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= Treatment expectations shape pain: Positive and negative expectations can produce placebo
analgesia (PA) and nocebo hyperalgesia (NH), respectively.

Do PA and NH persist over time?

= Despite their fundamental translational potentialt, considerably less is known about how long Research o _ _ _
: Do PA and NH differ in their magnitude over time?
these effects last. QU estions
= Previous work indicates that PA and NH can extend beyond their initial acquisition23, with Which factors predict their maintenance?
some findings suggesting that NH may be more enduring than PA%.
* |t remains unclear whether PA and NH persist over time, whether the magnitude of their
persistence differs and which factors predict their maintenance.
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Fig 2. Stronger nocebo than placebo effects
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» PA and NH persisted over one week, although their magnitude declined over time (Fig 1).

Fig 4. Persistent treatment experiences across days (G-EEE?)
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***p <.001

* NH was consistently stronger than PA: NH exceeded PA in magnitude at both assessment days (Fig 2). This is in line with previous evidence showing stronger NH than PA, and

with a better-safe-than-sorry strategy?.

* |[nitial effect magnitude predicted persistence of PA and NH: Participants showing stronger PA or NH immediately after conditioning also showed stronger effects one week later.
This suggests that the strength of the initial placebo and nocebo response is relevant for its subseguent maintenance.

* Treatment expectations persisted: Expected pain improvement (Fig 3.A) and worsening (Fig 3.B) persisted over time, despite differences in their temporal course.
» Retrospective evaluations of treatment effects persisted: Ratings of retrospectively experienced pain improvement (Fig 4.A) and worsening (Fig 4.B) declined from post-

conditioning levels but remained detectable after one week.
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