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Placebo and nocebo effects have been shown to influence subjective symptoms such 
as itch. These effects can be induced by influencing outcome expectations through, 
for example, combining the application of an inert substance (e.g., a cream) with verbal 
suggestions on the anticipated effects of this substance. Interestingly, placebo effects 
also occur when it is known that a treatment is inert (i.e., open-label placebo). However, 
no study to date has examined the efficacy of negative and positive verbal suggestions 
under similar open-label and closed-label (i.e., concealed placebo/nocebo) conditions 
in itch. A randomized controlled between-subjects study design was applied in which 
healthy volunteers (n = 92) were randomized to 1) an open-label positive verbal suggestion 
group, 2) a closed-label positive verbal suggestion group, 3) an open-label negative 
verbal suggestion group, or 4) a closed-label negative verbal suggestion group. Verbal 
suggestions were made regarding the topical application of an inert substance. Itch 
was evoked experimentally by histamine iontophoresis at baseline and again following 
suggestions. Itch expectations, self-reported itch during and following iontophoresis, and 
skin response parameters were measured. Positive suggestions were found to result 
in significantly lower expected itch than were negative suggestions in both open- and 
closed-label conditions. No effects of the suggestions on itch during iontophoresis were 
found, but significantly lower itch was reported in the 4 min following iontophoresis in the 
(combined open- and closed-label) positive compared with negative verbal suggestion 
groups. In addition, a smaller increase in skin temperature was found in the positive 
compared with negative suggestion groups. The findings illustrate a potential role of 
(open- and closed-label) placebo for optimizing expectations and treatment effects for 
itch in clinical practice.

Clinical Trial Registration: Netherlands Trial Register, trial number: NTR6530.
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INTRODUCTION

Itch is the most common somatosensory symptom in 
dermatological conditions. It is a hallmark symptom of atopic 
eczema (1), and its prevalence in psoriasis is high (2). Moreover, 
itch is a common symptom of various other disorders, including 
kidney failure, liver disease, cancer, allergy, and diabetes mellitus 
(3–5). Due to its high prevalence—approximately 8% of the 
general population and over 50% of dermatological patients—
the burden of itch and its impact on society are high (6, 7). Often, 
patients report significantly lowered quality of life, increased 
depressive and anxious symptoms, and sleep disturbances due 
to chronic itch (8). While current treatments aim to suppress 
itch through pharmacological interventions, oftentimes, limited 
effects and significant side effects are reported (3, 9). As such, it is 
important to identify factors that contribute to treatment efficacy.

One of the factors that may be especially relevant for 
treatment outcomes is the placebo effect. Placebo effects are 
defined as beneficial effects of otherwise pharmacologically inert 
substances (10, 11) and have been studied in a variety of medical 
conditions and symptoms, including itch and pain (12–14). 
Multiple pathways through which these effects can be elicited 
have been identified, including associative learning processes, 
social learning, or instructional learning (12, 15–17). Within 
these pathways, expectancy is a key component. To illustrate, a 
positive expectation may be elicited through past experiences 
with the beneficial effects of a certain type of medication 
(associative learning), through observation of treatment 
efficacy in others (social learning), or through receiving 
positive (verbal) information about a treatment (instructional 
learning) (17). In turn, this positive expectation can then result 
in psychoneurobiological changes and symptom reduction (18, 
19). On the other hand, when expectations regarding a treatment 
outcome are low or negative outcomes are expected, symptoms 
may worsen or the occurrence of treatment side effects may 
increase, known as the nocebo effect (12, 20).

The current literature indicates that at least 30% of itch reduction 
in clinical practice might be attributable to placebo effects (21). 
Placebo and nocebo effects can be experimentally induced for itch 
by changing expectations through verbal suggestions regarding 
inert treatments or through the use of associative learning 
mechanisms (22–28). However, not all studies confirm these 
findings (28, 29). In addition, there is some evidence that it may 
be necessary to combine multiple placebo induction methods 
(e.g., associative learning and positive suggestions) and that a 
single induction method may not be sufficient to elicit significant 
placebo effects (22). Hence, further study of the circumstances 
under which placebo effects may be elicited for itch is relevant.

Most studies on placebo effects take on a traditional 
approach, in which patients or healthy individuals are told that 
a pharmacologically effective substance (e.g., a pill or cream) is 
given, whereas in reality, the substance is pharmacologically inert 
(30, 31). While this concealing or deceptive approach is useful for 
studying the underlying mechanisms of placebo effects in general, 
it may become problematic when it comes to utilizing these effects 
in clinical practice, where concealment or deception regarding the 
treatment provided brings along ethical issues. For a long time, it 

was believed that this would prevent strategic use of the placebo 
effect in clinical practice (30). In the past years, however, studies 
have demonstrated that placebo effects can also occur when it is 
explicitly told that, although a given substance is inert, placebo 
effects may still help in alleviating symptoms. These so-called 
open-label placebo effects have been found to significantly 
reduce symptoms of irritable bowel syndrome, depression, 
attention deficit hyperactivity disorder, chronic low back pain, 
and allergic rhinitis (31–39). Most of these studies induce open-
label placebo effects through a combination of an attribute (e.g., 
an inert pill) that may trigger previously learned associations 
between medicine and symptom reduction in general, and a 
scripted briefing in which the positive effects of placebo pills are 
emphasized (a suggestive framework) (31–34, 36–38). Findings 
on whether these effects can be attributed to the provided pill or 
the provided explanation alone are contradictory (35, 39, 40).

In view of the previous findings, further research is needed to 
demonstrate the efficacy of both open-label and closed-label (i.e., 
concealed) placebo effects for itch. It is not yet known whether 
effect sizes of open-label and closed-label placebo effects are 
comparable. Moreover, no study to date has investigated whether 
nocebo effects can be induced under both closed-label and 
open-label conditions for itch. To this end, we investigated in the 
current study whether negative or positive outcome expectations, 
induced by a suggestive framework (negative and positive verbal 
suggestions, provided in an open-label and closed-label context) 
combined with an attribute (an inert tonic), can influence self-
reported itch during an experimental itch induction by histamine 
in healthy volunteers. We primarily tested the effects of the positive 
and negative suggestions on itch by combining open- and closed-
label groups. Secondarily, we tested these effects for open-label and 
closed-label contexts separately to see whether these effects were 
comparable, and we investigated the effects of suggestions on other 
markers of the response to this test, for example, the physical skin 
response to histamine. We expected a decrease in itch following 
positive verbal suggestions compared with an increase in itch 
following negative verbal suggestions for both the open-label and 
closed-label conditions.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The study was approved by the Medical Ethical Committee 
at the Leiden University Medical Center, the Netherlands 
(NL58792.058.16), and registered in the Dutch Trial Register 
(NTR6530). The study was performed in accordance with the 
Declaration of Helsinki (41). All participants provided written 
informed consent.

Participants
Healthy male and female participants were recruited through 
advertisements at Leiden University and through social media 
(e.g., Facebook). Inclusion criteria consisted of an age between 
18 and 35 years and a good understanding of the Dutch written 
and spoken language. Interested volunteers were excluded in 
case of self-reported severe somatic or psychological morbidity 
that could interfere with the participant’s safety or study protocol 
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[e.g., heart or lung diseases, histamine intolerance, or Diagnostic 
and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders - Fourth Edition 
Text Revised (DSM-IV-TR) psychiatric diagnoses]; current 
chronic itch or pain complaints; current use of analgesics, anti-
inflammatory medication, antihistamines, or antibiotics; and 
(suspected) pregnancy. Participants were asked to refrain from the 
consumption of heavy meals, caffeine, and smoking 2 h, exercise 
12 h, and alcohol as well as drugs 24 h prior to the sessions to 
prevent potential influences on study outcomes. Adherence to 
these lifestyle guidelines, as well as the exclusion criteria, was 
verified at the start of each session by means of interviewing.

Study Design
A between-subjects, single-blinded, randomized controlled 
experimental trial design was applied. Eligible participants 
were randomized to (I) an open-label positive verbal suggestion 
(VS) group, (II) a closed-label positive VS group, (III) an open-
label negative VS group, or (IV) a closed-label negative VS 
group. Randomization sequence was acquired using an online 
random number generator (www.random.org, Dublin, Ireland). 
Allocation was not concealed for experimenters. Participants 
were invited for a baseline and an experimental session, which 
were timed 1 week apart. An overview of the study design and 
measurement schedule is provided in Figure 1.

Measures and Materials
Verbal Suggestions
Before the study, participants were informed that the study 
aimed to investigate individual differences in the sensitivity to 
itch and the role of psychological factors in explaining these 
differences. They were informed that the itch induction method 
would elicit a response similar to a mosquito bite (e.g., that their 
skin may become red and swollen). During the experimental 
session, participants were told that, prior to itch induction, a 
tonic would be applied that influences sensitivity to itch. In 
reality, this tonic was a pink-colored skin disinfectant (Orphi 
Pharma B.V., Dordrecht, the Netherlands). The itch induction 
during the baseline session was used as a reference point for the 
suggestions. In the positive VS groups (I and II), the following 
suggestion was given: “This tonic has an itch-reducing effect and 
will make the skin less sensitive to itch. From previous research 
we know that the application of this tonic will reduce itch for 
most people, meaning around 95 percent of the studied people. 
As such, we expect that you will experience less itch, compared to 
the previous test.” Participants in the negative VS groups (III and 
IV) were given the same information, but negative words were 
used instead of positive words (e.g., “itch-increasing” rather than 
“itch-reducing”).

When participants were allocated to one of the two open-label 
groups, additional instructions were given. For the positive VS 

FIGURE 1 | Overview of the design of the study and the measurement schedule for the different verbal suggestions (VS) groups.
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group, these were: “I just told you that the tonic reduces itch. In fact, 
the tonic is a placebo. From research we know that the expectation 
that a remedy reduces itch will really cause people to experience less 
itch. This is caused by different processes, for example itch-reducing 
substances that are released in the brain. These substances are also 
released when people know that they receive a placebo. So, even 
though I told you this, you will likely experience less itch during the 
test.” For the open-label negative VS groups, negative words were 
again used in the instructions instead of positive words. During 
application of the tonic, the provided suggestions and, if applicable, 
open-label instructions were briefly repeated in a single sentence.

Expected Itch
Expected itch in response to histamine iontophoresis was 
assessed on a Numeric Rating Scale (NRS) ranging from 0 (“no 
itch”) to 10 (“worst itch imaginable”). Participants rated the 
amount of itch they expected to experience during iontophoresis 
twice: once at the start of the baseline session and once during 
the experimental session, following the verbal suggestions but 
prior to histamine iontophoresis.

Histamine Iontophoresis
Histamine was applied to the skin by transdermal iontophoresis 
(Chattanooga Group, Hixson, TN, USA). This method has 
been previously validated and reliably induces itch in healthy 
populations (22, 28, 29, 35). A 0.6% diphosphate (equivalent to 1% 
histamine dihydrochloride) histamine solution was prepared in 
distilled water with propylene glycol and hypromellose 4,000 mPa 
by the local pharmacy. In preparation of iontophoresis, the skin 
was cleaned with either a transparent disinfectant (alcohol 
70%; baseline session) or a pink-colored disinfectant (0.5% 
chlorhexidine in alcohol 70%, with rhodamine; experimental 
session) suggested to be itch-reducing or itch-increasing, 
depending on placebo or nocebo condition. A 2.5-cc electrode 
(Iogel, Iomed, DJO Global, Hannover, Germany; active surface: 
11.7 cm2) was treated with the histamine solution and applied to 
the volar side of the non-dominant forearm. A reference electrode 
was placed on the volar side of the upper arm. The electrode 
nodes were spaced approximately 10 cm apart. Histamine was 
applied to the skin by iontophoresis with a current level set at 0.4 
mA for 2.5 min, following which the electrodes and any residual 
histamine were removed from the skin.

Self-Reported Itch
Self-reported itch in response to histamine iontophoresis was 
assessed using the same 0–10 NRS as described under Expected 
Itch. During iontophoresis, participants continuously rated itch 
using a vertical bar slide depicting the NRS. Scores were sampled at a 
10-Hz rate using E-Prime 2.0 (42). Directly following iontophoresis, 
mean itch was verbally assessed by asking participants how much 
itch (on a 0–10 scale) they experienced in general during the test. 
From 1 to 4 min after iontophoresis, participants were asked to 
rate self-reported itch every 30 s on the bar slide as a follow-up 
period. The primary study outcome was the area under the curve 
(AUC) of itch during the 2.5 min of iontophoresis. Secondary 
outcomes were maximum itch reported during the 2.5 min of 
iontophoresis, verbally assessed mean itch, and AUC itch during 

the 4-min follow-up. AUC of itch and maximum itch during 
iontophoresis were computed using MATLAB Release 2012b (The 
MathWorks, Inc., Natick, MA, USA).

Subjective Skin Response
Participants filled in the Sensitive Scale-10 (SS-10) (43) to 
measure their subjective skin response. The SS-10 contains 10 
items, of which 9 items assessed specific skin symptoms (e.g., 
itch, pain, general discomfort, and heat sensations). Participants 
were asked to rate in what intensity they had experienced these 
symptoms over the past 3 days as a baseline measurement, as well 
as during histamine iontophoresis. Symptoms were rated on NRS 
ranging from 0 (“zero intensity”) to 10 (“intolerable intensity”). 
An additional symptom (“redness of the skin”) was assessed on 
a 0–10 NRS (43). Total scores were calculated by summing all 
items and ranged from 0 to 100. Cronbach’s alpha ranged from 
.83 to .87 in the current study for baseline and post-iontophoresis 
assessments of the SS-10.

Physical Skin Response
Wheal size and flare areas following histamine application were 
measured after the 4-min follow-up period after the iontophoresis 
test. The size of the skin response was measured by drawing the 
outline of the redness and thickening of the skin onto a 1-cm2 
gridded transparent sheet with a 0.4-mm black permanent 
marker (Staedtler, Germany). The sheets were scanned and then 
retraced using ImageJ software (44), after which the wheal and 
flare area (in cm2) were calculated. In addition, skin temperature 
was measured following iontophoresis, using a handheld infrared 
digital thermometer (accuracy ± 2.0 °C, resolution 0.1 °C; 
BaseTech, Conrad Electronic Benelux B.V.). Measurements were 
taken with the thermometer held vertically and approximately 
1 cm above the center of the histamine application area. To 
control for individual differences in skin temperature, a baseline 
measurement was taken prior to iontophoresis, with change from 
baseline temperature being used as the outcome measure.

Procedures
Prior to participation, written information regarding the study 
was provided, and volunteers were asked to fill in an online 
questionnaire assessing the study’s inclusion and exclusion criteria. 
When volunteers were considered eligible for participation, they 
were invited to the lab for a 30-min baseline session and a 45-min 
experimental session, which were timed 1 week apart. At the 
start of the baseline session, the study procedures were explained, 
and written informed consent was provided. Next, personality 
questionnaires were administered, which are not further described 
here as they are unrelated to the aim of the current study. Baseline 
measurements of itch expectation and subjective skin responses 
in the past 3 days were taken. Next, the skin of the non-dominant 
forearm was disinfected, and electrodes were placed on the arm, 
after which the histamine test was conducted. Measurements 
of itch and physical skin responses were taken, followed by 
an assessment of subjective skin responses. After 1 week, the 
experimental session took place. First, the general procedure of 
the second session was explained, and verbal suggestions were 

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry#articles
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry
www.frontiersin.org


Open- and Closed-Label Suggestions and ItchMeeuwis et al.

5 June 2019 | Volume 10 | Article 436Frontiers in Psychiatry | www.frontiersin.org

given (the content of which depended on group allocation). 
Measurements of post-VS expected itch and of subjective skin 
responses in the past 3 days were taken. Next, the skin was cleaned 
using the pink disinfectant, during which the verbal suggestions 
were briefly repeated. Histamine iontophoresis was conducted; 
and measurements of itch, physical skin response, and subjective 
skin response were taken. At the end of the session, participants 
were asked to fill in a final questionnaire assessing the general 
amount of itch experienced during both baseline and post-VS 
iontophoresis and, for the open-label groups only, how believable 
and convincing participants thought the open-label rationale was 
(on a 0–10 NRS). Upon completion, they were debriefed on the 
true purpose of the study. For each session, participants received 
a compensation of €7.50.

Statistical Analyses
As input for the power calculation, we used the effect size of Cohen’s 
d = 1.10, that was found by Napadow et al. (25), who investigated 
nocebo effects induced by an inert substance (i.e., a sham allergen 
solution) on itch. As the current study investigated not only 
nocebo effects following application of an inert substance but also 
placebo effects, and both were investigated under closed-label and 
open-label conditions, a more conservative effect size of d = 0.90 
was used for computation of sample sizes for the separate open-
label and closed-label analyses. A power calculation for an analysis 
of covariance (ANCOVA) using G*Power 3.1 (45) indicated that 
21 participants per group would be needed at a power of β = .80 
and a significance level of α = .05 for the primary outcome of AUC 
itch during iontophoresis in the experimental session between the 
(separate closed-label or open-label) positive verbal suggestion 
group and the negative verbal suggestion group while controlling 
for AUC itch at baseline. A missing data rate of 10% was taken into 
account, resulting in a sample size of 23 participants in each group.

Analyses were performed using SPSS 21.0 for Windows 
(IBM SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL, USA). Normal distribution of the 
variables and the assumptions of each analysis were checked 
prior to analysis. To test for group differences in demographics 
and baseline variables, chi-square tests and one-way analyses 
of variance (ANOVAs) were conducted. As a priori determined 
primary analysis, differences between the combined negative VS 
groups and positive VS groups in AUC itch during iontophoresis 
were assessed by a general linear model (GLM) ANCOVA, 
controlled for AUC itch during baseline iontophoresis. Similar 
analyses were conducted for the secondary outcome parameters, 
maximum itch during iontophoresis, mean itch (assessed 
verbally following iontophoresis), AUC itch during the 4-min 
follow-up, subjective skin response, and the physical skin 
response parameters.

Due to technical difficulties with the NRS bar slide and 
E-Prime, data of some participants (n = 6) were missing for the 
analyses of AUC itch and maximum itch during iontophoresis. 
Data of one participant were missing for the skin temperature 
measurements. For those variables that were non-normally 
distributed (i.e., AUC itch during follow-up), a change score was 
calculated by subtracting baseline scores from those measured 
post-VS (with zero indicating no change, negative scores 

indicating a decrease, and positive scores indicating an increase 
from baseline to post-VS). A GLM ANOVA was then performed to 
detect differences in change scores between groups. For expected 
itch following suggestions, an ANOVA was also conducted. For 
each AN(C)OVA, Cohen’s d was calculated, and the following 
interpretations were used: small effect size 0.20, medium effect size 
0.50, and large effect size 0.80 (46). When appropriate, covariate-
adjusted means were used for calculation of Cohen’s d. In addition, 
paired sample t-tests were conducted within each group to assess 
changes in each outcome parameter from the baseline to post-VS 
measurements. In order to examine whether the effects of verbal 
suggestions were similar regardless of participants knowing about 
the expectation induction, all analyses were repeated for the 
separate open-label and closed-label conditions. As the effects 
of suggestions were expected to be similar under open-label and 
closed-label contexts, differences between open- and closed-label 
groups were not tested statistically. Rather, effect sizes generated 
by the separate open-label and closed-label analyses were used 
for indirect comparisons.

To explore potential group differences in the strength of 
associations between the process measure of post-VS itch 
expectation and the outcome measures of itch and skin response, 
Pearson’s r correlations were calculated within each group, and 
Cohen’s q was computed as an effect size for the difference in strength 
of association, with the following categories of interpretation: 
no effect < 0.10, small effect size 0.10 < 0.30, medium effect size 
0.30 < 0.50, and large effect size ≥ 0.50 (46). For AUC itch during 
follow-up, Spearman’s rho was calculated. The open-label groups 
were compared on how believable and convincing participants 
thought the open-label rationale was by independent-samples 
t-tests. All analyses were conducted two sided with α = .05. For the 
secondary analyses (i.e., AN(C)OVAs and paired-sample t-tests 
for separate open-label and closed-label analyses), Bonferroni’s 
correction for multiple comparisons was used, thus resulting in a 
significance level of α/2 = .025. To correct for alpha inflation due 
to multiple itch outcomes, an additional Bonferroni’s correction 
was applied for the secondary itch outcomes, resulting in a 
significance level of α/3 = .017 for the combined-group analyses 
and (α/3)/2 = .008 for the separate-group analyses of the secondary 
itch outcomes. All values described in the Results section represent 
mean ± SD, unless stated otherwise.

RESULTS

Participants
A total of 138 potential participants expressed interest in 
the study, of whom 44 were not included (18 had somatic or 
psychological morbidity, 4 were non-proficient in the Dutch 
language, and 22 gave no response following screening). 
Two participants dropped out after the baseline session and 
were replaced. This resulted in the intended sample size of 
92 participants (16 males, 17.4%; 76 females, 82.6%), whose 
age ranged from 18 to 30 (M = 21.8  ± 2.7). Participants were 
randomized into 1) the open-label positive VS group (n = 22), 
2) the closed-label positive VS group (n = 23), 3) the open-label 
negative VS group (n = 23), or 4) the closed-label negative VS 
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group (n = 24). The groups did not differ in demographic factors 
(all p ≥ .42), baseline itch expectation prior to iontophoresis 
(p  = .13), baseline self-reported itch parameters (all p ≥ .58), and 
baseline subjective and physical skin condition (all p ≥ .12). An 
overview of the means and standard deviations of the baseline 
and outcome measures is presented in Table 1 (combined open-
label and closed-label groups) and in Supplementary Table S1 
(separate open-label and closed-label groups).

Expected Itch
A large-sized effect of verbal suggestions on expected itch was found; 
F(1,90) = 20.94, p < .001, Cohen’s d = 0.96. As illustrated in Figure 2, 
expected itch following suggestions was significantly lower in the 
combined positive VS groups (M = 2.62 ± 1.82) compared with the 
combined negative VS groups (M = 4.41 ± 1.93).

A secondary analysis showed a large-sized effect of suggestions 
in the open-label groups [F(1,43) = 15.84, p < .001, Cohen’s  
d = 1.21] and a medium-sized effect in the closed-label groups 
[F(1,45) = 6.15, p = .017, Cohen’s d = 0.74], both indicating 
significantly lower expected itch in the positive VS group (open label: 

M = 2.35 ± 1.88; closed label: M = 2.88 ± 1.77) than in the negative 
VS group (open label: M = 4.59 ± 1.91; closed label: M = 4.24 ± 1.99).

Primary Itch Measure: Area Under the 
Curve (AUC) of Itch during Histamine 
Iontophoresis
For the primary outcome AUC itch, a small-sized non-significant 
difference between the combined positive VS groups and the 
combined negative VS groups was found; F(1,83) = 1.75, p = .19, 
Cohen’s d = 0.29. Secondary analyses for the separate open- and 
closed-label groups revealed similar findings (both p ≥ .31; see 
Figure 3). Within-group analyses of baseline to post-VS changes 
indicated that AUC itch decreased marginally in the combined 
positive VS groups [t(39) = 1.98, p = .055] but did not change 
in the combined negative VS groups [t(45) = −0.19, p = .85]. 
No within-group changes in AUC itch from baseline to post-VS 
were detected for the separate open- and closed-label groups (all 
p ≥ .12). An overview of within-group comparisons for AUC itch 
and other outcome measures is presented in Table 2 (combined 

TABLE 1 | Means ± standard deviations for the combined open- and closed-label positive and the combined open- and closed-label negative verbal suggestion groups.

Combined open- and -closed-label

n Positive VS (n = 45) Negative VS (n = 47) AN(C)OVA

p-value Cohen’s d

Process measure 
Pre-iontophoresis itch expectation 92 5.15 ± 1.95 4.82 ± 1.75 .40
Post-VS itch expectationA 92 2.62 ± 1.82 4.41 ± 1.93  <.001 0.96

Baseline histamine iontophoresis
AUC itchB 88 369.79 ± 241.69 361.35 ± 230.24 .87
Maximum itch 88 3.95 ± 2.44 3.78 ± 2.26 .73
Mean itchC 92 3.10 ± 1.90 2.93 ± 1.75 .66

Post-VS histamine iontophoresis
AUC itchB,D 86 314.61 ± 237.34 367.54 ± 266.63 .19 0.29
Maximum itchD 86 3.44 ± 2.54 3.81 ± 2.45 .24 0.26
Mean itchC,D 92 2.83 ± 1.93 3.19 ± 2.09 .076 0.38

Change from baseline to post-VS scores
AUC itch during follow-upB,E 90 −3.38 ± 6.37 0.02 ± 6.88 .017 0.52

Baseline skin response to iontophoresis
Subjective skin responseF 92 24.37 ± 11.77 22.78 ± 12.25 .53
Wheal area (cm2) 92 10.52 ± 3.47 11.09 ± 3.00 .40
Flare area (cm2) 92 47.74 ± 11.05 48.16 ± 12.45 .86
Change in skin temperature (°C)G 91 1.70 ± 1.01 1.58 ± 1.22 .61

Post-VS skin response to iontophoresis
Subjective skin responseD,F 91 21.08 ± 12.31 20.79 ± 12.21 .58 0.12
Wheal area (cm2)D 92 10.12 ± 3.80 10.68 ± 3.69 .78 0.06
Flare area (cm2)D 92 45.54 ± 13.11 47.17 ± 11.75 .54 0.13
Change in skin temperature (°C)D,G 90 1.83 ± 1.15 2.34 ± 1.62 .018 0.52

AVS, verbal suggestions. BAUC, area under the curve. CAssessed verbally on a Numeric Rating Scale ranging from 0 to 10. DGroup differences assessed by ANCOVA, controlled  
for baseline. Cohen’s d was calculated with the estimated marginal means (controlled for baseline). ECalculated as post-VS measure–baseline measure (session 2–session 1)  
and corrected for significant outliers. FAs measured by an adjusted version of the Sensitive Scale-10 (43). GCalculated as post-iontophoresis temperature–pre-iontophoresis 
temperature.
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open-label and closed-label groups) and Supplementary Table 
S2 (separate open-label and closed-label groups).

Secondary Itch Measures during and 
Following Histamine Iontophoresis

Maximum Itch and Mean Itch during Iontophoresis
Findings for maximum itch during iontophoresis were similar to 
those of AUC itch, with no effects of suggestions for the combined 
as well as separate groups (all p ≥ .24) and a marginal decrease 
from baseline to post-VS exclusively for the combined positive 
VS groups [t(39) = 2.00, p = .053]. The combined positive VS 
groups showed a small-sized tendency to report lower (post-
iontophoresis-assessed) mean itch (M = 2.83 ± 1.93) than did the 
combined negative VS groups (M = 3.19 ± 2.09); F(1,89) = 3.22, 
p = .076, Cohen’s d = 0.38. No effects of verbal suggestions were 
found when open- and closed-label groups were separated, nor 
were changes from baseline to post-VS scores detected for any of 
the groups (all p ≥ .19).

AUC of Itch during Follow-Up Following Iontophoresis
A significant and medium-sized difference in the change scores 
of AUC for itch during the 4-min follow-up was found when 
open- and closed-label groups were combined [F(1,88) = 6.09, 
p = .016, Cohen’s d = 0.52], with AUC itch during follow-up 
decreasing significantly in the combined positive VS groups 
(M = −3.73 ± 7.55) compared with the combined negative VS 
groups (M = 0.02 ± 6.88). A small-sized non-significant effect of 
verbal suggestions was found in the open-label groups; F(1,43) = 
2.11, p = .15, Cohen’s d = 0.43, and a marginal and medium-
sized effect in the closed-label groups, in the same direction as 
for the combined groups; F(1,43) = 4.94, p = .032, Cohen’s d = 
0.67. A significant change from baseline to post-VS in AUC itch 
during follow-up was demonstrated for the combined positive 
VS groups [t(42) = 3.24, p = .002]. In the combined negative 
VS groups, however, no change was detected [t(46) = −0.02,  
p = .98]. Separating open- and closed-label groups revealed a 
non-significant change within the open-label positive VS group 

[t(21)  = 1.87, p = .075] and a significant change within the 
closed-label positive VS group [t(20) = 3.14, p = .005].

Skin Response
Subjective Skin Response (SS-10)
For subjective skin response following the histamine test, no 
significant difference was found between the combined positive 
and negative VS groups, nor between the separate open- and 
closed-label positive and negative VS groups (all p ≥ .12). A 
significant decrease in subjective skin response from baseline to 
post-VS was demonstrated in the combined positive VS groups 
[t(43) = 2.59, p = .013], but not in the negative VS groups [t(46) = 
1.61, p = .12]. When analyses were conducted for separate open- 
and closed-label groups, a significant decrease was demonstrated 
only for the closed-label positive VS group; t(22) = 3.75, p < .001.

Physical Skin Response
No effects of verbal suggestions on wheal or flare areas were 
found for either the combined or separate open- and closed-label 
groups (all p ≥ .23). Regarding skin temperature, the combined 
positive VS groups showed a medium-sized lower increase 
in skin temperature from before to after iontophoresis (M = 
1.83  ± 1.15) than did the combined negative VS groups (M = 
2.34 ± 1.62); F(1,87) = 5.84, p = .018, Cohen’s d = 0.52. In the 
same direction, marginally significant medium-sized effects of 
verbal suggestions on skin temperature increase were found in 
the open-label [F(1,41) = 3.01, p = .090, Cohen’s d = 0.54] and 
closed-label groups [F(1,43) = 2.93, p = .094, Cohen’s d = 0.52], 
respectively. Within-group comparisons for both combined and 
separate open- and closed-label positive and negative VS groups 
showed that skin temperature increased significantly from 
baseline to post-VS for the negative VS groups (all p ≤ .048), but 
not for the positive VS groups (all p ≥ .12).

Associations between Expected Itch  
and the Outcome Measures of Itch
In the combined open- and closed-label groups, expected itch 
following suggestions was significantly and positively associated 

FIGURE 2 | Mean Numeric Rating Scale (NRS) score for post-verbal suggestions (VS) itch expectation with the standard error of the mean (SEM) for (A) the 
combined open- and closed-label positive VS group (n = 45) and negative VS group (n = 47); (B) the open-label positive VS group (n = 22) and open-label negative 
VS group (n = 23); and (C) the closed-label positive VS group (n = 23) and closed-label negative VS group (n = 24). ***p < .001, *p < .05.
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FIGURE 3 | Mean area under the curve (AUC) of self-rated itch during histamine iontophoresis in the baseline and experimental session, with the standard error of 
the mean (SEM) for (A) the combined open- and closed-label positive VS group (n = 40) and negative VS group (n = 46); (B) the open-label positive VS group (n = 21) 
and open-label negative VS group (n = 22); and (C) the closed-label positive VS group (n = 19) and closed-label negative VS group (n = 24). n.s. = not significant 
(p > .05).
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with all itch measures during and following iontophoresis (all r ≥ 
.43, all p ≤ .01). Comparisons of the strength of the association 
between expected itch and the itch outcome measures showed 
small-sized to no differences in associative strength between 
the combined positive and combined negative VS groups (all 
Cohen’s q ≤ 0.15). In the separate open-label and closed-label 
groups, findings were similar, with one exception: in the open-
label positive VS group exclusively, itch expectations were not 
associated with mean itch and AUC of itch during follow-up 
(both p ≥ .11). An overview of Pearson’s r and Spearman’s ρ 
correlation coefficients can be found in Table 3 (combined open- 
and closed-label groups) and Supplementary Table S3 (separate 
open- and closed-label groups).

Open-Label Instruction Believability
Overall, participants in the open-label conditions rated the 
instructions as very clear (M = 7.90 ± 2.32). Ratings on how 
convincing the instructions had been were more ambiguous 
(M  = 5.37 ± 2.46). In general, participants in the open-label 
groups believed that expectations are able to influence itch 
(M = 6.49 ± 1.97) but rated the extent in which their own itch 
experience was influenced by the application of the tonic as low 
(M = 3.81 ± 2.43). Groups did not differ in their ratings of the 
instructions (all p ≥ .21).

DISCUSSION

The current study investigated whether positive and negative 
outcome expectations, induced by open-label and closed-label 
positive and negative verbal suggestions regarding an inert tonic, 
could influence self-reported itch in response to a histamine test. 
For the first time, open- and closed-label placebo effects for itch 
were investigated within a single study, including a comparison 
with open- and closed-label nocebo effects. It was demonstrated 

that both open-label and closed-label verbal suggestions were able 
to influence itch expectations. For the primary outcome of area 
under the curve for itch during histamine iontophoresis, a small-
sized but non-significant effect of verbal suggestions was found. 
Participants in the combined open- and closed-label positive VS 
groups reported lower itch during an immediate follow-up period 

TABLE 2 | Within-group mean changes from baseline and separate paired sample t-test results for the combined open- and closed-label positive verbal suggestion 
groups and combined negative verbal suggestion groups.

Combined open- and closed-label positive VS groups  
(n = 45)

Combined open- and closed-label negative VS groups  
(n = 47)

n Mean change t p n Mean change t p

Histamine iontophoresis
AUC itchA 40 −46.91 1.98 .055 46 6.19 −0.19 .85
Maximum itch 40 −0.44 2.00 .053 46 0.02 −0.07 .94
Mean itchB 45 −0.26 1.34 .19 47 0.26 −1.30 .20

Post-iontophoresis follow-up
AUC itchA 43 −3.73 3.24 .002 47 0.02 −0.02 .98

Skin response to iontophoresis
Subjective skin responseC 44 −3.30 2.59 .013 47 −2.00 1.61 .12
Wheal area (cm2) 45 −0.40 0.79 .43 47 −0.41 0.87 .39
Flare area (cm2) 45 −2.20 1.31 .20 47 −0.99 0.50 .62
Change in skin temperature (°C)D 44 0.14 −0.88 .38 46 0.76 −3.88  <.001

Mean change was calculated as post-verbal suggestions score–baseline score, with negative values indicating a decrease from baseline and positive scores indicating an increase 
from baseline. AAUC, area under the curve. BAssessed verbally on a Numeric Rating Scale ranging from 0 to 10. CAs measured by an adjusted version of the Sensitive Scale-10 (43). 
DCalculated as post-iontophoresis temperature–pre-iontophoresis temperature.

TABLE 3 | Within-group Pearson’s r and Spearman’s rho correlations for the 
process measure of post-VS itch expectation and outcome measures of 
self-reported itch and skin response for the combined open- and closed-label 
group comparisons, with Cohen’s q as estimate of the difference in effect size 
between groups.

Combined open- and closed-label groups

Positive VS 
(n = 45)

Negative VS 
(n = 47)

Cohen’s 
q

Post-VS histamine 
iontophoresis
AUC itchA .67*** .58*** 0.15
Maximum itch .63*** .59*** 0.06
Mean itchB .52*** .60*** 0.12

Post-VS follow-up on 
iontophoresis
AUC itch during 
follow-upA,C

.43** .49*** 0.08

Post-VS skin response 
to iontophoresis
Subjective skin 
responseD

.50*** .59*** 0.13

Wheal area (cm2) −.09 −.01 0.08
Flare area (cm2) .03 −.23 0.26
Change in skin 
temperature (°C)E

.04 −.19 0.23

AAUC, area under the curve. BAssessed verbally on a Numeric Rating Scale ranging 
from 0 to 10. CCalculated using the non-parametric Spearman’s rho. DAs measured by 
an adjusted version of the Sensitive Scale-10 (43). ECalculated as post-iontophoresis 
temperature–pre-iontophoresis temperature. **p < .01; ***p < .001.
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after iontophoresis compared to the negative VS groups. Post hoc 
tests indicated that this was mostly due to differences between 
positive and negative VS groups under closed-label conditions. 
In addition, a significantly smaller increase in skin temperature 
was observed in the combined positive VS groups compared 
with the negative VS groups, but no effects on other markers of 
the physical skin response to histamine were found. Overall, the 
current study shows that verbal suggestions regarding a topical 
application of a substance can influence expectations for itch, 
regardless of whether or not participants know about receiving 
suggestions, and provides limited evidence that these suggestions 
may influence itch and skin response in response to histamine.

The findings that verbal suggestions were able to influence 
itch in the follow-up period after histamine iontophoresis are 
in line with a previous study that found medium-to-large-
sized effects of positive suggestions on histamine-induced itch 
(24). While that particular study made use of a cream to help 
induce placebo effects, the current study used a pink-colored 
tonic. Potentially, the use of this particular attribute may have 
led towards smaller effects in the current study, since a cream 
could be perceived as a common treatment for itch by some 
participants, could trigger previously learned associations, 
and could thus potentially elicit stronger effects overall (47). 
Moreover, negative verbal suggestions did not elicit negative 
expectations for itch in the current study and did not increase 
itch either during or following the histamine test, which is not 
in line with previous evidence for verbal suggestion-induced 
nocebo effects in itch (25, 26, 28). It should be noted though 
that these previous studies have induced nocebo effects 
through negative suggestions regarding the experimental 
itch induction method that was used, whereas the current 
study provided suggestions regarding the topical application 
of an attribute prior to itch induction. While this did allow 
for a direct comparison of positive and negative expectation 
induction, potentially, it may have influenced the credibility 
of the negative verbal suggestions as well. Topical application 
of, for example, a cream or tonic in a laboratory setting might 
be associated more easily with symptom reduction rather 
than worsening of symptoms. In comparison, information 
regarding an experimental itch induction method, though 
less clinically relevant, may provide a more neutral basis for 
induction of nocebo effects through suggestions. Alternatively, 
although the baseline histamine application was valuable for 
participants as a comparison point for the second application, 
nocebo effects induced through negative verbal suggestions 
could have been influenced by participants being less anxious 
about the second histamine test, in comparison with the 
first test (since participants were generally unfamiliar with 
histamine iontophoresis prior to participating in the study). 
Future research may utilize a counterbalanced design to 
examine this more in detail. Likewise, more research is needed 
to investigate under which circumstances and through which 
attributes placebo and nocebo effects may be elicited for itch.

An effect of negative verbal suggestions on change in skin 
temperature due to histamine application was demonstrated. 
This finding is similar to previous work on placebo effects in 
autonomically controlled parameters and wheal responses 

(26, 48), a meta-analysis of clinical trials demonstrating 
placebo effects on physical outcome parameters controlled 
by the autonomic nervous system (49), and early studies on 
suggestions and hypnosis (50–52). Considering that either the 
outcome measure differed from these previous studies (i.e., skin 
temperature change rather than wheal size) or the expectation 
induction method was different (i.e., verbal suggestions given 
without hypnosis), caution is needed in interpreting these results. 
Moreover, the verbal suggestions in the current study did not 
influence wheal and flare areas to histamine, which is in line with 
most recent studies (24, 29, 35, 53, 54).

Our design allowed for the first time comparisons of effect 
sizes of positive and negative verbal suggestions under open- 
and closed-label conditions for itch. The findings demonstrate 
that positive verbal suggestions are able to significantly reduce 
expectations of itch under both open-label and closed-label 
conditions, with open-label verbal suggestions seemingly 
inducing larger expectancy effects. Overall, the effects of positive 
and negative verbal suggestions on itch were approximately 
similar sized under open-label and closed-label conditions. 
However, some differences between the conditions could be 
seen when examining the within-group changes from baseline. 
Closed-label suggestions appeared slightly more effective for 
itch, as illustrated by the significant within-group changes in 
itch during follow-up from baseline to post-suggestions under 
closed-label conditions. That open-label placebo treatment can 
significantly influence expectations and, potentially, symptoms of 
itch is in line with previous findings on other outcome parameters 
(31, 32, 34–39). It also provides further preliminary support for 
the notion that concealment of treatment is not necessary to elicit 
placebo responses, and that placebo mechanisms can potentially 
be utilized in clinical practice. Small differences between the 
open-label instructions of the current study and previous work 
need to be noted. Previous studies [e.g., Refs. 31–34, 40] began 
their open-label placebo instructions by indicating that the pill 
that was used was a placebo, prior to indicating the efficacy and 
mechanisms of these effects. The current study on the other 
hand began by introducing the tonic as an effective tool for 
itch reduction and explaining that it was a placebo afterwards, 
together with a rationale on why it would still be effective. 
Differences in the order in which this type of information is 
presented may impact the strength of open-label placebo and 
nocebo effects. In addition, previous work has incorporated 
the concept of learning in the open-label instructions (i.e., by 
giving the example of Pavlov’s dog). This aspect has been omitted 
here, as the current study investigates placebo responses evoked 
by conscious expectancy (i.e., verbal information) rather than 
associative learning mechanisms. Potentially, this may have 
influenced the efficacy of the open-label rationale. Some caution 
needs to be taken in interpreting the effects of negative verbal 
suggestions under the separate open-label and closed-label 
conditions, since neither type of negative verbal suggestions was 
able to increase expectations of itch.

Some strengths and limitations need to be taken into 
account. This is the first study that compares open- and closed-
label positive and negative verbal suggestions to elicit placebo 
and nocebo effects in itch and other responses to histamine. 
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Since the study was conducted single blinded, a reporting bias 
cannot be ruled out, as participants may have adjusted their 
answers to the experimenters’ expectations. To minimize 
influences of response bias on assessments of expectations and 
itch, participants used a (computerized) bar slide to indicate 
these parameters. Future research might, however, consider 
using a double-blinded approach. The effect sizes found in the 
current study are considerably small, which may be due to the 
itch stimulus being perceived as low by participants. As such, 
the study may have been underpowered to find small effects, 
which seems to be supported by finding more significant 
effects of the combined open- and closed-label groups than 
for the separate groups. Moreover, the design of the current 
study did not include a no-treatment group. This prevents 
an estimation of a true placebo or nocebo response, as itch 
may reduce from the first to second histamine test regardless 
of group allocation. Though habituation to the itch stimulus 
cannot be ruled out, its role is likely small, since the itch stimuli 
were relatively short and presented with 1 week in between. 
Alternatively, anxiety may have resulted in higher itch ratings 
during baseline. Including a no-treatment group to control 
for these reductions or utilizing a counterbalanced design 
could provide better estimates of a true placebo and nocebo 
response. Lastly, verbal suggestions were given regarding an 
inert tonic. While this approach may have worked for placebo 
induction, potentially, it may have been harder to elicit nocebo 
effects in this manner, as negative consequences regarding 
such a treatment method may be counterintuitive. To compare 
open-label and closed-label nocebo effects for itch, a different 
approach could be needed. For example, future research could 
investigate whether nocebo effects can be induced when the 
effects of an inert substance on itch are introduced as side 
effects of this substance, as changing to such an introduction 
of negative effects may be more closely related to how negative 
effects would be experienced in clinical practice.

In conclusion, this study provides evidence for the first time 
that positive verbal suggestions can induce expectations for itch 
reduction under both open-label and closed-label conditions. 
Suggestions are able to reduce the amount of itch experienced 
after histamine iontophoresis under both open-label and 

closed-label conditions, with closed-label suggestions 
appearing more effective in reducing itch during follow-up. 
However, experienced itch during histamine iontophoresis 
was not influenced by suggestions. Future research may aim to 
investigate under which circumstances and with which type of 
attribute these suggestions could elicit effects for itch. Further 
demonstrating the efficacy of open-label placebo effects may 
help facilitate the application of these effects in clinical practice.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

SM, HvM, and AE designed the study and wrote the protocol. 
AvL and DV commented on the protocol. SM and AvL undertook 
the statistical analysis. SM and HvM wrote the first draft of the 
manuscript. AvL, DV, AL and AE commented on the manuscript.

FUNDING

This study was funded by a European Research Council 
Consolidator Grant 2013 (ID: ERC-2013-CoG-617700_EXPECT 
HEAL-TH, granted to AE). The funders had no role in study 
design, data collection or analysis, decision to publish, or writing 
this manuscript.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors would like to thank Ir. Elio E. Sjak-Shie for his 
help with developing the NRS bar slide used for histamine 
iontophoresis and would like to thank Dr. Victor L. Knoop for 
his help with analyzing the bar slide data generated by E-Prime.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The Supplementary Material for this article can be found online at: 
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyt.2019.00436/
full#supplementary-material

REFERENCES

 1. Yew YW, Thyssen JP, Silverberg JI. A systematic review and meta-analysis of the 
regional and age-related differences of atopic dermatitis clinical characteristics. 
J Am Acad Dermatol (2018) 80(2):390–401. doi: 10.1016/j.jaad.2018.09.035

 2. Shahwan KT, Kimball AB. Itch intensity in moderate-to-severe plaque 
psoriasis versus atopic dermatitis: a meta-analysis. J Am Acad Dermatol 
(2017) 76(6):1198–200.e1191. doi: 10.1016/j.jaad.2017.02.002

 3. Grundmann S, Ständer S. Chronic pruritus: clinics and treatment.  
Ann Dermatol (2011) 23(1):1–11. doi: 10.5021/ad.2011.23.1.1

 4. Krajnik M, Zylicz Z. Understanding pruritus in systemic disease. J Pain 
Symptom Manage (2001) 21(2):151–68. doi: 10.1016/S0885-3924(00)00256-6

 5. Pereira MP, Ständer S. Assessment of severity and burden of pruritus. 
Allergol Int (2017) 66(1):3–7. doi: 10.1016/j.alit.2016.08.009

 6. Matterne U, Apfelbacher CJ, Loerbroks A, Schwarzer T, Buttner M, Ofenloch R, 
et al. Prevalence, correlates and characteristics of chronic pruritus: a 

population-based cross-sectional study. Acta Derm Venereol (2011) 
91(6):674–9. doi: 10.2340/00015555-1159

 7. Schut C, Dalgard FJ, Halvorsen JA, Gieler U, Lien L, Tomas Aragones LR, et 
al. Occurrence, chronicity and intensity of itch in a clinical consecutive sample 
of patients with skin diseases: a multi-centre study in 13 European countries. 
Acta Derm Venereol (2019) 99(2):146–51. doi: 10.2340/00015555-3040

 8. Fostini AC, Girolomoni G. Experimental elicitation of itch: evoking and 
evaluation techniques. J Dermatol Sci (2015) 80(1):13–7. doi: 10.1016/j.
jdermsci.2015.06.004

 9. Leslie TA. Itch. Medicine (2013) 41(7):367–71. doi: 10.1016/j.mpmed. 
2013.04.004

 10. Benedetti F, Benedetti E, Carlino A. How placebos change the patient’s brain. 
Neuropsychopharmacology (2011) 36(1):339–54. doi: 10.1038/npp.2010.81

 11. Colloca L, Miller FG. How placebo responses are formed: a learning 
perspective. Philos Trans R Soc Lond B Biol Sc (2011a) 366(1572):1859–69. 
doi: 10.1098/rstb.2010.0398

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry#articles
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry
www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyt.2019.00436/full#supplementary-material
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyt.2019.00436/full#supplementary-material
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaad.2018.09.035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaad.2017.02.002
https://doi.org/10.5021/ad.2011.23.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0885-3924(00)00256-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.alit.2016.08.009
https://doi.org/10.2340/00015555-1159
https://doi.org/10.2340/00015555-3040
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdermsci.2015.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdermsci.2015.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mpmed.2013.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mpmed.2013.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1038/npp.2010.81
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2010.0398


Open- and Closed-Label Suggestions and ItchMeeuwis et al.

12 June 2019 | Volume 10 | Article 436Frontiers in Psychiatry | www.frontiersin.org

 12. Bartels DJP, van Laarhoven AIM, van de Kerkhof PCM, Evers AWM. Placebo 
and nocebo effects on itch: effects, mechanisms, and predictors. Eur J Pain 
(2016) 20(1):8–13. doi: 10.1002/ejp.750

 13. Vase L, Petersen GL, Riley JL, 3rd, Price DD. Factors contributing to large 
analgesic effects in placebo mechanism studies conducted between 2002 and 
2007. Pain (2009) 145(1–2):36–44. doi: 10.1016/j.pain.2009.04.008

 14. Vase L, Riley JL, III, Price DD. A comparison of placebo effects in clinical 
analgesic trials versus studies of placebo analgesia. Pain (2002) 99(3):443–52. 
doi: 10.1016/S0304-3959(02)00205-1

 15. Benedetti F, Mayberg HS, Wager TD, Stohler CS, Zubieta J-K. Neurobiological 
mechanisms of the placebo effect. J Neurosci (2005) 25(45):10390. doi: 
10.1523/JNEUROSCI.3458-05.2005

 16. Pacheco-López G, Engler H, Niemi M-B, Schedlowski M. Expectations and 
associations that heal: immunomodulatory placebo effects and its neurobiology. 
Brain Behav Immun (2006) 20(5):430–46. doi: 10.1016/j.bbi.2006.05.003

 17. Peerdeman KJ, van Laarhoven AI, Peters ML, Evers AW. An integrative 
review of the influence of expectancies on pain. Front Psychol (2016) 7:1270. 
doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01270

 18. Geuter S, Koban L, Wager TD. The cognitive neuroscience of placebo effects: 
concepts, predictions, and physiology. Ann Rev Neurosci (2017) 40:167–88. 
doi: 10.1146/annurev-neuro-072116-031132

 19. Tekampe J, van Middendorp H, Meeuwis SH, van Leusden JW, Pacheco-
Lopez G, Hermus AR, et al. Conditioning immune and endocrine parameters 
in humans: a systematic review. Psychother Psychosom (2017) 86(2):99–107. 
doi: 10.1159/000449470

 20. Colloca L, Miller FG. The nocebo effect and its relevance for clinical 
practice. Psychosom Med (2011b) 73(7):598–603. doi: 10.1097/
PSY.0b013e3182294a50

 21. van Laarhoven AIM, van der Sman-Mauriks IM, Donders AR, Pronk MC, 
van de Kerkhof PC, Evers AWM. Placebo effects on itch: a meta-analysis of 
clinical trials of patients with dermatological conditions. J Invest Dermatol 
(2015) 135(5):1234–43. doi: 10.1038/jid.2014.522

 22. Bartels DJP, Van Laarhoven AIM, Haverkamp EA, Wilder-Smith OH, 
Donders ART, Van Middendorp H, et al. Role of conditioning and verbal 
suggestion in placebo and nocebo effects on itch. PLoS ONE (2014) 
9(3):e91727. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0091727

 23. Bartels DJP, Van Laarhoven AIM, Stroo M, Hijne K, Peerdeman KJ, 
Donders ART, et al. Minimizing nocebo effects by conditioning with verbal 
suggestion: a randomized clinical trial in healthy humans. PLoS ONE (2017) 
12(9):e0182959. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0182959

 24. Darragh M, Chang JWH, Booth RJ, Consedine NS. The placebo effect 
in inflammatory skin reactions: the influence of verbal suggestion on 
itch and weal size. J Psychosom Res (2015) 78(5):489–94. doi: 10.1016/j.
jpsychores.2015.01.011

 25. Napadow V, Li A, Loggia ML, Kim J, Mawla I, Desbordes G, et al. The 
imagined itch: brain circuitry supporting nocebo-induced itch in atopic 
dermatitis patients. Allergy Eur J Allergy Clin Immunol (2015) 70(11):1485–
92. doi: 10.1111/all.12727

 26. Stumpf A, Zerey V, Heuft G, Stander S, Pfleiderer B, Schneider G. Itch 
perception and skin reactions as modulated by verbal suggestions: role of 
participant’s and investigator’s sex. Acta Derm Venereol (2016) 96(5):619–23. 
doi: 10.2340/00015555-2336

 27. van de Sand MF, Menz MM, Sprenger C, Büchel C. Nocebo-induced 
modulation of cerebral itch processing—an fMRI study. NeuroImage (2018) 
(166):209–18. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2017.10.056

 28. van Laarhoven AIM, Vogelaar ML, Wilder-Smith OH, van Riel PLCM, van 
de Kerkhof PCM, Kraaimaat FW, et al. Induction of nocebo and placebo 
effects on itch and pain by verbal suggestions. Pain (2011) 152(7):1486–94. 
doi: 10.1016/j.pain.2011.01.043

 29. Skvortsova A, Veldhuijzen DS, Van Middendorp H, Van den Bergh 
O, Evers AWM. Enhancing placebo effects in somatic symptoms 
through oxytocin. Psychosom Med (2018) 80(4):353–60. doi: 10.1097/
PSY.0000000000000571

 30. Blease C, Colloca L, Kaptchuk TJ. Are open-label placebos ethical? Informed 
consent and ethical equivocations. Bioethics (2016) 30(6):407–14. doi: 
10.1111/bioe.12245

 31. Kaptchuk TJ, Friedlander E, Kelley JM, Sanchez MN, Kokkotou E, Singer JP, 
et al. Placebos without deception: a randomized controlled trial in irritable 
bowel syndrome. PLoS ONE (2010) 5(12):e15591. doi: 10.1371/journal.
pone.0015591

 32. Carvalho C, Caetano JM, Cunha L, Rebouta P, Kaptchuk TJ, Kirsch I. 
Open-label placebo treatment in chronic low back pain: a randomized 
controlled trial. Pain (2016) 157(12):2766–72. doi: 10.1097/j.
pain.0000000000000700

 33. Hoenemeyer TW, Kaptchuk TJ, Mehta TS, Fontaine KR. Open-label placebo 
treatment for cancer-related fatigue: a randomized-controlled clinical trial. 
Sci Rep (2018) 8(1):2784. doi: 10.1038/s41598-018-20993-y

 34. Kelley JM, Kaptchuk TJ, Cusin C, Lipkin S, Fava M. Open-label placebo for 
major depressive disorder: a pilot randomized controlled trial. Psychother 
Psychosom (2012) 81(5):312–4. doi: 10.1159/000337053

 35. Meeuwis SH, Van Middendorp H, Veldhuijzen DS, Van Laarhoven 
AIM, De Houwer J, Lavrijsen APM, et al. Placebo effects of open-label 
verbal suggestions on itch. Acta Derm Venereol (2018) 98(2):268–74. doi: 
10.2340/00015555-2823

 36. Sandler AD, Bodfish JW. Open-label use of placebos in the treatment 
of ADHD: a pilot study. Child Care Health Dev (2008) 34(1):104–10. doi: 
10.1111/j.1365-2214.2007.00797.x

 37. Sandler AD, Glesne C, Bodfish JW. Conditioned placebo dose reduction: 
a new treatment in attention-deficit hyperactivity disorder? J Dev Behav 
Pediatr (2010) 31(5):369–75. doi: 10.1097/DBP.0b013e3181e121ed

 38. Schaefer M, Harke R, Denke C. Open-label placebos improve symptoms in 
allergic rhinitis: a randomized controlled trial. Psychother Psychosom (2016) 
85(6):373–4. doi: 10.1159/000447242

 39. Schaefer M, Sahin T, Berstecher B. Why do open-label placebos work? 
A randomized controlled trial of an open-label placebo induction with 
and without extended information about the placebo effect in allergic 
rhinitis. PLoS ONE (2018) 13(3):e0192758. doi: 10.1371/journal.
pone.0192758

 40. Locher C, Frey Nascimento A, Kirsch I, Kossowsky J, Meyer A, Gaab J. Is 
the rationale more important than deception? A randomized controlled trial 
of open-label placebo analgesia. Pain (2017) 158(12):2320–8. doi: 10.1097/j.
pain.0000000000001012

 41. World Medical Association. World Medical Association Declaration of 
Helsinki: ethical principles for medical research involving human subjects. 
Jama (2013) 310(20):2191–4. doi: 10.1001/jama.2013.281053

 42. Schneider W, Eschman A, Zuccolotto A. E-Prime reference guide. Pittsburgh: 
Psychology Software Tools, Inc. (2012). 

 43. Misery L, Jean-Decoster C, Mery S, Georgescu V, Sibaud V. A new ten-item 
questionnaire for assessing sensitive skin: the Sensitive Scale-10. Acta Derm 
Venereol (2014) 94(6):635–9. doi: 10.2340/00015555-1870

 44. Schneider CA, Rasband WS, Eliceiri KW. NIH Image to ImageJ: 25 
years of image analysis. Nat Methods (2012) 9(7):671–5. doi: 10.1038/
nmeth.2089

 45. Faul F, Erdfelder E, Lang A-G, Buchner A. G*Power 3: a flexible statistical 
power analysis program for the social, behavioral, and biomedical sciences. 
Behav Res Methods (2007) 39(2):175–91. doi: 10.3758/BF03193146

 46. Cohen J. Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. 2nd ed. In. 
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum (1988). 

 47. Peerdeman KJ, Tekampe J, van Laarhoven AIM, van Middendorp H, Rippe 
RCA, Peters ML, et al. Expectations about the effectiveness of pain- and itch-
relieving medication administered via different routes. Eur J Pain (2018) 
22(4):774–83. doi: 10.1002/ejp.1163

 48. Meissner K. Placebo responses on cardiovascular, gastrointestinal, and 
respiratory organ functions. In: Benedetti F, Enck P, Frisaldi E, Schedlowski M, 
editors. Placebo. Handbook of experimental pharmacology., vol. 225. Berlin, 
Heidelberg: Springer (2014). doi: 10.1007/978-3-662-44519-8_11

 49. Meissner K, Distel H, Mitzdorf U. Evidence for placebo effects on physical 
but not on biochemical outcome parameters: a review of clinical trials. BMC 
Med (2007) 5:3. doi: 10.1186/1741-7015-5-3

 50. Grabert JC, Bregman NJ, McAllister HA. Skin temperature regulation: the 
effects of suggestions and feedback. Int J Neurosci (1980) 10(4):217–21. doi: 
10.3109/00207458009162047

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry#articles
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry
www.frontiersin.org
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejp.750
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pain.2009.04.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-3959(02)00205-1
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.3458-05.2005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbi.2006.05.003
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01270
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-neuro-072116-031132
https://doi.org/10.1159/000449470
https://doi.org/10.1097/PSY.0b013e3182294a50
https://doi.org/10.1097/PSY.0b013e3182294a50
https://doi.org/10.1038/jid.2014.522
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0091727
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0182959
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpsychores.2015.01.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpsychores.2015.01.011
https://doi.org/10.1111/all.12727
https://doi.org/10.2340/00015555-2336
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2017.10.056
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pain.2011.01.043
https://doi.org/10.1097/PSY.0000000000000571
https://doi.org/10.1097/PSY.0000000000000571
https://doi.org/10.1111/bioe.12245
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0015591
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0015591
https://doi.org/10.1097/j.pain.0000000000000700
https://doi.org/10.1097/j.pain.0000000000000700
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-018-20993-y
https://doi.org/10.1159/000337053
https://doi.org/10.2340/00015555-2823
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2214.2007.00797.x
https://doi.org/10.1097/DBP.0b013e3181e121ed
https://doi.org/10.1159/000447242
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0192758
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0192758
https://doi.org/10.1097/j.pain.0000000000001012
https://doi.org/10.1097/j.pain.0000000000001012
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2013.281053
https://doi.org/10.2340/00015555-1870
https://doi.org/10.1038/nmeth.2089
https://doi.org/10.1038/nmeth.2089
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejp.1163
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-44519-8_11
https://doi.org/10.1186/1741-7015-5-3
https://doi.org/10.3109/00207458009162047


Open- and Closed-Label Suggestions and ItchMeeuwis et al.

13 June 2019 | Volume 10 | Article 436Frontiers in Psychiatry | www.frontiersin.org

 51. Hájek P, Jakoubek B, Kýhos K, Radil T. Increase in cutaneous temperature 
induced by hypnotic suggestion of pain. Percept Mot Skills (1992) 74(3, Pt 
1):737–8. doi: 10.2466/PMS.74.3.737-738

 52. Kistler A, Mariauzouls C, Wyler F, Bircher AJ, Wyler-Harper J. Autonomic 
responses to suggestions for cold and warmth in hypnosis. Forsch 
Komplementmed (1999) 6(1):10–4. doi: 10.1159/000021188

 53. Booth RJ, Petrie KJ, Brook RJ. Conditioning allergic skin responses in 
humans: a controlled trial. Psychosom Med (1995) 57(5):492–5. doi: 
10.1097/00006842-199509000-00012

 54. Darragh M, Booth RJ, Koschwanez HE, Sollers J, Broadbent E. Expectation and 
the placebo effect in inflammatory skin reactions. A randomised-controlled trial. 
J Psychosom Res (2013) 74(5):439–43. doi: 10.1016/j.jpsychores.2012.12.010

Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was 
conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could 
be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2019 Meeuwis, van Middendorp, van Laarhoven, Veldhuijzen, Lavrijsen 
and Evers. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the 
Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or 
reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) 
and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in 
this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, 
distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these 
terms.

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry#articles
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry
www.frontiersin.org
https://doi.org/10.2466/PMS.74.3.737-738
https://doi.org/10.1159/000021188
https://doi.org/10.1097/00006842-199509000-00012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpsychores.2012.12.010
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Effects of Open- and Closed-Label Nocebo and Placebo Suggestions 
on Itch and Itch Expectations

	Introduction

	Materials and Methods

	Participants

	Study Design

	Measures and Materials

	Verbal Suggestions

	Expected Itch

	Histamine Iontophoresis

	Self-Reported Itch

	Subjective Skin Response

	Physical Skin Response


	Procedures

	Statistical Analyses


	Results

	Participants

	Expected Itch

	Primary Itch Measure: Area Under the Curve (AUC) of Itch during Histamine Iontophoresis

	Secondary Itch Measures during and Following Histamine Iontophoresis

	Maximum Itch and Mean Itch during Iontophoresis

	AUC of Itch during Follow-Up Following Iontophoresis


	Skin Response

	Subjective Skin Response (SS-10)

	Physical Skin Response


	Associations between Expected Itch 
and the Outcome Measures of Itch

	Open-Label Instruction Believability


	Discussion

	Author Contributions

	Funding

	Acknowledgments

	﻿Supplementary Material

	References



