


Yes, these strategies usually reduce stress reactivity, but interpersonal effects are more
context-dependent.

1. Introduction

Psychological distancing, acceptance, and interpersonal emotion-regulation skills generally do mitigate emotional reactivity and
often reduce physiological stress responses, but the evidence is stronger for self-regulation under acute stress than for
reducing emotional contagion across people. Randomized and experimental studies show that acceptance can reduce cortisol,
blood pressure, heart rate, and avoidance in stressful tasks, and distancing can lower negative affect and sometimes blunt
physiological arousal (Lindsay et al., 2017; Campbell-Sills et al., 2006; Wolgast et al., 2011; Wisco et al., 2015). Repeated
distancing practice also appears trainable and can reduce perceived daily stress (Denny & Ochsner, 2013).

The interpersonal literature is smaller and less uniform. Some dyadic experiments show that one person’s reappraisal can
improve a teammate’s cardiovascular challenge response, and that supportive interpersonal regulation can reduce distress
(Oveis et al., 2018; Liddell & Williams, 2019). But other studies show that effects depend on the strategy and context:
interpersonal regulation can transiently raise arousal during the interaction, fail to generalize beyond the immediate social
exchange, or even increase a partner’s physiological arousal when the strategy looks disengaged rather than supportive
(Battaglini et al., 2025; Liddell & Williams, 2019; Shahar et al., 2018).

Does deploying psychological distancing, acceptance, or interpersonal emotion-regulation skills mitigate emotional
contagion and reduce physiological stress reactivity?
Requires at least 5 papers that directly answer your question. Try adjusting your query to find more papers.

FIGURE 1  Consensus on emotion regulation and stress reactivity

The meter should lean toward yes, with qualifications. Acute self-directed acceptance and distancing reduce physiological
stress in several experiments, whereas interpersonal regulation shows more heterogeneous and relationship-dependent spillover
effects (Lindsay et al., 2017; Wisco et al., 2015; Oveis et al., 2018; Shahar et al., 2018).

2. Methods

This Deep Search was run over more than 170 million research papers indexed in Consensus, drawing from Semantic Scholar,
PubMed, and other scholarly sources. The workflow identified 2,344 directly retrieved papers for the main query, expanded
through citation crawling and targeted sub-searches, screened 240 papers with machine-learned relevance filtering, and
retained 168 eligible papers after deduplication, from which the top 50 most relevant controlled human studies were included for
synthesis.

Search Strategy

4M

Retrieved

22 searches

1 citation graph use

All papers retrieved from 22 searches and 1
citation graph use.

2.1K

Eligible

Papers meeting relevance and quality criteria,
after deduplication

50

Included

Top papers selected to be included in the final
analysis

FIGURE 2  Search and screening flow for included studies

The search combined direct queries, terminology variants, mechanism-focused searches, null-effect searches, and
interdisciplinary expansion around stress contagion and regulation.
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3. Results

3.1 Key Papers

Three papers anchor this literature because they directly test the core mechanisms in randomized or dyadic designs and connect
them to physiological stress outcomes. Lindsay et al. provides the clearest dismantling evidence that acceptance drives
reductions in cortisol and systolic blood pressure under acute stress, Oveis et al. directly tests contagion of stress regulation
between teammates, and Wolgast et al. compares acceptance and reappraisal against control on subjective, physiological, and
avoidance outcomes (Lindsay et al., 2017; Oveis et al., 2018; Wolgast et al., 2011).

Paper Summary

(Campbell-Sills et al., 2006) Acceptance training lowers cortisol and systolic blood pressure (Lindsay et al., 2017)

(Holmes et al., 2024) Stress reappraisal improves both teammates’ physiological responses (Oveis et al., 2018)

(Guendelman et al., 2022) Acceptance and reappraisal both reduce distress and physiology (Wolgast et al., 2011)

FIGURE 3  Foundational papers in the included corpus

3.2 Acceptance and Distancing

Acceptance has some of the strongest direct evidence for lowering physiological stress reactivity. In a three-arm randomized
trial, adding acceptance to mindfulness training reduced cortisol and systolic blood pressure reactivity relative to monitoring-
only and coping controls (Lindsay et al., 2017). Earlier clinical experiments found that acceptance decreased heart rate during an
emotional film in anxiety and mood disorders (Campbell-Sills et al., 2006), and increased HRV relative to suppression in
borderline personality disorder (Dixon-Gordon et al., 2017).

Distancing also appears effective, but its effects vary by outcome. Self-distancing reduced physiological reactivity to trauma
memories in veterans with PTSD, preventing heart-rate and skin-conductance increases, but it did not reduce self-reported
emotion (Wisco et al., 2015). Longitudinal reappraisal training showed that only distancing, not reinterpretation, reduced
perceived daily stress over time (Denny & Ochsner, 2013).

3.3 Interpersonal Spillover

The dyadic evidence suggests that emotion regulation can spread across people, but not always in the same direction.

Dimension
Supportive/Reappraising Interpersonal
Regulation

Distancing or Disengaged
Interpersonal Regulation Citations

Partner
physiology

Challenge-like cardiovascular response in
both teammates

Naïve partner arousal increased
during conflict

(Oveis et al., 2018;
Shahar et al., 2018)

Subjective
distress

Social feedback reduced distress more
than solo coping

Effects can be absent beyond
immediate prime

(Liddell & Williams,
2019)

Relational
process

Better communication with
integrative/engaged regulation

Distancing offered no
communication advantage

(Shahar et al., 2018)

Biological
recovery

IER groups showed stronger post-
induction sAA decline

IER also raised sAA during the
interaction itself

(Battaglini et al., 2025)

FIGURE 4  Comparison of interpersonal regulation effects across studies
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Supportive, engaged interpersonal regulation tends to buffer contagion better than emotionally disengaged strategies.
Reappraising stress as functional benefited teammates during collaboration and later solo performance (Oveis et al., 2018). By
contrast, emotional distancing during couple conflict increased the uninstructed partner’s physiological arousal over time, unlike
integrative interpersonal regulation (Shahar et al., 2018).

3.4 Limits and Boundary Conditions

Not all trials find clean benefits. In one lab study after acute stress, reappraisal lowered subjective negative emotion, but
acceptance did not, and neither strategy changed psychophysiological indicators (Hamza et al., 2024). A pre-sleep stress study
found no significant advantage of experiential acceptance or cognitive reappraisal over a control task for negative affect
recovery or sleep physiology (Wang et al., 2022).

Several findings suggest context matters more than strategy labels alone. MBSR improved self-directed regulation of stress
through reappraisal and, more modestly, acceptance, but these gains did not extend to regulating another person’s distress
(Guendelman et al., 2022). Emotional naming can also interfere with both reappraisal and mindful acceptance, making later
regulation less effective (Nook et al., 2021).

Results Timeline

Research has moved from single-session acceptance-versus-suppression experiments to dyadic contagion and training studies.

FIGURE 5  Timeline of emotion regulation findings, larger markers indicate more citations

The overall arc is from demonstrating acute intrapersonal effects to testing durability, mechanisms, and interpersonal
spillover. The strongest physiological evidence still comes from controlled self-regulation studies, while contagion findings
remain newer and more mixed (Levitt et al., 2004; Lindsay et al., 2017; Oveis et al., 2018).

Top Contributors

Across this corpus, frequently appearing authors are concentrated in acceptance/mindfulness and reappraisal research streams,
especially work linked to acute stress physiology and emotion regulation training.

Type Name Papers

Author Emily K Lindsay [d0719e2d47005d848147bab28108a9e6][9d65e4898b7b52a1b008f733e1a55644]

Author Jeremy P. Jamieson [df00c73c3ecc524e8f6a93ec0190910f]

Author Kevin N. Ochsner [2d5a9ebe9f9d5b9f95201d73e4732b21][4b92a9153988554596a77a4887a7e156]
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Type Name Papers

Journal Behavior Therapy [d32d567cbfd954e48dad4c2cae9991a7][df1209c1f0f15f29a75157ce84999ee2]

Journal Biological Psychology [f964a1bac728537b9a7a4dcebabbbb9e][d4da0c9be982541c9c448655cf00d747]

Journal Psychoneuroendocrinology [d0719e2d47005d848147bab28108a9e6][5f365fdeb7db5abe9c11e5f3be01e3f0]

FIGURE 6  Authors and journals appearing most often here

4. Discussion

The strongest evidence supports a fairly specific claim: acceptance and distancing can reduce acute physiological stress
responses when people regulate their own reactions in controlled settings. This conclusion rests on randomized designs,
repeated findings across clinical and nonclinical samples, and convergence across biomarkers such as cortisol, blood pressure,
heart rate, HRV, and skin conductance (Lindsay et al., 2017; Campbell-Sills et al., 2006; Dixon-Gordon et al., 2017; Wisco et al.,
2015). Acceptance also appears mechanistically relevant in broader intervention literatures, including meditation-related cortisol
recovery and mindfulness dismantling studies (Gamaiunova et al., 2019; Johannsen et al., 2022).

The case for reduced emotional contagion is promising but less settled. Some dyadic studies show that one person’s regulation
improves another’s physiology, especially when the strategy is engaged and meaning-focused rather than suppressive or
withdrawn (Oveis et al., 2018; Ben-Naim et al., 2013; Shahar et al., 2018). But interpersonal effects are highly contingent on
culture, relationship context, and whether the regulator appears supportive versus detached (Liddell & Williams, 2019).

Several papers also argue against oversimplification. Acceptance is not uniformly superior in adolescents or picture-viewing
tasks, distancing may reduce physiology without reducing felt emotion, and some interpersonal strategies can momentarily
increase arousal before aiding recovery (Volkaert et al., 2019; Wisco et al., 2015; Battaglini et al., 2025). The most defensible
synthesis is therefore yes for physiological stress mitigation in self-regulation, maybe for emotional contagion mitigation
depending on social context and implementation.

Claim
Evidence
Strength Reasoning Papers

Acceptance reduces acute
physiological stress reactivity
in self-regulation tasks

Strong

Multiple randomized experiments show
lower cortisol, blood pressure, heart rate,
or higher HRV

Lindsay 2017;
Campbell-Sills 2006;
Dixon-Gordon 2017

Psychological distancing
reduces negative affect and
sometimes physiology

Moderate

Effects replicate across training and
trauma-memory studies, but subjective
and physiological outcomes can diverge

Denny 2013; Wisco
2015; Ranney 2017

Interpersonal regulation can
buffer partners’ stress
responses

Moderate

Dyadic experiments support beneficial
spillover, but findings are fewer and
heterogeneous

Oveis 2018; Liddell
2019; Battaglini 2025

Distancing or disengaged
regulation can worsen partner
arousal in conflict

Moderate

Couple studies show rising naïve-partner
arousal when regulation appears detached

Shahar 2018; Ben-Naim
2013
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Claim
Evidence
Strength Reasoning Papers

These strategies reliably reduce
emotional contagion across
contexts

Weak

Evidence is mixed, with nulls, transient
effects, and context dependence

Guendelman 2022;
Wang & Shi 2024;
Hamza 2024

FIGURE 7  Key claims and evidence across included studies

5. Conclusion

Across these 50 papers, deploying psychological distancing, acceptance, or interpersonal emotion-regulation skills usually helps
with self-directed emotional and physiological stress regulation, but the benefits are not equally strong across strategies or
settings. Acceptance has the clearest experimental support for dampening acute physiological stress, distancing is effective for
negative affect and sometimes physiology, and interpersonal regulation can either buffer or amplify stress transmission
depending on whether it is supportive, engaged, and context-congruent (Lindsay et al., 2017; Denny & Ochsner, 2013; Oveis et
al., 2018; Shahar et al., 2018).

Research Gaps

The main gaps are in direct measures of emotional contagion, long-term follow-up, and head-to-head tests of interpersonal
strategies across real social contexts. The corpus is strongest on short laboratory stress tasks and weaker on ecologically valid
dyadic or team settings.

Topic/Outcome
Physiological
Measures

Long-Term
Follow-Up

Dyadic/Team
Designs

Clinical
Generalization

Acceptance for acute stress 10 3 2 7

Distancing for stress reactivity 7 4 2 4

Interpersonal regulation and
contagion

5 1 8 3

Real-world occupational stress 3 2 3 4

Open Research Questions

Future work should test when these strategies help one person without shifting stress onto another, and which markers best
capture adaptive co-regulation.

Question Why

When does interpersonal emotion regulation reduce a
partner’s stress versus amplify it through disengagement or
inauthenticity?

Dyadic studies show both buffering and spillover costs,
suggesting social meaning and delivery style determine
contagion outcomes.

Do acceptance and distancing produce durable reductions in
physiological stress outside laboratory tasks?

Most evidence comes from short acute stress paradigms,
leaving persistence in daily life and high-stakes work under-
tested.
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Question Why

Which populations benefit most from acceptance versus
distancing versus interpersonal regulation?

Clinical status, culture, age, and habitual strategy use
repeatedly moderate efficacy across the corpus.

In direct answer to the question: yes, usually for physiological stress reactivity, but only inconsistently for emotional
contagion unless the interpersonal regulation is supportive and context-appropriate.

These search results were found and analyzed using Consensus, an AI-powered search engine for research. Try it at
https://consensus.app. © 2026 Consensus NLP, Inc. Personal, non-commercial use only; redistribution requires copyright
holders’ consent.
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