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Aims: To characterize psychologic functioning across five chronic overlapping pain 
conditions (COPCs)—temporomandibular disorders, fibromyalgia, low back pain, 
headache, and irritable bowel syndrome—and their overlaps. Methods: Participants 
were 655 adults in the OPPERA study. Psychologic variables were standardized 
in separate logistic regression models to compare their relative strength of 
association with each COPC. Random forest regression was used to explore 
the association of all psychologic measures with COPCs simultaneously. Linear 
regression analyses examined whether the count of COPCs was associated with 
psychologic measures. Results: In univariate and multivariable analyses, measures 
of somatic symptom burden showed the strongest associations with individual 
COPCs and with the number of COPCs. Additional psychologic variables that 
showed significant associations with individual COPCs and their overlap included 
negative mood, perceived stress, and pain catastrophizing. Conclusion: These 
findings highlight the importance of psychologic functioning in the assessment and 
management of these overlapping pain conditions. J Oral Facial Pain Headache 
2020;34(suppl):s85–s100. doi: 10.11607/ofph.2584

Keywords: �chronic overlapping pain conditions, headache, low back pain,  
pain assessment, psychological factors, temporomandibular disorder

Chronic overlapping pain conditions (COPCs) refer to a group of 
pain disorders that occur frequently in the population and whose 
underlying pathophysiology remains poorly understood. COPCs 

include conditions such as temporomandibular disorders (TMD), fibro-
myalgia or widespread pain, low back pain (LBP), headache, and irrita-
ble bowel syndrome (IBS), among others.1,2 These five pain conditions 
have been described using labels such as “idiopathic pain disorders,”3 
“chronic overlapping pain conditions,”2 “central sensitivity syndromes,”4 
and, with the exception of headache, “functional pain syndromes.”5 
Hereafter, the collective term “chronic overlapping pain conditions” is 
used, consistent with the current terminology favored by the National 
Institutes of Health.6 While COPCs represent distinct conditions and 
are often managed by specialists who focus on one type of  
COPC, COPCs share high levels of comorbidity—that is, the presence 
of one COPC significantly increases the likelihood of experiencing an-
other COPC.2 Moreover, factors associated with one COPC are often 
also associated with other COPCs, such as female sex, heightened 
pain sensitivity, and even genetic variants. This pattern of overlap im-
plies the potential for common pathophysiologic mechanisms and risk 
factors for multiple COPCs.1,2,7

In particular, certain psychologic features have been associated with 
multiple COPCs.8 Separate studies of individual COPCs, including 
TMD,2,9 fibromyalgia,10 LBP,11 IBS,12 and headache conditions,13 have 
demonstrated that each is associated with high levels of somatic symp-
toms and affective distress. Similarly, psychologic stress is reported at 
higher levels among patients with COPCs compared to pain-free con-
trols, and stress is associated with increased clinical symptoms among 
individuals with different COPCs.14–16 Importantly, these psychologic 
profiles cannot be explained as consequences of living with COPCs, 
given evidence from longitudinal studies showing that premorbid levels 
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of these psychologic factors predict risk for future 
development of COPCs.14,17,18 Additional support for 
the clinical relevance of these psychologic factors 
across different COPCs comes from studies demon-
strating that similar psychologic interventions show 
efficacy for each of these COPCs.19–24

The findings described above have identified 
common psychologic factors that are associated with 
different COPCs. However, most previous research 
exploring pain-related psychologic functioning has 
done so in a specific COPC and has not addressed 
whether psychologic functioning may be differen-
tially affected by different combinations of COPCs 
experienced by individuals. In addition, there is lim-
ited prior research that has examined the influence 
of multiple COPCs on psychologic characteristics 
and whether greater psychologic dysfunction occurs 
in the presence of multiple COPCs. Therefore, the 
purpose of this study was to characterize psycho-
logic functioning across five selected COPCs: TMD, 
headache, IBS, LBP, and fibromyalgia. The associa-
tions between the count of COPCs and psychologic 
factors were further explored. The psychosocial mea-
sures assessed in this project included a subset of 
psychosocial measures administered in the original 
OPPERA study. The original battery of instruments 
was selected to assess psychosocial functioning 
across multiple domains in order to identify associa-
tions with chronic TMD and risk factors for new-on-
set TMD.9,18 In the current study, a subset of these 
instruments was administered to reduce participant 
burden. The instruments for this project were select-
ed to represent the constructs found to be signifi-
cantly associated with both chronic TMD and risk of 
first-onset TMD in the previous work, including so-
matic symptom burden, negative mood/affect, psy-
chosocial stress, and pain coping.9,18

Using information from the most recent wave of 
data collection in the OPPERA study, the following  
hypotheses were tested: (1) multiple measures of psy-
chologic function would indicate significant common
ality in psychologic features across all five COPCs; 
(2) some COPCs may be associated with greater 
psychologic distress than other COPCs; and (3) in-
creasing numbers of COPCs would be monotonically 
associated with higher levels of psychologic distress.

Materials and Methods

Reporting of this observational study conforms with 
the STROBE guidelines.25 The primary data collec
tion was from National Institute of Dental and 
Craniofacial Research (NIDCR) Study Protocol 
12-050-E, conducted in the second phase of the 
OPPERA project (OPPERA-2). The Office of Human 

Research Ethics at each participating institution re-
viewed and approved the study. 

Study Design, Setting, and Participants
The cross-sectional design used data from adults 
originally recruited into the first phase of OPPERA 
between May 2006 and May 2013. At that time, sub-
jects aged 18 to 44 years were selected for a com-
munity-based, case-control study of chronic TMD. 
Cases were 1,008 adults with examiner-verified pain-
ful temporomandibular disorders (TMD). Controls 
were 3,258 adults with examiner-verified absence of 
TMD. All subjects were recruited at US academic 
health centers located at: University of Maryland, 
Baltimore, Maryland; University at Buffalo, Buffalo, 
New York; University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, 
North Carolina; and University of Florida, Gainesville, 
Florida. Previous papers have described details of 
recruitment and baseline data collection, as well as 
methods used for a subsequent prospective cohort 
study of the TMD-free individuals who were followed 
up for up to 5 years to investigate incidence of 
first-onset TMD.26,27 

This analysis reports findings from the most re-
cent wave of data collection in OPPERA. Between 
December 2014 and May 2016, attempts were made 
to contact all original enrollees. Data were then col-
lected using clinical examinations, quantitative sen-
sory testing, cardiovascular measures of autonomic 
function, blood samples, and self-report question-
naires. Further details of recruitment and data collec-
tion methods are provided elsewhere in this volume 
(see Slade et al, current issue). 

Classification of COPCs
The presence or absence of five chronic overlap-
ping pain conditions (COPCs) was classified as de-
scribed in detail elsewhere in this issue (see Ohrbach 
et al, et al, current issue) and is summarized below. 

TMD was classified by examiners who used 
the Diagnostic Criteria for Temporomandibular 
Disorders (DC/TMD).28 In summary, to be clas-
sified a TMD case, subjects had to have all four of 
the following findings: (1) history of orofacial pain in 
examiner-verified locations of the masseter, tempora-
lis, submandibular, or temporomandibular joint (TMJ) 
areas and/or history of headache in the verified lo-
cation of the temporal region that had occurred on 
5 or more of the 30 days preceding the examination; 
(2) evoked pain in the same muscles and/or TMJs 
following palpation of those structures or jaw ma-
neuver(s); (3) reported “familiarity” of evoked pain, as 
judged by a positive response to the question “Was 
the pain you felt [during palpation or jaw maneuver] 
familiar to the pain [or temporal headache] that you 
reported during the last 30 days?”; and (4) pain that 
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was modified by jaw function, as judged by a positive 
response to the question “During the last 30 days, 
was any of the pain modified by chewing hard food, 
opening the mouth, jaw habits such as clenching, or 
other jaw activities?” 

Headache was classified using responses to 
a questionnaire designed for OPPERA that asked 
about symptoms of tension-type headache (TTH) and 
migraine during the preceding 12 months. Subjects 
who experienced more than one type of headache 
recorded responses separately for up to three differ-
ent types of headache. Questions about TTH were 
from the International Classification of Headache 
Disorders, third edition (ICHD-3).29 Symptoms of 
migraine were based on questions used in the ID-
Migraine questionnaire.30 Migraine was classified 
when subjects reported headache(s) on 1 or more 
day per month and at least two of three symptoms 
accompanying the headache: nausea, sensitivity to 
light, or being kept from everyday activities. For this 
analysis, headache was classified for any subject 
who reported symptoms consistent with probable 
TTH, TTH, or migraine, and who had experienced 
such headache(s) in the preceding 3 months.

IBS was classified using responses to four ques-
tions about abdominal pain from the Rome III diag-
nostic criteria.31 Subjects were classified with IBS if 
they met both of the following criteria: (1) abdominal 
pain on at least 1 day in the preceding 3 months that 
was not related to menstrual periods; and (2) pain 
that was associated with at least two symptoms of 
bowel function (ie; pain altered by bowel movements, 
greater frequency of bowel movements; less frequen-
cy of bowel movements; looser stools; harder stools).

LBP was classified using responses to screen-
ing questions recommended for studies of back pain 
prevalence.32 Subjects were classified with LBP if 
they reported pain that occurred in the lower back (as 
illustrated to the participant with a shaded manikin 
drawing) during the preceding 3 months that was not 
related to fever or menstruation and that restricted 
usual activities for at least 1 day.

Fibromyalgia was classified based on findings 
from examinations and questionnaires, consistent with 
the 1990 American College of Rheumatology (ACR) 
criteria.33 Subjects were classified with fibromyalgia 
when ≥ 11 of 18 body sites were tender to algome-
ter-delivered pressure of up to 4.0 kg/cm2 and when 
the tenderness occurred in both the axial skeleton 
and in at least one set of opposing diagonal quad-
rants of the body. Also, fibromyalgia cases had to re-
port a history of pain lasting for at least 1 day per 
month in the preceding 3 months.

This paper focuses on the relationship between 
COPCs and explanatory variables measuring psycho-
logic characteristics, which were assessed as follows.

Assessment of Explanatory Psychologic 
Variables
Pennebaker Inventory of Limbic Languidness. The 
Pennebaker Inventory of Limbic Languidness (PILL) 
assesses the frequency with which individuals are 
bothered by each of 54 common physical symptoms 
and sensations on a 5-category scale (never or al-
most never; less than 3 or 4 times a year; every month 
or so; every week or so; more than once every week). 
The single-summary PILL score, derived by summing 
the individual item responses, is related to the con-
struct of somatic awareness or the general tendency 
to report physical symptoms. The PILL has shown 
high internal consistency (Cronbach's α = 0.88) and 
adequate test-retest reliability (0.70 over 2 months).34 

Symptom Checklist 90-Revised Somatization 
and Depression Subscales. The Symptom 
Checklist 90-Revised (SCL-90-R) somatization 
subscale assesses somatic symptom burden 
across multiple bodily systems, and the depression 
subscale assesses depressed mood and related 
symptoms. On both subscales, participants report 
the extent to which they have been bothered by each 
symptom on a 5-category scale (not at all; a little bit; 
moderately; quite a bit; extremely).35 These sub-
scales show good internal consistency (Cronbach’s 
α for ranging from 0.86 to 0.90) and test-retest 
reliability (0.68 to 0.86).36 

State-Trait Anxiety Inventory. The State-Trait 
Anxiety Inventory (STAI) is a 20-item questionnaire as-
sessing general anxiety.37 For each item, participants 
are asked to indicate how they “generally feel” using 
a four-category scale (not at all; somewhat; moderate-
ly so; extremely so). Test-retest reliability for the STAI 
has been adequate, with a Cronbach’s α ranging from 
0.73 to 0.86 over intervals of 20 to 104 days.37 

Profile of Mood States-Bipolar. The Profile 
of Mood States-Bipolar (POMS-Bi) consists of 72 
mood-related items, and participants indicate the ex-
tent to which each item describes their mood state 
over the past week, including today, using a four-cat-
egory scale (much unlike this; slightly unlike this; 
slightly like this; much like this).38 This questionnaire 
assesses both positive and negative affective dimen-
sions and yields global indices of positive affect and 
negative affect. The POMS has been well validated 
with other mood measures and is sensitive to subtle 
differences in affective state. 

Perceived Stress Scale. The Perceived Stress 
Scale (PSS) is a 14-item scale that assesses the 
degree to which individuals appraise situations as 
stressful and their perceived ability to cope with 
stressful situations.39 For each item, participants in-
dicate how often they felt or thought that way in the 
past month using a five-category scale (never; almost 
never; sometimes; fairly often; very often). The PSS 
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yields a single overall perceived stress score by sum-
ming the numeric weights of each item after reverse 
scoring seven of the items. Internal consistency is 
good with Cronbach’s α of 0.84 or greater, and con-
struct validity has been demonstrated, as the PSS 
correlates significantly with other measures of stress 
appraisal.39 

Life Experiences Survey. The Life Experiences 
Survey (LES) is a 57-item instrument that assesses 
the frequency of life events that have occurred over 
the past year, as well as the impact of these events.40 
Impact ratings range from –3 (extremely negative) to 
+3 (extremely positive), with 0 indicating no impact. 
For this analysis, the impact of negative events was 
computed by summing the negative impact scores 
for all reported negative events. 

Modified Posttraumatic Stress Disorder 
Symptom Scale. The Modified Posttraumatic Stress 
Disorder Symptom Scale (MPSS) is a 17-item 
self-report scale designed to assess the frequency 
and severity of PTSD symptoms. Items are rated on 
4-point frequency (ranging from 0 = not at all, to 3 
= 5 or more times per week) and intensity (ranging 
from A = not at all upsetting, to D = extremely upset-
ting) scales. The MPSS has shown good psychomet-
ric properties in people reporting previous exposure 
to traumatic events, with high internal consistency (α 
= 0.96 to 0.97) and good concurrent validity against 
PTSD diagnostic instruments.41 

Coping Strategies Questionnaire-Revised. The 
Coping Strategies Questionnaire-Revised (CSQ-R) is a 
revised version of the original CSQ,42 consisting of 
27 items relating to how individuals cope with pain. 
Participants indicate the frequency with which they 
engage in specific coping activities when experienc-
ing pain using a 7-category numeric scale, ranging 
from 0 (never do that) to 6 (always do that). It yields 
6 subscales reflecting the pain coping strategies that 
individuals use: diverting attention; catastrophizing; 
praying and hoping; ignoring pain sensations; reinter-
preting pain sensations; and coping self-statements. 
The subscales have shown adequate internal consis-
tency, with Cronbach’s α ranging from 0.82 to 0.92 in 
a sample of healthy young adults.18 The CSQ-R has 
been shown to have stable factor structure in patients 
with chronic pain43 and in healthy populations.44 

Statistical Methods
Raw values of each psychologic measure were used 
to generate descriptive statistics for cases and con-
trols of each COPC and according to the number of 
COPCs. All other analyses of continuous variables 
used z-transformed values of psychologic measures, 
and the data were weighted during analysis. For each 
psychologic variable, if up to one-half of the items for 
the scale were missing, the value of the variable was 

imputed using the expectation maximization meth-
od. However, if more than one-half of the items were 
missing, or if it was a single-item variable with a miss-
ing value, the observation for subject was excluded 
from the model. The goal of data transformation was 
to produce measures of association (eg, odds ratios 
[ORs], regression estimates) that could be readily 
compared between health measures that use differ-
ent scales of measurement. 

The goal of weighting was to adjust for the sam-
pling design in OPPERA-2. This took into consider-
ation sampling for the OPPERA-1 case-control study 
(where TMD cases were oversampled relative to their 
prevalence in the population) to adjust for differential 
loss to follow-up of subjects between enrollment in 
OPPERA-1 and recruitment into OPPERA-2. Such 
weighting is important for this analysis to permit valid 
estimates of association between any two variables 
(eg, health measures and headache) in a sample 
that was originally stratified according to a third 
variable (presence or absence of chronic TMD in 
OPPERA-1).45 The analytic weights for OPPERA-2 
were computed as the inverse of sampling prob-
ability for OPPERA-1, multiplied by the inverse of 
loss to follow-up probability between OPPERA-1 
and OPPERA-2. With the exception of univariate 
statistics describing the distribution of explanatory 
variables, all means, percentages, and measures of 
association were calculated using generalized esti-
mating equations (GEE) with the GENMOD proce-
dure in SAS version 9.4 (IBM), with analytic weights 
and robust error variance calculation.46 

The analysis first assessed associations between 
psychologic variables and the presence or absence 
of each COPC using statistical methods for case-
control analysis of cross-sectional data. For descrip-
tive purposes, mean values of continuous variables 
and percentages of categorical variables were gen-
erated for cases and controls for each of the five 
COPCs. To quantify univariate associations, adjust-
ed odds ratios (ORs) were estimated in separate bi-
nary logistic regression models, one for each COPC, 
where the main explanatory variable was the stan-
dardized (using z-score transformation) value of a 
single psychologic variable. The models adjusted for 
study site (four categories) and subjects’ demographic 
characteristics: age (measured in years); gender (two 
categories); and race/ethnicity (five categories: white, 
Black/African American, Asian, Hispanic, or other). In 
order to determine independent associations be-
tween individual COPCs and psychologic variables, 
all five COPCs were modeled as separate binary 
variables in a multivariable model to predict the de-
pendent variable, with tests of the null hypotheses 
that individual COPCs did not contribute inde-
pendently to the dependent variable. 
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Random forest modeling explored multivariable 
contributions of all psychologic variables to each 
binary COPC case classification. Missing values of 
explanatory variables were imputed using on-the-
fly imputation, which is the decision tree analog of 
multiple imputation.47 Random forests are nonpara-
metric statistical models that can handle interac-
tions and nonlinear associations without the need 
to pre-specify the interactions or the form of the 
nonlinearities. Due to this flexibility, random forests 
demonstrate excellent classification performance 
across a broad range of tasks. Through a combina-
tion of the bootstrap aggregating and random sub-
space methods used in the construction of random 
forests, they achieve this classification performance 
without overfitting to the training dataset, thus main-
taining good out-of-sample performance.48 

Contributions of individual variables in the random 
forest models were quantified using variable impor-
tance scores, which estimate the relative contribution 
of each predictor to the model’s classification of true 
positives and true negatives. Overall classification 
performance of the models was quantified with area 
under the receiver operating characteristic curve 
(AUROC) and area under the precision recall curve 
(AUPR). In datasets with unequal numbers of cases 
and controls, AUPR is a better measure of classifi-
cation performance than AUROC, though no single 
metric can adequately capture classification per-
formance.49 However, both measures accord equal 
weight to false positives and false negatives, where-
as the relative importance of those errors may vary 
according to COPC. Therefore, the Brier score was 
also computed,50 which provides an analog to mean 
squared error, as well as proportion of variance ex-
plained for the binary prediction models. Mutual in-
formation provides sensible rankings of classifiers in 
scenarios, such as class imbalance, that break more 

commonly used measures like precision, recall, and 
AUROC.51 A second set of analyses examined as-
sociations with the subjects’ count of COPCs. For 
these analyses, the standardized psychologic vari-
able was used as the dependent variable in a linear 
regression model where the main predictor variable 
was the number of COPCs, and covariates were ad-
justed for study site and demographics (coded as 
described above). The count of COPCs was mod-
eled using three approaches to evaluate patterns of 
association: (1) the number of COPCs was modeled 
as a categorical variable to evaluate potential nonlin-
ear relationships with the explanatory variable, and 
pairwise comparisons were used to test for differ-
ences between subjects with no COPCs (the refer-
ence group) vs the other five possibilities (1, 2, 3, 4 
or 5 COPCs); (2) the count of COPCs was modeled 
as a continuous variable to reveal a potential linear 
relationship with the dependent variable, with a test 
of the null hypothesis of no linear relationship (β = 0); 
and (3) all five COPCs were modeled as separate 
binary predictor variables, with parameter estimates 
tested for independent contributions of each COPC 
to the psychologic measure. 

Results

Demographic characteristics of the cases and con-
trols are provided in Table 1. Age was generally 
similar for cases and controls across all COPCs, 
although TMD cases were slightly younger than 
controls, while LBP cases were slightly older than 
controls. No consistent pattern of age with number of 
COPCs emerged. A greater proportion of cases vs 
controls were women for TMD, headache, and fibro-
myalgia, and non-Hispanic white race/ethnicity was 
overrepresented in cases vs controls for all COPCs.

Table 1    Sample Counts and Weighted Estimates for Demographic Characteristics

Classification Group Weighted no. Mean (SE) age, y   % (SE) female   % (SE) white
TMD Case 108 33.0 (0.6) 61.2 (3.6) 50.7 (3.7)

Control 547 35.4 (0.4) 57.0 (2.3) 52.2 (2.3)
Headache Case 201 34.6 (0.5) 71.1 (2.8) 55.5 (3.0)

Control 454 35.3 (0.4) 51.7 (2.6) 50.4 (2.6)
IBS Case 134 34.6 (0.7) 53.7 (4.0) 60.1 (3.9)

Control 521 35.2 (0.3) 58.7 (2.2) 49.8 (2.2)
LBP Case 99 37.6 (0.7) 56.7 (4.2) 62.9 (4.1)

Control 556 34.6 (0.3) 57.9 (2.2) 50.0 (2.2)
Fibromyalgia Case 24 34.3 (1.1) 77.2 (5.9) 52.7 (7.0)

Control 631 35.1 (0.3) 56.9 (2.0) 51.9 (2.0)
No. of COPCs 0 307 35.6 (0.5) 54.0 (3.1) 46.5 (3.1)

1 209 34.4 (0.5) 60.0 (3.7) 55.5 (3.7)
2 83 33.6 (0.8) 57.5 (4.8) 58.7 (4.7)
3 33 36.5 (1.1) 63.6 (5.8) 68.4 (5.6)
4 15 38.7 (1.4) 92.2 (4.7) 39.7 (8.6)
5 6 30.9 (1.7) 48.8 (15.1) 52.8 (15.1)

SE = standard error.
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Table 2    Descriptive Statistics for Psychologic Variables for the Five COPCs and Controls
Psychologic 
measure

TMD Headache IBS LBP Fibromyalgia

Case Control Case Control Case Control Case Control Case Control
Somatic symptoms
PILL score 
(54–270)

117.38 
(2.28), 
180

88.92 
(1.06), 
469

111.06 
(1.72), 
269

86.73 
(1.22), 
380

114.62 
(2.58), 

156

91.18 
(1.10), 
493

117.76 
(2.85), 

137

91.21 
(1.06), 
512

132.05 
(4.69), 

52

93.75 
(1.05), 
597

SCL-90-R :  
Somatization 
(0–4)

0.69 
(0.04), 181

0.26 
(0.01), 
472

0.56 
(0.03), 
270

0.25 
(0.02), 
383

0.60 
(0.04), 
158

0.31 
(0.02), 
495

0.80 
(0.05), 
139

0.27 
(0.01), 
514

0.98 
(0.09), 

52

0.33 
(0.02), 
601

Mood/affect
SCL-90-R:  
Depression 
(0–4)

0.73 
(0.05), 

181

0.34 
(0.02), 
472

0.58 
(0.04), 
270

0.35 
(0.02), 
383

0.67 
(0.06), 

158

0.37 
(0.02), 
495

0.74 
(0.06), 

139

0.37 
(0.02), 

514

0.84 
(0.10), 

52

0.41 
(0.02), 
601

POMS:  
Negative affect 
(30–120) 

62.89 
(1.43), 
180

51.58 
(0.75), 
470

59.69 
(1.17), 
269

51.20 
(0.82), 
381

61.11 
(1.50), 
156

52.70 
(0.77), 
494

63.72 
(1.66), 
137

52.31 
(0.74), 
513

64.42 
(2.83), 

52

53.87 
(0.71), 
598

POMS:  
Positive affect 
(30–120) 

78.46 
(1.08), 
180

84.97 
(0.63), 

470

80.68 
(0.87), 
269

84.93 
(0.71), 
381

80.64 
(1.12),  
156

83.97 
(0.64), 
494

79.85 
(1.26), 
137

84.05 
(0.62), 

513

80.98 
(2.08), 

52

83.36 
(0.58), 
598

STAI:  
Trait anxiety 
(20–80) 

41.81 
(0.87), 

180

35.33 
(0.47), 
468

39.70 
(0.71), 
269

35.31 
(0.51), 
379

40.85 
(0.88), 

156

35.96 
(0.48), 
492

42.25 
(0.96), 

137

35.76 
(0.46), 

511

43.67 
(1.88), 

52

36.56 
(0.43), 
596

Psychosocial stress
PSS (0–56) 24.32 

(0.73),  
180

18.78 
(0.40), 
467

22.69 
(0.59), 
269

18.64 
(0.45), 
378

23.58 
(0.70), 
156

19.28 
(0.42), 
491

24.50 
(0.82), 
136

19.21 
(0.39), 

511

25.67 
(1.38), 

52

19.85 
(0.37), 
595

MPSS (0–51) 19.57 
(1.96), 
150

8.96 
(0.78), 
426

16.02 
(1.42), 
237

8.71 
(0.88), 
339

16.63 
(1.84), 
137

10.19 
(0.86), 
439

20.41 
(2.13),  
120

9.44 
(0.80), 
456

20.68 
(4.12), 

42

11.02 
(0.79), 
534

LES:  
Sum of negative 
life events

7.10 
(0.63), 

181

3.81 
(0.23), 

472

6.01 
(0.46), 
269

3.82 
(0.26), 
384

7.11  
(0.66), 

157

3.96 
(0.24), 
496

7.51  
(0.74),  
138

3.97 
(0.24), 

515

8.04 
(1.09), 

52

4.43 
(0.25), 
601

Pain coping
CSQ-R:  
Distraction (0–6)

2.45 
(0.11), 
178

2.27 
(0.07), 
468

2.29 
(0.09), 
267

2.34 
(0.08), 
379

2.40 
(0.12), 
153

2.29 
(0.07), 
493

2.62 
(0.13), 
136

2.24 
(0.07), 

510

2.78 
(0.20), 

51

2.28 
(0.06), 
595

CSQ-R:  
Catastrophizing 
(0–6)

1.30 
(0.09), 

178

0.76 
(0.05), 
468

1.11 
(0.07), 
267

0.77 
(0.05), 
379

1.12 
(0.09), 
153

0.85 
(0.05), 
493

1.49 
(0.12), 
136

0.75 
(0.04), 

510

1.70 
(0.20), 

51

0.84 
(0.04), 
595

CSQ-R:  
Ignoring pain 
(0–6)

2.67 
(0.11), 
178

2.59 
(0.07), 
468

2.62 
(0.09), 
267

2.60 
(0.08), 
379

2.61 
(0.13), 
153

2.61 
(0.07), 
493

2.43 
(0.11), 
136

2.66 
(0.07), 

510

2.64 
(0.21), 

51

2.61 
(0.06), 
595

CSQ-R:  
Distancing (0–6)

1.29 
(0.11), 
178

1.03 
(0.06), 
468

1.25 
(0.09), 
267

0.99 
(0.07), 
379

1.16  
(0.12),  
153

1.08 
(0.06), 
493

1.37 
(0.13), 
136

1.03 
(0.06), 

510

1.46 
(0.19), 

51

1.07 
(0.06), 
595

CSQ-R:  
Coping statements 
(0–6)

3.80 
(0.10), 
178

3.55 
(0.07), 
468

3.73 
(0.08), 
267

3.54 
(0.08), 
379

3.62 
(0.12), 
153

3.62 
(0.07), 
493

3.66 
(0.11), 
136

3.61 
(0.07), 

510

4.02 
(0.19), 

51

3.58 
(0.06), 
595

CSQ-R:  
Praying and hoping 
(0–6)

2.27 
(0.16),  
178

2.19  
(0.10),  
468

2.29 
(0.13), 
267

2.15  
(0.11),  
379

2.02 
(0.17), 
153

2.27 
(0.10), 
493

2.64 
(0.19), 
136

2.10 
(0.09), 

510

2.64 
(0.30), 

51

2.17 
(0.09), 
595

Data are reported as mean (standard error), number of unweighted participants.  
MPSS = Modified Posttraumatic Stress Disorder Symptom Scale; STAI = State-Trait Anxiety Inventory; CSQ-R = Coping Strategies Questionnaire-Revised.
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Univariate Association of Psychologic Vari-
ables with Individual COPCs. Descriptive statistics 
for all psychologic variables for cases and controls 
for each of the five COPCs are presented in Table 2. 
Univariate ORs depicting the association of each 
psychologic variable with case status for each of the 
COPCs (after controlling for age, race/ethnicity, sex, 
and study site) are presented in Table 3. Measures 

of somatic symptom burden (ie, PILL, SCL-90-R so-
matization subscale) were the strongest predictors 
of case status across all COPCs (ORs ranging from 
1.82 to 4.41, all P < .001). Also, measures of neg-
ative mood and affect (eg, SCL-90-R depression, 
POMS negative affect, trait anxiety) were significant-
ly associated with case status across all COPCs 
(ORs ranging from 1.43 to 1.86, all P < .001), as 

Table 3  �  Univariate Associations of z Scores for Psychologic Measures and Individual COPCs, 
Adjusted for Study Site and Demographics

TMD Headache IBS LBP Fibromyalgia

Psychologic 
measure

OR
(95% CL) P

OR 
(95% CL) P

OR 
(95% CL) P

OR 
(95% CL) P

OR  
(95% CL) P

Somatic symptoms

PILL score 2.30 (1.60, 
3.32)

< .001 2.08 (1.57, 
2.75)

< .001 1.82 (1.37, 
2.43)

< .001 2.22 (1.61, 
3.07)

< .001 4.41 (2.70, 
7.22)

< .001

SCL-90-R:  
Somatization

3.15 (2.14, 
4.63)

< .001 2.12 (1.38, 
3.24)

.001 2.33 (1.70, 
3.18)

< .001 4.13 (2.75, 
6.22)

< .001 3.04 (1.98, 
4.68)

< .001

Mood/affect

SCL-90-R:  
Depression

1.80 (1.37, 
2.38)

< .001 1.46 (1.13, 
1.87)

.003 1.73 (1.34, 
2.23)

< .001 1.76 (1.37, 
2.27)

< .001 1.70 (1.31, 
2.20)

< .001

POMS:  
Negative affect

1.53 (1.14, 
2.04)

.004 1.45 (1.13, 
1.85)

.003 1.43 (1.05, 
1.94)

.023 1.69 (1.30, 
2.20)

< .001 1.60 (0.98, 
2.62)

.063

POMS:  
Positive affect 
(reverse scoring)

1.37 (0.91, 
2.05)

.130 1.31 (1.06, 
1.64)

.014 1.22 (0.96, 
1.55)

.107 1.44 (1.12, 
1.83)

.004 0.85 (0.51, 
1.42)

.536

STAI: T 
rait anxiety 

1.62 (1.24, 
2.11)

< .001 1.51 (1.19, 
1.91)

.001 1.70 (1.32, 
2.18)

< .001 1.79 (1.39, 
2.31)

< .001 1.86 (0.98, 
3.52)

.057

Psychosocial stress

PSS 1.61 (1.19, 
2.17)

.002 1.58 (1.23, 
2.04)

< .001 1.68 (1.25, 
2.26)

.001 1.91 (1.44, 
2.54)

< .001 1.72 (0.92, 
3.21)

.091

MPSS 1.70 (1.21, 
2.38)

.002 1.49 (1.16, 
1.91)

.002 1.32 (1.05, 
1.66)

.019 1.61 (1.23, 
2.11)

.001 1.57 (1.20, 
2.06)

.001

LES:  
Negative affect

1.53 (1.17, 
2.01)

.002 1.26 (0.99, 
1.60)

.063 1.52 (1.13, 
2.05)

.006 1.57 (1.18, 
2.10)

.002 1.81 (1.49, 
2.21)

< .001

Pain coping

CSQ-R:  
Distraction 

1.50 (1.10, 
2.05)

.010 0.99 (0.79, 
1.25)

.959 1.11 (0.88, 
1.41)

.379 1.38 (1.08, 
1.76)

.010 2.07 (1.36, 
3.16)

.001

CSQ-R:  
Catastrophizing

1.56 (1.11, 
2.18)

.010 1.41 (1.10, 
1.81)

.007 1.20 (0.93, 
1.54)

.158 1.49 (1.18, 
1.88)

.001 1.82 (1.22, 
2.72)

.003

CSQ-R:  
Ignoring Pain 

1.01 (0.77, 
1.33)

.951 1.01 (0.79, 
1.28)

.964 1.00 (0.78, 
1.28)

.987 1.01 (0.77, 
1.34)

.918 1.06 (0.72, 
1.55)

.766

CSQ-R:  
Distancing 

1.44 (1.08, 
1.92)

.014 1.30 (1.03, 
1.64)

.029 1.05 (0.81, 
1.36)

.686 1.29 (0.97, 
1.71)

.085 1.46 (1.01, 
2.10)

.043

CSQ-R: Coping 
statements

1.04 (0.80, 
1.35)

.767 1.00 (0.80, 
1.24)

.971 1.02 (0.79, 
1.30)

.904 1.13 (0.89, 
1.44)

.318 1.53 (0.99, 
2.35)

.056

CSQ-R: Praying 
and hoping

1.40 (1.03, 
1.90)

.029 1.20 (0.94, 
1.53)

.149 1.03 (0.81, 
1.32)

.782 1.25 (0.94, 
1.65)

.120 1.58 (1.08, 
2.29)

.017

The odds ratio (OR) (adjusted for study site and demographics) reflects the extent to which the psychologic measure is associated with 
an increased likelihood of having a specific COPC vs not having that COPC. For example, every 1 standard deviation increase in PILL 
score was associated with a 2.3 times greater likelihood of being a TMD case vs a noncase.
PILL = Pennebaker Inventory of Limbic Languidness; SCL-90-R = Symptom Checklist 90-Revised; POMS = Profile of Mood 
States-Bipolar; STAI = State-Trait Anxiety Inventory; PSS = Perceived Stress Scale; MPSS = Modified Posttraumatic Stress Disorder 
Symptom Scale; LES = Life Experiences Survey; CSQ-R = Coping Strategies Questionnaire-Revised. 
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were measures of stress (PSS, PTSD symptoms, 
impact of negative events; ORs ranging from 1.26 
to 1.91, all P < .085). Pain catastrophizing was sig-
nificantly associated with all COPCs (ORs ranging 
from 1.41 to 1.82, all P < .01), except for IBS. Oth-
er scales from the CSQ-R were inconsistently and 
weakly associated with case status. Distraction, dis-
tancing, and praying were each associated with both 
TMD and fibromyalgia (ORs 1.40 to 2.07, P < .043). 
Distancing was also associated with LBP, and dis-
traction with headache. Positive affect was protective 
against case status for headache and LBP. The over-
all pattern of these associations is depicted visually 
in Fig 1.

Multivariable Association of Psychologic 
Variables with Individual COPCs
The independent association of psychologic variables 
with individual COPCs was first tested using regres-
sion models that included all individual COPCs as 
predictors of each psychologic variable (Appendix 1; 

see all appendices in the online version of this article 
at www.quintpub.com/journals). These revealed that 
somatic symptoms were independently associated 
with all COPCs, and depression and perceived stress 
were independently associated with most COPCs. 
Other psychologic measures were not consistently 
independently associated with individual COPCs. 

Next, random forest algorithms explored associ-
ations of all psychologic variables with each COPC. 
As shown in Fig 2, the strongest independent predic-
tors of case status were measures of somatic symp-
toms (ie, PILL, SCL-90-R somatization subscale), 
with the strongest associations being observed for 
fibromyalgia, followed by TMD and LBP. Other psy-
chologic variables showed weaker independent as-
sociations with some COPCs, including: SCL-90-R 
depression (for fibromyalgia, TMD, and LBP), per-
ceived stress (headache), negative affect (all COPCs 
except fibromyalgia), trait anxiety (IBS), and pain cat-
astrophizing (fibromyalgia and LBP). Indices of model 
fit are provided in Appendix 2.

Fig 1  The blue heat map depicts psychologic measure z-score differences according to the number of COPCs, based on data pre-
sented in Appendix 1. For example, the first cell in the top row depicts the mean SCL-90-R somatization subscale z-score difference 
between groups with 1 COPC vs 0 COPCs. Rows are ordered in descending strength of association, as determined by beta coeffi-
cients (standard error), reported in Appendix 2. The orange heat map depicts standardized odds ratios (SORs), reported in Table 4, 
that quantify the strength of association between psychologic measures and each individual COPC. SCL-90-R = Symptom Checklist 
90-Revised; PILL = Pennebaker Inventory of Limbic Languidness; PSS = Perceived Stress Scale; STAI = Stait-Trait Anxiety Inventory; 
MPSS = Modified Posttraumatic Stress Disorder Symptom Scale; LES = Life Experiences Survey; POMS = Profile of Mood States-Bi-
polar; (r) = reverse scoring (negative z scores used for standardized odds ratios represent increase in odds of being a case associated 
with reduction of 1 SD in the value of the variable); CSQ-R = Coping Strategies Questionnaire-Revised. 

Psychologic 
measure

Linear relationship 
between no. of 
COPCs and  

psychologic measure  
z score, β (SE), P

Psychologic measure comparison  
according to no. of COPCs

Univariate association of  
psychologic measure and COPC

1 vs 0
COPCs

2 vs 0
COPCs

3 vs 0
COPCs

4 vs 0
COPCs

5 vs 0
COPCs TMD         HA           IBS        LBP          FM

1                    2                    3                   4
SOR

     0                   1                   2                   3
Health measure z-score difference

SCL-90-R: Somatization	 0.46 (0.04), < .01 

PILL	 0.39 (0.04), < .01

SCL-90-R: Depression	 0.32 (0.05), < .01

PSS	 0.28 (0.04), < .01

STAI: Trait anxiety	 0.28 (0.04), < .01

MPSS	 0.26 (0.04), < .01

LES: Negative impact	 0.24 (0.05), < .01

POMS: Negative affect	 0.23 (0.04), < .01

CSQ-R: Catastrophizing	 0.21 (0.05), < .01

POMS: Positive affect (r) 	 0.16 (0.04), < .01

CSQ-R: Distance	 0.14 (0.06), < .02

CSQ-R: Distraction	 0.09 (0.04), .03

CSQ-R: Praying	 0.08 (0.03), .01

CSQ-R: Coping	 0.02 (0.05), .63

CSQ-R: Ignore	 0.00 (0.05), .92
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Univariate Association of Psychologic 
Variables with the Number of COPCs
Descriptive statistics for psychologic variables ac-
cording to number of COPCs are presented in 
Table 4. Univariate analyses revealed an increasing 
strength of association with an increased number 
of COPCs for most psychologic measures relative 
to the reference group of individuals with 0 COPCs 
(ie, 0 vs 1; 0 vs 2, etc), with the exception of sev-
eral CSQ subscales, where inconsistent differences 
emerged (Table 5). For example, the estimated mean 
difference in the SCL-90-R somatization subscale 
increased from 0.31 when comparing 1 vs 0 COPCs 
to 3.26 when comparing 5 vs 0 COPCs. Thus, com-
pared to those with 0 COPCs, the mean difference 
in the somatization score was 10-fold greater for 
people with 5 COPCs than for people with 1 COPC. 
A generally similar, though less dramatic, pattern 
emerged for several other measures, including de-
pression (SCL-90-R), perceived stress, negative af-
fect, trait anxiety, and catastrophizing. These results 
are depicted visually as a heat map in Fig 2. Likewise, 
regression analyses testing for a linear effect of num-
ber of COPCs showed that most psychologic mea-
sures increased linearly with the number of COPCs, 
again with the exception of several CSQ subscales 
(Table 5). Examples of these linear associations for 

several psychologic measures are depicted in Fig 3. 
As observed for specific COPCs, the strongest as-
sociations emerged for measures of somatic symp-
toms, such that increasing numbers of COPCs were 
linearly associated with greater somatic symptoms. 
Positive affect decreased linearly with the number of 
COPCs. An overall summary of the findings is pro-
vided in Fig 3.

Discussion

In this study of psychologic characteristics in people 
with up to five COPCs, univariate findings generally 
indicate that psychologic functioning is similarly ad-
versely affected across all COPCs. Specifically, all 
five COPCs were associated with higher somatic 
symptom burden, increased negative and decreased 
positive affect, greater psychologic stress, and high-
er pain catastrophizing. The magnitude of association 
of certain psychologic measures appeared some-
what more pronounced for some COPCs than for 
others. For example, somatic symptom burden was 
more strongly associated with fibromyalgia, TMD, 
and LBP than with headache and IBS. Also, the as-
sociation of perceived stress with LBP was slightly 
greater than for the other COPCs. In multivariable 

Fig 2  Multivariable contributions of psycholog-
ic measures to COPCs in the OPPERA-2 study 
(n = 655 participants). Random forest modeling 
explored multivariable contributions of all psycho-
logic measures to each binary COPC case clas-
sification, with study site, age, gender, and race/
ethnicity also included as covariates. Contribu-
tions of individual variables in the random forest 
models were quantified using variable importance 
scores, which estimate the relative contribution 
of each predictor to the model’s classification of 
true positives and true negatives. Other health 
measures were included in the models, but are not 
plotted because their variable importance factors 
did not exceed 0.0004. Filled symbols = COPC 
cases; open symbols = controls; PILL = Pen-
nebaker Inventory of Limbic Languidness; SCL-
90-R = Symptom Checklist 90-Revised; PSS = 
Perceived Stress Scale; STAI = State-Trait Anx-
iety Inventory; MPSS = Modified Posttraumatic 
Stress Disorder Symptom Scale; LES = Life Ex-
periences Survey; CSQ-R = Coping Strategies 
Questionnaire-Revised. 

PILL

SCL-90-R:  
Somatization

SCL-90-R:  
Depression

PSS

POMS: Negative affect

STAI: Trait anxiety

MPSS

LES: Negative affect

CSQ-R:  
Catastrophizing
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regression analyses, all COPCs independently pre-
dicted somatic symptom burden, but only a subset 
of COPCs were independently associated with the 
other psychologic measures. For example, LBP, IBS, 
and TMD each showed independent associations 
with depression, and LBP and IBS were also related 
to perceived stress. LBP was independently associ-
ated with more psychologic variables than any other 
COPC. Random forest analyses that evaluated con-
tributions of all psychologic factors also found that 
somatic symptoms were the strongest predictors of 
case status, particularly for fibromyalgia and TMD.

Regarding the count of COPCs, univariate 
analyses showed that most psychologic measures 
differed significantly when comparing individuals 
with no COPCs to those with one or more COPCs, 
and the magnitude of association generally increased 

incrementally with each additional COPC. Similarly, 
multiple psychologic variables were linearly related to 
the count of COPCs. Thus, in general, deterioration 
in psychologic functioning was proportionate to the 
number of COPCs experienced by an individual. This 
is consistent with prior research demonstrating that 
the presence of multiple pain conditions is associ-
ated with greater psychologic symptomatology.52,53 
The current findings extend these results to suggest 
that the presence of multiple COPCs increases the 
propensity for greater psychologic symptoms, with 
the increase in psychologic symptoms generally pro-
portionate to the increased number of COPCs.

One conclusion based on this pattern of results 
is that similar psychologic processes appear to be 
associated with different COPCs. This is not par-
ticularly surprising given prior work examining the 

Table 4    Descriptive Statistics for Psychologic Variables by Number of COPCs

No. of COPCs
Psychologic measure 0 1 2 3 4 5

Somatic symptoms

PILL score (54–270) 80.43 (1.24), 
248

93.15 (1.58), 
178

109.19 (2.20), 
109

115.67 (2.83), 
70

135.36 (5.05), 
32

164.72 (10.25), 
12

SCL-90-R: Somatization (0–4) 0.15 (0.01), 
251

0.31 (0.02), 
177

0.54 (0.04), 
109

0.64 (0.05), 
71

1.02 (0.10), 
33

1.52 (0.21), 
12

Mood/affect

SCL-90-R: Depression (0–4) 0.26 (0.02), 
251

0.39 (0.04), 
177

0.55 (0.06), 
109

0.70 (0.08), 
71

1.02 (0.15), 
33

1.17 (0.23), 
12

POMS: Negative affect (30–120) 49.10 (0.99), 
249

52.37 (1.19), 
178

59.67 (1.70), 
109

61.85 (2.14), 
70

69.88 (3.64), 
32

78.75 (5.62), 
12

POMS: Positive affect (30–120) 86.10 (0.86), 
249

84.40 (1.01), 
178

79.68 (1.44), 
109

78.06 (1.77), 
70

77.23 (2.37), 
32

81.42 (4.04), 
12

STAI: Trait anxiety (20–80) 33.45 (0.59), 
247

36.74 (0.78), 
178

39.60 (1.07), 
109

41.54 (1.37), 
70

44.86 (2.11), 
32

50.00 (2.96), 
12

Psychosocial stress

PSS (0–56) 17.23 (0.53), 
247

19.79 (0.64), 
177

22.44 (0.97), 
109

24.43 (1.04), 
70

27.18 (1.59), 
32

30.42 (2.60), 
12

MPSS (0–51) 6.65 (0.93), 
225

11.29 (1.47), 
161

14.01 (2.05), 
93

16.98 (2.71), 
60

27.88 (5.27), 
26

35.42 (8.87), 
11

LES: Sum of negative life events 2.96 (0.26), 
252

4.11 (0.41), 
177

6.00 (0.58), 
109

6.94 (1.00), 
70

11.03 (2.01), 
33

8.75 (2.39), 
12

Pain coping

CSQ-R: Distraction (0–6) 2.30 (0.10), 
248

2.28 (0.11), 
177

2.14 (0.14), 
109

2.27 (0.18), 
69

3.03 (0.26), 
32

3.33 (0.34), 
11

CSQ-R: Catastrophizing (0–6) 0.63 (0.05), 
248

0.86 (0.08), 
177

1.05 (0.11), 
109

1.14 (0.14), 
69

1.78 (0.25), 
32

2.64 (0.36), 
11

CSQ-R: Ignoring pain (0–6) 2.65 (0.10), 
248

2.47 (0.11), 
177

2.80 (0.14), 
109

2.60 (0.19), 
69

2.68 (0.23), 
32

2.02 (0.35), 
11

CSQ-R: Distancing (0–6) 1.01 (0.09), 
248

1.01 (0.11), 
177

1.10 (0.13), 
109

1.20 (0.18), 
69

1.74 (0.32), 
32

2.00 (0.32), 
11

CSQ-R: Coping statements (0–6) 3.55 (0.10), 
248

3.52 (0.11), 
177

3.84 (0.13), 
109

3.53 (0.17), 
69

3.95 (0.23), 
32

4.20 (0.34), 
11

CSQ-R: Praying and hoping (0–6) 2.13 (0.14), 
248

2.40 (0.16), 
177

1.86 (0.19), 
109

1.99 (0.26), 
69

2.99 (0.40), 
32

3.52 (0.56), 
11

Data are reported as mean (standard error), number of unweighted participants. PILL = Pennebaker Inventory of Limbic Languidness; 
 SCL-90-R = Symptom Checklist 90-Revised; PSS = Perceived Stress Scale; MPSS = Modified Posttraumatic Stress Disorder Symptom Scale;  
LES = Life Experiences Survey; CSQ-R = Coping Strategies Questionnaire-Revised.
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relationship between psychologic factors and indi-
vidual COPCs.9,54,55 However, this study is among 
the first to explore a broad array of psychologic vari-
ables within a single cohort in which multiple COPCs 
have been characterized. While the statistical models 
used did not specifically test whether the magnitude 
of association between psychologic measures and 
case status differed across COPCs, inspection of 
the ORs and means suggests that the strength of as-
sociation was generally similar across COPCs, with 
some exceptions (eg, somatic symptoms were more 
strongly associated with TMD, fibromyalgia, and LBP 
than with IBS or headache). 

While these findings show that multiple psycho-
logic factors are associated with each individual 

COPC and with the number of COPCs, the stron-
gest associations clearly emerged for measures of 
somatic symptom burden. This is consistent with pri-
or findings related to TMD, in which a greater number 
of somatic symptoms was associated with chron-
ic TMD9 as well as with risk of new-onset TMD18 
more strongly than any other psychologic variable. 
Other investigators have also reported that somatic 
symptoms are strongly associated cross-sectionally 
with COPCs56,57 and that somatic symptoms pre-
dict increased risk for development or persistence 
of COPCs, including widespread pain,58 TMD,59 
LBP,54,60 and abdominal pain.61 Also, recent findings 
show an association of generalized sensory sensi-
tivity with the number of comorbid pain conditions 

Table 5  �  Estimates of Linear Associations and Pairwise Comparisons Between Number of COPCs 
and z Scores for Psychologic Measures, Adjusted for Study Site and Demographics

Linear  
association Estimated mean difference (SE), P 

Psychologic measure β (SE), P
1 vs 0 

COPCs
2 vs 0 

COPCs
3 vs 0 

COPCs
4 vs 0 

COPCs
5 vs 0 

COPCs
Somatic symptoms

PILL score 0.39 (0.04), 
< .01

0.42 (0.10), 
< .01

0.78 (0.12), 
< .01

0.94 (0.14), 
< .01

1.39 (0.34), 
.01

2.82 (0.32), 
< .01

SCL-90-R: Somatization subscale 0.46 (0.04), 
< .01

0.31 (0.07), 
< .01

0.87 (0.11), 
< .01

1.15 (0.27), 
< .01

1.80 (0.16), 
.01

3.26 (0.36), 
< .01

Mood/affect

SCL-90-R: Depression 0.32 (0.05), 
< .01

0.18 (0.12), 
.13

0.50 (0.12), 
< .01

0.81 (0.21), 
< .01

1.83 (0.50), 
< .01

1.57 (0.26), 
< .01

POMS: Negative affect 0.23 (0.04), 
< .01

0.12 (0.13), 
.32

0.47 (0.15), 
< .01

0.65 (0.15), 
< .01

0.74 (0.28), 
< .01

1.68 (0.30), 
< .01

POMS: Positive affect  
(reverse scoring)

0.16 (0.04), 
< .01

0.21 (0.14), 
.13

0.40 (0.15), 
< .01

0.54 (0.18), 
< .01

0.65 (0.16), 
< .01

0.28 (0.27), 
.28

STAI: Trait anxiety 0.28 (0.04), 
< .01

0.27 (0.12), 
.02

0.54 (0.15) , 
< .01

0.73 (0.15), 
< .01

1.13 (0.27), 
< .01

1.68 (0.19), 
< .01

Psychosocial stress

PSS 0.28 (0.04), 
< .01

0.26 (0.13), 
.03

0.58 (0.14), 
< .01

0.85 (0.14), 
< .01

1.01 (0.21), 
< .01

1.63 (0.27), 
< .01

MPSS 0.26 (0.04), 
< .01

0.40 (0.14), 
< .01

0.38 (0.13), 
< .01

0.73 (0.17), 
< .01

1.28 (0.28), 
< .01

1.30 (0.35), 
< .01

LES: Sum of negative life events 0.24 (0.05), 
< .01

0.08 (0.13), 
.55

0.43 (0.17), 
.01

0.43 (0.22), 
.05

1.51 (0.36), 
< .01

1.14 (0.33), 
< .01

Pain coping 

CSQ-R: Distraction 0.09 (0.04), 
.03

0.01 (0.12), 
.95

0.03 (0.15), 
.84

0.05 (0.15), 
.74

0.64 (0.16), 
< .01

1.22 (0.26), 
< .01

CSQ-R: Catastrophizing 0.21 (0.05), 
< .01

0.32 (0.13), 
.01

0.28 (0.12), 
.01

0.41 (0.15), 
< .01

1.00 (0.51), 
.05

1.71 (0.32), 
< .01

CSQ-R: Ignoring pain 0.00 (0.05), 
.92

–0.27 (0.13), 
.03

0.04 (0.14), 
.80

–0.17 (0.17), 
.33

0.50 (0.40), 
.20

–0.26 (0.20), 
.19

CSQ-R: Distancing 0.14 (0.06), 
.02

0.11 (0.15), 
.45

0.24 (0.16), 
.13

0.17 (0.16), 
.29

1.00 (0.50), 
.04

0.55 (0.35), 
.11

CSQ-R: Coping statements 0.02 (0.05), 
.63

–0.15 (0.13), 
.24

0.00 (0.15), 
.98

–0.26 (0.17), 
.12

0.37 (0.31), 
.22

0.75 (0.26), 
< .01

CSQ-R: Praying and hoping 0.08 (0.03), 
.01

0.23 (0.11), 
.04

0.00 (0.10), 
.98

0.14 (0.16), 
.40

0.51 (0.16), 
< .01

0.68 (0.21), 
< .01

SE = standard error; PILL = Pennebaker Inventory of Limbic Languidness; SCL-90-R = Symptom Checklist 90-Revised; POMS = Profile of Mood 
States-Bipolar; STAI = State-Trait Anxiety Inventory; PSS = Perceived Stress Scale; MPSS = Modified Posttraumatic Stress Disorder Symptom Scale; 
LES = Life Experiences Survey; CSQ-R = Coping Strategies Questionnaire-Revised.
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Fig 3  Relationships between number of COPCs and psychologic measures in OPPERA-2 (n = 655 participants). (a) SCL-90-R: 
Somatization. (b) SCL-90-R: Depression. (c) Perceived Stress Scale. (d) Coping Strategies Questionnaire-Revised: Catastrophizing. 
(e) State-Trait Anxiety Inventory: Trait anxiety. (f) Modified Posttraumatic Stress Disorder Symptom Scale. Each psychologic measure 
was the dependent variable in separate linear regression models that used weighted estimates from generalized estimating equations 
with robust error variance calculation. Each model was adjusted for study site, age, gender, and race/ethnicity. Each plot summarizes 
results from three linear regressions: (1) Plotted values are adjusted means of the z-transformed health measure ± standard error from 
models in which the number of COPCs was the categorical predictor variable. (2) The beta (b) estimate (standard error [SE]) represents 
the amount of change in the dependent variable associated with a one-unit increase in number of COPCs, modeled as a continuous 
variable. aP < .05 for the null hypothesis that b = 0. (3) In the micro-table, each COPC was modeled as a separate binary predictor in a 
multivariable linear regression model to show independent contributions of COPCs to each psychologic measure. Tabulated numbers 
are parameter estimates for COPCs denoted as T = temporomandibular disorders, H = headache, I = IBS, B = low back pain, and  
F = fibromyalgia. bP < .05 for the null hypothesis that parameter estimate for the dummy variable equals 0. 
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among individuals with pelvic pain.53 Generalized 
sensory sensitivity was driven primarily by somat-
ic symptoms, similar to the measures of somatic 
symptoms used here. One might argue that somatic 
symptoms should be considered physical rather than 
psychologic factors; however, as in the current study, 
somatic symptom burden as typically measured gen-
erally includes both a somatic component (eg, the 
symptom itself) and an evaluative appraisal compo-
nent, in that the symptom is unpleasant or concern-
ing. The mechanisms linking somatic symptoms with 
chronic pain conditions remain inadequately under-
stood; however, excessive somatic symptoms likely 
emerge from perturbations of biologic pathways sub-
serving somatic perception and cognitive-affective 
processes. For example, inducing systemic inflam-
mation via endotoxemia produces somatic symp-
toms, increases anxiety, enhances pain sensitivity, 
and alters pain-related cerebral function.62–64 Thus, 
the self-report measures of somatic symptom burden 
may reflect dysregulation of such peripheral and/or 
central processes, which could mediate their asso-
ciation with COPCs. Whether this putative dysreg-
ulation represents a cause or a consequence of the 
development of one or more COPCs cannot be de-
termined by the present cross-sectional design. 

In addition to somatic symptoms, measures of 
perceived stress and negative mood and affect were 
also associated with individual COPCs as well as 
with the number of COPCs for a given individual. 
These findings are consistent with considerable pri-
or research that has linked stress and negative affect 
with different chronic pain conditions.9,16,52,65–67 In ad-
dition, univariate associations emerged between pain 
catastrophizing and most of the COPCs, and cata-
strophizing increased with the number of COPCs, 
which parallels prior research linking pain catastroph-
izing with many different chronic pain conditions.8,68 
Notably, other measures of pain coping were not con-
sistently associated with COPCs in this analysis.

The extent to which the multiple psychologic 
variables included in this analysis represent distinct 
vs overlapping constructs deserves consideration. 
In univariate analyses, most of the psychologic 
variables were significantly associated with each 
COPC; however, associations between COPCs and 
psychologic factors were fewer and less robust in 
the multivariable approach. Perhaps this should not 
be surprising, since there is a considerable amount 
of prior work suggesting significant intercorrelations 
among many of these variables; for example, somat-
ic symptoms are associated with measures of neg-
ative mood, including anxiety and depression.69–71 
Similarly, pain catastrophizing shows significant 
correlations with both anxiety and depression,72–74 
as does perceived stress.39,75 In a prior work by the 

authors, a factor analysis that included many of these 
measures revealed two major symptom components: 
(1) general psychologic symptoms, which included 
somatic symptoms and depression from the SCL-
90-R; and (2) stress and negative affectivity, which 
included perceived stress, trait anxiety, and negative 
affect.9 Two additional pain coping factors emerged, 
one for passive coping (pain catastrophizing, praying 
and hoping) and one for active coping (eg, distrac-
tion, coping statements). Thus, the multiple psycho-
logic variables included in the current analysis are 
likely reducible to a smaller number of higher-order 
constructs, suggesting that these psychologic pro-
cesses likely share underlying mechanisms, and 
these shared mechanisms may be relevant to multiple 
COPCs. One resulting implication is that psycholog-
ic interventions that address these shared underly-
ing mechanisms may show clinical efficacy across 
COPCs. Indeed, cognitive behavioral treatment, the 
most commonly applied psychologic intervention for 
pain, has shown efficacy for all of the COPCs exam-
ined as part of this study.19–24 Likewise, mindfulness 
meditation and acceptance-based therapies appear 
to be effective across these COPCs.76–80 

While the present study focused on COPCs, for 
which there is no clear biomedical pathology, psycho-
logic factors have also been associated with chronic 
pain in disease-related conditions. For example, pa-
tients with pain due to osteoarthritis and rheumatoid 
arthritis show higher levels of psychologic distress 
than individuals without such pain.81–85 Moreover, 
cancer-related pain has been associated with psy-
chologic factors, including psychosocial stress and 
higher levels of affective distress.86–89 Thus, psycho-
social functioning appears to be significantly related 
to the experience of chronic pain, whether that pain is 
disease-related or of unknown pathogenesis.

Because this study was cross-sectional, it was 
not possible to determine the direction of association 
between psychologic factors and COPCs. Indeed, 
previous research provides evidence for bidirection-
al relationships between pain and psychologic func-
tioning. For example, the presence of chronic pain 
conditions is a risk factor for adverse psychologic out-
comes, including stress, anxiety, and depression.90–92 
Moreover, multiple studies have demonstrated that 
psychologic symptoms represent premorbid risk fac-
tors for future development of COPCs.14,18,93,94 In a 
recent long-term observational study, it was reported 
that psychologic symptoms changed in parallel with 
changes in TMD status.95 Specifically, over a roughly 
7-year period, individuals who transitioned from be-
ing TMD free to experiencing TMD showed signifi-
cant increases in psychologic symptoms, while those 
who transitioned from having TMD to being TMD free 
showed significant decreases in such symptoms. 
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Taken together, existing evidence suggests that psy-
chologic symptoms both predict and reflect the on-
set and remission of COPCs.

These findings should be interpreted in light of 
several study limitations. First, as noted above, the 
cross-sectional nature of this study prohibits caus-
al inferences regarding the associations between 
psychologic factors and COPCs. Second, the con-
venience sample recruited for this study may not 
be representative of the general population. Third, 
while the sample was relatively large, the number of 
individuals with fibromyalgia and the number expe-
riencing five COPCs were small, which limited the 
statistical power for comparisons involving these 
groups. Finally, while the authors had a large battery 
of psychologic measures, not all relevant psycho-
logic factors could be measured. In particular, this 
battery included very few measures of psychologic 
resilience, which restricted the ability to address this 
important aspect of psychologic functioning.96,97 

These limitations notwithstanding, individuals 
with each of the COPCs showed poorer psycholog-
ic functioning compared to pain-free individuals, and 
psychologic symptoms were generally linearly related 
to the number of COPCs an individual experienced. 
Both univariate and multivariable analyses demon-
strated that measures of somatic symptom burden 
were the psychologic variables most strongly asso-
ciated with COPCs. These findings further highlight 
the importance of considering psychologic function-
ing in the assessment and management of chronic 
pain conditions. Specifically, future prospective stud-
ies are needed to characterize the temporal unfolding 
of the relationships among COPCs and psychosocial 
functioning and to determine why multiple COPCs 
are associated with greater psychologic dysfunc-
tion. For example, does psychosocial adjustment to 
a single COPC predict risk for or resilience against 
the development of additional COPCs? Similarly, it 
would be interesting to know whether early psycho-
logic intervention in patients with a single COPC 
could protect against the emergence of multiple 
COPCs. Alternatively, one might speculate that the 
increased organismic burden of multiple vs single 
COPCs is the primary driver of greater psycholog-
ic distress. These findings also have implications for 
clinical care pathways, as patients often experience 
compartmentalized care that addresses a single 
COPC at a time. It would likely be more effective to 
provide more integrative treatment that addresses 
higher-order biologic and psychosocial mechanisms 
contributing to multiple COPCs. Future research that 
further explicates the findings presented in this man-
uscript will advance both scientific understanding 
and clinical management of COPCs. 

Acknowledgments

This work was supported by National Institutes of Health grants 
U01DE017018 (NIDCR) and UL1TR001427 (NCATS). The 
OPPERA program also acknowledges resources provided for 
this project by the participating institutions: Battelle Memorial 
Institute; University at Buffalo; University of Florida; University 
of Maryland; and University of North Carolina. Drs Fillingim and 
Maixner have equity ownership in Algynomics Inc. The authors 
have nothing else to disclose.

References

  1.	 Diatchenko L, Fillingim RB, Smith SB, Maixner W. The pheno-
typic and genetic signatures of common musculoskeletal pain 
conditions. Nat Rev Rheumatol 2013;9:340–350.

  2.	 Maixner W, Fillingim RB, Williams DA, Smith SB, Slade GD. 
Overlapping chronic pain conditions: Implications for diagno-
sis and classification. J Pain 2016;17(9 suppl):T93–T107.

  3.	 Diatchenko L, Nackley AG, Slade GD, Fillingim RB, Maixner 
W. Idiopathic pain disorders—Pathways of vulnerability. Pain 
2006;123:226–230.

  4.	 Yunus MB. Editorial review: An update on central sensitivity 
syndromes and the issues of nosology and psychobiology. 
Curr Rheumatol Rev 2015;11:70–85.

  5.	 Mayer EA, Bushnell MC. Functional Pain Syndromes: Presenta
tion and Pathophysiology. IASP, 2015.

  6.	 NIH Working Group. Chronic Overlapping Pain Conditions. 
Summary of NIH Work Group Meeting to Develop Case 
Definition & Common Data Elements. National Institutes of 
Health, 2015.

  7.	 Phillips K, Clauw DJ. Central pain mechanisms in chronic 
pain states—Maybe it is all in their head. Best Pract Res Clin 
Rheumatol 2011;25:141–154.

  8.	 Edwards RR, Dworkin RH, Sullivan MD, Turk DC, Wasan AD. 
The role of psychosocial processes in the development and 
maintenance of chronic pain. J Pain 2016;17(9 suppl):T70–T92.

  9.	 Fillingim RB, Ohrbach R, Greenspan JD, et al. Potential psy-
chosocial risk factors for chronic TMD: Descriptive data and 
empirically identified domains from the OPPERA case-control 
study. J Pain 2011;12(11 suppl):T46–T60.

10.	 Schmidt-Wilcke T, Clauw DJ. Fibromyalgia: From pathophysi-
ology to therapy. Nat Rev Rheumatol 2011;7:518–527.

11.	 Vereckei E, Susanszky E, Kopp M, et al. Psychosocial, educa
tional, and somatic factors in chronic nonspecific low back 
pain. Rheumatol Int 2013;33:587–592.

12.	 Hausteiner-Wiehle C, Henningsen P. Irritable bowel syndrome: 
Relations with functional, mental, and somatoform disorders. 
World J Gastroenterol 2014;20:6024–6030.

13.	 Grassini S, Nordin S. Comorbidity in migraine with functional 
somatic syndromes, psychiatric disorders and inflammatory dis-
eases: A matter of central sensitization? Behav Med 2017;43: 
91–99.

14.	 Linton SJ. A review of psychological risk factors in back and 
neck pain. Spine (Phila Pa 1976) 2000;25:1148–1156.

15.	 Woda A, Picard P, Dutheil F. Dysfunctional stress responses in 
chronic pain. Psychoneuroendocrinology 2016;71:127–135.

16.	 Chapman CR, Tuckett RP, Song CW. Pain and stress in a sys-
tems perspective: Reciprocal neural, endocrine, and immune 
interactions. J Pain 2008;9:122–145.

17.	 Jones GT, Watson KD, Silman AJ, Symmons DP, Macfarlane 
GJ. Predictors of low back pain in British schoolchildren: A 
population-based prospective cohort study. Pediatrics 2003; 
111:822–828.

© 2020 BY QUINTESSENCE PUBLISHING CO, INC. PRINTING OF THIS DOCUMENT IS RESTRICTED TO PERSONAL USE ONLY. 
NO PART MAY BE REPRODUCED OR TRANSMITTED IN ANY FORM WITHOUT WRITTEN PERMISSION FROM THE PUBLISHER. 



Fillingim et al

Journal of Oral & Facial Pain and Headache  s99

18.	 Fillingim RB, Ohrbach R, Greenspan JD, et al. Psychological 
factors associated with development of TMD: The OPPERA 
prospective cohort study. J Pain 2013;14(12 suppl):T75–T90.

19.	 Hoffman BM, Papas RK, Chatkoff DK, Kerns RD. Meta-
analysis of psychological interventions for chronic low back 
pain. Health Psychol 2007;26:1–9.

20.	 Skelly AC, Chou R, Dettori JR, et al. Noninvasive nonpharma-
cological treatment for chronic pain: A systematic review [in-
ternet]. Rockville , MD: Agency for Healthcare Research and 
Quality, 2018.

21.	 Glombiewski JA, Sawyer AT, Gutermann J, Koenig K, Rief W, 
Hofmann SG. Psychological treatments for fibromyalgia: A 
meta-analysis. Pain 2010;151:280–295.

22.	 Roldán-Barraza C, Janko S, Villanueva J, Araya I, Lauer HC. A 
systematic review and meta-analysis of usual treatment versus 
psychosocial interventions in the treatment of myofascial tem-
poromandibular disorder pain. J Oral Facial Pain Headache 
2014;28:205–222.

23.	 Probyn K, Bowers H, Mistry D, et al. Non-pharmacological 
self-management for people living with migraine or tension-
type headache: A systematic review including analysis of inter-
vention components. BMJ Open 2017;7:e016670.

24.	 Laird KT, Tanner-Smith EE, Russell AC, Hollon SD, Walker LS. 
Comparative efficacy of psychological therapies for improving 
mental health and daily functioning in irritable bowel syndrome: 
A systematic review and meta-analysis. Clin Psychol Rev 2017; 
51:142–152.

25.	 von Elm E, Altman DG, Egger M, et al. The Strengthening the 
Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology (STROBE) 
statement: Guidelines for reporting observational studies. J Clin 
Epidemiol 2008;61:344–349.

26.	 Bair E, Brownstein NC, Ohrbach R, et al. Study protocol, sam-
ple characteristics, and loss to follow-up: The OPPERA pro-
spective cohort study. J Pain 2013;14(12 suppl):T2–T19.

27.	 Slade GD, Bair E, By K, et al. Study methods, recruitment, 
sociodemographic findings, and demographic representative-
ness in the OPPERA study. J Pain 2011;12(suppl 11):T12–T26.

28.	 Schiffman E, Ohrbach R, Truelove E, et al. Diagnostic Criteria 
for Temporomandibular Disorders (DC/TMD) for clinical and 
research applications: Recommendations of the International 
RDC/TMD Consortium Network and Orofacial Pain Special 
Interest Group. J Oral Facial Pain Headache 2014;28:6–27.

29.	 Headache Classification Committee of the International Head
ache Society (IHS). The International Classification of Headache 
Disorders, 3rd edition. Cephalalgia 2018;38:1–211.

30.	 Lipton RB, Dodick D, Sadovsky R, et al. A self-administered 
screener for migraine in primary care: The ID Migraine valida-
tion study. Neurology 2003;61:375–382.

31.	 Longstreth GF, Thompson WG, Chey WD, Houghton LA, 
Mearin F, Spiller RC. Functional bowel disorders. Gastro
enterology 2006;130:1480–1491.

32.	 Dionne CE, Dunn KM, Croft PR, et al. A consensus approach 
toward the standardization of back pain definitions for use in 
prevalence studies. Spine (Phila Pa 1976) 2008;33:95–103.

33.	 Wolfe F, Smythe HA, Yunus MB, et al. The American College 
of Rheumatology 1990 Criteria for the Classification of Fibro
myalgia. Report of the Multicenter Criteria Committee. Arthritis 
Rheum 1990;33:160–172.

34.	 Pennebaker JW. The Psychology of Physical Symptoms. New 
York: Springer-Verlag, 1982.

35.	 Derogatis LR. SCL-90-R: Administration, scoring and proce-
dures. Manual II. Baltimore: Clinical Psychometric Research, 
1983.

36.	 Derogatis L. SCL-90-R: Administration, scoring and proce-
dures manual. Minneapolis: National Computer Systems, 1994.

37.	 Spielberger CD, Gorusch RL, Lushene R, Vagg PR, Jacobs 
GA. Manual for the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (Form Y1). 
Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists, 1983.

38.	 Lorr M, McNair DM. Profile of Mood States: Bipolar Form. San 
Diego: Educational and Industrial Testing Service, 1988.

39.	 Cohen S, Kamarck T, Mermelstein R. A global measure of per-
ceived stress. J Health Soc Behav 1983;24:385–396.

40.	 Sarason IG, Johnson JH, Siegel JM. Assessing the impact of 
life changes: Development of the Life Experiences Survey. J 
Consult Clin Psychol 1978;46:932–946.

41.	 Falsetti SA, Resnick HS, Resick PA, Kilpatrick D. The Modified 
PTSD Symptom Scale: A brief self-report measure of post-
traumatic stress disorder. The Behavioral Therapist 1993;16: 
161–162.

42.	 Rosenstiel AK, Keefe FJ. The use of coping strategies in 
chronic low back pain patients: Relationship to patient charac-
teristics and current adjustment. Pain 1983;17:33–44.

43.	 Riley JL 3rd, Robinson ME. CSQ: Five factors or fiction? Clin J 
Pain 1997;13:156–162.

44.	 Hastie BA, Riley JL 3rd, Fillingim RB. Ethnic differences in pain 
coping: Factor structure of the Coping Strategies Questionnaire 
and Coping Strategies Questionnaire-Revised. J Pain 2004; 
5:304–316.

45.	 Richardson DB, Rzehak P, Klenk J, Weiland SK. Analyses of 
case-control data for additional outcomes. Epidemiology 2007; 
18:441–445.

46.	 Monsees GM, Tamimi RM, Kraft P. Genome-wide association 
scans for secondary traits using case-control samples. Genet 
Epidemiol 2009;33:717–728.

47.	 Tang F, Ishwaran H. Random forest missing data algorithms. 
Stat Anal Data Min 2017;10:363–377.

48.	 Fernández-Delgado M, Cernadas E, Barro S, Amorim D. Do 
we need hundreds of classifiers to solve real world classifica-
tion problems? J Machine Learning Res 2014;15:3133–3181.

49.	 Lever JK, Krzywinski M, Altman NS. Points of significance: 
Classification evaluation. Nature Methods 2016;13:603–604.

50.	 Rufibach K. Use of Brier score to assess binary predictions. J 
Clin Epidemiol 2010;63:938–939. 

51.	 Wallach H. Evaluation metrics for hard classifiers. Cambridge: 
Cavendish Laboratory, University of Cambridge, 2006.

52.	 Hassett AL, Goesling J, Mathur SN, Moser SE, Brummett CM, 
Sibille KT. Affect and low back pain: More to consider than 
the influence of negative affect alone. Clin J Pain 2016;32: 
907–914.

53.	 Schrepf A, Williams DA, Gallop R, et al. Sensory sensitivity 
and symptom severity represent unique dimensions of chronic 
pain: A MAPP Research Network study. Pain 2018;159: 
2002–2011.

54.	 Matsudaira K, Konishi H, Miyoshi K, Isomura T, Inuzuka K. 
Potential risk factors of persistent low back pain developing 
from mild low back pain in urban Japanese workers. PloS One 
2014;9:e93924.

55.	 Hassett AL, Cone JD, Patella SJ, Sigal LH. The role of cata-
strophizing in the pain and depression of women with fibromy-
algia syndrome. Arthritis Rheum 2000;43:2493–2500.

56.	 Creed FH, Tomenson B, Chew-Graham C, et al. Multiple so-
matic symptoms predict impaired health status in functional 
somatic syndromes. Int J Behav Med 2013;20:194–205.

57.	 Mayer TG, Neblett R, Cohen H, et al. The development and 
psychometric validation of the central sensitization inventory. 
Pain Pract 2012;12:276–285.

58.	 Bortsov AV, Platts-Mills TF, Peak DA, et al. Pain distribution 
and predictors of widespread pain in the immediate aftermath 
of motor vehicle collision. Eur J Pain 2013;17:1243–1251.

59.	 LeResche L, Mancl LA, Drangsholt MT, Huang G, Von Korff 
M. Predictors of onset of facial pain and temporomandibular 
disorders in early adolescence. Pain 2007;129:269–278.

© 2020 BY QUINTESSENCE PUBLISHING CO, INC. PRINTING OF THIS DOCUMENT IS RESTRICTED TO PERSONAL USE ONLY. 
NO PART MAY BE REPRODUCED OR TRANSMITTED IN ANY FORM WITHOUT WRITTEN PERMISSION FROM THE PUBLISHER. 



s100  Volume 34, Supplement, 2020

Fillingim et al

60.	 Vargas-Prada S, Serra C, Martínez JM, et al. Psychological 
and culturally-influenced risk factors for the incidence and per-
sistence of low back pain and associated disability in Spanish 
workers: Findings from the CUPID study. Occup Environ Med 
2013;70:57–62.

61.	 Horst S, Shelby G, Anderson J, et al. Predicting persistence 
of functional abdominal pain from childhood into young adult-
hood. Clin Gastroenterol Hepatol 2014;12:2026–2032.

62.	 Andreasson A, Wicksell RK, Lodin K, Karshikoff B, Axelsson 
J, Lekander M. A global measure of sickness behaviour: 
Development of the Sickness Questionnaire. J Health Psychol 
2018;23:1452–1463.

63.	 Karshikoff B, Jensen KB, Kosek E, et al. Why sickness hurts: 
A central mechanism for pain induced by peripheral inflamma-
tion. Brain Behav Immun 2016;57:38–46.

64.	 Lekander M, Karshikoff B, Johansson E, et al. Intrinsic func-
tional connectivity of insular cortex and symptoms of sickness 
during acute experimental inflammation. Brain Behav Immunol 
2016;56:34–41.

65.	 Doan L, Manders T, Wang J. Neuroplasticity underlying the 
comorbidity of pain and depression. Neural Plast 2015;2015: 
504691.

66.	 Addante R, Naliboff B, Shih W, et al. Predictors of health-
related quality of life in irritable bowel syndrome patients 
compared with healthy individuals. J Clin Gastroenterol 2019; 
53:e142–e149.

67.	 Martin PR. Stress and primary headache: Review of the re-
search and clinical management. Curr Pain Headache Rep 
2016;20:45.

68.	 Quartana PJ, Campbell CM, Edwards RR. Pain catastrophiz-
ing: A critical review. Expert Rev Neurother 2009;9:745–758.

69.	 Goldberg DP, Reed GM, Robles R, et al. Multiple somatic 
symptoms in primary care: A field study for ICD-11 PHC, 
WHO’s revised classification of mental disorders in primary 
care settings. J Psychosom Res 2016;91:48–54.

70.	 Houtveen JH, Lipovsky MM, Kool M, Sorbi M, Bühring ME, van 
Broeckhuysen-Kloth S. The day-to-day concurrence of bodily 
complaints and affect in patients with severe somatoform dis-
order. Scand J Psychol 2015;56:553–559.

71.	 Witthöft M, Fischer S, Jasper F, Rist F, Nater UM. Clarifying the 
latent structure and correlates of somatic symptom distress: A 
bifactor model approach. Psychol Assess 2016;28:109–115.

72.	 Jang HH, Kim ME, Kim HK. Pain catastrophizing mediates the 
effects of psychological distress on pain interference in pa-
tients with orofacial pain: A cross-sectional study. J Oral Facial 
Pain Headache 2018;32:409–417.

73.	 Cassar GE, Knowles S, Youssef GJ, et al. Examining the me-
diational role of psychological flexibility, pain catastrophizing, 
and visceral sensitivity in the relationship between psycholog-
ical distress, irritable bowel symptom frequency, and quality of 
life. Psycho Health Med 2018;23:1168–1181.

74.	 Sullivan MJ, Thorn B, Haythornthwaite JA, et al. Theoretical 
perspectives on the relation between catastrophizing and 
pain. Clin J Pain 2001;17:52–64.

75.	 Cohen S, Tyrrell DA, Smith AP. Negative life events, perceived 
stress, negative affect, and susceptibility to the common cold. 
J Pers Soc Psychol 1993;64:131–140.

76.	 Aman MM, Jason Yong R, Kaye AD, Urman RD. Evidence-
based non-pharmacological therapies for fibromyalgia. Curr 
Pain Headache Rep 2018;22:33.

77.	 Gu Q, Hou JC, Fang XM. Mindfulness meditation for primary 
headache pain: A meta-analysis. Chin Med J (Engl) 2018;131: 
829–838.

78.	 Hughes LS, Clark J, Colclough JA, Dale E, McMillan D. 
Acceptance and commitment therapy (ACT) for chronic pain: 
A systematic review and meta-analyses. Clin J Pain 2017;33: 
552–568.

79.	 Zernicke KA, Campbell TS, Blustein PK, et al. Mindfulness-
based stress reduction for the treatment of irritable bowel syn-
drome symptoms: A randomized wait-list controlled trial. Int J 
Behav Med 2013;20:385–396.

80.	 Veehof MM, Oskam MJ, Schreurs KM, Bohlmeijer ET. Acceptance-
based interventions for the treatment of chronic pain: A sys-
tematic review and meta-analysis. Pain 2011;152:533–542.

81.	 Lowry V, Ouellet P, Vendittoli PA, Carlesso LC, Wideman TH, 
Desmeules F. Determinants of pain, disability, health-related 
quality of life and physical performance in patients with knee 
osteoarthritis awaiting total joint arthroplasty. Disabil Rehabil 
2018;40:2734–2744.

82.	 Cruz-Almeida Y, King CD, Goodin BR, et al. Psychological pro-
files and pain characteristics of older adults with knee osteoar-
thritis. Arthritis Care Res (Hoboken) 2013;65:1786–1794.

83.	 Keefe FJ, Somers TJ. Psychological approaches to under-
standing and treating arthritis pain. Nat Rev Rheumatol 2010;6: 
210–216.

84.	 Connelly M, Keefe FJ, Affleck G, Lumley MA, Anderson T, 
Waters S. Effects of day-to-day affect regulation on the pain 
experience of patients with rheumatoid arthritis. Pain 2007; 
131:162–170.

85.	 Keefe FJ, Affleck G, Lefebvre JC, Starr K, Caldwell DS, Tennen 
H. Pain coping strategies and coping efficacy in rheumatoid 
arthritis: A daily process analysis. Pain 1997;69:35–42.

86.	 Bovbjerg DH, Keefe FJ, Soo MS, et al. Persistent breast pain in 
post-surgery breast cancer survivors and women with no his-
tory of breast surgery or cancer: Associations with pain cata-
strophizing, perceived breast cancer risk, breast cancer worry, 
and emotional distress. Acta Oncol 2019;58:763–768.

87.	 Miaskowski C, Paul SM, Mastick J, et al. Associations between 
perceived stress and chemotherapy-induced peripheral neu-
ropathy and otoxicity in adult cancer survivors. J Pain Symptom 
Manage 2018;56:88–97.

88.	 Syrjala KL, Jensen MP, Mendoza ME, Yi JC, Fisher HM, Keefe 
FJ. Psychological and behavioral approaches to cancer pain 
management. J Clin Oncol 2014;32:1703–1711.

89.	 Novy DM, Aigner CJ. The biopsychosocial model in cancer 
pain. Curr Opin Support Palliat Care 2014;8:117–123.

90.	 Gerrits MM, van Oppen P, Leone SS, van Marwijk HW, van der 
Horst HE, Penninx BW. Pain, not chronic disease, is associ-
ated with the recurrence of depressive and anxiety disorders. 
BMC Psychiatry 2014;14:187.

91.	 Bushnell MC, Case LK, Ceko M, et al. Effect of environ-
ment on the long-term consequences of chronic pain. Pain 
2015;156(suppl 1):s42–s49.

92.	 Abdallah CG, Geha P. Chronic pain and chronic stress: Two 
sides of the same coin? Chronic Stress (Thousand Oaks) 2017. 
Epub ahead of print June 8.

93.	 Mierswa T, Kellmann M. Differences in low back pain occur-
rence over a 6-month period between four recovery-stress 
groups. Work 2017;58:193–202.

94.	 Lerman SF, Rudich Z, Brill S, Shalev H, Shahar G. Longitudinal 
associations between depression, anxiety, pain, and pain-
related disability in chronic pain patients. Psychosom Med 
2015;77:333–341.

95.	 Fillingim RB, Slade GD, Greenspan JD, et al. Long-term 
changes in biopsychosocial characteristics related to tem-
poromandibular disorder: Findings from the OPPERA study. 
Pain 2018;159:2403–2413.

96.	 Hassett AL, Finan PH. The role of resilience in the clinical 
management of chronic pain. Curr Pain Headache Rep 2016; 
20:39.

97.	 Sturgeon JA, Zautra AJ. Resilience: A new paradigm for ad-
aptation to chronic pain. Curr Pain Headache Rep 2010;14: 
105–112.

© 2020 BY QUINTESSENCE PUBLISHING CO, INC. PRINTING OF THIS DOCUMENT IS RESTRICTED TO PERSONAL USE ONLY. 
NO PART MAY BE REPRODUCED OR TRANSMITTED IN ANY FORM WITHOUT WRITTEN PERMISSION FROM THE PUBLISHER. 



Fillingim et al

Journal of Oral & Facial Pain and Headache  s100a

Appendices

Appendix 1  �  Independent Contribution of Each COPC to Standardized Mean (Standard Error) of 
Psychologic Measure, Adjusted for Study Site and Demographics

Psychologic  
measure

TMD
Est (SE), P

Headache
Est (SE), P

IBS
Est (SE), P

LBP
Est (SE), P

Fibromyalgia
Est (SE), P

Somatic symptoms

PILL score 0.31 (0.22), .16 0.38 (0.10), < .01 0.34 (0.10), < .01 0.46 (0.17), < .01 0.65 (0.23), < .01

SCL-90-R: Somatization 0.45 (0.15), < .01 0.27 (0.09), < .01 0.38 (0.11), < .01 0.76 (0.15), < .01 0.68 (0.22), < .01

Mood/affect

SCL-90-R: Depression 0.39 (0.17), .02 0.17 (0.13), .19 0.41 (0.14), < .01 0.43 (0.15), < .01 0.05 (0.22), .83

POMS: Negative affect 0.20 (0.15), .18 0.21 (0.12), .09 0.22 (0.14), .13 0.38 (0.13), < .01 –0.05 (0.25), .84

POMS: Positive affect 
(reverse scoring)

0.23 (0.20), .24 0.15 (0.11), .18 0.11 (0.12), .37 0.34 (0.13), .01 –0.53 (0.24), .02

STAI: Trait anxiety 0.20 (0.13), .11 0.19 (0.11), .09 0.36 (0.12), < .01 0.38 (0.13), < .01 0.05 (0.29), .85

Psychosocial stress

PSS 0.20 (0.13), .13 0.25 (0.12), .04 0.32 (0.14), .02 0.42 (0.14), < .01 0.03 (0.25), .90

MPSS 0.38 (0.17), .03 0.21 (0.16), .19 0.16 (0.12), .21 0.45 (0.18), .01 –0.10 (0.21), .64

LES: Negative affect 0.20 (0.18), .27 0.05 (0.11), .61 0.31 (0.15), .03 0.32 (0.14), .03 0.33 (0.23), .16

Pain coping

CSQ: Distraction 0.33 (0.19), .09 –0.12 (0.12), .33 0.00 (0.12), 1.00 0.11 (0.12), .36 0.48 (0.24), .05

CSQ: Catastrophizing 0.28 (0.23), .22 0.20 (0.16), .21 0.02 (0.13), .87 0.29 (0.13), .03 0.27 (0.37), .46

CSQ: Ignoring pain –0.01 (0.14), .94 0.02 (0.12), .89 –0.01 (0.12), .96 0.03 (0.15), .83 0.00 (0.22), 1.00

CSQ: Distancing 0.35 (0.20), .09 0.20 (0.14), .16 –0.07 (0.13), .59 0.12 (0.20), .54 0.01 (0.32), .98

CSQ: Coping  
statements

–0.04 (0.14), .81 –0.02 (0.13), .89 –0.01 (0.13), .93 0.08 (0.13), .54 0.34 (0.22), .12

CSQ: Praying and 
hoping

0.26 (0.18), .16 0.08 (0.12), .52 –0.06 (0.12), .63 –0.03 (0.14), .81 0.19 (0.23), .42

Est = estimated mean difference; SE = standard error.

Appendix 2    Summary Measures of Model Fit for Random Forest Models
Metric TMD Headache IBS LBP Fibromyalgia

Observed % of cases 0.278 0.412 0.241 0.212 0.079

Area under precision-recall curve 0.622 0.676 0.438 0.569 0.321

Area under receiver operator  
characteristic curve

0.815 0.769 0.723 0.785 0.830

Brier score 0.163 0.193 0.191 0.164 0.134

Mutual information index 0.113 0.074 0.034 0.071 0.045

Proportion of variance explained 0.218 0.170 0.129 0.177 0.213

Maximum variable importance factor: 
Predicting cases

0.386 0.249 0.213 0.400 0.555

Maximum variable importance factor: 
Predicting controls

0.008 0.047 0.006 0.008 0.003

Maximum variable importance factor: 
All

0.027 0.043 0.008 0.022 0.001
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