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Abstract

Nocebo responding involves the experience of adverse health outcomes in response to contextual
cues. These deleterious responses impact numerous features of mental and physical health but are
characterized by pronounced heterogeneity. Suggestion is widely recognised as a contributing factor
to nocebo responding but the moderating role of trait responsiveness to verbal suggestions
(suggestibility) in nocebo responding remains poorly understood. We conducted a pre-registered
meta-analysis (PROSPERO regigtration number CRD42023425605) to quantitatively synthesize
available research on the relationship between suggestibility and nocebo responding. Four electronic
databases were searched for original studies involving both the assessment of suggestibility and
symptom reports in response to an inactive stimulus. Of 7,729 search results, 10 articles presenting 13
correlations between suggestibility and nocebo responding were analysed. A random-effects meta-
analysisrevealed a significant, albeit weak, positive correlation, r=0.21 [95% CI: 0.04, 0.37], between
suggestibility and nocebo responses, such that more highly suggestible individuals displayed larger
responses. Sensitivity and meta-regression analyses demonstrated that studies of higher
methodological quality, including those that maintained experimenter blinding, exhibited stronger
effect sizes. These results corroborate proposals that trait regponsiveness to verbal suggestions confers
greater response to nocebos and warrants renewed attention to the role of suggestibility in symptom

induction and perception.

Keywords. nocebo, suggestibility, suggestion, meta-analysis, expectation, patient—clinician
communication
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I ntroduction

Nocebo responding is a heterogenous phenomenon involving symptom induction or exacerbation
from contextual cues, such as conditioning and/or verbal suggestions, and it can occur in adiverse
array of clinical, experimental, and social contexts (Colloca & Barsky, 2020; Petrovic, 2008). Nocebo
responding prototypically presents as side effects or adverse events in response to medications (Heller
et al., 2022), inert treatments (placebos; (Bender et a., 2023) and vaccines (Haas et d., 2022). The
development of symptom expectations can occur in response to verbal or written information about
potential side effects during informed consent processes (Spiegel, 1997; Wells & Kaptchuk, 2012)
and patient education (Colloca & Miller, 2011; Hauser et al., 2012), and/or after observing another
person displaying symptoms (Meeuwis et al., 2023). The effects of nocebo responding extend beyond
the induction or exacerbation of specific symptoms. Nocebo effects can increase patient distress
(Nasiri-Dehsorkhi et al., 2023), hinder treatment adherence, lead to the premature discontinuation of

treatments and skew trial outcomes (Ciaramellaet a., 2013; Colloca & Miller, 2011).

Responsivenessto nocebos is characterised by pronounced heterogeneity and it remains
controversial whether nocebo responding is a stable trait-like variable (Kern et al., 2020; Rooney et
al., 2022). Verbal suggestion, acommunication for an involuntary change in experience or behaviour
(e.g., “thismight hurt a bit”), has been consistently demonstrated to be efficacious in the induction of
nocebo responses (Petersen et al., 2014; Rooney et al., 2023; Webster et al., 2016). For example,
meta-analytic evidence indicates that verbal suggestions seem to induce a nocebo response of
moderate magnitude, which surpasses that of conditioning alone but falls short of the effect size
produced by the joint application of both suggestion and conditioning (Rooney et al., 2023). Nocebo
induction methods typically include direct verbal suggestions (e.g., “this procedure will increase your
experience of pain”) or indirect verbal suggestions, which are more implicit (e.g., “ some people might
experience pain”) (Oakley et a., 2021; Polczyk, 2016). Trait responsivenessto direct verbal
suggestions (direct verbal suggestibility) is highly stable over time (Piccione et al., 1989) and isa
reliable predictor of response to hypoalgesia suggestions in both clinical and experimental contexts

(Milling et al., 2021; Thompson et al., 2019). As such, the capacity to respond to verbal suggestions


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.12.06.23299585
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.12.06.23299585; this version posted September 18, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

SUGGESTIBILITY AND NOCEBO RESPONDING 4

represents a promising candidate predictor of nocebo responding. Moreover, elevated suggestibility is
a hallmark feature of arange of phenomena germane to nocebo responding, such as the experience of
symptoms attributed to environmental factors (idiopathic environmental intolerance) (Steinet al.,
2023), functional neurological disorder (Bell et al., 2011; Fiorio et al., 2022; Wieder et al., 2021), and
mass psychogenic illness (Sapkota et al., 2020). Further indirect evidence for alink between
suggedtibility and nocebo responding comes from evidence showing that both trait empathy (Meeuwis
et al., 2023) and absorption (Brascher et al., 2020) predict nocebo responding, and both have been
found to correlate with suggestibility (Wickramasekera & Szlyk, 2003). Within the predictive
processing framework (Hohwy, 2020), nocebo responses can be attributed to the formation of precise
symptom priors (e.g., beliefs and expectations) that are overweighted relative to sensory information,
yielding symptoms (Fiorio et al., 2022; Van den Bergh et al., 2017). By conferring greater
responsiveness to suggestion, higher trait suggestibility may predispose individuals to be more likely
to form strong or precise symptom priors and/or to be less likely to update these priors on the basis of
sensory evidence (stubborn predictions). Although multiple studies have provided evidence of a
positive link between suggestibility and nocebo responding (Corsi & Colloca, 2017; Khan et al., 2009;
Winter & Braw, 2022), this effect hasn't been replicated in others (Zech et al., 2022; Zech et al.,
2020). Previous reviews and meta-analyses have largely neglected the role of suggestibility in nocebo
responding and, to our knowledge, there has not yet been an attempt to formally quantify the

magnitude of this relationship.

We conducted a pre-registered meta-analysisin order to quantitatively synthesize the extant
literature on the association between suggestibility and nocebo responding. Toward this end, we
systematically integrated research studies examining the correlation between psychometric
suggestibility measures and symptom outcomes in response to an inactive (sham) procedure. We
elected to omit studies with active treatments to diminish the potential confounding effect of an active
treatment. In addition to quantifying the correlation between suggestibility and the magnitude of
nocebo responses, we also examined whether these correlations were moderated by different

measurement variablesincluding sample type (e.g., clinical or healthy sample), nocebo suggestion


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.12.06.23299585
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.12.06.23299585; this version posted September 18, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

SUGGESTIBILITY AND NOCEBO RESPONDING 5

type (e.g., direct or indirect verbal suggestion), target symptom domain, and various methodological

features.

M ethods

We completed this meta-analysis in accordance with Meta-analyses Of Observational Studiesin
Epidemiology (MOOSE) (Brooke et al., 2021) and Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews
and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) guidelines (Page et al., 2021). We prospectively registered this meta-

analysis on PROSPERO (registration number: CRD42023425605).

Inclusion criteria

The data subjected to analyses met the following criteria: published in English; published in academic
peer-reviewed journal; use of at least one experimental manipulation for symptom induction (e.g.,
verbal suggestion); use of a procedure that involved either an inactive intervention or suggestion alone
that was reported as a nocebo with no intervention; and inclusion of a symptom measure. We adopted
an inclusive approach when defining aversive outcomes and include outcomes from placebo studies
that were not uniformly aversive (e.g., intoxication). Finally, we included papers that did not include a
control condition, as we anticipated the lack of a control comparator to be alimitation of many
potentially relevant studies. We had broad inclusion criteriain order to obtain an accurate

representation of the experimental nocebo literature.

Search strategy

Psyclnfo, Embase, MEDLINE, and PubMed were searched in December 2022. The search was
repeated in October 2023 and September 2024 and yielded no new articles to include. The search
string (see Supplementary Materials) was augmented with manual searches of all included articles and
relevant reviews. One author group was contacted to confirm that all relevant articles from their group

had been captured by the initial search.
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Sudy selection

Two reviewers (MV S and MH) independently screened titles and abstracts of all retrieved articles as
part of another review. One reviewer (MV S) set aside articles that met the current review’ s inclusion
criteriaand confirmed study selection with the second reviewer (MH). Three author groups were

contacted for additional datain order to be included in the analyses and were subsequently included.

Data extraction

Data extraction was performed independently by the same two reviewers on full texts. A
comprehensive list of all extracted data can be found in the supplementary methods. The primary
outcomes were correlation coefficient(s) between a suggedtibility scale and nocebo response
(operationalised as nocebo condition alone [no control], nocebo-control, or nocebo-baseling). When
multiple correlations from a single suggestibility scale with subscales were reported, we only
extracted the correlation for the total scale score. Additionally, studies were coded for the following
criteria: suggestibility scale administration context (i.e. hypnosis-related context or not); suggestibility
scale adminigtration type (live vs. recording); scale type (direct, indirect, or not applicable); scale
administration context (group vs. individual); and good psychometric properties for the suggestibility
scale (yes vs. no), based on relevant reliability and validity data presented in the paper. The reviewers

displayed good agreement (86%); any discrepancies were resolved through discussion with DBT.

Sudy methodological quality
A 15-item scale was developed to assess study methodological quality (see Supplementary Methods).

Items were adapted from a previous measure (Thompson et al., 2019; Wieder et a., 2021) and
included items based on Cochrane criteriaand PRISMA recommendations. The two reviewers
independently rated each item categorically (O=criterion not met, 1=criterion met), with any
discrepancies resolved through discussion with DBT, and atotal score (percentage of criteria met)
was computed for each study. Agreement between reviewers was good (percentage agreement: 82%;

Cohen’ s kappa=.62).
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Data synthesis
All analyses were performed using Jamovi (The jamovi project, 2023). Individual study effect sizes

included unadjusted correlation coefficients between suggestibility scale scores and nocebo responses
that were transformed to z-scores using Fisher’ s r-to-z transformation (Z;) and analysed using random-
effects meta-analysis with the DerSimonian-Laird method. Alongside aggregate Z, values, we report
raw correlation coefficients for ease of interpretation. Heterogeneity was computed through 1% and 7°,
where 12 >50% indicates moderate or greater heterogeneity and 12 describes the variance of true effect
sizes, with values >10% indicating greater heterogeneity. We assessed publication bias by examining
funnel plots of effect sizesagainst standard errorsfor asymmetry and tested for asymmetry using
Egger’ s biastest (Egger et al., 1997), where p<.10 is suggestive of asymmetry. We a so estimated
asymmetry-corrected cumulative effect sizes using the trim-and-fill method (Duval & Tweedie,

2000).

In order to account for heterogeneity in effect sizes, we performed subgroup analyses and a
series of meta-regression analyses using binary and continuous moderators when there was a
minimum of two studies per moderator level and ten studies total, respectively. Moderator variables
with >2 levels were decomposed into simpler 2-level moderators. Moderators included 18 categorical
variables (O=absent/no, 1=present/yes unless otherwise specified): study design (0=between-groups
1=design within-subjects), blinding of participant and/or experimenter to experimental condition,
nocebo suggestion target symptom domain (pain, dyspnoea, dizziness, nausea, motor inhibition,
coghnitive function; each symptom coded as O=absent vs. 1=present, e.g. no pain vs. pain), use of
conditioning procedure, suggestion administration type (verbal, video, non-verbal), suggedtibility
scale type (O=indirect, 1=direct), nocebo administration procedure (pill, cream, procedure, nasal
spray, inhalation, injection; each administration procedure coded as O=absent vs. 1=present, e.g. ho
pill vs. pill), control comparator (control condition, baseline, or none), presence of hypnotic context,
scale administration context (0= individual, 1=group); and one continuous variable: methodological

quality percentage score.
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Results

Sudy incluson

A PRISMA diagram presenting study selection can be found in Fig. 1. The final sample of 10
included papers reported 13 suggestibility-nocebo response correlation pairs with three papers
reporting two correlations. Details of the included studies can be found in Table 1 and afull list of

included papers can be found in the Supplementary Results.
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Figure 1. PRISMA flowchart of the study selection process.

References from other sources (n=0)
Studies from databases/registers (n = 7735) Citation searching (n = 0)
Grey literature (n = n/a)

References removed (n = 5225)
Duplicates identified manually (n = 0)
Duplicates identified by Covidence (n = 5225)
Marked as ineligible by automation tools (n =0)
Other reasons (n =0)

v
Studies screened (n = 2510) s Studies excluded (n = 2205)
Studies sought for retrieval (n = 305) N Studies not retrieved (n =0)
Studies excluded (n = 295
Studies assessed for eligibility (n = 305) - Review (n = 3) ( ]
Dissertation (n = 2)
No symptom measure (n = 7)
Experimental protocol (n = 1)
Conference presentation (n = 31)
Full text not in english (n = 2)
Sample includes participants <18 (n=1)
Did not meet inclusion criteria (n = 248)
v

Studies included in quantitative synthesis (meta-
analysis) (k = 13 from 10 papers)
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Table 1. Principal features of included papers reporting associations between suggestibility and nocebo responding (n=10).
. Symptom Symptom outcome Experimental Control Suggestibility
0
Source Country Study design Sample N (% female) AgeM (D) domain measure condition condition scale
Verbal suogestion: Condition:
Corsi & Colloca, 2017 us Within Healthy volunteers 46 (52%) 27.41 (1.07) Pain VAS pain ~rbal suggestion conditioned MISS
conditioning procedure
control cue
. . Pain, dyspnoea, Verbal suggestion; Condition; sham
Di Stefano et al., 2022 - Between Gl patients 40 (87%) 39 (16) nausea VAS Gl symptom scale |actose test | actose test MISS
Khan et a., 2009 ; Between Pa"m;‘.e;f;encmg 47 (58%) . Seizure Symptom induction Verbal suggestion ; HIP
. e . Verbal suggestion; .
Leighet al., 2003 CA Within Asthma patients 17 (64%) 46.8 (14.25) Dyspnoea Borg Dyspnoea Scale o X Baseline CIS
salineinhalation
Sharav et al., 2023 - Mixed Healthy volunteers 24 (62%) 26.65(-) Pain VAS pain Verbal suggestion; - SHALIT
conditioning
Nocebo: 38.60 " - ) !
Winter & Braw, 2021 IL Between Recovered COVID-19 90 (75%) (1.61) Control: Cogitive Cogritive Failures Textual suggestion Control group; sss
patients 30.84 (1.76) performance Questionnaire textual suggestion
Dizziness, nausea, Subjecti ve experience Verbal suggestion:
Woody et al., 1997% CA Between Undergraduate students 93 (44%) 20.5(-) motor inhibition, measure; Unsuggested 99 ! - HGSHSA
- X - sham al cohol
cognitive function Symptom Checklist
) Maximum arm muscle
Zechet al., 2019% DE Within Healthy, non-medical 46 (54%) 343(15.2) Motor strength (% decrease Verbal suggestion Bassline HGSHSA
professionals performance from basgling)
Motor Maximum arm muscle
Zech et a., 2020* DE Within Elective surgery patients 45 (55%) 43.8 (15) strength (% decrease Verbal suggestion Baseline HGSHS5
performance X
from baseline)

Zechet a., 2022 DE Mixed Healthy volunteers 50 (58%) 29.1(12.7) per:\gror;oa:me Spirometry Verbal suggestion Baseline HGSHS5

Notes:* = reports 2 correlation coefficients with no variation in principlefeatures; - = Not reported, Within = within-groups design; Between = between-groups design; Mixed = mixed experimenta design; US= United States; CA= Canada; IL= |srael; DE=Germany; CIS= Creative
Imagination Scale; Gl = Gastro-Intestina ; HGSHS:A = Harvard Group Scale of Hypnotic Susceptihility: FormA; HGSHS-5 = Harvard Group Scale of Hypnotic Susceptibility-5 item; HIP = Hypnotic Induction Profile; MISS = Multidimensional lowa Suggestibility Scale; SHALIT =
Six-minute Arm Levitation Test; SSS= Short Suggestibility Scale; VAS = Visud Andogue Scae

* 9SUBII| [RUONRUIBIU| 0y AS-DD € J3pun 3|ge|ieAr apew si |

‘Aimadiad ul Julidaid ay)y Aejdsip 01 asuadl| e AIxHpaw pajuelb sey oym ‘1spuny/ioyine ayl si (mainal Jaad Ag palilied 1ou sem yoiym) uudaid
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Methodological quality criteria

Methodological quality scores varied across the sample of included papers (n=10), with most tending
to meet around half of the criteria (M%xSD: 61+13; range: 40-80; see Supplementary Table 1). There
was no variability in methodological scoresand ratings across studies extracted from a single paper.
All studies used areliable and valid suggestibility scale, and the majority (90%; n=9) included a
referenced symptom measure. However, alittle more than half of the included papers (60%; n=6)
ensured appropriate experimenter blinding to participants’ suggestibility level or nocebo response,

whereas 50% (n=5) of the papers ensured participants were adequately blinded.

Meta-analysis of bivariate correlations between nocebo response and suggestibility

A random-effects meta-analysis of correlation coefficients (Fisher’sr-to-Z [Z]) between symptom
outcomes in response to an inactive (sham) procedure and suggestibility scale scores (k=13; see
Figure 2) revealed a significant association, Z,=0.22 [95% CI: 0.04, 0.38], Z=2.48, p=.013,
corresponding to a weak correlation, r=.21[0.04, 0.37]. As can be seen in Figure 2, there was
considerably heterogeneity in effect sizes, 1°=78%, 7°=.07, with correlations ranging from Z,=-0.32 to
Z,=0.73 (r range: -0.31 t0 0.62). A Jackknife analysis, in which each correlation pair was sequentially
omitted and the analysis was reperformed, confirmed the aggregate effect size varied in the weak
range (Z; range: 0.13-0.26). The cumulative effect remaining satistically significant in all of the 13
iterations, indicating that it was not driven by a single study. These results demonstrate that
suggestibility is asignificant, reliable, predictor of nocebo responding.

Given the relatively low average methodological quality score (~60%), and the high level of
heterogeneity in effect sizes, we next performed a series of sensitivity analyses to determine whether
the aggregate effect size would be stable in more methodologically robust studies. Toward thisend,
we repeated the central analyses on subgroups of studies with superior methodological features; we
only conducted these subgroup analyses when three or more studies could be included, resulting in

four analyses. First, we restricted the analysisto studies with higher methodological quality scores
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(rating>60%; k=7), the mgjority of the studies included in this subgroup (k=6) were a so well-powered
to detect moderate-to-large effect sizes (n>46). Thisresulted in alarger overall effect size, Z,=0.41
[0.23, 0.59], Z=4.54, p<.001, equivalent to r=.39, which fell outside the 95% Cls of the original
correlation, with amodest reduction in heterogeneity, 1°=67% and *=.03. Similarly, studies that
implemented participant condition blinding and experimenter blinding of condition, suggegtibility
level, and nocebo response (k=7), demongtrated a larger, and highly significant, effect size, Z,.=0.37
[0.16, 0.58], Z=3.46, p<.001, equivalent to r=.35, with only a minor decrease in heterogeneity,
1?=76% and 7°=.05. By contrast, studies that used a measure of direct verbal suggestibility (k=10)
demonstrated a comparable, significant effect to the full sample, Z,=0.20 [0.01, 0.38], Z=2.09,
p=.036, equivalent to r=.19, with a minor decrease in heterogeneity, 1=74% and 7°=.06. In asimilar
manner, studies that included a control condition (k=9) exhibited a weak effect size that was
comparableto that of the total sample, albeit non-significant, 2,=0.19 [-0.03, 0.41], Z=1.72, p=.085,
equivalent to r=.18, with no reduction in heterogeneity, 1°=78% and 7°=.08. Similarly, studies that
used behavioural/physiological outcomes (k=6), yielded an effect size comparable to the overall main
effect, Z,=0.19 [-0.08, 0.46], Z=1.36, p=.17, with moderate heterogeneity, 1>=80%, * =.09.
Cumulatively, these analyses indicate that the utility of suggestibility as a predictor of nocebo
responding isrelatively stable when the data are restricted to methodologically superior studies, and

indeed is substantially greater among the most methodologically rigorous studies.
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Figure 2. Forest plot of correlation coefficients (Z;) [95% Cls] between suggestibility and nocebo

responses (k=13).

Source Z [95% CI]
Sharav et al., 2023 >—o;—< -0.32 [-0.75, 0.11]
Zech et al., 2019a f——e—H -0.28 [-0.58, 0.02]
Di Stefano et al., 2022 ——— -0.17 [-0.49, 0.15]
Zech et al., 2022 P 0.04 [-0.24, 0.33]
Zech et al., 2020a e 0.05 [-0.25, 0.36]
Zech et al., 2019b e 0.19 [-0.11, 0.49]
Woody et al., 1997b —e— 0.21[0.01, 0.42]
Corsi & Colloca 2017 ———— 0.31[0.01,0.61]
Woody et al., 1997a —e—i 0.34[0.14, 0.55]
Zech et al., 2020b ——— 0.42[0.11,0.72]
Leigh et al., 2003 T 0.59[0.07, 1.11]
Winter & Braw, 2021 —e— 0.63[0.42, 0.84]
Khan et al., 2009 ——— 0.73[0.43,1.02]
Aggregate Z, PR 0.22[0.05, 0.39]

T T T T 1

1 0.5 0 0.5 1 1.5

Notes. Marker sizesreflect study weights, with smaller and larger markers denoting smaller and larger weights, respectively.

Publication bias
Egger’ stest was used to assess publication bias and did not reveal significant funnel plot asymmetry,
Z=-0.73, p=.46, in the total sample (Figure 3), suggesting that there was no clear evidence for

publication bias. No values were calculated using the trim-and-fill method; therefore, none were

applied.
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Figure 3. Funnel plot of nocebo-suggestibility correlation coefficients (Z;) as a function of sandard

error (k=13). Markers denote individual study effect sizes.
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Meta-regression analyses

Owing to the moderate heterogeneity in effect sizesin the total sample and subgroups, we undertook a
series of meta-regression analyses to identify the variables that moderated the magnitude of these
associations (see Table 2 and Supplementary Table 3). We firgt considered the potential moderating
effects of individual methodological quality criteria. Due to our inclusion criterion of at least two
studies per moderator level (e.g., unblinded v. blinded experimenter), seven individua

methodological quality items were eligible for analysis and were included as binary moderators of
correlation coefficients (Table 2). Among these criteria, the only significant moderator of effect sizes
was experimenter blinding to the suggestibility level or nocebo response of the participants. In
particular, experimenter blinding was a highly significant, positive moderator, such that studies that

ensured that the experimenter was blinded exhibited larger correlations between suggestibility and
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nocebo responding. Consistent with this result, the overall methodological quality score was also a
highly significant continuous moderator; this effect was also positive in direction, although the effect
size was weak in magnitude. Both results align with the preceding results of our sensitivity analyses.
Taken together these results suggest that studies that were of higher methodologica quality, in
particular those that implemented experimenter blinding, tended to display a higher correlation

between nocebo responding and suggestibility.

Table 2. Meta-regression analyses on correlation coefficients between suggestibility and nocebo
responding (k=13).

Moderator (AZ) [95% Clg] z p 12
Item 1: Reliability data presented in paper 0.22[-0.17, 0.61] 1.08 .28 7%
Item 3: Clear sample recruitment site 0.23[-0.18, 0.65] 111 .26 78%
Item 4: Clear participant recruitment 0.16 [-0.31, 0.65] 0.68 49 79%
Item 8: Clear protocol reporting 0.31[-0.15, 0.76] 1.33 .18 76%
Item 9: Experimenter blinding to suggestibility or nocebo response 0.45[0.18, 0.71] 3.35 <.001 61%
Item 10: Participant blinding 0.19[-0.07, 0.47] 1.44 15 78%
Item 11: Experimenter condition blinding 0.14 [-0.38, 0.66] 0.53 .59 78%
Tota methodological quality score 0.02[0.01, 0.03] 3.36 <.001 61%
Pain as symptom outcome -0.32[-0.73,0.07] -1.58 A1 7%
Use of conditioning -0.22[-0.72,0.28] -0.85 .39 79%
Use of control comparator -0.07 [-0.46, 0.31] -0.38 .69 79%
Use of direct symptom suggestion 0.04 [-0.49, 0.41] -0.19 .85 80%

Notes: AZ= Fisher’sr-to-z correlation difference; all moderators were binary except Total methodol ogical quality score; itemrefersto the
methodological quality criteria (see Supplementary results); for all binary moderators, O=variable absent, 1=variable present.

We next examined whether 16 binary variables moderated correlation coefficients in the total
sample (Table 2 and Supplementary Table 3). There were no significant moderating effectsin relation
to target symptom domain, suggestibility measurement context, such as within a hypnotic context,

suggestion type or suggestibility scale type. Due to the limited sample size these non-significant
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results should be interpreted cautioudy; however, they suggest that the association between

suggestibility and nocebo responding is not significantly contingent upon these variables.

Considering the largely unaccounted for heterogeneity, and diverse selection of suggestibility
measures, we undertook a series of exploratory meta-regression and subgroup analyses to better
understand how the choice of suggestibility scale might account for the observed variability. In
particular, we distinguished three types of suggestibility scales: established measures of direct verbal
suggedtibility (k=5), Z,=0.35[0.13, 0.57], Z=3.12, p=.002 [r=.38], 1°=68%, 1°=.04, abbreviated
measures of direct verbal suggestibility (k=5), Z,=0.03 [-0.24, 0.29], Z=0.17, p=.86 [r=.02], 1?=71%,
1%=.07, and retrospective self-report measures of suggestibility (k=3), Z,=0.27 [-0.19, 0.73], Z=1.14,
p=.24 [r=.25], 1°=89%, 1*=.11. Meta-regression analyses indicated that nocebo correlations with the
established scales displayed a non-significant trend towards being greater than those with the
abbreviated scales, AZ,=0.33 [-0.01, 0.67], Z=1.86, p=.062 [Ar=.32], 1>=70%, 1°=.05. By contrast,
correlations with the established direct scales did not significantly differ from those with retrospective
scales, AZ,=0.08 [-0.36, 0.53], Z=0.36, p=.71 [Ar=.08], 1°=83%, 1°=.06, nor did they differ between
abbreviated direct scales and retrospective scales, AZ,=0.25 [-0.25, 0.75], Z=0.98, p=.33 [Ar=.23],
12=80%, 1°=.09. Taken together, these results imply that the observed association between nocebo
responding and suggestibility was primarily driven by established direct verbal suggestibility scales

and to alesser extent retrospective self-report scales.

Discussion

Our meta-analysis quantified the relationship between suggestibility and nocebo responding by
synthesizing data from available empirical sudies. The analyses demonstrated that suggestibility isa
reliably significant, albeit weak, positive predictor of nocebo responding. Notably, the magnitude of
this effect was greater in studies with superior methodological rigour (and larger sample sizes),
particularly those that implemented experimenter blinding. These data complement previous
systematic reviews and meta-analyses showing the clear efficacy of verbal suggestion in the induction

of nocebo responses (Petersen et al., 2014; Rooney et al., 2023; Webster et al., 2016) but bridge agap
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in the literature by illustrating the significant moderating influence of trait responsivenessto
suggestion on nocebo responding. This aligns with a wealth of data showing that trait suggestibility is
areliable predictor of responses to suggestion-based interventions (Jensen et a., 2023; Milling et al.,
2021; Thompson et al., 2019) but also seems to function as arisk factor for conditions and symptoms
adjacent to nocebo responding including functional neurological disorder (Wieder et al., 2021), mass
psychogenic illness (Sapkota et al., 2020) and symptoms associated with environmental factors

(idiopathic environmental intolerance) (Stein et al., 2023).

The frequently overlooked role of suggestibility in predicting nocebo responding has multiple
salient implications for the empirical study of nocebo responding, as well as the occurrence of nocebo
effectsin clinical practice. Despite the cumulative observed association between suggestibility and
nocebo responding, this effect was characterised by moderate heterogeneity that remained mostly
unaccounted for in our sensitivity and meta-regression analyses. This unaccounted-for heterogeneity
is potentially partly attributable to undetected publication bias. Although publication bias as a source
of the observed effect cannot be ruled out, multiple studies included here reported non-significant
correlations and suggestibility within our sample was most often a secondary point of interest, thereby
minimising the motivation to avoid reporting non-significant suggestibility-nocebo correlations. The
inter-study variability is plausibly attributed to methodological differences across studies, the
influence of which was not observed because of the overall small sample size. Some plausible
moderators of this association include the characteristics of nocebo suggestions, suggestibility

instruments, and target symptom domain.

Although the efficacy of verbal suggestion in nocebo responding is well established (Petersen et
al., 2014; Rooney et al., 2023; Webster et al., 2016), the nuances of suggestion have received only
scant attention in research on nocebo effects. For example, verbal suggestions (“your pain will
reduce’) and instructions (“try to reduce your pain”) are frequently conflated (e.g., Rooney et al.,
2023), even though they are hypothesized to reflect distinct phenomena (Brass et al., 2017; Terhune et
al., 2017). Similarly, researchers have tended to neglect important differences in the phrasing of

verbal suggestions, such asthe distinction between direct and indirect suggestions. Using meta-
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regression analyses, we aimed to disentangle the role of suggestion type, though our results should be
considered preliminary as we found no significant evidence for moderating effects. In our sample of
included studies, the specific verbal suggestions used to induce nocebo effects were only rarely
reported, which hindered our ability to reliably code suggestion type. The moderating influence of
suggedtibility is plausibly contingent on the suggestion type administered. Accordingly, we
recommend future studies report the exact wording of suggestions and provide specific details about
when suggestions were administered during an experiment. This approach will enhance the
reproducibility of experimental research in thisdomain and permit future analyses on the moderating
influence of different features of verbal, textual, and non-verbal suggestions (see also Halligan &

Oakley, 2014).

Another plausible source of heterogeneity in the association between suggestibility and nocebo
responding is variability in the psychometric measurement of suggestibility. The domain of
suggestibility includes responsivenessto direct and indirect verbal suggestions, often measured
through work-sample instruments (e.g., Woody & Barnier, 2008). Little consideration has been
devoted to salient differences between suggestibility measures, with most researchersimplicitly
assuming a uniform construct of suggestibility. In nocebo studies, trait suggestibility has been
measured with established work-sample instruments or retrospective self-report measures. The former
(direct verbal suggedtibility scales) typically draw upon measures from experimenta hypnosis
research, in which responsiveness to a set of verbal suggestions for changes in motor contral,
cognition and perception are administered by an experimenter and then evaluated with brief tests
(Acunzo & Terhune, 2021; Woody & Barnier, 2008). In our sample, 10 studies used direct verbal
suggedtibility scales, however, there was considerable variability in the number and type of
suggestions included. Of note, the studies (Khan et al., 2009; Leigh et al., 2003; Woody et al., 1997;
Zech et al., 2019) that used established, longer direct verbal suggestibility scales (Barber & Wilson,
1978; Shor & Orne, 1963) yielded non-significantly larger correlations than the studies (Sharav et al.,
2023; Zech et al., 2022; Zech et a., 2020) that used abbreviated direct verbal suggestibility scales

(Hilgard et al., 1979; Riegel et al., 2021). It remains unclear whether these differences are dueto a
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greater scoring range in the established scales, or their inclusion of cognitive-perceptual suggestions,
which are plausibly more relevant to symptom induction than the mostly motor suggestions on the
abbreviated scales. On the other hand, the use of retrospective self-report measures of suggestibility
(Kotov et al., 2004) yielded more ambiguous results. Although preliminary, these results suggest that
future research will benefit from the inclusion of more established suggestibility scales that include a

more diverse set of suggestions and the avoidance of abbreviated suggestibility scales.

Nocebo symptoms can be reliably induced but their severity isinconsistent across symptom
domains (Bagaric et al., 2022; Meeuwis et d., 2023; Rooney et al., 2023; Wolterset a., 2019). We
assessed several symptom domain moderators:. pain, dyspnoea, dizziness, nausea, motor inhibition,
and cognitive function, all of which were found to be non-significant, which indicates that the nocebo-
suggedtibility association was not greater in these domainsthan in all others. Thisislikely dueto the
relatively small sample of included studies, such that the moderation analyses plausibly lacked
sufficient power to detect weak correlation differences, especially given that each symptom domain
included only 2-4 studies. Alternatively, it is plausible that the diversity in nocebo induction methods
could account for the lack of moderation effects. For example, suggestibility was previously found to
correlate with placebo responding when suggestion alone was used to induce placebo hypoalgesia
(Parsons et al., 2021). As such, it might be that the role of suggestibility in predicting nocebo
responding is dependent on suggestion-centred symptom induction techniques. Future research would
benefit from clarifying how suggestibility relatesto nocebo effects from different nocebo induction
methods and corroborate the results of previousreviews by disentangling the moderating effects of

target symptom domain within nocebo responding.

The results of this meta-analysis complement previous research demonstrating links between
suggestibility and phenomena germane to nocebo responding and corroborate proposals that
suggestibility confers risk for somatic symptom reporting and nocebo responding more broadly (Cors
& Colloca, 2017; Spiegel, 1997). As such, highly suggestible individuals may be more susceptible to
nocebo responses due to potential side effect information, informed consent processes, or treatment

misinformation. From a predictive processing perspective (Hohwy, 2020), highly suggestible
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individuals may have a capacity for forming more precise symptom priorsthat shape perception in the
direction of contextual cues (Fiorio et a., 2022; Van den Bergh et al., 2017). For example, during
treatment information processes, side effect information may function as atype of indirect verbal
suggestion leading to the formation of precise symptom priors, inducing premature or imitative
adverse events (i.e., nocebo response). These symptom priors might compound and generalize, from
treatment-specific nocebo responding, to more pronounced functional conditions depending on other
individual difference factors (e.g., treatment history). Future research should explore the interplay
between suggestibility, contextual cues, and the formation of precise symptom priors, investigating
how individual differences and life experiences might modulate the transition from treatment-specific
nocebo responses to broader functional conditions. Additionally, future research should examine

suggestibility as a predictor of response to active treatments (Nitzan et al., 2015; Szigeti et al., 2024)

Limitations

The presented results should be interpreted within the context of their limitations. Asin the broader
experimental study of nocebo effects, the mgjority our sample relied on self-report measures of
symptom outcomes (k=7), which are susceptible to reporting biases. However, we partially accounted
for this possibility in our sensitivity analyses which suggest that the overall main effect is unlikely to
be driven by the use of self-report measures. Although we observed stronger effectsin higher-quality
studies, the overall methodological quality across studies was relatively low with no study scoring
>80%. In particular, very few of the studies included control conditionsand many used baseline asa
control comparator. Future research examining the role of suggedtibility in nocebo responding will
need to employ more rigorous designs and ensure clear reporting of experimental parameters
including the precise wording of nocebo verbal suggestions. The high heterogeneity in our sample
indicates that unaccounted variables impacted the association between suggestibility and nocebo
responding. Our inclusion criteria resulted in a diverse sample of outcomes (e.g., pain, motor control)
and nocebo induction methods (e.g., verbal suggestion, conditioning), which might have contributed
to the heterogeneity and limit the generalizability of our findings. Finally, most of the studies (k=6; n

range: 46-93) were only sufficiently powered to detect moderate-to-large effects, and thus were
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insufficiently powered to reliably detect weak effects. This limitation may have also led to an
underestimation of the association between suggestibility and nocebo responding. Insofar asthe
observed effect size is small in magnitude, thisindicates that suggegtibility isonly one of multiple
factors contributing to variability in response to nocebos including state anxiety (Rooney et al., 2022)
and empathy (Meeuwis et al., 2023). It will be important in the future to evaluate whether these reflect
independent or interacting effects. Cumulatively, these limitations highlight the need for rigorously
designed experiments with meticulous control comparisons to further examine the apparent link

between suggestibility and nocebo responses.

Summary

This meta-analysis found a reliable association between trait suggestibility and nocebo responding.
Given the small effect size, the present results raise important questions about the practical
significance of this effect. However, owing to the relatively small number of studies, methodological
heterogeneity, and inconsistent reporting of verbal suggestions, future research is needed to better
assess the practical significance of suggestibility as a moderator of hocebo responding, particularly
outside of an experimental context. From aclinical standpoint, understanding the role of suggestibility
in nocebo responding and symptom perception more generally can pave the way for more
personalized patient care. Highly suggestible individuals might be more susceptible to negative
treatment information and thus could benefit from specific communication strategies that minimize
nocebo effects (Arrow et al., 2022; Kari et a., 2021; Spiegel, 1997; Wells & Kaptchuk, 2012).
Integrating suggestibility into existing models of nocebo responding, as has been done in accounts of
related conditions such asfunctional neurological disorder (Fiorio et al., 2022), could offer amore
holistic understanding of variability in nocebo responses. By doing so, we can potentially uncover
nuanced interactions between suggestibility and other established factors, such asthe manner in which
side effect information is communicated to participants and patients, as well astheir level of trust
Figin health care professionals. As we aim for more personalized and effective patient care and move
towards an era of precision medicine (Seyhan & Carini, 2019), understanding individual differences

factors that moderate nocebo responding is paramount for improving treatment outcomes.
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