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assessed perceptual discrimination performance for Analysis:
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- Discrimination performance: slope of psychometric function and reaction times
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Across the group, there was a clear effect of expectation in the subjective ratings (cue-outcome prediction). Pupil dilationin re- across trial types.

sponse to pain was larger when pain occured at an unexpected location (incongruent trials). =
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Stimulus intensity N of group analyses provided evidence for equal perceptual dis-

crimination performance for expected and unexpected

locations (as observed in both psychometric function
Group psychometric functions showed equal discrimination performance (similar slopes) across trial types, which is statistically slopes and reaction times).

supported by Bayes factor analyses based on individual slope values. . .
* Our results suggest that valid foreknowledge regarding

the location of impending pain does not boost discrimi-
nation performance for the cued location, which might
be due to the “orthogonality” of the cue with respect to
the task-relevant stimulus features.

- Further research could investigate if more task-relevant
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