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Abstract   

      

Individual treatments for chronic low back pain (CLBP) have small magnitude effects. Combining different 

types of treatments may produce larger effects. This study used a 2x2 factorial randomized controlled trial 

(RCT) design to combine procedural and behavioral treatments for CLBP. The study aims were to: (1) assess 

feasibility of conducting a factorial RCT of these treatments; and (2) estimate individual and combined 

treatment effects of (a) lumbar radiofrequency ablation (LRFA) of the dorsal ramus medial branch nerves (vs. a 

simulated LRFA control procedure) and (b) Activity Tracker-Informed Video-Enabled Cognitive Behavioral 

Therapy program for CLBP (AcTIVE-CBT) (vs. an educational control treatment) on back-related disability at 3 

months post-randomization. Participants (n=13) were randomized in a 1:1:1:1 ratio. Feasibility goals included 

an enrollment proportion ≥30%, a randomization proportion ≥80%, and a ≥80% proportion of randomized 

participants completing the 3-month Roland-Morris Disability Questionnaire (RMDQ) primary outcome 

endpoint. An intent-to-treat analysis was used. The enrollment proportion was 62%, the randomization 

proportion was 81%, and all randomized participants completed the primary outcome. Though not statistically 

significant, there was a beneficial, moderate-magnitude effect of LRFA vs. control on 3-month RMDQ (-3.25 

RMDQ points; 95% CI: -10.18, 3.67). There was a significant, beneficial, large-magnitude effect of AcTIVE-

CBT vs. control (-6.29, 95% CI: -10.97, -1.60). Though not statistically significant, there was a beneficial, large 

effect of LRFA+AcTIVE-CBT vs. control (-8.37; 95% CI: -21.47, 4.74). We conclude that it is feasible to 

conduct an RCT combining procedural and behavioral treatments for CLBP. 

ClinicalTrials.gov Registration: https://clinicaltrials.gov/ct2/show/NCT03520387 
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Introduction   

 

Low back pain is the leading contributor to years lived with disability and health care costs in the United 

States (US).[13; 28] This is driven mainly by chronic low back pain (CLBP; pain persisting for ≥3 months).[20] 

Most treatments for CLBP have only small magnitude effects compared with control treatments, i.e., roughly 5-

10% improvements in functional limitations and disability in randomized controlled trials (RCTs).[11]  

Combining different treatments may be one way to increase the magnitude of CLBP treatment effects.[29] 

An important, unanswered question is “Which interventions should be combined?”. In considering this 

question, we applied the theoretical framework of the Nagi disablement model, in which pain is considered an 

impairment on the pathway to disability (Figure 1). We reasoned that attaining large treatment effects on 

disability for people with CLBP would require combinations of treatments that address different stages on the 

disablement pathway. Interventional procedural treatments for CLBP target pathoanatomic “pain generators” in 

the spine, potentially improving disability by affecting the underlying structures which cause CLBP, or by 

decreasing pain intensity. In contrast, behavioral treatments for CLBP such as cognitive behavioral therapy 

(CBT) aim to improve functional limitations and disability by modifying how people think about pain or how pain 

affects their behavior. Therefore, combining procedural and behavioral treatments for CLBP may provide more 

opportunities for improving functional outcomes than would a single treatment alone. However, no prior RCTs 

have examined whether interventional procedural treatments and behavioral treatments for people with CLBP 

can feasibly be combined in an RCT. A key concern is whether people who have sought out interventional pain 

procedures targeting specific anatomic pain generators - an approach grounded in a biomedical model of pain 

- would be willing to be randomized to a behavioral pain treatment, a fundamentally different approach that 

primarily targets the psychosocial components of chronic pain. 
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We conducted a pilot feasibility RCT to examine whether an interventional procedural treatment for CLBP, 

lumbar radiofrequency ablation (LRFA), could be combined with a video telehealth-based behavioral treatment 

for pain, cognitive behavioral therapy (CBT). LRFA is a minimally invasive procedure that can result in large-

magnitude improvements in properly selected individuals with CLBP.[14] However, there is conflicting evidence 

regarding its efficacy,[22; 24] and no treatment effect was found in the largest RCT conducted.[19] In contrast, 

CBT is a widely accepted treatment for CLBP with demonstrated effectiveness,[8; 9] but typically modest 

magnitude effects.[37] In-person CBT is not widely available in the US[16] and incurs substantial travel 

burdens for patients, which motivated this examination of video-based CBT. The first study aim was to 

evaluate the feasibility of conducting a factorial RCT of LRFA and video-based CBT, each compared to an 

active control condition. The second aim was to estimate the individual and combined treatment effects of (1) 

LRFA (vs. a simulated LRFA control procedure) and (2) video-based CBT (vs. an educational control 

treatment) on back-related disability at 3 months post-randomization.     

 

 

Methods  

 

Study design 

This was a 2 x 2 factorial pilot RCT (Figure 2). Although sometimes conceptualized as a study design that 

allows examination of interactions between treatment effects, factorial trials are typically underpowered for 

evaluating interactions.[26] Instead, the factorial RCT is more accurately viewed as an efficient trial design that 
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permits the study of two interventions at the same time in the same study sample, with each intervention 

compared to control treatments.[26] Eligible participants were randomized to receive LRFA vs. simulated LRFA 

with corticosteroid injections to the lumbar medial branch nerves. Simultaneously, the same participants were 

randomized to receive an Activity Tracker-Informed Video-Enabled Cognitive Behavioral Therapy program for 

CLBP (AcTIVE-CBT) delivered using personal computers (PC) or tablets vs. a brief program of telephone-

based self-directed CBT and education (TBSCE). Participants were randomized in a 1:1:1:1 ratio to each of the 

4 cells of the contingency table (Figure 2). All research processes were approved by the VA Puget Sound 

Institutional Review Board (MIRB01676). The study was registered at clinicaltrials.gov 

(https://clinicaltrials.gov/ct2/show/NCT03520387) prior to the start of recruitment; updates to the trial registry 

were required by the sponsor every 6 months until study completion.  

 

 

Participants 

LRFA can be used for people with CLBP attributed to the lumbar facet joints, defined by pain relief to local 

anesthetic blocks along the dorsal ramus medial branch nerves.[3; 15] LRFA applies a thermal lesion to these 

nerves, temporarily reducing or eliminating CLBP. Because lumbar facet joint-mediated pain cannot be 

diagnosed by clinical characteristics or imaging, in typical clinical care, possible candidates for LRFA are 

selected according to whether or not they have low back pain relief (“positive responses”) with anesthetic 

blocks of the medial branch nerves (“MBBs”), which innervate the lumbar facet joints.[15] The target population 

for this study consisted of adult patients with CLBP seeking care at a single center, the Veterans Affairs (VA) 

Puget Sound Health Care System, and receiving lumbar medial branch blocks (MBBs) as part of usual clinical 
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screening for LRFA eligibility. Clinical screening involved a 1st set of MBBs, followed by a 2nd set of MBBs 

(performed only for those patients with positive responses to the 1st set of MBBs), followed by LRFA 

(performed only for patients with positive responses to the 2nd set of MBBs). Potential study participants were 

approached during this routine clinical process for determining LRFA eligibility.  

 

Eligible participants were Veterans of the Armed Forces receiving care at VAPSHCS who had: (1) low back 

pain of ≥3 months duration; (2) low back pain intensity ≥4 on the numerical rating scale (NRS); (3) previously 

received 1st line rehabilitative treatments, such as physical therapy or spinal manipulation; (4) the ability to 

provide informed consent and complete assessments; (5) access to a personal electronic device with Internet 

access; (6) ”positive responses” to 2 separate sets of lumbar medial branch blocks (low volume anesthetic 

blocks of the medial branches of the dorsal rami using 0.5cc or less of lidocaine or bupivacaine), with at least 

50% pain improvement in the low back pain intensity NRS; and (7) were a candidate for unilateral or bilateral 

LRFA between the L1 and S1 spinal levels. Exclusion criteria were: (1) a diagnosis of lumbosacral 

radiculopathy, symptomatic lumbar spinal stenosis (neurogenic claudication), spinal instability, infection, 

malignancy, or fracture; (2) pregnant females, prisoners, or cognitively impaired; (3) prior lumbar RFA; (4) prior 

lumbar spine surgery involving the levels where LRFA was to be performed within the past 2 years; (5) ever 

having received lumbar fusion involving the levels where LRFA was to be performed; (6) prior CBT for chronic 

pain; (7) primary psychotic or major thought disorder, any active suicidal/homicidal ideation, or unstable or 

severe psychiatric/behavioral conditions; (8) hospitalization for psychiatric reasons other than suicidal ideation, 

homicidal ideation, and/or PTSD, in the past 5 years; (9) cognitive limitations as assessed by a validated 6-

item cognitive screener;[6] or (10) severe active medical comorbidities limiting study participation. As a 

component of this feasibility study, some inclusion and exclusion criteria were modified during the course of the 

study (Supplemental Table S1). Modifications to study criteria generally involved liberalizing study-related 

restrictions, so as to have the target population more closely represent the typical patients being evaluated for 

LRFA in usual clinical care at our facility, while increasing the recruitment rate.  

 

Recruitment 
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Supplemental Figure S1 shows participant flow through study processes. Eligible participants were 

recruited on a rolling basis from November 2018 to March 2020, when recruitment was terminated due to the 

COVID-19 pandemic. Study staff reviewed electronic health records of all patients scheduled for upcoming 

lumbar MBBs to identify potential participants. Clinical providers were alerted to potentially eligible study 

candidates; providers then introduced the study and inquired about patients’ willingness to talk to research staff 

about the study. Interested patients were assessed for eligibility screening by research staff and received 

information about the study after their 1st set of MBBs. Patients who met preliminary eligibility criteria were 

again approached after their 2nd set of MBBs, at which time eligibility criteria were reassessed and eligible 

patients were offered informed consent. Following enrollment into the study, participants were given a baseline 

assessment and received a Fitbit Zip unit (Fitbit Inc., San Francisco, CA) to be worn for the entire study 

participation period. A run-in period was used between enrollment and randomization to exclude participants 

who could not be contacted by research staff or were unable to use the Fitbit units, to ensure that randomized 

participants were capable of completing follow-up assessments. On the day of randomization and prior to 

randomization, participants were re-assessed to ensure that eligibility criteria were met; those ineligible at 

these reassessments were not randomized. 

 

Randomization and Blinding 

Computer-generated permuted-block randomization with a 1:1:1:1 ratio (Figure 2), stratified by MBB 

block responses (50-79% pain relief vs. ≥80% pain relief), was used to achieve roughly balanced groups. 

Participant group allocations were generated by a data team member who did not conduct any patient-facing 

procedures, and allocations were concealed from research staff in sealed, numbered envelopes kept in a 

secure, locked cabinet. Envelopes were assigned to participants in sequence, stratified by MBB block 

responses. Envelopes were only opened by a non-blinded research staff member immediately prior to the 

lumbar procedure, and a non-blinded research interventional pain physician, after confirming that the 

participant remained eligible for randomization at the time of the scheduled spine procedure. Group allocations 

were not divulged to other research staff members, including those involved in study assessments, who 

remained blinded to allocation until after the primary study end point at 3 months post-randomization. 
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Eligible participants received screening diagnostic lumbar MBBs and all aspects of the LRFA 

procedures prior to medial branch lesioning or simulated lesioning by a blinded “treating interventional pain 

physician” who was the primary pain provider for the participant. The treating interventional pain physician 

conducted needle and electrode placements for the LRFA or simulated LRFA procedure, as well as motor and 

sensory stimulation testing of the medial branch nerves to confirm placement and safety. Immediately prior to 

medial branch nerve lesioning or simulated lesioning, the blinded treating interventional pain physician left the 

procedure room, and lesioning or simulated lesioning was conducted by the non-blinded research 

interventional pain physician. This process permitted blinding of the treating interventional pain physician to the 

procedural treatment received on the day of the procedure. The treating interventional pain physician was 

instructed to not attempt to discover the actual LRFA treatment status (LRFA vs. simulated LRFA) of their 

patient. All interventional care following the day of the procedure was conducted by pain clinic staff as per 

usual clinical care, with oversight of the blinded treating interventional pain physician when needed, as if all 

participants had received LRFA. In this way, the treating interventional pain physician remained blinded to the 

procedural treatment received until after the primary end point at 3 months post-randomization. Similarly, the 

participant and the research staff conducting study assessments were blinded to the procedural treatment 

received until after the primary end point at 3 months post-randomization. Thus, a triple-blind design was 

achieved for procedural treatments.  

Treating psychologists could not be blinded to the behavioral treatment provided (AcTIVE-CBT vs. 

TBSCE). Participants were aware of which behavioral treatment they were receiving, but were not informed 

which of the two treatments was considered the study “intervention” of interest. The research staff conducting 

study assessments were blinded to the behavioral treatment received until after the primary end point at 3 

months post-randomization. Thus, a single-blind design was achieved for behavioral treatments. 

 

Study Interventions (Procedural) 
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All procedural treatments were delivered by physicians who were board-certified in pain medicine. All 

interventionists (both procedural and behavioral) in this study were licensed independent practitioners on staff 

at VAPSHCS, providing the interventions within the context of clinical care.  

LRFA procedural technique 

Participating interventional physicians were instructed to follow LRFA technical recommendations with 

regards to parallel electrode placement and the use of two radiofrequency lesions per medial branch as per the 

Spinal Intervention Society (SIS) guidelines, 2nd edition.[4] This involved placement of an 18-gauge 

radiofrequency electrode along the course of each medial branch targeted, using a fluoroscopic declined view 

approach with cross-table obliquity as needed to achieve electrode placement parallel to the medial branch. 

Although not part of the SIS guidelines, all interventional physicians used sensory and motor stimulation testing 

as part of their usual clinical practice. Once each electrode was positioned, sensory stimulation was performed 

at 50 Hz up to 1 millivolt until the participant reported axial and no extremity sensation to confirm appropriate 

location of the electrode. Motor stimulation was performed at 2 Hz up to 1 volt to confirm that there was no 

motor stimulation of the ventral nerve root causing muscle contraction. If there was motor stimulation of the 

ventral nerve root, the electrode was repositioned, and the stimulation sequence was repeated until the correct 

electrode position was confirmed. Once the electrode was in correct position and stimulation testing 

completed, a lesion was generated by raising the temperature at 1°C per second, from 37°C to an operating 

temperature between 80°C and 85°C, which was maintained for 90 seconds. The electrode was then 

repositioned by withdrawing or repositioning parallel to the first ablation site, or by rotating the electrode, and a 

second lesion was made. If at any time during the raising of the temperature, or during the coagulation, the 

participant reported adverse sensations, the generator was immediately turned off and the sensation 

evaluated. The decision of whether to use post-LRFA corticosteroid medial branch injections to mitigate post-

LRFA neuritis and the manner in which this was done (including corticosteroid type and dose) was left to the 

usual clinical practices of each interventional physician; all physicians routinely used post-LRFA corticosteroid 

medial branch injections. This process was then repeated for each medial branch nerve that was targeted (2 or 

more medial branches per LRFA procedure).  
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Simulated LRFA with targeted steroid injection procedural technique  

The simulated LRFA control was performed in an identical fashion to LRFA as above, except that after 

electrode positioning and sensory/motor testing, a neurodestructive lesion was not made. Instead, a pre-

recorded audio recording of the procedure was played by a clinical assistant who was out of view of the 

participant, in order to simulate the beeping and other sounds of the radiofrequency generator machine and to 

ensure the appropriate length of the simulated procedure. At each medial branch site, the electrode remained 

in place for the full 90 seconds that lesioning would normally require, but without heat application. The 

electrode was then repositioned, and a second simulated lesion of duration 90 seconds was applied, along 

with the audio recording. This process was then repeated for each medial branch nerve that was targeted (2 or 

more medial branches per simulated LRFA procedure). Targeted corticosteroid injections consisted of a total 

injectate quantity per participant not to exceed the equivalent of 80 mg triamcinolone, divided equally among 

the medial branch sites targeted.  

 

Study Interventions (Behavioral) 

All behavioral treatments were delivered by licensed clinical psychologists with expertise in 

rehabilitation and cognitive-behavioral therapy and its application to the treatment of chronic pain. Participants 

receiving a given treatment (AcTIVE CBT or TBSCE) generally received the same information according to a 

protocol (full descriptions of each treatment provided in Supplemental Table S2); however, psychologists were 

permitted to tailor sessions as needed at their discretion to ensure participant understanding of the content, 

and to provide individualized support based on personalized goals, barriers, and abilities.  

 

Video-based CBT (AcTIVE-CBT) 

AcTIVE-CBT involved eight 60-minute treatment sessions spaced over 3 months, delivered via 1:1 

clinical video telehealth (CVT) to participants in their homes. The AcTIVE-CBT content closely emulated that 

used in the Mind-body Approaches to Pain (MAP) trial,[8; 9] with modifications to fit the CVT context and 

shorter (60-minute) treatment sessions. Psychologists were encouraged to incorporate information provided by 

the Fitbit Zip units into treatment sessions, by referring to Fitbit output during the initial evaluation and each 
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treatment session, including reminders and tips about Fitbit use, evaluating step count homework, and tracking 

overall progress towards goals.  

Psychologists providing video-based CBT received reports on a participant’s Fitbit output and 

compliance in advance of each treatment session. Psychologists attempted to schedule weekly sessions at 

consistent days and times, to facilitate routine and attendance, and to ensure adequate practice time for 

participants between sessions. Sessions began with a review of the Fitbit-related output provided by research 

staff, to gauge activity since the prior session. Sessions typically included activity plans, expectations, and 

goals for the next session and for the long-term. Some differences between AcTIVE-CBT and the content of 

the MAP trial[8; 9] included a greater focus on encouraging walking and physical activity, use of the Fitbit Zip 

units to provide objective assessments of physical activity, and slightly greater emphasis on understanding 

flare-ups and relapse prevention. AcTIVE-CBT included the same audio content developed in the MAP trial 

(e.g., guided breathing and relaxation scripts), which participants were instructed to use for home practice. This 

content was provided to participants in CD format and was also accessible online. The AcTIVE-CBT treatment 

manual is provided as a Supplemental File. 

 

Telephone-based self-directed CBT and education (TBSCE) 

The TBSCE control treatment was a self-directed, bibliotherapy-based intervention, with some support 

from a psychologist in a structured introductory session at the beginning and a booster session at 3 months 

post-randomization. These sessions were provided by the same clinical psychologists who provided AcTIVE-

CBT. TBSCE involved an initial 60-minute telephone education session by a psychologist including education 

on CBT principles; the provision of an educational book for CBT self-management and orientation to the 

book;[7] and a plan for weekly reading and homework using the book. In addition, the same psychologist who 

conducted the initial telephone education session contacted participants at the midpoint of the 3-month follow-

up period to provide support, reinforce key concepts as needed, encourage continued participant-directed use 

of the plan for weekly reading and workbook use, and answer questions. Weekly workbook homework 

included: 1) education on chronic pain, 2) theories of pain and diaphragmatic breathing, 3) progressive muscle 

relaxation and visual imagery, 4) automatic thoughts and pain, 5) cognitive restructuring, 6) stress 
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management, 7) time-based pacing, 8) pleasant activity scheduling, 9) anger management, 10) sleep hygiene, 

and 11) relapse prevention and flare-up planning. Participants in the TBSCE arm also received the Fitbit Zip 

units, but education and treatment were not specifically structured around use of the Fitbit.  

 

Study Measures 

Study assessments up to and including the day of randomization were conducted by in-person 

interviews. Subsequent data collection was done by telephone interview, unless in-person assessments were 

requested by the participant. Fitbits were worn by participants throughout study participation. Fitbit data was 

synced and downloaded on a weekly basis. Post-randomization study assessments were conducted monthly, 

and the main study outcomes were assessed at 3 months post-randomization as pre-specified in the trial 

registration. 

 

Feasibility outcomes  

As some aspects of study feasibility were unclear prior to the start of the study, given the factorial 

design and randomization to both procedural and behavioral treatments, specific feasibility outcomes and 

targets were not formally specified until after recruitment was initiated. Accordingly, only effectiveness 

outcomes (and not feasibility outcomes) were specified in the trial registration. Quantitative targets used to 

judge the feasibility of a future trial included (1) a proportion of those enrolled from among those meeting all 

study criteria prior to LRFA ≥30% (the recruitment proportion achieved in a prior sham-controlled RCT by our 

group);33 (2) a proportion of those randomized (from among those enrolled) of ≥80%, and (3) a proportion of 

randomized participants completing the 3-month RMDQ primary endpoint of ≥80%.     

 

Effectiveness outcomes  

Primary Outcome (the Roland-Morris Disability Questionnaire [RMDQ]) 

The RMDQ score at 3 months post-randomization was the primary study endpoint effectiveness outcome. 

The RMDQ is a validated and reliable back pain-specific functional status questionnaire adapted from the 

Sickness Impact Profile.[31] The RMDQ consists of 24 yes/no items which represent common limitations in 
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daily activities experienced by those with low back pain. A single unweighted score is derived by summing the 

24 items, with scores ranging from 0 (no disability) to 24 (maximum disability) and higher scores indicating 

worse function. The RMDQ was designed for paper administration and is also well-suited for telephone 

use.[31] It is recommended as a core outcome measure by the US National Institutes of Health (NIH) Task 

Force on Research Standards for Chronic Low Back Pain.[12] 

 

Secondary Outcomes 

Participant activity was tracked pre- and post-randomization to assess change in step counts. Average daily 

step counts were measured using the Fitbit Zip units, which have demonstrated reliability and validity as 

compared to actual observed step counts or reference standard activity monitors.[30] Baseline average step 

counts were calculated as the average daily step counts over the day of the baseline survey and the two prior 

days. Average step counts at 3-month follow-up were calculated as the average daily steps in the 2 weeks 

prior to survey, among days on which participants wore the Fitbit. Change in step counts was calculated as the 

difference between average step counts at 3-month follow-up and baseline. CLBP intensity was measured 

using a 0-10 Numeric Rating Scale (NRS) of pain over the past 24 hours, in which “0” reflects no pain and “10” 

reflects the “worst pain imaginable”. The pain NRS is valid, reliable, and sensitive to detecting change in pain 

intensity after treatment.[18] Quality of life was measured using the mental health and physical health 

subscales of the PROMIS Short Form 10, which has been recommended as a core outcome to be used in 

clinical trials.[10] Average morphine equivalent daily dose was calculated based on participant self-report of 

opioids used in the past 72 hours. At treatment completion only, participants rated the global perceived effect 

of treatment using a 7-point Likert scale (completely recovered, much improved, improved, not changed, 

worsened, much worsened, become worse than ever) and satisfaction with treatment using a 5-point Likert 

scale (very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, neutral, somewhat dissatisfied, very dissatisfied). Participants also 

completed a novel measure of pain intensity, the Numeric Rating Scale of Underlying Pain without concurrent 

Analgesic use (the NRS-UP(A)). Participants who reported any analgesic use in the past 72 hours were also 

asked to make a second report of what they expected their NRS pain rating for CLBP in the past 24 hours 

would have been if they were not taking analgesics, which we refer to as the NRS-UP(A) item. The NRS-UP(A) is 
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defined as the value of the NRS-UP(A) item among participants who reported any analgesic use, and the value 

of the conventional NRS of CLBP intensity among participants who were not taking analgesics. The NRS-UP(A) 

was pre-specified as a secondary outcome, but the measure is still under development and has not yet been 

validated. Participants reported average minutes spent engaging in moderate and heavy physical activity each 

week using items from the Behavioral Risk Factors Surveillance System (BRFSS),[32; 38] which were used to 

calculate “moderate intensity-equivalent minutes” per week using an established method.[5]  

 

Blinding 

   Although no formal assessment of blinding was made post-procedure on the day of randomization, 

blinding was evaluated monthly thereafter. The primary time point for assessing blinding was 1 month post-

procedure, the earliest time at which blinding was assessed, as it was thought that assessing blinding later in 

follow-up may lead to situations where a participant’s perception of their response to treatment would influence 

their view of whether they had received LRFA vs. simulated LRFA. Participants were asked to guess whether 

they received LRFA, simulated LRFA, or whether they had “no idea”. Those who guessed LRFA or simulated 

LRFA were also asked whether they based their guess on a particular clue. The blinding index described by 

Bang et al. was used to evaluate the statistical significance of participants’ tendency to guess the treatment 

they received (blinding).[2] 

 

Adverse events 

 Adverse events (AEs) were defined as any untoward occurrence that presented during follow-up, 

regardless of whether or not the event could have had a causal relationship with the study interventions. 

Adverse events were recorded at the time of identification and classified by severity, relationship to study 

procedures, and whether the AE was an anticipated event following the study interventions. All AE outcomes 

were followed until resolution. Serious adverse events (SAEs) were defined as AEs that resulted in death; a 

life-threatening problem, incapacity, disability; hospitalization; or medical intervention to prevent impairment or 

damage. Two methods were used to monitor for AEs: active identification through participant reporting at the 

time of each monthly scheduled assessment, and passive identification through review of the medical record 
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on a monthly basis. AE analyses were specified a priori. AEs and the results of AE analyses were reviewed by 

an independent Data Monitoring Committee at the midpoint and conclusion of data collection.  

 

Sample size 

As this was a feasibility study, one goal of which was to estimate the annual recruitment capacity at our 

institution, we did not conduct formal sample size calculations. Based on the 2-year duration of funding, 

expected time for study start-up, and estimated number of LRFA procedures conducted at our facility, 

recruitment goals were to randomize 20 Veterans over 12-18 months of recruitment. Assuming that as many 

as 1 out of every 3 Veterans enrolled would withdraw between enrolment and randomization, we planned to 

enroll up to 30 Veterans. 

 

Statistical Analyses  

As appropriate to the 2 x 2 factorial design,[26] first, we compared participants randomized to LRFA and 

simulated LRFA. Next, we compared participants randomized to AcTIVE-CBT and TBSCE. Feasibility 

outcomes were evaluated based on whether the proportions attained achieved planned targets. Effectiveness 

outcomes were between-group differences evaluated with an intent-to-treat strategy, using linear regression 

models with the outcome measure at 3 months post-randomization as the dependent variable, an indicator of 

treatment group as the independent variable, and adjustment for age and baseline value of the outcome 

measure where a baseline value was relevant; for example, the outcome of participant satisfaction with 

treatment had no baseline value (because treatment occurs after the baseline) to include in the model. The 

primary outcome was RMDQ scores at 3 months post-randomization. We fit a separate regression model for 

each outcome and calculated 95% confidence intervals (CIs) for treatment coefficients; statistical significance 

was defined as 95% CIs excluding a null effect (0 for continuous outcomes). Interpretation was focused on the 

effect size point estimates, rather than statistical significance, in keeping with the limited sample size of this 

feasibility study. Negative values of the treatment effect indicated better scores on the outcome variable with 

the active treatment for models examining RMDQ (the primary outcome), the NRS, morphine equivalent daily 

dose, and the NRS-UP(A). Positive values of the treatment effect indicated better scores on the outcome 
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variable with the active treatment for models examining change in step counts, the PROMIS mental health and 

physical health subscales, global perceived effect, satisfaction, and BRFSS moderate intensity-equivalent 

minutes. First, we evaluated model results for the RMDQ to examine for large-magnitude interactions on the 

additive scale, by qualitatively comparing the model-estimated treatment effects for both active treatments 

combined (patients receiving LRFA + AcTIVE-CBT [Figure 2, Group D] vs. simulated LRFA + TBSCE [Figure 2 

Group D] ; Figure 2, Group A) with the “main effects” of LRFA (patients receiving LRFA [Figure 2, Groups B+D] 

vs. simulated LRFA + TBSCE [Groups A+C]) and AcTIVE-CBT (patients receiving AcTIVE-CBT [Figure 2, 

Groups C+D] vs. TBSCE [Group A+B]). If model-estimated treatment effect point estimates for both active 

treatments combined did not show large differences from the sum of each active treatment main effect point 

estimate, no interactions were assumed in subsequent analyses. We then repeated this process for the 

secondary outcomes. Binary “responder” outcomes for the RMDQ and NRS were not analyzed due to the very 

small sample size and consequent imprecision of binary outcomes.[1]. We calculated the Bang blinding index, 

which produces an estimate which ranges from −1 to 1, with −1 indicating that all participants guessed the 

incorrect treatment, 0 indicating that participants randomly guessed their study-group assignments, and 1 

indicating that all participants correctly guessed their study-group assignments.[2] No interim analyses or 

stopping guidelines were planned, in keeping with the nature of this study as a pilot. 

 

 

Results  

 

 

Study Participants 

 

A total of 109 patients were screened between November 2018 and March 2020 (Figure 3). Of these, 26 

patients met eligibility criteria for recruitment. Major reasons for not meeting eligibility criteria included having 

undergone prior LRFA or lumbar spine surgery, receiving <50% relief in pain after MBBs or experiencing 

extended pain relief after MBBs, and having an NRS score of ≤3. Of 26 patients who met study criteria after 
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their 2nd set of MBBs, 16 (62%) were enrolled in the study. Of these 16 participants, two failed to meet study 

criteria prior to the date of randomization due to extended pain relief or lack of ≥50% pain relief with the 2nd set 

of MBBs, and one declined to participate prior to the date of randomization, leaving thirteen out of 16 enrolled 

participants (81%) who were randomized. All participants who were randomized received their allocated 

procedural treatment; however, 1 participant who was randomized to LRFA and who had received bilateral 

MBBs for bilateral CLBP (pain on both sides of the low back) received LRFA on only 1 side of the low back. All 

participants who were randomized received their allocated behavioral treatment: the 7 participants randomized 

to AcTIVE-CBT received all eight planned treatment sessions; and of the 6 participants randomized to TBSCE, 

5 received both planned treatment sessions and 1 received only one session. All participants completed the 

main follow-up at 3-months post-randomization.  

 

All 13 randomized participants self-identified as male and the mean age of participants was 58 years. The 

majority of participants were white (69%), and 23% of participants were Hispanic or Latino (Table 1). 

Participants receiving LRFA and simulated LRFA were comparable with regards to many characteristics, but 

those receiving LRFA were generally older (62 vs. 54 years) and had higher levels of baseline disability on the 

RMDQ (15 vs. 12 RMDQ points) (Table 1). Participants receiving AcTIVE-CBT and TBSCE were comparable 

in regard to many characteristics, but those receiving AcTIVE-CBT were more likely to be Latino or Hispanic 

(43% vs. 0). There were minor differences in baseline disability between those who received AcTIVE-CBT and 

TBSCE (13 vs 15 RMDQ points) (Table 1). Participants receiving LRFA/AcTIVE-CBT and simulated 

LRFA/TBSCE were generally comparable, but those receiving LRFA/AcTIVE-CBT were older (59 vs. 49 years) 

and were more likely to be Latino or Hispanic (50% vs. 0) (Supplemental Table S1).  
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Qualitative evaluation of interactions between treatment effects 

Descriptive evaluation of plots of RMDQ scores showed post-randomization improvements in the active 

treatment groups as compared to the control groups, with substantially larger post-randomization 

improvements for participants in the AcTIVE-CBT vs. TBSCE and LRFA + AcTIVE-CBT vs. simulated LRFA + 

TBSCE groups, as compared to participants in the LRFA vs. simulated LRFA group (Supplemental Figures S2-

S4). The largest between-group difference in post-randomization change occurred between the day of 

randomization and 1 month post-randomization.  

 

Treatment effect point estimates from models examining RMDQ outcomes showed no suggestion of large-

magnitude interactions on the additive scale between the effects of LRFA (vs. simulated LRFA) and AcTIVE-

CBT (vs. TBSCE) treatments for the primary RMDQ outcome (Table 2). This is demonstrated by the treatment 

effect point estimate of LRFA vs. simulated LRFA (-3.3 RMDQ points) and the treatment effect point estimate 

of AcTIVE-CBT vs. TBSCE (-6.3 RMDQ points), which add up to a total (-9.6 RMDQ points) that is only slightly 

larger than the estimated treatment effect of LRFA+AcTIVE-CBT vs. simulated LRFA vs. TBSCE (-8.4 

treatment effect points). This suggested approximately additive treatment effects of LRFA and AcTIVE-CBT; 

accordingly, no interactions on the additive scale were assumed in subsequent analyses.   

 

Primary Outcome (Roland-Morris Disability Questionnaire [RMDQ]) at 3 months post-randomization 

Treatment effects on the 3-month RMDQ score primary endpoint were estimated (Table 2) for individual 

treatment groups (LRFA vs. simulated LRFA; AcTIVE-CBT vs. TBSCE) as well as combined treatments 

(LRFA/AcTIVE-CBT vs. simulated LRFA/TBSCE). The LRFA treatment effect point estimate favored a 

beneficial effect of LRFA of moderate magnitude that was not statistically significant (-3.25; 95% CI: -10.18, 

3.67). The AcTIVE-CBT point estimate favored a beneficial effect of AcTIVE-CBT. This effect was large and 

statistically significant (-6.29, 95% CI: -10.97, -1.60). The combined point estimate for LRFA/AcTIVE-CBT 

favored a beneficial effect of LRFA/AcTIVE-CBT, of large magnitude, that was not statistically significant (-

8.37; 95% CI: -21.47, 4.74).    
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Secondary Outcomes  

Treatment effect point estimates for secondary outcomes showed modest between-group differences and no 

statistically significant associations were seen for any secondary outcome (Table 2). While not statistically 

significant, point estimates suggested small beneficial effects of LRFA as compared to simulated LRFA on 3-

month NRS (-1.02 NRS points; 95% CI: -5.16, 3.11) and patient satisfaction (1.3 points on a 5-point scale; 95% 

CI: -0.5, 3.0), alongside non-significant detrimental effects on average daily step counts (6059 fewer steps per 

day; 95% CI: -12467, 349) and self-reported moderate intensity-equivalent minutes per week (637 fewer 

minutes per week; 95% CI: -1636, 362). There were no statistically significant effects of AcTIVE-CBT (vs. 

TBSCE) for any secondary outcome, but treatment effect point estimates favored beneficial effects of AcTIVE-

CBT on 3-month PROMIS physical health (6.2 points; 95% CI: -0.4, 12.9) and patient satisfaction (1.2 points; 

95% CI: -0.4, 2.8). Additionally, although were no statistically significant effects of combined LRFA/AcTIVE-

CBT (vs simulated LRFA/TBSCE) for any secondary outcome, treatment effect point estimates favored 

beneficial effects of LRFA/AcTIVE-CBT on 3-month PROMIS physical health (10.1 points; 95% CI: -7.3, 27.5) 

and patient satisfaction (2.3 points; 95% CI: -0.4, 2.8). Generally, treatment effect point estimates for combined 

LRFA and AcTIVE-CBT treatments suggested additive effects for most secondary outcomes.  

  

Blinding 

Among the 7 participants who were randomized to receive LRFA, 3 guessed that they had received LRFA, 3 

guessed that they had received simulated LRFA, and 1 had “no idea”, suggesting randomness in participants’ 

guesses about their study-group assignments at the 1-month primary endpoint among those receiving LRFA 

(blinding index 0, 95% CI -0.56 to 0.56). Among the 6 participants who were randomized to receive simulated 

LRFA, 3 guessed that they had received simulated LRFA, none guessed that they had received LRFA, and 3 

had “no idea”, indicating that participants receiving simulated LRFA had a significant tendency to guess that 

they had received simulated LRFA beyond that expected by chance (blinding index 0.50, 95% CI 0.10 to 0.90). 
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All 3 participants who guessed that they had received simulated LRFA reported that their guess was informed 

by their impressions of change in pain since the procedure.  

 

Adverse Events 

Eighteen adverse events (AEs) were reported during follow-up (Supplemental Table S3). Five participants 

reported 1 or more AE, and the remaining 8 participants did not report an AE. Of 18 total AEs reported, 16 

(89%) were determined to be unrelated or unlikely to be related to study procedures; examples of unrelated 

AEs included a cracked tooth and a hearing aid malfunction. One AE determined to be possibly related to the 

study was a change in leg pain that happened after the lumbar procedure, and another AE determined to be 

probably related to the study was back stiffness that happened after the lumbar procedure. No SAEs were 

reported. Some participants reported more than one AE. There were no significant differences in the number of 

participants reporting AEs between the LRFA and simulated LRFA arms (4 vs. 1, respectively; p=0.27) or 

AcTIVE-CBT and TBSCE (3 vs. 2, respectively; p=1.00) arms. 
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Discussion   

 

This pilot study found that it was feasible to conduct an RCT combining two disparate treatments for CLBP, 

interventional procedural treatments (LRFA vs. simulated LRFA control) and behavioral pain treatments 

(AcTIVE-CBT vs. TBSCE control). More than 60% of eligible patients enrolled in the study, more than 80% of 

those enrolled were randomized, and all randomized received their allocated treatment. Additionally, all 

randomized participants completed study assessments at 3 months post-randomization. The effects of 

interventional procedural and behavioral pain treatments on back-related functional limitations appeared to be 

additive or weakly sub-additive, without suggestion of major synergy or antagonism. While no statistically 

significant main effects of these treatments on back-related functional limitations were expected due to the 

pilot’s small sample size, the point estimate for the treatment effect of LRFA vs. simulated LRFA might suggest 

a beneficial effect of LRFA that was not statistically significant (-3.3 RMDQ points at 3-months post-

randomization; 95% CI -10.2, 3.7). Surprisingly, a statistically significant and beneficial treatment effect of 

AcTIVE-CBT (vs. TBSCE) was found (-6.3 RMDQ points at 3-months post-randomization; 95% CI -11.0, -1.6).  

 

Though not statistically significant, the point estimate for the treatment effect of LRFA vs. simulated LRFA 

on back-related functional limitations in the current study (3.3 RMDQ points) exceeds the minimum clinically 

relevant between-group effect sizes used for powering large-scale studies, which are 2.25 to 2.5 RMDQ 

points.41,42 However, the 95% CI for the LRFA treatment cannot exclude a large beneficial effect of LRFA (up to 

10.2 RMDQ points) or a detrimental effect (up to 3.7 RMDQ points). These results are consistent with prior 

LRFA trials, which have shown >10% improvement in functional limitations with LRFA at ≥3-month follow-up in 

two trials[27; 35] but no significant benefit in functional limitations at ≥3-month follow-up in the largest RCT of 

LRFA to date. [19] Clinical experts in LRFA have noted that prior RCTs showing no meaningful effects may be 

explained by (1) poor LRFA technique insufficient to adequately lesion the medial branches and (2) suboptimal 

clinical selection criteria for identifying LRFA candidates.[25] In the current study, we took several steps to 

optimize medial branch lesioning (parallel electrode placement, large electrodes, and 2 lesions per nerve) and 
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clinical selection (requiring 2 sets of MBBs, using ≤0.5cc anesthetic in MBBs, etc.). These steps may have 

contributed to the beneficial, albeit non-significant, effect of LRFA in the current pilot trial.    

 

The effect of CBT for pain as estimated in RCTs is already well-known.[37] Nevertheless, the statistically 

significant, large-magnitude treatment effect of AcTIVE-CBT vs. TBSCE in the current study was larger than 

we had expected. Standardized mean differences for the immediate effect of CBT on functional limitations from 

meta-analyses are 0.32 (vs. usual care) and 0.12 (vs. active control),[37] which correspond to treatment effects 

on the RMDQ scale of approximately 4.0 and 1.5 points, respectively; the latter estimate is substantially 

smaller than the 6.3-RMDQ-point mean benefit of AcTIVE-CBT vs. TBSCE (an active control) in the current 

study. This unexpectedly large benefit may be explained by imprecision due to low sample size and the 

“winner’s curse”[36], in which the size of treatment effects in single RCTs may be inflated, particularly when 

sample size is low.[17; 34] Another explanation for this may be that despite the fact that participants were not 

specifically informed which of the AcTIVE-CBT vs. TBSCE treatments was the CBT intervention of interest, the 

TBSCE control treatment was a self-directed treatment with many fewer sessions than AcTIVE-CBT; due to 

this, TBSCE may have been perceived by participants as a less effective treatment, leading to a larger 

estimated treatment effect more comparable to that estimated from an RCT with a usual care comparator arm. 

Alternatively, the large treatment effect of AcTIVE-CBT on functional limitations in the current study may be 

due to distinguishing features of the treatment, such as the tailored content from the MAP trial which was 

specific to CLBP,[8; 9] video-based modality, integration of Fitbit activity monitors, one-on-one (as opposed to 

group-based) care delivery, or other aspects. 

 

With regards to secondary outcomes, as expected due to the small sample size, estimated treatment 

effects over control for LRFA and AcTIVE-CBT showed wide 95% Cis, encompassing beneficial, null, or 

detrimental effects of LRFA. Overall, there was no clear tendency towards a pattern of improvements in the 

point estimates for the main effects of LRFA or AcTIVE-CBT across secondary outcomes.  
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To our knowledge, this was the first factorial RCT to combine procedural and psychological treatments for 

CLBP. It is also the first trial to show the feasibility of recruiting patients with CLBP at the point in usual clinical 

care when they were already seeking interventional procedural treatments for CLBP (a biomedical approach 

focused on targeting nociceptive pain generators), yet randomizing them to receive psychologically-oriented 

behavioral pain treatments, a fundamentally different type of treatment focused on addressing psychological 

and social components of the biopsychosocial model. Nevertheless, half of eligible participants agreed to 

participate in the study and were randomized. Despite our study’s triple-blind design with regards to the 

randomized procedural treatments, the recruitment setting in an interventional pain clinic might have been 

expected to bias treatment effects in favor of finding relatively larger treatment effects for LRFA than for the 

active psychological treatment, AcTIVE-CBT. Yet, on the contrary, the opposite pattern was seen. As patients 

and providers cannot be blinded to psychological treatments, a single-blind design was required with regards 

to these treatments, and this less stringent blinding may partially explain the large-magnitude treatment effects 

seen for AcTIVE-CBT.  

 

Our assessments of post-procedural blinding at 1 month after randomization suggested that participants 

receiving LRFA were unable to guess the treatment they had received, but that participants receiving simulated 

LRFA were able to guess the treatment they had received. This was surprising, in light of anecdotal 

observations among blinded research staff who interacted with participants immediately after their procedure 

on the day of randomization, who noted that participants often spontaneously offered opinions that they had 

received LRFA (the active treatment) or they could not tell what procedure they had received, but none 

reported impressions that they had received simulated LRFA. However, no systematic assessment of blinding 

success was made following the procedure on the day of randomization. This was a potential design flaw, as 

systematic assessment of blinding at 1 month post-randomization may be affected by participants’ perceptions 

of their improvement, creating a situation in which those with larger improvements infer they have received the 

active treatment, and those without improvement infer they have received the control treatment. In other words, 

blinding assessments may be confounded by participants’ impressions of improvement or lack thereof. This is 

of particular concern given that improvement in the RMDQ is a strong mediator of favorable patient perceptions 
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after lumbar spinal procedures,[33] and the greatest within-group changes in the RMDQ in the current study 

occurred prior to the assessment of blinding at 1 month post-randomization (Supplemental Figure S2). In future 

trials of LRFA, the primary blinding assessment should likely take place on the day of the procedure, after the 

procedure has taken place. 

 

This pilot also had other limitations. Adherence to the randomized procedural treatments was imperfect, 

with 1 participant randomized to LRFA who had bilateral low back pain yet received LRFA on only one of the 2 

painful sides of their low back; given the small sample size, this incomplete adherence might have biased 

procedural treatment effect estimates towards the null. This occurrence prompted alterations to our study 

processes that prevented subsequent instances of the same type of nonadherence, and could be used in a 

future multicenter RCT. Another potential limitation of the study is that the findings with regards to feasibility 

and effectiveness may not generalize to settings outside the VA health care system, as patients in VA settings 

generally have higher levels of disability and psychological comorbidity than in civilian health care.[21] We 

have recently shown that procedural treatment effects on disability outcomes in CLBP can be larger in 

subgroups of people with higher predicted levels of disability,[23] leaving open the possibility that treatment 

effects in non-VA settings may be smaller than those in the current study. A specific limitation related to activity 

tracker-evaluated step counts was that post-MBB improvements in step counts were noted for many 

participants as compared to their pre-MBB steps, and these improvements had not returned to pre-MBB levels 

for some participants prior to randomization (even though pain intensity levels had returned to an intensity 

sufficient to warrant LRFA and were ≥4 on the NRS scale on the day of randomization). This may have 

affected the results of analyses of step count outcomes.  Another limitation is that only male-identifying 

individuals joined this study; this reflects that the population of older Veterans is predominantly male. 

 

In conclusion, it was feasible to conduct a randomized controlled trial combining procedural and behavioral 

treatments for CLBP. Significant and large treatment effects of video-based CBT were found, despite that 

participants were identified at the point of seeking interventional procedures, a fundamentally different type of 
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treatment. Future large-scale factorial trials combining procedural and behavioral treatments should be 

conducted.  
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Figure Legends 

 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual model of potential targets for interventions in chronic low back pain (CLBP). 
 

 

 

 

Figure 2. The 2 x 2 factorial trial study design* 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Enrollment, randomization, and follow-up. 

 

 

 

*Number of potential participants screened at time of 1st MBBs minus those excluded before re-assessment 

may not add up to the total re-assessed, as the initial assessment for some potential participants may take 

place at the time of the 2nd set of MBBs 

 

**Numbers may not add up to the total as potential participants may not meet multiple exclusion criteria or may 

decline participation for more than one reason 

 

***Twenty-six potential participants met study criteria at the time of consent, including 16 who were consented 

and 10 who declined to participate 
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Table 1. Baseline data for participants by treatment groups 
 Procedural Treatments Behavioral Treatments All 

Participants 
(n = 13) 

LRFA 
(n = 7) 

Simulated 
LRFA 
(n = 6) 

AcTIVE-CBT 
(n = 7) 

TBSCE 
(n = 6) 

 n/mean 
(%/SD) 

n/mean  
(%/SD) 

n/mean  
(%/SD) 

n/mean 
(%/SD) 

n/mean 
(%/SD) 

Age (years) 62 (14) 54 (11) 59 (13) 58 (13) 58 (13) 
Gender (male) 7 (100%) 6 (100%) 7 (100%) 6 (100%) 13 (100%) 
Race 

Black or African American 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 
Native American Indian or 
Native Alaskan 

0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 

Native Hawaiian or Pacific 
Islander 

0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 

Asian 0 (0.0%) 2 (33.3%) 2 (28.6%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (15.4%) 
White 5 (71.4%) 4 (66.7%) 4 (57.1%) 5 (83.3%) 9 (69.2%) 
Other 1 (14.3%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (14.3%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (7.7%) 
Mixed 1 (14.3%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (16.7%) 1 (7.7%) 

Hispanic/Latinx ethnicity 2 (28.6%) 1 (16.7%) 3 (42.9%) 0 (0.0%) 3 (23.1%) 
Married  6 (85.7%) 4 (66.7%) 6 (85.7%) 4 (66.7%) 10 (76.9%) 
College graduate 1 (14.3%) 1 (16.7%) 1 (14.3%) 1 (16.7%) 2 (15.4%) 
Employed full/part-time 5 (71.4%) 5 (83.3%) 6 (85.7%) 4 (66.7%) 10 (76.9%) 
VA service connection 

50% to 100% 4 (57.1%) 1 (16.7%) 2 (28.6%) 3 (50.0%) 5 (38.5%) 
Less than 50% 2 (28.6%) 5 (83.3%) 4 (57.1%) 3 (50.0%) 7 (53.8%) 
No 1 (14.3%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (14.3%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (7.7%) 

Current VA or other 
disability claim for back pain 
or other problems 

2 (28.6%) 3 (50.0%) 3 (42.9%) 2 (33.3%) 5 (38.5%) 

Duration of LBP 
Less than 1 year 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 
1-5 years 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 
More than 5 years 7 (100%) 6 (100%) 7 (100%) 6 (100%) 13 (100%) 

Back-related functional 
limitations, RMDQ*  

15 (3) 12 (5) 13 (5) 15 (3) 14 (4) 

Back pain intensity past 24 
hours, NRS* 

6 (2) 6 (1) 5 (2) 7 (2) 6 (2) 

Degree of relief with MBBs 
50-79% 6 (85.7%) 6 (100%) 6 (85.7%) 6 (100%) 12 (92.3%) 
80% or greater 1 (14.3%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (14.3%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (7.7%) 
PROMIS mental health 50 (11) 46 (6) 48 (11) 48 (9) 48 (9) 
PROMIS physical health 37 (4) 42 (4) 37 (4) 41 (5) 39 (5) 
LRFA: lumbar radiofrequency ablation, AcTIVE-CBT: Activity tracker-informed video-enabled cognitive 
behavioral therapy, TBSCE: telephone-based self-directed CBT and education, VA: Veterans Affairs, LBP: Low 
back pain, RMDQ: Roland-Morris Disability Questionnaire, NRS: Numerical rating scale, MBB: Medial branch 
block, PROMIS: Patient-Reported Outcomes Measurement Information System 
*on day of randomization 
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Table 2. Multivariate associations between variables and outcomes* 
 LRFA vs. 

simulated LRFA 
(n =13) 

AcTIVE-CBT vs. 
TBSCE 
(n = 13) 

LRFA + AcTIVE-CBT  
vs. simulated LRFA + 

TBSCE 
(n = 13) 

 β (95% CI) 
 

β (95% CI) 
 

β (95% CI) 
 

 Primary outcome 
RMDQa -3.3 (-10.2, 3.7) -6.3 (-11.0, -1.6) -8.4 (-21.5, 4.7) 
 Secondary outcomes 
Change in step countsbc -6059 (-12467, 349) 2082 (-4667, 8830) -2824 (-10622, 4972) 
NRSa -1.0 (-5.2, 3.1) -0.3 (-4.2, 3.6) -0.8 (-13.4, 11.7) 
PROMIS GHb PCS 1.0 (-8.1, 10.1) 6.2 (-0.4, 12.9) 10.1 (-7.3, 27.5) 
PROMIS GHb MCS 3.7 (-5.4, 12.7) 1.8 (-7.0, 10.6) 6.1 (-11.4, 23.6) 
Morphine equivalentsad -2.9 (-7.7, 1.9) -3.3 (-7.5, 1.0) -6.7 (-16.4, 3.0) 
Global perceived effectb 0.2 (-1.4, 1.7) 0.1 (-1.3, 1.5) 0.0 (-3.4, 3.5) 
Satisfactionb 1.3 (-0.5, 3.0) 1.2 (-0.4, 2.8) 2.3 (-0.7, 5.4) 
NRS-UP(A)

a -0.9 (-5.5, 3.7) -1.4 (-5.4, 2.6) -2.0 (-14.9, 10.9) 
BRFSS moderate intensity-
equivalent minutesbe 

-637 (-1636, 362) 572 (-199, 1343) -82 (-1410. 1245) 

*Associations are adjusted for age and baseline value of the outcome unless indicated otherwise; models for 
global perceived effect and satisfaction after treatment did not adjust for baseline value as these outcomes do 
not apply to baseline (prior to treatment) 

aNegative values indicate improvement with treatment group as compared to control group 
bPositive values indicate improvement with treatment group as compared to control group 
cChange in step counts from baseline to 3 months post-randomization 
dMorphine equivalent daily dose; because all participants were not taking opioids at baseline, baseline opioid 
dose was not included as a covariate,  
eModerate intensity-equivalent minutes per week  
LRFA: lumbar radiofrequency ablation, CI: confidence interval, RMDQ: Roland-Morris Disability Questionnaire 
NRS: Numerical rating scale, PROMIS GH: Patient-Reported Outcomes Measurement Information System 
Global Health, PCS: Physical component scale, MCS: Mental component scale, NRS-UP(A): Numerical rating 
scale of underlying pain without analgesic use, BRFSS: Behavioral risk factor surveillance system 
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