Differences In pain sensitivity and treatment have been described between Non-
Hispanic Black (NHB) and Non-Hispanic White (NHW) adult populations.1

Using mixed methods, we examined racial differences in pain expectations, expression
threshold and sensitivity amongst NHB and NHW child-parent dyads.

* We recruited 38 NHB and NHW child-parent dyads with children aged 8-17 years,
who had a hospital managed acute pain event within the past 2 years. Following
consent and assent, we administered pain, psychosocial, pain coping (PCQ),
resilience and sensitivity questionnaires to the children.

* Using standardized pain expressions developed for the Delaware Pain Database?2,
we created pediatric race/gender/ethnic matching stimuli expressing varying
degrees of pain to be rated on a 7-point Likert scale.
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* For pain expression thresholds, they reviewed continua of morphs ranging from
neutral to intensely painful expressions and identified the first morph demonstrating
pain.
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* Emotion vs pain perception intensity, pain expression threshold and pain sensitivity
were compared between racial groups using two-sample t-tests, Pearson correlation
coefficient and mixed factorial ANOVA. We examined correlation between pain
expectations and pain coping/resilience.

* NHB and NHW children were similar by age, pain etiology, gender,
psychosocial characteristics and resilience (Table 1).

NHB NHW p-value

Number (child, caregiver) 19, 19 18, 19

Child age (mean, SD) 11.2 (2.6) 14.4 (2.2) 0.99
Child sex (% female) 33.3 38.9 0.73
Ethnic identity search (MEIM scale) 2.7 (0.47) 2.2 (0.46) 0.002
Pain reason (injury, surgery, other) % 27.8,44.4,27.8 33.3,61.1,5.6 0.273
Functional Disability Index 5.37 (8.9) 0.78 (1.2) 0.019
Coping with pain (PCQ) Efficacy 8.63 (0.4) 9.78 (0.5 0.045

 Both cohorts had similar patterns of emotion ratings but differed in pain
ratings, especially when considering “ambiguous” expressions of pain (Fig 1a).
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Fig 1A:Emotion ratings NHB vs NHW

This novel study indicates racial differences in pain expectations and
expression norms among children including higher situational
expectations of pain and pain perception intensity in NHB children. It
could imply a need for different “faces of pain” scales or different
internalization and degrees of pain expression between races.3
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changing the outcome together

NHB participants viewed these as more intensely painful
than NHW participants (t(32)= 2.11, p =.043, d =.726;
MBlack = 3.05, SDBlack=1.00, MWhite =2.41,
SDWhite=0.76) (Fig 1b)

Intensity rating (collapsed

across ambiguous morphs)
- Pl
O W = UN AR B DR B

?:

Pain Anger Disgust

B Black participants  ® White participants

Fig 1B: Emotion intensity rating NHB vs NHW

The anticipation of pain was higher across different pain
scenarios for NHB: (t(32)=1.92, p=.066, d=.678;
MBlack=4.31, SDBlack=2.41, MWhite=2.96,
SDWhite=1.52).

Pain expectations negatively correlated with both
resilience (r=-.533, p <.001) and coping efficacy (r=-.292,
p=.076).

Pain expression thresholds were higher for NHB and
negatively correlated with resilience (r=-.320, p=.050) and
coping efficacy (as measured by the PCQ; r=-.400, p=.013).
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