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Abstract

Background and aims: Isolating the effect of an intervention from the natural course
and fluctuations of a condition is a challenge in any clinical trial, particularly in the field
of pain. Regression to the mean (RTM), wherein extreme scores are more likely to be
followed by more average scores, may explain some of those observed fluctuations.
However, while this phenomenon is relatively well-known, its effect on outcome
measures is rarely quantified, and often only evoked as a potential confound. In this
paper, we describe and quantify such symptom fluctuations in a chronic pain population
in the absence of treatment, and compare the relative stability of various self-reported
outcome measures in untreated chronic low back pain (CLBP) patients and healthy
controls (HC).

Methods: Twenty-three untreated CLBP patients and 25 HC took part in this
observational study, wherein they were asked to complete an array of commonly used
guestionnaires in pain studies (including the Pain Catastrophizing Scale [PCS], State and
Trait Anxiety Inventory [STAI], Central Sendtization Inventory [CSl], Pain Disability
Index [PDI], Brief Pain Inventory [BPI] etc.) during each of three visits (V1, V2, V3) at
2-month intervals. Scores at V1 were classified into three subgroups (extremely high,
normal and extremely low), based on z-scores. The average delta (A=V2-V1) was
calculated for each subgroup, for each questionnaire, to describe the evolution of scores
over time. This analysis was repeated with the data for V2 and V3.

Results: High initial scores were likely to be followed by more average scores; for
instance, the “extremely high” subgroup for the PCS (a reputably ‘stable’ questionnaire)
had an average decrease of 12/52 from V1 to V2. Participants with “average’ initial
scores tended to show a small decrease over time, and participants with “extremely low”
initial scores tended to remain stable. However, while the pattern of fluctuation in the
three subgroups was similar across questionnaires, the magnitude of these fluctuations
varied greatly. The STAI and CSI were the most stable questionnaires of all, with even
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the “extremely high” subgroup showing little or no improvement over time. The least
stable questionnaires were the PCS, PDI and BPI.

Discussion and conclusion: These pain trajectories in untreated patients cannot be
attributable to RTM alone because of their asymmetry, nor to the placebo effect as they
occurred in the absence of any intervention. We propose that the observed improvements
could be the result of an Effect of Care, wherein participants had meaningful
improvements simply from taking part in a study and talking about their pain to
benevolent research staff, despite the absence of active or sham treatment. These findings
have important clinical ramifications. Beyond simply raising a flag as to the existence
(and significance) of Effect of Care, we provide a questionnaire- specific baseline of
expected fluctuations based on initial score, against which researchers can compare
results from clinical trials when trying to isolate the effect of their intervention.
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93 Introduction
9
95  Chronic pain conditions are highly prevalent and debilitating; as such, many clinical trials

96 are trying to identify treatment approaches™. However, because pain is a highly
97  subjective and variable phenomenon, it is famously difficult to measure accurately — even
98 more so when it comes to measuring changes in pain levels. Indeed, pain levels fluctuate
99 naturally, as they are affected by a wide array of biopsychosocial factors such as sleep,
100 mood, expectations, beliefs, etc. . These factors, like pain, are also often subjective
101 and variable, and difficult to assess — and their impact on pain is smilarly challenging to
102  measure with precision®.
103
104  Clinical trials do their best to quantify the effects of their interventions using the most
105 valid and reliable questionnaires at their disposal ****; unfortunately, it remains difficult
106 to isolate the effect of an intervention from the natural course and fluctuations of the
107 condition®™. This is further complicated by a relatively well-known phenomenon:
108  regression to the mean (RTM)™.
109
110 RTM is not another biopsychosocial factor that influences pain levels: it is a statistical
111  concept that can — in part — describe, explain, and predict those fluctuations. RTM is
112  based on probability distributions, and states that extreme scores are likely to be followed
113 by less extremes scores that are closer to the individual’s own sampling mean'®. As such,
114 RTM for pain symptoms depends on two factors: 1) the variability in symptom severity
115 for a given subject (i.e., whether this subject’s symptoms tend to be very constant over
116 time, or whether they fluctuate wildly from one day to the next); and 2) the ‘extreme-
117 ness of the subject’s symptoms at baseline, compared to their own sampling distribution
118 (i.e, how severetheir symptoms happened to be on the day of measurement, compared to
119  their average symptom severity)®.
120
121 RTM is awidely known concept, and it is often mentioned in the discussion section of
122  clinical trial reports, as a possble alternative explanation for observed changes in
123  outcomes over time. However, RTM has rarely been the primary focus of a clinical

124 publication with a chronic pain population. Nevertheless, quantifying RTM — and
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125  identifying outcome measures that are intrinsically more susceptible to show RTM —is
126 theoretically possible. For example, on any given questionnaire, RTM would predict that
127 an extreme score (high or low) is likely to be followed by a more average score,
128 regardless of treatment effect; in other words, a high score is expected to be followed by
129 a lower score (and vice versa), while a more average score is expected to remain
130 relatively stable. Complex conditions such as chronic pain are affected by a number of
131 biopsychosocial factors which also have intrinsc variability. Different questionnaires
132 measure these different factors in different ways, such that it is possble that two
133  questionnaires show different RTM for the same subject over the same time period. In
134  other words, a questionnaire measuring a comparatively more fluctuating factor will be
135 more susceptible to RTM.

136

137  Quantifying RTM in the questionnaires most often used to assess treatment efficacy in
138 the chronic pain population is of clinical significance for two reasons. 1) It may guide the
139 choice of outcome measures selected at the time of study design; and 2) It may improve
140 result interpretation, helping to differentiate treatment effect from RTM.

141

142  The study design required for such RTM assessment requires that patients with chronic
143 pan be assessed using a large array of validated, commonly used questionnaires, at
144  different time points (at least twice, ideally more), with no concomitant intervention
145  taking place outside of usual care. Our team had such an observational study taking place
146  to assess changes in brain structure and functional activity over time in patients with
147  chronic low-back pain (CLBP) and hedlthy controls (HC). We were therefore able to
148  conduct the RTM analysis presented below as part of this study.

149

150 The objectives of thisanalysis were: 1) to describe and quantify the natural trgjectory of
151 questionnaire scores over time, based on initial scores, with a subgoal of determining

152  whether the observed fluctuations were compatible with RTM; and 2) to evaluate and

153  compare the stability of each questionnaire over time, in 23 untreated CLBP and 25

154  healthy controls.

155
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156

157 Methods

158  All participants provided written informed consent for their participation into the study.
159  Ethics approval was granted from the ingtitutional review board of the Centre intégré
160 universitaire de santé et de services sociaux de I’ Estrie - Centre hospitalier universitaire
161 de Sherbrooke (CIUSSS de I’ Estrie - CHUS), Sherbrooke, Canada (file number: 2021-
162 3861). Thetrial has been registered on Open Science Framework (OSF), under the name
163 “Pilot project on brain and lower back imaging of chronic pain” (registration DOI:
164  https.//doi.org/10.17605/OSF.10/P2Z6Y).

165

166  Participants

167  Participants were recruited using posters at the CIUSSS de I’ Estrie-CHUS, Facebook ads,
168 and by word of mouth. Twenty-seven CLBP patients and 25 HC aged 18 to 75 years old
169 took part in this study. HC were matched with CLBP patients for sex and age.

170  Specific inclusion criteria for the CLBP were: 1) low back pain (> 6 months) with or
171  without pain radiating to the legs or radiating to the neck; 2) average pain intensity of >
172 3/10 in the 24-hour period before the initial visit; 3) pain primarily localized in the lower
173  back; 4) no history of invasive or aggressive treatment to manage their pain (e.g.
174  corticosteroid infiltration, strong doses of opioids or antidepressants). Specific exclusion
175 criteria for HC were: 1) history of chronic pain; 2) pain at the time of testing; 3) an
176  outstanding painful episode within 3 months of enrollment in the study.

177  Exclusion criteria for the two populations included: 1) neurological, cardiovascular, or
178 pulmonary disorders;, 2) comorbid pain syndrome (i.e.,, fibromyalgia, osteoarthritis,
179 irritable bowel syndrome, migraine etc.); 3) history of surgical intervention in the back;
180 4) used of opioids, antidepressants, anticonvulsants, or psychostimulants; 5) a

181 corticosteroid infiltration within the past year; 6) pregnancy (current or planned during
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182  the course of the study); 7) inability to read or understand French ; 8) contra-indication to
183  Magnetic Resonance Imaging (MRI).

184  Study design
185 The study had an observational longitudinal design. All participants attended three

186 sessions a the Centre de recherche du CHUS, where they completed several
187 questionnaires (reported, analyzed and discussed in the present paper), and provided a
188 sdliva sample and underwent brain and lumbar MRI (as part of the larger study). These
189 sessions(V1, V2 and V3) took place at two-month intervals.

190

191 Questionnaires

192 CLBP patients completed eight questionnaires: 1) the Pain Catastrophizing Scale (PCS),
193  2) Pain Disability Index (PDI), 3) Brief Pain Inventory (BPI); 4) Pain DETECT; 5) Pain
194  Outcomes Questionnaire (POQ), 6) State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI/S-T), 7) McGill
195 Pain Questionnaire (MPQ), and 8) Central Sensitization Inventory (short form) (CSl).

196

197 HC completed only the PCS and the STAI/ST (two questionnaires applicable to a
198 healthy population).

199

200  All questionnaires were completed online using the platform “Research Electronic Data
201  Capture’” (REDcap), and are presented in Table 1.

202

203 To avoid fatigue caused by filling out multiple questionnaires, the PDI (for the CLBP

204  participants) and the PCS (for al participants) were completed at home, one week before
205 each visit. These two questionnaires were chosen because they make no measure of
206  "now" (unlike the other questionnaires), instead measuring more general variables that
207  are unlikely to change over the course of a few days. The remaining questionnaires were
208 completed at the Centre de recherche du CHUS. Questionnaires were always completed
209  inthe same order, aslisted below.

210

211  Pain Catastrophizing Scale
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212 The Pain Catastrophizing Scale (PCS) is based on three components of pan
213  catastrophizing: helplessness, magnification, and rumination®®, and consists of 13 items
214  rated on afive-point likert-scale (“not at all” to “all the time”) with a score ranging from
215 0 to 52 (where 52 corresponds to high levels of catastrophizing). The French validated
216  version was used"’,

217

218 The Pain Disability Index

219 The Pain Disability Index (PDI) is a questionnaire based on different areas of day living
220 activities such as, home, social, recreational, occupational, sexual, self-care and life
221  support activities, consisting of seven items rated on a numerical scale (0 = no disability
222 to 10= worst disability)'. PDI total score ranges from 0-70. The French validated version
223 wasused®™.

224

225  TheBrief Pain Inventory

226  The Brief Pain Inventory (BPI) short form consists of two subscales, assessing 1) pain
227  severity (BPIs) and 2) pain interference with function (BPli)'. The BPIs assesses current
228 pan intendty, and average, worst and least pain in the last 24 hours. These 4 items are
229 rated on a numerical rating scale (O = no pain; 10= worst pain imaginable), for a total
230 score between 0 and 40. The BPIi assesses different functional components such as
231 mood, sleep, ability to walk, etc., through 7 items rated on a numerical scale (0 = no
232 interference; 10=complete interference), for a total score between 0 and 70. The French
233 validated version was used®.

234

235 The PainDETECT

236 The PanDETECT (PD) evaluates the presence of neuropathic pain components in
237 patients with back-pain, such as burning sensation, electric shocks etc.?. The PD
238 comprises 7 items related to neuropathic symptoms rated on a 6-point Likert Scale (O=not
239 at al, 5=very strongly), to which a pain behavior pattern score (-1 to 1) and a radiation
240  score (0 or 2) are added, for atotal score between 0 and 38.

241  The PD also includes 3 pain-intensity scores (current pain intensity, average pain in the
242  last 4 weeks, and worst pain in the last 4 weeks), which we averaged into a single score
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243  called PDs, ranging from 0 to 10 (O = no pain; 10 = worst pain imaginable). The French
244 validated version was used®.

245

246  The Pain Outcomes Questionnaire

247  The Pain Outcomes Questionnaire (POQ) is based on a wide array of components, such
248  as pain, mobility, activities of daily living, vitality, negative affect and fear?. The POQ
249  comprises 19 items evaluated on a scale from O to 10, for atotal score ranging from O
250 (least symptoms) to 190 (most severe symptoms). There was no validated French
251 trandlation available, so we used in-house trandation for this questionnaire.

252

253  The Sate-Trait Anxiety Inventory

254  The State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI-S/T) consists in two subscales assessing 1)
255 State (i.e., current) anxiety, and 2) Trait (i.e., general) anxiety respectively”®. Each
256  subscale comprises 20 items rated on a 4-point Likert scale, for a total score between 20
257  (very low anxiety) to 80 (very high anxiety). The French validated version was used®*.
258

259  The McGill Pain Questionnaire

260 The McGill Pain Questionnaire (MPQ) short form evaluates the sensory-affective
261 components of pain usng 15 items evaluated on a 4-point Likert Scale (O=no pain;
262  3=severepain), for atotal score ranging from O to 45%.

263 The MPQ also includes a separate question assessing the average pain intensity over the
264  previous week, using a 100-point visual analogue scale (left anchor: “no pain”; right
265  anchor: “worst possible pain”). This score was called MPQi and was analyzed separately
266  from therest of the MPQ. The French validated version was used?.

267

268  The Central Sensitization Inventory

269  The Central Sensitization Inventory (CSI) short form assesses symptoms suggesting the
270  presence of central sensitization or central senditivity syndromes, using is 25 items rated
271  onafive-point Likert-scale (0="never” ; 4= “always’)?’, with total scores ranging from 0
272 10 100. The French validated version was used®.

273
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274
275

276 DataProcessing and Statistical Analysis

277
278  Group attribution
279 To first describe the behavior of “extreme’ vs “normal” scores, it was necessary to

280 establish a criterion to differentiate “extreme’ and “normal” scores. This was done by
281 transforming initial raw scores into studentized scores (i.e., z-scores) for each
282  guestionnaire. Multiple z-score thresholds were tested, and a threshold of |z| > 0.5 was
283  found to yield the most similar number of participants across the 3 subgroups (“extremely
284  high”, “normal”, “extremely low”). As such, scores with |z| > 0.5 (i.e., scores that were
285 more than half a standard deviation above or below the group average) were considered
286 “extreme’, whereas scores with |z| < 0.5 (i.e., scores within half a standard deviation of
287  the group average) were considered “normal”. An exploratory analysis with various
288  thresholds revealed that, regardiess of the threshold used, a smilar pattern emerged from
289  our results. All results obtained using the different thresholds tested (Jz| > 0.66; |z| > 0,8
290 and |z| > 1) areincluded in supplementary materials.

291

292  Scores at V1 were thus classified as a) extremely high, b) normal, or c) extremely low.
293  This was done independently for each questionnaire, such that a given participant could
294 beinthe “extremely high” subgroup for one questionnaire, but in the “normal” subgroup
295 for another questionnaire. Next, the delta between V1 and V2 was calculated by
296  subtracting the score at V1 from the score at V2 (A=V2-V1), such that a positive delta
297  corresponds to a score increase (i.e., worsening of the condition), and a negative delta
298  corresponds to a score decrease (i.e., improvement of the condition). The same analysis
299  was conducted between V2 and V3: scores at V2 were again classified as @) extremely
300 high, b) normal, or c) extremely low, and the delta between V2 and V3 was calculated by
301 subtracting the score at V2 from the score at V3 (A=V3-V2). Thus, for each
302 questionnaire, two calculations were performed (V2-V1 and V2-V3).

303

304  Sandardization across questionnaires
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305 To facilitate the comparison between questionnaires, which use various scales, al raw
306  scores were reported on a scale from 0 to 100. Fluctuations larger than 10 percentage
307 points between visits were considered clinically meaningful, and fluctuations of 5
308 percentage points or less were considered random noise. Fluctuations between 5 and 10
309 percentage points (5 |A| <10), while of debatable clinical relevance, were still considered
310 likely enough to denote an effect to warrant being reported. The use of such standardized
311 thresholds, as opposed to the Minima Detectable Change (MDC) specific to each
312 questionnaire, was favored because it allowed for direct comparisons between
313 questionnaires, the advantages and drawbacks of this methodological choice are
314  highlighted in the Discussion.

315

316 Average delta scores

317  Once participants were divided into the three subgroups (based on their initial scores),
318 average delta scores were calculated for each subgroup within each questionnaire. This
319 yielded a measure of the average evolution over time for each subgroup.

320

321  Fluctuation scores

322 In addition to average delta scores, “fluctuation scores’ were calculated for each
323  subgroup within each questionnaire by averaging the absolute value of delta scores for
324  the given subgroup. This yielded a measure of the magnitudes of fluctuations at play,
325 regardless of their direction. This measure was particularly informative in cases where
326  both large decreases and large increases had taken place. For example, a questionnaire
327 could have an average score for all participants of 27/100 at V1 and of 28/100 at V2,
328 yielding an average deta score of only 1/100 — seemingly very stable over time.
329 However, such ‘stability’ could actually be the result of large increases in some
330 participants and large decreases in others, cancelling each other out. If that were the case,
331 while the average delta would be close to 0, the fluctuation score would be large, thus
332 more accurately representing the variability of scores over time for that particular
333 questionnaire.

334

335 Inferential dtatistics
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336 In line with the exploratory nature of this paper and given the small sample size,
337 emphasis was placed on descriptive statistics.

338

339

340 Reaults

341 Participants
342  Fifty-two participants (25 HC and 27 CLBP) were recruited in the study. Three CLBP

343 participants dropped out after the first visit (unexpected pregnancy [n=1], discomfort
344  during MRI [n=1], scheduling conflicts [n=1]), and one dropped out after the second visit
345 (moveto adifferent city [n=1]), such that 23 CLBP completed the entire study and were
346  included inthe analysis. There were no dropouts among the HC.

347

348 The 25 HC (11 women, 12 men) were aged 44 + 15 years old, and the 23 CLBP
349  participants (15 women, 11 men) were aged 40 £ 14 years old. Other sociodemographic
350 characteristics of the sample are presented in Table 2. All participants complied with the
351 ingructions relating to medication/treatment throughout the study, namely, that they were
352 to avoid any treatment other than over-the-counter medication and their usual, non-
353 invasive rehabilitation treatments. This allowed us to evaluate the natural course of the
354  condition during the period of the study.

355

356 Participants completed each questionnaire 3 times throughout the study, with 2 months
357 between each visit. The average scores for each questionnaire at each visit are presented
358 inTable3aand 3b for the two populations.

359

360 The evolution over time of ‘extremely high' scorers, ‘extremely low’ scorers, and
361 ‘normal’ scorersin the CLBP sample (see Statistical Analysisfor a detailed description of
362 the analysis method) is shown in Table 4, represented in 3 different ways (Table 4a, 4b,
363 and 4c). Table 4a shows the average evolution for each subgroup. For example, on the
364 PCS, the CLBP participants in the ‘extremely high’ subgroup at V1 (i.e., participants
365 with az-score>0.5) had, on average, areduction of 22 percentage pointsin their scores at
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366 V2 - corresponding to areduction of 12 points on the PCS scale (range: 0-52). Table 4b
367  shows the same data but with individual delta scores as opposed to average delta scores
368 for each subgroup. For example, for the PCS, the top left cell shows all individual delta
369 scores (from V1 to V2) for the participants classified in the ‘ extremely high’ subgroups at
370  V1: two participants had a reduction in score ~30 percentage point, and four participants
371 had a reduction in score ~20 percentage points. These individual scores, averaged
372 together, yield the average score (-22) reported in table 4a. Table 4c shows the
373  ‘fluctuation scores’, corresponding to the average of the absolute value of the deltas for
374  each subgroup (in the case of the PCS scores from V1 to V2, for the ‘extremely high’
375  subgroup, this fluctuation score is equal to the mean delta score because all deltas were
376 negative, however, for the ‘normal’ subgroup, the fluctuation is score is substantially
377 larger than the average delta score, because of the presence of both positive and negative
378  detascores).

379

380 As dtated in the methods, deltas smaller than or equal to 5 percentage points were
381 considered random noise and most likely not denoting a real change, while deltas larger
382 10 percentage point were considered clinically meaningful. Deltas between 5 and 10,
383  while arguably not clinically meaningful, were still considered likely to be more than

384 simplenoise, and therefore to be worth reporting.
385
386

387  Average evolution over time as afunction of initial score
388
389  Average evolution of ‘extremely high’ scores

390 Asshown inthetop rows of Table 4a and 4b, participants with an initial ‘ extremely high’
391 scoreat V1 tended to show areduction in score at V2, and those with an ‘extremely high’
392 score at V2 similarly tended to show a reduction in score at V3. Indeed, the average
393 ddtasfromV1toV2andfromV2toV3were mostly negative in that subgroup (table 44,
394  top row) and most individual deltas were negative (table 4b, top row). Thistrend for high
395  scores to be followed by lower scores is expected, as RTM predicts that extreme scores
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396 will be followed by more normal scores, which in the case of extremely high scores
397 meansthat the subsequent score should be lower.

398

399  Average evolution of ‘normal’ scores

400 Theevolution of ‘normal’ scorersis shown in the second rows of Table 4a, 4b and 4c. As
401 shown in table 4a, average scores tended to remain stable or to slightly decrease over
402 time. Indeed, out of the 24 average delta scores obtained in this subgroup (table 4a, row
403  2), 15 were negligible (<5 percentage points). Out of the remaining 9 data points, which
404  are all negative, only two show an average decrease large enough to be considered
405  clinicaly meaningful (oneinstance in the MPQ, and the other in the PDs).

406 The visual representation of individual delta scores (Table 4b, middle row) reveals that
407  participants in this subgroup tended to show an uneven split between increases and
408  decreases in scores from one visit to the next, with a larger number of individual delta
409  scores being negative.

410

411 RTM predicts that participants with a ‘normal’ score will show little or no change from
412  one session to the next, with an even distribution of increases and decreases cancelling
413 each other out. This should translate in average delta scores being roughly equal to O
414 (Table 4a) and, visually, in a roughly even and symmetrical split between individual
415 increases and decreases (Table 4b). As thisis not the pattern of results that we observed,
416  our results suggest that RTM alone cannot account for the overall decrease in scores seen
417  in some outcome measures (see discussion).

418

419  Average evolution of ‘extremely small’ scores

420 Theevolution of ‘extremely low’ scorers (i.e., participants with an initial Z score <-0.5 at
421  V1for the V1-V2 anaysis, and those with a Z score <-0.5 at V2 for the V2-V 3 analysis)
422 is shown in the third rows of Table 4a, 4b and 4c. As it can be seen in table 4a, on
423  average, this subgroup appears to remain stable from one visit to the next on most
424  questionnaires, with only sparse and small average increases observed on a few
425  questionnaires. However, on roughly half of the questionnaires, these seemingly ‘stable
426  average deltas are a product of significant individual increases and decreases that roughly
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427  cancel each other out, as shown visually in table 4b and quantified in table 4c. In the
428  other questionnaires, the average stability does appear to stem from a widespread absence
429  of individual fluctuations, as evidenced by the data presented in table 4b and 4c.

430 RTM predicts that extremely low scores will increase towards more ‘normal’ scores on
431  the subsequent measurement. Overall, there appears to have been a slight RTM effect on
432 a few questionnaires, although most average deltas are close to 0, suggesting that no
433 substantial RTM was at play — or that some other effect was at play that counteracted
434 RTM (seediscussion).

435

436  Analysis by questionnaire

437

438  Average evolution

439  For the ‘extremely high’ subgroup, an overall average decrease in score was observed
440 from one visit to the next. However, this effect was stronger in certain questionnaires:
441  notably, the PCS, PDI, BPIi, BPIs, and MPQi all showed an average decrease larger than
442 15 percentage points for at least one time period (Table 4b). On the other hand, other
443  questionnaires remained comparatively more stable: the PD, CSl, and both subscales of
444  the STAI showed no change on average from one visit to the next, for both time periods.
445

446  The ‘normal’ subgroup was more stable overall, with clinically meaningful average
447  fluctuations (as we defined: A<-10) observed only for the MPQ and PDs, over a single
448  time period. As with the ‘extremely high’ subgroup, the ‘normal’ subgroup was most
449  stable on average on the CSI and both subscales of the STAI, as well as on the POQ
450 (table 4b).

451

452  The ‘extremey low’ subgroup had the most stable scores of all, showing no clinically
453  meaningful average change on any questionnaires, and only showing small (between 5
454  and 10 percentage points) average changes on the PCS, PDs and BPIs, for a single time
455  period (table 4b).

456
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457  Overdll, the PCS shows the largest average change for all three subgroups, followed by
458 the PDI, PDs, both subscales of the MPQ, and both subscales of the BPI. The
459  questionnaires with the smallest average delta were the CSl and both subscales of the
460 STAI (table 4b).

461

462  Average absolute fluctuation

463 As mentioned previoudly, it is possible for a questionnaire to have an average delta of
464  roughly O from one visit to the next, seemingly suggesting that all participants remained
465  stable over time, while in fact large individual increases and decreases in scores have
466  been taking place, cancelling each other out. Fluctuations scores (table 4c), computed by
467  averaging the absolute value of individual deltas within each subgroup and questionnaire,
468  alows us to identify such cases. For example, on the PCS, the ‘normal’ subgroup had an
469 average delta of -4 between V1 and V2. At face value, this suggests that scores remained
470  roughly unchanged between V1 and V2 for participantsin this subgroup. However, visual
471  ingpection of table 4b shows that significant increases and decreases seem to have taken
472  place, and taking the average of the absolute value of these deltas allows us to quantify
473  the average magnitude of the fluctuations — in this case, 14 percentage points (table 4c).
474  This suggests that even for a participant whose initial score on the PCS was ‘normal’
475  (i.e., not extreme), afairly large change in score can be expected at the following visit. In
476  contrast, for the ‘extremely low’ subgroup in the STAI-T — which has an equally small
477  average delta of 3 percentage points (table 4a) — the average of the absolute value of these
478  ddtasis4, suggesting that this questionnaireistruly stable.

479

480  For all three subgroups, the PCS shows the largest fluctuation in scores, followed closely
481 by the MPQI, BPIs, MPQ, PDs, and BPIli. The STAI-T was the only questionnaire where
482  participants had, on average, fluctuations smaller than 5 percentage points across visits.
483

484  Hedlthy controls

485 HC completed the same visits and procedures as the CLBP patients but completed only
486 the questionnaires applicable to heathy subjects. the PCS and both subscales of the
487  STAL
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488 HC had much more stable scores overall compared to CLBP patients (Table 5). Indeed,
489 the average evolution over time is smaller than 5 percentage points for al 3 subgroups,
490 on al questionnaires and at both time points (with one exception at 6 percentage points)
491 (Table 5d). Visually, apart from a notable outlier on the STAI-S (a grad student who
492  reported having a particularly stressful day), most individual fluctuations from one visit
493 to the next were also negligible (Table 5b). This is further supported by the average
494  absolute fluctuation scores, which for the most part do not meet the threshold to be
495 considered clinically meaningful (Table 5c). The only exception appears to be the
496 ‘extremely high’ subgroup for the PCS, with average absolute fluctuations of 11 and 14
497  percentage pointsfrom V1to V2 and V2 to V3 (respectively). However, it isimportant to
498  point out that this subgroup was comprised of only 3 participants.

499

500 Interestingly, al three questionnaires completed by the HC (the PCS, STAI-S, and STAI-
501 T) had an average absolute fluctuation of roughly 5 percentage point across all subgroups
502 and both time points (Table 5¢). In contrast, those same questionnaires in the CLBP
503 population had an average absolute fluctuation of 14, 9 and 4, respectively (Table 4c).
504

505 Discussion

506 The objectives of this analysis were: 1) to describe and quantify the natura trajectory of
507 questionnaire scores over time, based on initial scores, with a subgoal of determining
508 whether the observed fluctuations were compatible with RTM; and 2) to evaluate and
509 compare the stability of each questionnaire over time, in 23 untreated CLBP and 25
510 healthy controls.

511

512 Our results show that the CLBP population had relatively large variations in outcome
513 measures over time, and that this effect varied across subgroups and across
514  questionnaires. It bears repeating that these fluctuations were observed in the absence of
515 any experimental intervention. Participants with high initial scores were overwhelmingly
516 likely to show a decrease in score at the subsequent measurement, while participants with
517 normal or extremely low scores were relatively more stable. In terms of questionnaires,
518 the PCS showed the most variation in scores over time; both subscales of the MPQ and
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519  both subscales of the BPI as well as the PDs also showed meaningful variations. The
520 most stable questionnaire overall was the STAI-T, followed by the CSlI and POQ.
521 Hedthy controls, in contrast, showed very little variability. Average deltas and average
522  absolute deltas were similar - and very small - across all subgroups and questionnaires.
523

524 RTM aone cannot be responsible for al the variability observed in our CLPB sample.
525 Indeed, RTM predicts that extreme scores are likely to be followed by less extremes
526  (more ‘normal’) scores; as such, if RTM was the sole driving factor, extremely high
527  scores would be followed by lower scores, and extremely low scores would smilarly be
528 followed by higher scores. However, while we did observe that extremely high scores
529  were generally followed by lower scores, extremely low scores were not followed by
530 higher scores, instead remaining relatively stable. Moreover, RTM predicts that ‘normal’
531 scores are equally likely to show a slight increase or a slight decrease at the subsequent
532 measurements, and that these random variations should roughly cancel out. As such, if
533 RTM was the sole driving factor, the average deltain the ‘normal’ subgroups should be
534  roughly 0. However, what we observed was a tendency for scores in the ‘normal’
535  subgroup to decrease over time.

536

537  Together, these results suggest the presence of an effect responsible for a generalized
538 decreasein scores (i.e., clinical improvement) over time. We hypothesize that this effect
539 isaresult of the attention and care received by the patients as part of their participation in
540 the study, and as such propose calling this effect “Effect of Care”. Indeed, even if a
541  participant is fully aware that they are not receiving any treatment (which therefore rules
542  out a placebo effect, in its textbook definition®), simply having the chance to talk about
543 their pain with understanding, thoughtful and competent-looking research staff could
544  contribute to improve their symptoms. Additionally, the ‘seriousness afforded by the
545 inclusion of brain and lumbar MRI — a notably well-regarded and imposing modality —
546  likely further increased the potency of Effect of Care in our study.

547

548  Similarities and differences with Test-Retest
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549 At first glance, this study presents superficial smilarities with the well-known test-retest,
550 such that readers might question the novelty and relevance of our findings. However, our
551 analysis presents a number of significant differences with test-retest, and as such can
552  offer nove and clinically relevant findings.

553

554  Firdt, test-retest is often included as part of a validation study for a single questionnaire.
555  Therefore, despite efforts to standardize these studies and improve generalizability, the
556 varying study design and populations can make it difficult to compare different
557  questionnaires. In the present study, a single patient population completed a large array of
558  questionnaires within a fixed time frame. As such, we can easily isolate and compare the
559  variability attributable specifically to the questionnaires.

560 Moreover, while test-retest studies generate a single overall score for a questionnaire, we
561 conducted an analysis by subgroup. This allowed us to isolate and quantify differing
562  degrees of variability within a questionnaire, and to highlight directional trends
563 depending on the initial score, providing more nuanced and precise results than a single
564  overall score.

565

566  Biasesand limitations

567 The most important limitation in this study is obviously the small sample size, especially
568 as we further divided our sample into three subgroups. These subgroups were also of
569 varying sizes, a result of our method of obtaining these subgroups, based on z-scores.
570 However, having three assessment time points allowed us to conduct two separate
571 analyses (V1 to V2, and V2 to V3) which showed similar results. Furthermore, the
572  objective of this study was not to precisely quantify specific effects, but rather to explore
573 adata set and identify general trends and effects. Finally, the fact that a smilar pattern
574  was found regardless of the classification threshold used (see supplementary materials)
575 lendsfurther credibility to our findings.

576

577  Another potentially objectionable point was the decision to use an arbitrary threshold for
578 fluctuations that are considered ‘noise’ (<5/100) vs ‘clinically meaningful’ (>10/100), as
579 opposed to using the established Minimal Detectable Change (MDC) or Minimal
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580 Clinically Important Difference (MCID) of each instrument. Standardized thresholds
581 were chosen to facilitate comparisons between questionnaires, which would otherwise
582  have been counterintuitive at best. This decision was again consistent with our objectives,
583  which were to identify overall trends and not to quantify phenomena with a high degree
584  of precision (which would have been impossible given our small sample size).

585

586 Reevancefor clinical trias

587 It isdifficult to determine with certainty whether the variation in scores observed in this

588 study are a manifestation of RTM or the result of Effect of Care or some other effect.
589 However, being able to quantify this variability for specific questionnaires and specific
590 subgroups has important clinical implications. Indeed, like MDC (which, unlike our, it
591 will allow future researchers conducting clinical trials to compare their observed
592  variations against our results, in order to isolate and better estimate the ‘true’ effect of
593 ther intervention). For example, a researcher might be thrilled to see a reduction of 10
594  points on the PCS following an experimental treatment. However, as shown in our study,
595  such adecrease can easily be observed in the absence of any treatment.

596

597

598 Conclusion

599

600  Ours results showed that CLBP patients with more severe symptoms at baseline will tend

601 to show improvement at the subsequent measurement, even in the absence of an
602 intervention — which could lead researchers to overestimate the effect of their
603 intervention. However, patients with less severe symptoms at baseline do not show the
604 corresponding exacerbation predicted by RTM, and patients with more average
605 symptoms at baseline also tend to show an improvement at the subsequent measurement.
606  These results suggest the presence of an Effect of Care, wherein patients generally show
607  animprovement in symptoms ssmply by being part of a study.

608

609  Our results also provide a preliminary quantification of the variability in scores observed

610 over time, in the absence of an intervention, in a CLBP population. This variability
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611 depends on initial score and is different across questionnaires. Our results can therefore
612  beused to guide interpretation of results obtained in clinical trials.
613
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Table 1: Questionnaires completed by CLBP patientsand HC

Total | French validated
Questionnaires Subscales Description Items Scale score version
Pai nSC C;Iatastrophis}zing i ailggfeeggﬁgaw?cggungh; d 13 5—p0’i,nt Likert-scale (“not at all” to “al the 0-52 Yesl?
e (PCS) M= time”)
rumination)
Pain Disability Ability to perform dally activities Numerical rating scale (NRS) (0 = no disability .
Index (PDI)™ - (home, social, recreatllonal, occupatlprqu, 7 t0 10 = worst disability) 0-70 Yes
sexual, self-care and life support activities)
Pain severity | Intensity of pain (current, average, least and
Brief Pain Inventory (BPls) worst pain in the last 24h) 4 | NRS(0 = no pain; 10= worst pain imaginable) | 0- 40 Yes?
(BPI) Pain L . o
short form* interference | |Mterference of pain with daily activities NRS (0 = no interference; 10=complete
@piiy | (Seeping, walking, mood, etc) 7 |interference) 0-70 Ye®
Evaluates the presence of neuropathic pain 7 itemsrated on a 6-point Likert Scale (O=not at
PD components 9 all, 5=very strongly), 1 item based on pain 0-38 vest
PainDETECT (PD)* in patients with back-pain, such as burning behavior pattern score (-1, 0 or 1) & 1item
sensation, electric shocks etc. based on aradiation score (0 or 2)
Pain Detect | Intensity of pain (current, average in the
Severity (PDs) | past 4 weeks, worst in the past 4 weeks) 3 NRS (0 = no pain; 10= worst pain imaginable) | 0- 10 Yes?
Pain Outcomes Global function
Questionnaire : (eg. mobility, vitality, affect, daily 19 | NRS(0=lesssymptomsto 10=moresevere | 0- No (In-house
(POQ)? activities, pain, etc.) symptoms) 190 tranglation)
. . State anxiety 4-point Likert-scale (“not at al” to “al the 20 -
?r?f,ig?; ?\Sq_x'&?t_y (STAI-T) | Current anxiety 20 |time’) 80 Yes™
gT)® State anxiety 4-point Likert-scale (“not at all” to “all the 20 -
(STAI-S) | General anxiety 20 |time’) 80 Yes™
McGill Pain _ _ 4-point Likert scale ("no pain"; to " severe ]
Questionnaire M PQ . Sensory-affective components of pain 15 |pan") - 0-45 Yes’
(MPQ) short forn?® MPQ i ntensity . . _ 10_0—p0|_nt visual analogue scal e_(I eft ar)chor: “no| O-
(MPQI) Pain intensity (previous week) 1 pain”; right anchor: “worst possible pain”) 100 Yes®
Central Sensitization . . B o
Inventory (CSI) - Symptoms of central sensitization 25 ?;IPO' neLi kert-scale (0= "never" ; 4= 0- Yes®
short form?’ ways') 100
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CLBP patients completed eight questionnaires. 1) Pain Catastrophizing Scale (PCS), 2) Pain Disability Index (PDI), 3) Brief Pain Inventory (BPI); 4) Pain DETECT; 5) Pain Outcomes Questionnaire
(POQ), 6) State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI/S-T), 7) McGill Pain Questionnaire (MPQ), and 8) Central Sensitization Inventory (short form) (CSl). HC completed only the PCS and the STAI/S-T
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Table 2: Sociodemographic characteristics of the sample.

—~3
=0
CLBP (n=23) ‘ HC (n=25) g@
gx
Biological sex 5;
o3
Women 11 15 5. =
Men 12 10 o)
Age (average + sd) 44 + 15 40+ 14 gﬁg
29
Etnicity g5
gy
Caucasian 16 24 gg
Asiatic 1 1 =35
Hispanic 4 - § z g
. D 0N
African 1 - % §§
Arabic 1 - SEQ
. 839
Education level S8
. 2 g
Primary school - - 228
. L =g
High school - - 8 % o
Apprenticeship 5 23 =
ZzZn<
College og %
: o
University 14 17 SEE
2273
Annual income 38
L
less than 20K 2 5 S E_%
D S<
20K - 35K 5 2 =20
cEN
35K - 50K 5 1 g 253
50K - 65K 5 6 g4
Q.
65K - 80K 2 5 88
28
80K - 100K 3 4 ==
® 3
100K and more 1 2 23
ca
Pain duration 52
=3
4 month - 5 months 0 NA ;; =
=0
6 months - 12 month 5 NA 8";5

=
1-4years 7 NA qg

5 years and more 11 NA
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Table 3: Average scoresfor each questionnaireduring the 3 visits(V1, V2, and V3), for the CLBP sample and the HC sample

A)
CLBP| PCS | MPQi | BPIs | MPQ | PDs BPlIi PDI | STAI/S| PD POQ CS | STAUT
(0-52) | (0-100) | (0-40) | (0-45) | (0-10) | (0-70) | (0-70) | (20-80) | (0-38) | (0-190) | (0-100) | (20-80)
V1 | 19+12 | 56+16 | 18+5 | 14+7 | 5+1 | 18+10 | 16+9 | 33+8 | 7+4 | 44+14 | 35+11 | 35+11
V2 | 16410 | 54+20 | 18+6 | 13+7 | 5+1 | 16+10 | 14+9 | 33+9 | 9+4 | 43+18 | 33+13 | 35+ 12
V3 | 12+11 | 46+23 | 15+7 | 10+8 | 5+2 | 9+7 | 9+7 | 32+10 | 9+5 | 37+19 | 30+14 | 35+ 12
B)
HC | PCS | STAI/S | STAIT
(0-52) | (20-80) | (20-80)
V1| 6+8 | 266 | 29+9
V2 | 6+7 | 266 | 29+9
V3 | 5+7 | 26+8 | 29+ 10

Average scoresat V1, V2 and V3 are presented in table 3a (CLPB) and 3b (HC). Scores are reported as average + standard deviation. The theoretical min and max scores for each
questionnaire are reported in the title row.

Pain Catastrophizing Scale (PCS), Pain Disahility Index (PDI), Brief Pain Inventory — severity (BPIs); Brief Pain Inventory — interference (BPIi); Pain DETECT (PD); Pain
DETECT severity (PDs); Pain Outcomes Questionnaire (POQ); State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI/S-T); McGill Pain Questionnaire (MPQ); McGill Pain Questionnaire intensity

(MPQi) and Central Sensitization Inventory (CSI) (CSl).
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Table 4: Evolution over time based on initial score— CLBP sample

A)
PCS (0-52) M PQi (0-100) BPIs (0-40) M PQ (0-45) PDs (0-10) BPIi (0-70)
CLBP A=V2-V1| A=V3V2 | A=V2-V1 | A=V3-V2 | A=V2-V1 | A=V3-V2 | A=V2-V1 | A=V3-V2 | A=V2-V1 | A=V3-V2 | A=V2-V1 | A=V3-V2
Extremely high | -22(-12) | -7(-3) 0 -19(-19) 5 -16(-6) | -10(-5) -8 (-3) -2 -9 (-1) -9(-6) | -22(-15)
Normal -4 -10 (-5) -6 (-6) -7 (-7) -4 -8 (-3) 0 -13(-6) -4 -14 (-1) 1 -6 (-4)
Extremely low 6 (3) -5 3 0 7(3) -5 0 2 9(1) 0 1 0
PDI (0-70) STAI/S (20-80) PD (0-38) POQ (0-190) Csl (0-100) STAI/T (20-80)
A=V2-V1| A=V3-V2 | A=V2-V1 | A=V3-V2 | A=V2-V1 | A=V3-V2 | A=V2-V1 | A=V3-V2 | A=V2-V1 | A=V3-V2 | A=V2-V1 | A=V3-V2
Extremely high | -17(-12) | -15(-11) -1 -2 -2 -4 -2 -6 (-12) -1 -5 0 0
Normal -2 -7(-5) -4 -3 6(2) 0 -2 -1 -2 0 0
Extremely low 3 -1 3 1 5 -1 -1 -2 -3 -3 0

B)
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CLBP

PCS
A=V2-V1 A=V3-V2

Extremely high

MPQi
A=V2-V1 A=V3-V2

BPIs
A=V2-V1 A=V3-V2

MPQ
A=V2-V1 A=V3-V2

PDs
A=V2-V1 A=V3-V2

BPIi
A=V2-V1 A=V3-V2

Normal

Extremely low

60 60 60 60 60 &0 60 60 60 60 60 60
40| 40 401 401 40 40 40 401 401 40 401 40+
20+ 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20+ 20
“TTITIT 0 0 0 [ [ 0 0 0 0 [3 []
20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20
[0 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 401 401
50~ -60- 50 60 £0 60 -60- 60 60 50 -60- 60
60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60
40 40 40 40 1 40 40 40+ 40 40 40 40+ 40+
20 20 20 204 20 20 20 20 204 20 204 20
° 0 0 0 0 [ 0 -llr-l“ 0 0 0 0 1.1'-"""' o
[ 20+ I I 20 20 20 20 20 qn]“ 20 20 20+ 20
[0 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40
[ 60 £0 40 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60
50 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60
40 401 40 40 40 40 40+ 401 40 40 401 40
20 20 20 20 20 20 204 20 20 20 20 20

o [ 1]]“-'-—— [ [] [ ] [ -l-l-'-—l-“ [ -,.-.——u- [ [ 0 frw——ntll [}
-20 201 20 20 20 20 20 201 20 20 201 20
40 401 40 40 40 40 40 401 40 40 401 40
€0 60 50 60 £0 60 £0- 50 60 €0 -60- €0

PDI
A=V2-V1 A=V3-V2

Extremely high

STAL/S
A=V2-V1 A=V3-V2

PD
A=V2-V1 A=V3-V2

POQ
A=V2-V1 A=V3-V2

CSI
A=V2-V1 A=V3-V2

STAI/T
A=V2-V1 A=V3-V2

Normal

Extremely low

60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 50
40 40+ 401 40 40 40 40 401 40 401 40 401
20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20
o B o R o . o o o . o o
20 -20- 201 201 20 201 20 201 20 201 20 201
40 40+ 401 401 40 40 40 401 40 401 40 401
50 -60- 50 60 £0 60 60 60 £0 60 £0 50
60 50 50 60 60 60 60 60 60 &0 60
40+ 40 a0 a0 40 40 40 a0+ : a0 0 a0
20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 204 20 20 20
[ “"']‘lll‘l_l II-Il-I-.-l1 n]l-l-rr.'ll o n-'l-—'-l-l- ﬂ-nn-—"l 01|'|'|—-"l et o 0 0fy=—==t
20 201 20 20 20 201 201 20 7 20 20 20
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0 0 Jrrw—as n-l--——l-'l-l f ] 0 ll'.'-'—.-l 0t § rrr——— n-I-I-—-l 0 0 P
20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20
40 40 401 401 a0 401 40 401 40 40 40 sl
£0 50 50 50 £0 -60- 50 50 50 0 60 c0

C)
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PCS MPQi BPIs MPQ PDs BPIi
CLBP A=V2-V1 | A=V3-V2 | A=V2-V1 | A=V3-V2 | A=V2-V1 | A=V3-V2 | A=V2-V1 | A=V3-V2 | A=V2-V1 | A=V3-V2 | A=V2-V1 | A=V3-V2
Extremdy high 22 17 8 22 9 16 15 14 4 9 14 23
Normal 14 12 11 12 7 13 9 13 10 18 9 6
Extremdy low 15 6 13 9 9 15 8 7 9 11 3 5
Total (average of all
participants) 16 11 11 14 8 14 10 11 8 13 9 12
Total (average of both deltas) 14 12 11 11 10 10
PDI STAI/S PD POQ Cs STAIT
A=V2-V1 | A=V3-V2 | A=V2-V1 | A=V3-V2 | A=V2-V1 | A=V3-V2 | A=V2-V1 | A=V3-V2 | A=V2-V1 | A=V3-V2 | A=V2-V1 | A=V3-V2
Extremdy high 17 15 9 10 5 11 5 10 5 6 5 7
Normal 8 9 11 12 13 7 5 5 4 7 4 4
Extremdy low 7 4 6 6 5 5 4 3 5 3 4 3
Total (average of all
participants) 10 9 9 9 8 7 5 6 5 5 4 4

Total (average of both deltas)

Table 4 shows the evolution over time of CLBP patients. For each questionnaire, the evolution from V1 to V2 and from V2 to V3 is presented; subgroup attribution (extremely
high; normal; extremely low) was based on initial scoresat V1 and at V2 respectively. Deltas were calculated as V2-V1 (or V3-V2), such that a negative delta represents a
decrease in score (i.e., an improvement). Table 4a shows the average deltafor each subgroup; table 4b shows individual deltas within each subgroup; and table 4c shows the

average of the absolute deltas in each subgroup.

Scoresat V1, V2 and V3 were reported on 100 to facilitate comparisons between questionnaires. In table 4a, clinically meaningful deltas (>10 percentage points) are highlighted in
bold, and non-trivial deltas (>5 percentage points) are accompanied by raw scores in brackets, with the min-max values of each questionnaire provided in the title row.

Pain Catastrophizing Scale (PCS), Pain Disahility Index (PDI), Brief Pain Inventory — severity (BPIs); Brief Pain Inventory — interference (BPIi); Pain DETECT (PD); Pain
DETECT severity (PDs); Pain Outcomes Questionnaire (POQ); State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI/S-T); McGill Pain Questionnaire (MPQ); McGill Pain Questionnaire intensity
(MPQi) and Central Sensitization Inventory (CSI) (CSl).
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Table5: Evolution over time based on initial score—HC sample

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.05.23289575; this version posted May 5, 2023. 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-ND 4.0 International license .
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C)

HC PCS STAI/S STAIIT
A=V2-V1 | A=V3-V2 | A=V2-V1 | A=V3V2 | A=V2-V1 | A=V3-V2
Extremely high 11 14 5 8 8 5
Normal 8 11 5 6
Extremdy low 3 1 4
Total (average of all participants) 5 4 5
Total (average of both deltas) 5 6 5

Table 5 shows the evolution over time of HC. For each questionnaire, the evolution from V1 to V2 and from V2 to V3 is presented; subgroup attribution (extremely high; normal;
extremely low) was based on initial scoresat V1 and at V2 respectively. Deltas were calculated as V2-V1 (or V3-V2), such that a negative delta represents a decrease in score (i.e.,
an improvement). Table 5a shows the average deltafor each subgroup; table 5b shows individual deltas within each subgroup; and table 5¢ shows the average of the absolute
deltas in each subgroup.

Scoresat V1, V2 and V3 were reported on 100 to facilitate comparisons between questionnaires. In table 5a, clinically meaningful deltas (>10 percentage points) are highlighted in
bold, and non-trivial deltas (>5 percentage points) are accompanied by raw scores in brackets, with the min-max values of each questionnaire provided in the title row.

Pain Catastrophizing Scale (PCS), and State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI/S-T)
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