilibrium which is agudstiam from
every node that the player might have to act.

Let us now consider the case when the patient is known to the doctor to be a Bnter (
If she playsNT , i.e. she does not give all the information, then the patient will decide t&\play

becauseu;( Hs]) > ug( Hs]—I). On the other hand if the doctor playsthen it depends on the

relation betweenu,( s]—1) and E[u,(s)] . The two possibilities are shown on Figure 1 (a).
For relatively small we haveu,( Hs]—-1) > E[us(s)], the patient prefers not to adhere and will
play NA. For largel we haveug( Hs]—1) < E[ug ()] . The patient is frightened that the possible

loss in health is too big if he does not follow the doctor’s recommendation and decides to play
A, i.e.to adhere. In all circumstances, taking into account the optimal responses of the patient,
the action which maximizes the payoff of the doctaXis. Therefore she decides not to reveal

all the information.
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The analysis justifies the conclusion that the optimal pa{iNi, A). The doctor has

taken into account the patiénpreferences and the latter has responded positively. We have also
obtained the characterization of a subgame perfect equilibrium, in which if the doctoT plays
the choice of the patient will depend on the valué.of

Hence ve have obtained the following:

Summary Statement 1: Under perfect information, in the case of the mortiteroptimal

decisions are that the doctor playsand the patienf. In the case of the blunter, irrespective of
the relationship betweeni,( Hs]—1) and E[u;(s)], the optimal decisions are that the doctor

plays NT and the patienA. We have also characterized the subgame perfect equilibria.
In both the case of a monitor and that of a blunter the patient adheres and this has

significant implications which we consider in the discussion section.

The Game Under Imperfect Information. We now return to the general case when the doctor

finds herself in information sdt. As said above, the dotted closed curve shows that the doctor
does not know exactly where she is in the informationl seBhe will attach probabilities,
expressing her beliefg that the patient is a monitor atd q that the patient is a blunter.

Below, given0< q <1, we consider the optimal decisions of the patient and the doctor.
We note that given the beliefs of the doctor, the optimal paths describe a Nash equilibrium, since
nobody can improve his payoff given the strategies of the other. In more technical terms, the
optimal decisions describe an assessment equilibrium (Binmore 2007), as it is ety in
terms of what the players do, but also in terms of what they believe. The case of insufficient
reason is given special attention as describing a possible situation wheridhantbthe patient
meet for the first time.

Casel. First we conduct the analysis under the hypothesisiglfe s] —1) > E[ug ()] .

When the patient has to act he knows exactly his type, i.e. whether he is at point 2 or 2’ etc.,

14



therefore if he is a blunter and he responi taith NA and toNT with A. If he is a monitor

he will respond ta with A and toNT with NA. He is aware of his payoffs and he can reach an
optimal decision. Following the optimal decisions of the patient, the tree in Figure @dands

the one in Figure 3. This shows the moves available for the doctor, along with the payoffs for

every move for both the doctor and the patient.

{InsertFigure 3 herg

If the doctor playsNT her payoff will be:
Uyr =0a-[us(Bs]-1)-al+@A-a)-u,(Hs]) =u,(Hsl) -q-1 -q-a. )
If the doctor decides to play her payoff will be:

Ur =q-(E[up ()] =&,) + A=) [ (HS| -1) =& ] =01 =q-&, + U (HS]) =1 =&, +9-5,. (2)

We now examine for whichy, let us call itq* , the doctor is indifferent between playing
T or NT. For this to holdthe payoffs of the two actions must be equal, Ulg, =U .
Employing (1) and (2) we require:
q-[us(Hs]-1)-a]l + @-a)-u,(Es]) =q-(E[uy ()] - &,) + A-0) - [us( s - —&]. @

Or equivalently:
g-l+g-a=@0-q9)-(I+&)+q-¢,. (4)

This is the marginal condition that for indifference between the two actions the expected
loss in utility from playingNT must equal that of . This is an important marginal condition of
the type that is encountered throughout economic theory.

The solution to the above equatiagt;, is given below:
g=(0+&)/(l +&+l+a—g,)=XI(X+Y) (5)

where: X =l+g >0 andY =l+a-¢, >0.

15



We also conduct a comparative statics analysis by calculating the partial derivdéves

have oq /6a<0 and oq /de,>0. With respect to & we have

oq 10g, =( +a—g,) (2 +¢&, +a—&,)* which is positive sincé+a— ¢, > 0. With respect to

| we have &q' /dl = (a—¢, — &) /(21 + &, +a—¢&,)*, which is an inconclusive result as the

numerator can be positive, negative or zero. This is due to the fact that as the possible loss in

health increases this affects the utility of both the monitor under agiioand the blunter under

T. This loss in health is reflected in a decrease in the decpayoff and therefore, it affects

bothU, andU , . Both these functions decrease and the strength with which they do sdsdepen

on the belief of the doctor as to the type of the patient. The overall outcome is inconclusive.
The doctor’s decision whether to supply all the information or not depends on whether

U, is greater or less than,, , respectively. The two functions are shown graphically in Figures

4 (a) and 4 (b). Foq > q" the doctor will be playing@ while for q < g she will be playingNT .

<InsertFigure 4 here >

From the above we derive further comparative statics results. From equations (1) and (2)
we obtain that ag, and ¢, go up, i.e. the required effort of the doctor to pass on information
increases, she will be more willing to pl&yT . On the other hand as and ¢, decrease she
will be more willing to playT . Furthermore, whem increases, i.e. the anger of the monitor
goes up when the doctor does not pass on all the information to him, she will be more willing to
play T . However, wherma decreases the doctor will be more willing to piey .

We have thus obtained the following:

16



Summary Statement 2: Case 1 was constructed under imperfect information, i.e. for

0<g<1, and for a relatidg smalll . The optimal decision of the monitor will be to adhere if

the doctor playg and non-adhere is she play3 . The optimal decision of the blunter is not to

adhere if the doctor plays and to adhere is she plajd . The doctor taking into account the
patients optimalresponses, will play T , i.e. she will transfer all the informationgf> q ", and
NT if g<q, whereq impliesU, =U,. The latter relation implies that the marginal
condition of equality between the expected loss of actddhsandT is satisfied. The value of
g changes as the parametarse, ands, change.

We now want to examine what the doctor will do in the particular case when she attaches
equal probability to the patient being a monitor or a bluntergi-e1/2.

The doctor is indifferent between playiigor NT whenq=qg* =1/2. Equivalently,
we have:

XI(X+Y)=12= —¢ =-a+e, ¢ +&,=a. (6)

In order to interpret the above conclusions, we write the above condiiaa (6

@W2)-(&,+¢,)=@/2)-(0+a). (7)

The left-hand side of the above equation (7) is the average disutility of effort itctioe do
playsT and the right-hand side is her average disutility if she pNilys When this holds, the
doctor is indifferent betweed ,, andU, and therefore she is indifferent on whether to filay
or NT .

The doctor will playNT if U,; >U; which, based on the above, is equivalent to
& +¢&, >a. Thisimpliesg* > 1/2. Following the interpretation used above, this means that the

doctor will not pass on all the information to the patient if the average disutility of effort of

providing the information is greater than her average disutility if she does not. The patient will
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then playA, i.e. will adhere, if he is a blunter A, i.e. will not adhere, if he is a monitor. The
optimal decisions describe an equilibrium.

WhenU , <U,, thatis equivalentte, + &, < a. Thisimpliesg* < 1/2. The doctor will

pass on all the information to the patient if the average disutility of effort of doing so is lower
than her average disutility if she does not. The patient will thenlaye. will adhere, if he is a
monitor or NA, i.e. will not adhere, if he is a blunter. Again the optimal decisions describe an
equilibrium.

For g* <1/2 and q=1/2 the optimal paths are shown in Figure 2 through the black
lines from the nodes in the information set to two terminal nodes. This of course holds ender th
assumption thati,( §s]—1) > E[ug(s)].

The above results mean that fge=1/2 an equality betwees, +&, and a will be
replaced by an appropriate inequality as parameters change, and the doctor will no longer be
indifferent between playin@ or NT .

Hence we have obtained the following results:

Summary Statement 3: In the case of insufficient reason, i.e. fpe 1/2, the doctor

taking into account the optimal responses of the patient, as described in Summary Statement 2,
will be indifferent between playin®IT and T if the marginal condition of equality between the
expected loss of the two actions is satisfied. This now takes the form
@/2)-(&,+¢,) = M/2)-(0+a), which means that the average disutility of effort if the doctor
plays NT must equal that of playing. A change in the parameters will imply that the doctor

will opt for one of the actions.

Case 2. We now consider briefly the implications of the alternative hypothesis

ug( Hs]—I) < E[ug(s)]. This holds for a big enoudh The first implication is that at node 2" in
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Figure 2 the blunter will choose to adhere to the doctor's recommendation. As a result, in Figure
3 the payoffs on the brandBT will be replaced byE[u,, ()] — &, and E[u, (s)] for the doctor

and the patient respectively. This means that equations (2) to (5) will be adjusted accordingly.

Equations (1) and (2) are now written in the following way:
Uy =Up(Hsl)—g-a-q-I. (8)
U; =uy(Bs]) +q-¢, -6, -, 0. 9)
Hence forU ; =U, we require:
g-l+g-a=@1-09)-& +9-¢&,. (10)
This is again the marginal condition that for indifference between the two actions the
expected loss in utility from playinlT must equal that of . This is an important marginal

condition of the type that is encountered throughout economic theory.

The solution to equation (10) is given by:
q =g/l(l+a+e—g,). (11)

In terms of comparative static results, straightforward calculations imply that:
oq 101 <0, o9 /6a<0, 6q /o, >0 andéq /de, > 0. In other words, aa and| increase
q decreases while as, and ¢, increase so does .

Forq>q  the doctor will be playing while for q< g she will be playing\NT (Figure
5).

<InsertFigure 5 here>
From the above we derive further comparative statics results. From equations (8) and (9)

we obtain that ag, and ¢, go up, i.e. the required effort of the doctor to pass on information

increases, she will be more willing to pl&§f . That is similar to the Case 1. On the other hand

as ¢, ande, decrease she will be more willing to play Furthermore, whea increases, i.e.

the anger of the monitor goes up when the doctor does not pass on all the information to him, she
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will be more willing to playT . However, whera decreases the doctor will be more willing to
play NT . Similarly, when the loss of health due to non-adherence increases)cesases, the
doctor will be willing to playT , which can be interpreted as a way of shocking the blunter.

Under the principle of insufficient reason, i.@=1/2, straightforward calculations
imply that the relations between + ¢, and a will be replaced by those betweep+ ¢, and
a-+I. In particular relation (7) will take the form:

@2 (& +&,)=@A2)-(a+l). (12)

Again the interpretation is similar to that of (7) in dase wherei,( Hs| —1) > E[u; (s)].

The left-hand-side denotes the average disutility if the doctor glayshe right-hand-side
denotes the average disutility if the doctor pl&ys .

The simplicity and the explicit form of both (7) and (12) relate to the linearity of the
doctor’s utility function. We note that w, expessing a monitor’s worry that he is following a
recommendation although he has not been told all details, does not enter into the marginal
condition. This is so because does not enter into the doctor’s payoff.

With respect to comparative statics results the strengthwolt be added to that o4.
Apart from this change, the effect of a variation in the parameters on the decision of the doctor
will be analogous to Case 1. In particular &gr=1/2 will now be achieved for a smaller value
of a.

We have now obtained the following results:

Summary Statement 4: Case 2 was constructed under imperfect information arad for

relativdy largel . Again the optimal decision of the monitor will be to adhere if the doctor plays
T and non-adhere if she plaj . On the other hand, the blunter will adhere if the doctor plays
NT but he will also adhere if she plays This is due to the fact that he will be frightened from

the large value of the possible loksif he does not adhere. Again the doctor takes into account

the optimal responses of the patient. Both in the case of the génemk1l and that of
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insufficient reason,the marginal condition of equality between the expected loss of alsfions
andT is now different because the expressiorifordoes not contaih. Hence, the value qf

which satisfies the marginal condition will be different. Of course changes in the value of the
parameters away from the marginal condition will mean that the doctor will opt for one of the
actions only.

All these comparative statics results provide useful insights for understéamelinglfare

implications that can be derived from the analysis. They will be discussed below.

IV. DISCUSSION, WELFARE IMPLICATIONS AND POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

We consider now the significance of our model both in terms of theoreticabotions
policy recommendations and welfare implications.

From a theoretical perspective, to the best of our knowledge, this is the first attempt to
develop a model that explains why an individual, may not adhere to the recommendations of an
expert. This is the case where the information that the expert passes on affects the emotions of
the individual who receives it. Bfelaxthe assumption of perfect agency, that previous papers
have adopted, by allowing the doctor to have her own, linear utility function and introducing the
notion of effort that she needs to expend when supplying information to the patient. Moreover,
their decisions depend on different elements. The doctor's utility is independent of the particular
information preference of the patient and effort is rather a general concept that is employed to
demonstrate that she is not expected to maximize ntaeglytient’s utility function. It has been
used here as a proxy for a set of factors, and in future research their particular effect could be
explored further.

Consideration of the effort that will be needed during the consultation impact on the
doctor’s decision and consequently on the patient’s decision to adhere or not. The results show

that the doctor will compare her expected disutility of putting in effort with the expected
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disutility of not doing so. The latter will include the anger of a monitor patient who realizes that
he has not been told the truth. The patient will be more willingctept the doctor’s
recommendation if she has successfully supplied the information he wants regarding his state of
health.

Asymmetry of information played an important role in our model. Indeed, when the
doctorhad exact knowledge of the patient’s type the analysis showed that the patient would
receive the type of information he wanted and would adhere. When, on theaoithehle doctor
failed to capture patients preferences he would not adhere.

The assumption of asymmetry of informatismore appropriate in situations where the
patient visits the doctor for the first time to get a diagnosis, and there is no prior information
regarding the type of the patient. An interesting expansion of the model, and a better
approximation of reality, would be to consider explicitly the case where the patient visits the
doctor more than once. In this case, it might then be possible for the doctor to deduce the
patient’s type from the effort that she put in previously and his subsequent state of his health.
This will have implications for the subsequent games played. It may partially explain why visits
to the doctor over longer periods, may improve adherence among patients.

The model suggests that decisions depend also on the sizesothow significant the
possible loss in health due to non-adherence is. For relativelyl latgizdoctor has more reason
to supply the information and pldy. In this case, interestingly enough, the blunter despitg bein
information-averse will adhere to the recommendations. This may be perceived as the doctor
successfullypassing on the information in an attempt to “shock” the blunter, who then follows
the recommendations.

Frank explains that Gilboa and Schmedler (1995) argué€pbéties that reduce
distortions in decision making would be viewed as welfare imprévifgnk 2007, p. 218).

Our model supports this view. From a policy perspective, the model clearly supports tailored
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care as a way of improving adherence rates. Patients who were given the type of information
they wanted were more likely to adhere to the recommendation of the daotasid? of all

the information will not always give desirable results and in fact may lead to different therapy
decisions from those that the physicians might hope for (Siminoff and Fetting, 1991). Indeed,
literature on tailored care has shown that interventions which focus gatidnt’s individual

needs increase satisfaction with care and improve adherence rates (Kreuter et al., 2000).

To enhance tailored care a number of interventions can be suggested, such as better
doctor’s training to increase her ability to detect different information preferences. In addition,
administrative support may also be helpful. Various instruments have been validated and
repeatedly used to identify ‘monitoring’ and ‘bluntering’ preferences. The Miller Behavioral
Style Scale (MBSS) is one of the most well known and frequently usadhnents developed by
Miller (1987). Completing this scale enables the doctors, especially when seeing patients for the
first time, to have information regarding the type of patient they are about to meet and therefore
pass on the appropriate information.

An obvious suggestion t@duce conflict between the desire to improve the patient’s
health and the effort doctors need to putvould be to reward them for this effort. Yet, if
financial incentives are given as aveed to doctor’s effort, results will not be straightforward
and may have unintended consequences. In particular, as shown in both Case 1 gnah2l, as
g, decrease due to the reward the doctor tends toTplaye. she will tend to pass on to the
patient all the information. This would increase adherence rates among moaitmfgrmation
loving patients but will have the opposite effect for blunters.

Our model also showed that the detialecision to put effort into the consultation
depends also oa, i.e. the negative atmosphere created when a monitor realizes that she has not
pasedon all the information. The constaatcan be perceived as the lack of trust developed

during the consultation. I& decreases, i.e. an atmosphere of more trust is created, the model

23



shows that the patient reaches the same decision. However the doctor could move from an

indifference point to the possible; + ¢, > a. In this case the doctor will plajT . In other

words, for situations in which the consultation is characterized by trust, that is aasriad|
doctor can putin less efforite. spend less time with the patient and still achieve adherence. As

the model shows this is to the benefit of the blunter.

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

The investigation in our paper has focused on the doctor-patient relationship and the
supply of emotional information that the consultation very often involves. We showed that this
can lead to non-adherence to medical recommendatigsticularly significant problem for
health care as it reduces health outcomes and increases expenditure. In ouneadlgses
attempted to consider the various factors which affect the patient’s and the doctor’s decisions and
may explain why the patient depaftsm the doctor’s recommendation. Of course, the model
applies in general when information has to be passed on in an emotional setting. For example, a
teacher gives advice to her stressed student regarding possible exam results, avoiding
disappointing him if he is information-averse but at the same time encouragingglinete to a
strict working schedule.

Our methodological contribution is that we relax the perfect agency assumption, which
has dominated the literature, in order to capture reality which is that patients and doctors have
different utility functions. We also, allow for asymmetry of information. Our game theoretic
approach captures patients’ differences in preferences for information about their health, and
allows for interdependent decisions to be made. By so doing we provide an explanation of non-

adherence. Yet, we show that even when conflict exists between the two parties it is possible to
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achieve better adherence rates and we identify the conditions under which this is thescigse. Th
important from a policy perspective.

Having considered the welfare implications of our model we make a number of policy
recommendations, including that edre tailored to the patient’s information needs. Better
medical training, as well as administrative support which identifies the type of patient can
contribute towards tailored and more personalized care. We also show that financial rewards for
thedoctor’s effort may benefit the information-loving patients but will not have the same effect
on those who are information averse. Finally, we show that in situations where the potential
health loss due to non-adherence is high, the doctor is better off passing on all the information
even to informatioraverse patients, as this will “shock” them and lead them to adhere.

To conclude, our model was developed to capture the basic features of existing empirical
evidence regarding the behavior of the two parties. It was built under specific but reasonable
assumptions and offers an interdependent decisions analysis and a complete resolution of the
game. It also employs a comparative statics analysis and gives ecorerpretations. It draws
upon the current new ideas in the literature of psychology and economics whachhizibuted
greatly to our understanding of the doctor-patient interaction. Of course there is need for
continwal updating of both the empirical evidence and the theoretical investigation. The present

paper adds to the cumulative theoretical and policy recommendations knowledge in the area.
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FIGURE 1

Utility function for a blunter (a) and a monitor (b).
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FIGURE 2:

Extensive form of the game indicating the optimal paths if doctor plays T.
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FIGURE 3:

Backward induction
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FIGURE 4 (a):

The utilitiesU, andU ; for &, > ¢, +1 (Case 1).
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FIGURE 4 (B):
The utilitiesU, andU , for ¢, <¢, +1 (Case 1).
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up, (E[s])

Uy (E[s]) — &,

U, (E[s]) - &,

up (E[s)) -1 -a

FIGURE 5:

The utilitiesU, andU , for g, > ¢ (Case 2).
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