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Abstract: Although the measurements of the lumbar spine and pelvic flexion have shown that subjects
with radiculopathy exhibited greater decreases of motion when compared with subjects with low back
pain, there is still a lack of evidence regarding the changes in flexion relaxation ratio in patients with
radiculopathy. The aims of this study were to investigate the flexion relaxation ratio and flexion of
the lumbar spine and pelvis in subjects with low back pain (LBP) and LBP with radiculopathy (LBPR)
in comparison with healthy subjects (CG—control group). A total of 146 participants were divided
in three groups: LBP patients (54 males; 21 females); LBPR patients (26 males; 11 females); and CG
subjects (16 males; 18 females). The lumbar spine and pelvis flexion was recorded using optoelectronic
motion capture system. The electrical activity of the erector spinae muscles was assessed by surface
electromyography during flexion-extension movements. Comparisons between groups were made
using one-way ANOVA tests and Mann–Whithney U test with the level of statistical significance
at 0.05. The lumbar and pelvic flexion and electromyography of the erector spinae muscle showed
significant differences between LBP and LBPR patients compared to CG. Patients LBPR showed
significantly smaller angles of lumbar and pelvic flexion compared to LBP patients and CG. An
increase in the erector spinae muscle activity during flexion was also observed in patients with
radiculopathy. The increased muscular activity of the erector spinae is related to the reduced flexion
of the lumbar spine in order to protect the lumbar spine structure. Measurements of trunk, lumbar
spine and pelvic flexion, and the flexion relaxation ratio may allow us to predict better outcomes or
responsiveness to treatment of LBPR patients in the future.

Keywords: radiculopathy; low back pain; electromyography; kinematic

1. Introduction

Low back pain (LBP) is a very common condition with lifetime prevalence of 60–80%
of the population, with varying degrees of symptoms severity and functional incapacity.
Radiculopathy is one of the commonest variations of LBP and is considered responsible
for greater work loss, recurrences and costs. Moreover, radiculopathy is considered as
a symptom rather than a specific diagnosis defined as dermatomal distribution of pain
radiating to the leg with the prevalence of 3% to 5% in the general population [1,2]. Patients
with radiculopathy may also have low back pain but this is usually less severe than the leg
pain. The diagnosis of radiculopathy is made by correlation of symptoms, clinical signs
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and imaging findings. Conservative management with lumbar radiculopathy is the most
common therapy for most patients and about 90% to 95% will respond to conservative
treatment [3,4]. Surgery is indicated in patients with progressive neurological deficits or
unmanageable pain [5,6]. Although the recovery prognosis is good, 10% to 30% of patients
will develop chronic low back pain and handicap. Suri et al. reported that 25% of patients
with radiculopathy experienced a recurrence of the radicular pain symptoms within first
year [7].

Kinematic measurement of trunk and pelvis movement, as well as surface electromyog-
raphy (sEMG), have been suggested as useful methods in the assessment of musculoskeletal
dysfunction associated with LBP. These methods have the ability to provide unique infor-
mation about the functional state of the patient. sEMG measurements can demonstrate
changes in activation pattern, fatigability and asymmetrical activation of back muscles in
patients with LBP. Healthy people are characterized by significant decrease or silence in
erector spinae muscle activity just before and during full forward trunk flexion, which
is called flexion-relaxation phenomenon (FRP) [8–10]. Silver and Floyd first described
absence of the relaxation of erector spinae in chronic LBP patients [11]. The lack of muscle
relaxation is the result of pain, neuromuscular adaptation, fear of pain and re-injury in
patients with LBP [12–15]. In addition, subjects with LBP tend to show significantly lower
sEMG activity during the extension phase, suggesting that it might reflect neuromuscular
abnormalities [16,17]. Previous studies have shown that FRP measurements could be useful
for assessment of recovery and efficiency of certain therapeutic procedures in patients
with LBP [18–23]. Considering the possible changes in muscle activity in different phases
of flexion and re-extension and the inability to use sEMG signal normalization in LBP
patients compared to healthy subjects, there is a need to calculate the flexion relaxation
ratio (FRR) [9–12,16–19].

In patients with radiculopathy, the changes in FRR are correlated with disability,
positive clinical findings and decreased motion [12,18,20]. Measurements of lumbar spine
and pelvic flexion have shown that subjects with radiculopathy exhibited greater decreases
of motion when compared with healthy and LBP subjects [21].

In contrast to LBP, there is still lack of evidence regarding the changes in FRR in
patients with radiculopathy. Consequently, the objective of current study was to determine
whether FRR differences exist between subjects experiencing radiculopathy and those with
LBP and healthy subjects. Since the patients with radiculopathy have different movement
characteristics, and therefore different responses to interventions in comparison to LBP
patients, the aim of this study was to examine which kinematic and sEMG parameters
during trunk flexion and extension may differ between patients with radiculopathy and
patients with LBP. It was hypothesized that LBPR patients will differ in FRP and EMG
muscle activity compared to LBP patients and controls.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Participants

One hundred and twelve LBP and LBPR patients and 34 healthy subjects were screened
for participation in the study. The study was carried out in the Polyclinic of Physical
Medicine and Rehabilitation, Pula, Croatia. LBP and LBPR patients were recruited from
the Polyclinic of Physical Medicine and Rehabilitation, Pula from May 2017 to March 2021.
Fifty patients did not fulfill the inclusion criteria. LBP patients (LBP group, n = 75; mean
age 39.5 ± 11.1; 54 males; 21 females) were all with pain in the lumbar region lasting more
than three months and a negative straight leg raise (SLR) sign. LBPR patients (LBPR group,
n = 37; mean age 35.7 ± 12.0; 26 males; 11 females) were all with unilateral or bilateral
sciatic dermatome radiating pain from the back into the lower extremity lasting more than
three months with or without neurological signs and a positive SLR sign. All LBPR patients
had disc herniation at vertebral levels L4–L5 or L5–S1 displaced toward the site of the sciatic
nerve diagnosed by magnetic resonance imaging, with normal or slightly degenerative
changes and no signs of any spinal pathology that could cause such type of pain. Exclusion
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criteria were previous spinal deformation, spinal injuries, spinal surgery, spondylolisthesis,
osteoporosis, hypermobility, pregnancy and an implanted electrical medical device. Healthy
subjects (control group—CG, n = 34; mean age 31.0 ± 10.0; 16 males; 18 females) were
recruited from workplaces and community groups by advertising and were eligible for
inclusion if they had no history of any LBP episode that required visiting a professional
therapy or any other kind of low back disorders. All participants were screened for inclusion
and exclusion initially by administrative staff and then re-checked by the assessing clinician.
The physical examination and study interventions were delivered by a clinician with
20 years of experience. The sample size calculation was based on the mean value of the
root mean square (RMS) for the multifidus muscle in flexion [22]. With an α risk of 0.05,
a power of 0.8 and effect size of 0.3, a total of 33 individuals in each group was needed.
The groups in our investigation are larger than the required 33 subjects per group because
all subjects who requested therapy in the Polyclinic in the period from 2017 to 2021 were
included in the research. All participants voluntarily agreed to take part in this research
study. The study was conducted in accordance with the Helsinki Declaration of 1975, and
was approved by the institutional Ethics Committee of the Polyclinic of Physical Medicine
and Rehabilitation Pula (approval #E/02-2017). All participants were adequately informed
about the research protocol and provided written consent.

2.2. Measures
2.2.1. Subjective Measures Using Questionnaires (LBP and LBPR Groups)

In order to gather information about pain intensity and disability the following stan-
dardized questionnaires were used: visual analogue scale (VAS), Oswestry Disability Index
(ODI), Roland–Morris Disability Questionnaire (RMDQ), fear avoidance beliefs question-
naire (FABQ). Pain intensity was measured using a 0–10 numerical rating VAS. The anchors
used were 0 = “no pain” and 10 = “the worst pain imaginable” [23]. Patients rated the
pain intensity they were feeling at the moment of measurement. The RMDQ consists of
24 statements about daily activity limitations due to back pain. Patients were asked to
indicate if their LBP interferes with performance of each task at present. Each positive
answer is worth one point with scores ranging from 0 = no disability to 24 = severely
disabled [24]. The ODI consists of 10 items on the degree of severity to which back (or leg)
pain has affected the ability to manage in physical activities including personal hygiene,
lifting, walking, sitting, standing, sleeping, sexual activity, social activity and traveling.
Each item is rated on a 6-point scale (0–5). The total possible score is 50, with a standardized
formula used to transform to a percentage score of disability. The higher score means the
higher level of disability related to LBP [23]. FABQ consists of a 4-item FABQ physical
activity scale (FABQ-PA, scores potentially ranging from 0 to 24) and a 7-item FABQ work
scale (FABQ-W, scores potentially ranging from 0 to 42). Higher values indicate a higher
degree of fear-avoidance beliefs for both FABQ scales [25].

2.2.2. Flexion Relaxation Phenomenon

The protocol for the FRP included kinematic analysis of the low back by means of the
motion capture system Smart-D (BTS, Milano, Italy) composed of eight 200 Hz infrared
cameras, and recording myoelectric activity of lumbar spine muscles using a wireless
surface EMG device, Pocket sEMG biomedical acquisition system (BTS, Milano, Italy). The
software version 1.10.0469 provided by the system analyzed synchronously kinematic and
EMG of erector spinae muscles signals. For EMG, bipolar disposable surface Ag-AgCl
electrodes (Ambu BlueSensor, Ballerup, Denmark) were applied bilaterally over the left and
right lumbar erector spinae muscles at the L1–L2 level and at the L4–L5 level approximately
3 cm from the midline, (electrodes were applied perpendicular to the muscle fibers) and
with interelectrode spacing of 2.5 cm (Figure 1a) [26]. The skin was previously prepared
by gentle abrasion with fine grade paste, and wiping the skin with alcohol swabs. The
sEMG activity was recorded with a common mode rejection ratio of >100 dB at 65 Hz,
and input impedance of >100 MΩ. Data were collected at a rate of 1000 Hz with a 12-bit
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A/D converter. The sEMG signals were digitally filtered by a 20–400 Hz band-pass, dual-
pass and fourth-order Butterworth filter. The raw sEMG signals were filtered root mean
square (RMS) with a 100 ms centered window. Nine infrared sensitive markers of 10 mm
in diameter were placed on the subject’s skin to nine anatomical landmarks, superficial
to the spinous process of the spine and pelvis [27]. As a part of the marker placement
protocol, a belt was placed crossing four anatomical landmarks—the left and right anterior
superior iliac spine and also the left and right posterior superior iliac spine. On this belt,
two markers—pelvis right (pr) and pelvis left (pl)—were placed symmetrically. Together
with a marker placed on the S1 spinous processes, these three points defined a reference
plane that represented the pelvis. An additional six markers were placed on the spinous
processes L3, Th12, Th9, Th6, Th3 and Th1 (Figure 1a). The participants were asked
to perform five trunk flexion-extension tasks (Figure 1b). Verbal instruction, followed
by a demonstration and practice trials, were provided before the experiment. From an
orthostatic position, participants were instructed to bend forward as far as possible during
a 4-s period, they were required to hold the fully flexed position for a 4 s period and
return to the initial upright position. The extension phase lasted for 4 s. They stayed in
orthostatic position for 4 s. Subjects with radiculopathy were asked to perform flexion until
the occurrence of pain in the lumbar region or along the leg.
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Italy) [27,28]. All sEMG signals were measured on the left and right sides of the body. The 
comparison of individual left-right differences showed no statistically significant differ-
ences (paired t-test, p > 0.050 in all cases); therefore, all sEMG values were replaced by the 
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Figure 1. (a) Locations of the markers and electrodes for kinematic and sEMG recordings. Two pairs
of electrodes applied bilaterally over the lumbar erector spinae muscles at the L1–L2 level and at the
L4–L5 level. Six infrared-sensitive markers were placed on spinous processes Th1, Th3, Th6, Th9,
Th12, L3, and three were placed on elastic belt and fastened over pelvis landmarks: the anterior
superior iliac spine and the posterior superior iliac spine on the left and right sides. (b) Position
of the participants for trunk flexion analysis. Model showing three variables as an example of the
flexed position that was used: total trunk flexion (TF), pelvic flexion (PF) and lumbar spine flexion
(LF). Four vectors were used for calculation: vector perpendicular to the horizontal reference plane,
vector perpendicular to the pelvis plane, vector starting at S1 and pointing toward T1 for total flexion
definition and the lumbar vector between L3–T9.

The data obtained were processed using the Smart Analyzer program (BTS, Milano,
Italy) [27,28]. All sEMG signals were measured on the left and right sides of the body.
The comparison of individual left-right differences showed no statistically significant
differences (paired t-test, p > 0.050 in all cases); therefore, all sEMG values were replaced
by the arithmetic mean of left-right value for each participant. For five cycles of flexion-
extension mean peak RMS during flexion, mean RMS in the position of maximum flexion,
mean peak RMS during extension, and mean RMS during the orthostatic position of
five repetitions, is calculated. From these data, 6 measures of FR were computed. The
first two FRR ratios were computed by dividing the normalized mean sEMG activity in
maximum trunk flexion (inf) by mean peak sEMG values during flexion movement (f) for
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two levels of muscles erector spine FRR inf/f L1–L2 and FRR inf/f L4–L5. The second
two FRRs computed by dividing the normalized mean sEMG activity in maximum trunk
flexion by mean peak sEMG values during extension movement (e) for two levels of lumbar
erector spinae muscles FRR inf/e L1–L2 and FRR inf/e L4–L5. The third two FRR computed
by dividing the mean peak sEMG activity of lumbar erector spinae muscles during flexion
and extension movement, FRR f/e L1–L2 and FRR f/e L4–L5. Details of calculating trunk,
lumbar and pelvis angles in sagittal plane are described in Figure 1b.

2.2.3. Measurements

The flexibility of the hamstring muscles was measured in healthy, LBP, and LBPR
participants; the SLR sign was measured as well as the hamstring flexibility of the asymp-
tomatic side using a goniometer (Kuntoväline Oy, Helsinki, Finland). The subjects were
lying in a supine position and the goniometer was placed on the leg over the lateral last
third. The examiner raised the extended leg until the participants felt the hamstrings
muscle tension. In participants with radiculopathy and side with positive SLR sign, the
examiner raised the affected extended leg until the participants felt pain in the leg.

2.3. Statistical Analyses

The statistical data evaluation was performed using STATISTICA version 12.0, StatSoft,
Inc. (Los Angeles, CA, USA). Comparisons of continuous variables between three groups (CG,
LBP, LBPR, Tables 1 and 2) were made using one-way ANOVA tests (normality checked by
K-S test) and comparisons of ordinal or discrete variables using Mann–Whitney U test (LBP
and LBPR, Table 1). The effect size for comparisons in Table 3 was measured by Cohen’s d
(determined by calculating the mean difference between two groups, divides by the pooled
standard deviation), which was considered large when d > 0.8 [29]. The confounding effects
of age, BMI and gender on all measured parameters were checked using multiple regression
analyses. The level of statistical significance was set at 0.05 in all analyses.

Table 1. Demographic data and pain and disability outcomes of the groups.

CG
(n = 34)

LBP
(n = 75)

LBPR
(n = 37)

p
(ANOVA)

Age mean ± SD 31.0 ± 10.0 39.5 ± 11.1 35.7 ± 12.0 0.001
BMI mean ± SD 23.0 ± 3.1 25.3 ± 3.4 24.6 ± 2.5 0.002
Gender–female 53% 28% 30% 0.030

p (M-W test)

Pain duration in months * 8.4 (3.6–24.0) 3.6 (1.2–7.2) 0.011
Pain VAS now * 3 (1–5) 6 (2–6) 0.001

Pain VAS average in last 4 weeks * 5 (3–6) 6 (4.5–7) 0.002
RMQ questionnaire * 5 (3–9) 12.5 (8.5–15.5) <0.001
ODI questionnaire * 19 (10–30) 35 (22–44) <0.001

FABQPA questionnaire * 18 (14–24) 21 (18–24,5) 0.043
FABQW questionnaire * 23 (9–34.5) 32.5 (25.5–46) <0.001

Data are mean ± SD, *—median (Q25-Q75), p—significance level, CG—healthy subjects, LBP—low back
pain subjects, LBPR—LBP subjects with radiculopathy, BMI—body mass index, VAS—visual analogue scale,
RMQ—Roland–Morris Disability Questionnaire, ODI—Oswestry Disability Index, FABQPA—fear avoidance
beliefs questionnaire-physical activity, FABQW—fear avoidance beliefs questionnaire-work.

Table 2. Correlation analysis for pain intensity and muscle activity.

FRR L1–L2 inf/f FRR L4–L5 inf/f FRR L1–L2 inf/e FRR L4–L5 inf/e FRR L1–L2 f/e FRR L4–L5 f/e

VAS now 0.25
(p = 0.009)

0.30
(p = 0.001)

0.31
(p = 0.001)

0.32
(p = 0.001)

0.35
(p = 0.001)

0.29
(p = 0.002)

VAS average in last
4 weeks 0.18 0.17 0.20

(p = 0.031)
0.22

(p = 0.020)
0.22

(p = 0.020)
0.26

(p = 0.002)

p—significance level, VAS—visual analogue scale, L1–L2—erector spine muscle at level L1 and L2, L4–L5 erector
spine muscle at level L4 and L5. f—mean peak RMS during flexion, inf—mean RMS in the position of maximum
flexion, and e—mean peak RMS during extension.
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Table 3. Kinematic, electromyographic and flexibility data.

I
CG

(n = 34)

II
LBP

(n = 75)

III
LBPR

(n = 37) p
Cohen’s d

MOTION Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD LBP to CG LBPR to CG LBP to LBPR

Total flexion /◦ 116.2 9.9 99.6 16.4 62.3 19.7 <0.001 −1.14 −3.44 −2.17
Lumbar flexion /◦ 63.2 6.5 51.9 11.7 32.8 12.2 <0.001 −1.10 −3.10 −1.66
Pelvis flexion /◦ 55.6 7.0 46.5 12.1 25.2 12.1 <0.001 −0.85 −3.07 −1.80

Hamstrings
flexibility right /◦ 86.3 9.6 77.8 10.0 71.0 13.6 <0.001 −0.90 −1.84 −1.44

Hamstrings
flexibility left /◦ 86.6 9.6 77.3 9.8 70.7 13.5 <0.001 −0.97 −2.08 −1.67

sEMG Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD p LBP to CG LBPR to CG LBP to LBPR

FRR L1–L2 inf/f 0.25 0.13 0.35 0.27 0.75 0.30 <0.001 0.43 2.18 1.30
FRR L4–L5 inf/f 0.25 0.13 0.46 0.32 0.85 0.22 <0.001 0.77 3.27 1.36
FRR L1–L2 inf/e 0.07 0.03 0.16 0.16 0.46 0.26 <0.001 0.66 2.09 1.56
FRR L4–L5 inf/e 0.09 0.05 0.29 0.25 0.68 0.23 <0.001 0.97 3.53 1.74
FRR L1–L2 f/e 0.32 0.14 0.41 0.15 0.59 0.21 <0.001 0.61 1.53 1.14
FRR L4–L5 f/e 0.40 0.11 0.55 0.18 0.79 0.15 <0.001 0.92 2.89 1.33

CG—healthy subjects, LBP—low back pain subjects, LBPR—LBP subjects with radiculopathy, SD—standard
deviation, p-significance level p ≤ 0.05, L1–L2—erector spine muscle at level L1 and L2, L4–L5 erector spine
muscle at level L4 and L5. f—mean peak RMS during flexion, inf—mean RMS in the position of maximum flexion,
and e—mean peak RMS during extension.

3. Results

At baseline, 161 subjects were enrolled in the study, and after the exclusion of 15 sub-
jects who did not complete all required assessments, the study was completed with 146 sub-
jects (Figure 2).
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The demographic data and clinical status of the examinees are presented in Table 1.
The CG participants had a higher proportion of women and were significantly younger
(ANOVA, p = 0.001, post-hoc Sheffe p < 0.001) and had a lower average BMI (ANOVA,
p = 0.002, post-hoc Sheffe p < 0.001) in comparison with LBP and those with LBPR partic-
ipants, who did not differ significantly in terms of average age or BMI. However, these
parameters do not affect the data in Table 1, as the VAS scores and RMQ, ODI, FABQPA
and FABQW results are only analyzed between the LBP and LBPR groups, which do not
differ by age, BMI and gender. Confounding effects of age, BMI and gender were checked
using a regression analysis, which showed no influence on the VAS and questionnaire
results presented. Regarding the data in Table 3, no influence of age was found for any of
the measured parameters. A slight correlation of BMI was found for the values of total
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flexion (beta = −1.47, p = 0.048, negative correlation as expected), but not for lumbar and
pelvic flexion (p > 0.05). The same applies to the values of FRR L1–L2 f/e and FRR L4–L5
f/e (beta = 0.015, p = 0.045 and beta = 0.016, p = 0.047), with higher BMI values leading to
slightly higher FRR values, but as mentioned, in the same way for all three groups. As far
as the pain status is concerned, the LBPR participants had higher VAS values than the LBP
participants did, the difference being significant (median values 6 vs. 3, Mann–Whitney
U test, p = 0.001 pain for VAS at the measurement and median values 6 vs. 5, p = 0.002
for pain VAS average in last 4 weeks). The RMQ score for the LBPR participants was
significantly higher than for the LBP participants (median score 12.5 vs. 5, Mann–Whitney
U test, p < 0.001). The same occurred for the ODI, where the LBPR participants scored
significantly higher than the LBP participants (median score 35 vs. 19, Mann–Whitney
U test, p < 0.001). Furthermore, LBPR participants exhibited higher values in FABQW
compared to LBP participants (median score 32.5 vs. 23, Mann–Whitney U test p < 0.001)
(Table 1). No differences were found also for the degree of pain with respect to the body
side. Additionally, a weak but significant correlation was observed between the pain level
and FRRs, as shown in Table 2.

The results of the kinematic, FRR, and hamstring flexibility data are presented in
Table 3. The hamstrings flexibility significantly differed between all three groups; on the
asymptomatic side it was lowest in the LBPR participants, larger in the LBP participants
and highest in the CG. All kinematic data for the flexion significantly differed between all
three groups. The angle of total flexion was largest in CG participants (116.2), significantly
smaller in LBP (99.6) and again significantly smaller in LBPR participants (62.3, ANOVA,
p < 0.001). The angles of lumbar and pelvic flexion were significantly different in all three
groups: smallest in LBPR participants (32.8 and 25.2), larger in LBP (51.9 and 46.5) and
largest in CG participants (63.2 and 55.6, ANOVA p < 0.001). The Cohen’s effect size
calculated between the CG and LBP participants, as well as between CG participants and
those LBPR, was large for all of the kinematic data (Table 3). The FRR L1–L2 inf/f, FRR
L4–L5 inf/f, FRR L1–L2 inf/e, FRR L4–L5 inf/e, FRR L1–L2 f/e and FRR L4–L5 f/e were
significantly different between all three groups. The LBPR participants had the largest FRR
values, the LBP participants had smaller values and the CG participants always had the
lowest values. Regarding Cohen’s size effect, the LBP participants differed from the CG
participants the most in terms of FRR L4–L5 inf/e (0.97), FRR L4–L5 f/e (0.92) and FRR
L4–L5 inf/f ratios (0.77). Cohen’s distances of the FRR in the LBPR participants compared
to the CG participants were largest for the same ratio, but with larger size effects, which
was also true for the comparisons of the LBPR compared to the LBP group (Table 3).

4. Discussion

The results of this study have shown that there are significant differences in sEMG
measurement of FRR among the three investigated groups. The greatest difference in
FRR was noticed between LBPR and CG, whereas the smallest difference was recorded
between LBP and CG participants. A comparison of FRR between CG and LBP has shown
the most significant difference in FRR L4–L5 inf/e (Cohen’s d 0.97) and FRR L4–L5 f/e
(Cohen’s d 0.92). In both comparisons of CG with LBP and CG with LBPR patients the FRR
L4–L5 inf/e has shown the most significant difference Cohen’s d 0.97 and 3.53, respectively
(Table 3). FRR L1–L2 has shown significantly less difference regarding FRR L4–L5 in all
of the three investigated groups. The higher values of lower lumbar erector spinae L4–L5
in comparison to upper lumbar erector spinae L1–L2 might be a result of the immediate
vicinity of the source of nociceptive stimulation. These results are consistent with previous
studies that have demonstrated that most LBP patients, as well as healthy subjects, have
more pronounced FRP changes at the multifidus than at the erector spinae longissimus
muscles [30,31]. Although there is no pathophysiological explanation for altered FRP of
multifidus muscle, it might be a result of the immediate vicinity of the source of nociceptive
stimulation. It is well known that asymmetric atrophy of the multifidus and erector spinae
muscles was presented in patients with unilateral LBP or radiculopathy [32]. Due to this
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fact, asymmetric muscle activation was expected during the measurement of body flexion
and extension movements. In this study in all subjects, the muscle activity of the right
and left sides was compared. Statistical analysis did not show any significant differences
between both sides when analyzing myoelectric characteristics based on RMS calculation.
It is worth noticing that such left–right differences can generally be captured by means of
sEMG, especially for patients with radiculopathy, as presented in our work [33]. However,
this comes at the expense of different sEMG measures being employed (e.g., signal slope
change—SSC, permutation entropy—PE, or relative variance difference—RVD) and with
more complex feature engineering and analysis involved. As part of this research on
the applicability of FRR in differentiating subjects’ groups, the choice of a standard and
straightforward measure, such as RMS, was deemed a reasonable entry point. This was
supported by detecting statistically significant differences in FRR patterns among groups,
calculated on a relevant sample of data.

There are several studies that can explain the change in muscle activity during trunk
flexion. Solomonow et al. showed that flexion and stretching of damaged viscoelastic tissue
stimulate the pain receptors and cause reflex increased muscle activity of erector spinae
in order to protect the injured tissue from load and further damage [34,35]. Intraopera-
tive stretching of compressed and uncompressed spinal nerve root lead to an increased
mechanosensitivity of the compressed spinal nerve root [36]. It was noted that inflammation
can also cause mechanical sensitivity of the nerve trunk [37]. It has been demonstrated that
mechanical provocation during limb movement and the persistent inflammation of neural
tissue can cause pain [38,39]. Clinical sign of the presence of an inflammatory process
across the sciatic nerve is the SLR test. Hip flexion with a straight leg causes lumbosacral
nerve root displacement 0.5 to 5 mm, while trunk flexion causes nerve root displacement up
to 3 mm within the intervertebral foramen [40–42]. Flexion of lumbar spine and pelvis has
demonstrated proximal movement up to 12.2 mm of the tibial branch of the sciatic nerve at
the popliteal fossa [43]. Intraoperative measurement showed that nerve root gliding within
the intervertebral foramen during SLR testing in patients with intervertebral disc hernia
is decreased due to compression while after decompression root gliding is increased [44].
Furthermore, in patients with intervertebral disc herniation, the compression of the nerve
root during SLR testing was increased with hip flexion [45]. Increased mechanosensitivity
of the nerve due to compression and inflammation of the nerve root and decreased ability
of nerve gliding in the intervertebral foramen cause nociceptive stimulation during flexion
in patients with radiculopathy. As a response to nociceptive stimulation, with the purpose
of protection from possible further tissue injury, reflexive muscle activity of erector spinae
occurs and, related to that, limited lumbar and pelvic flexion. Although the muscle activity
of hamstrings was not measured, we hypothesized that they also have increased activity,
which can limit the flexion of pelvis. It has been proved that painful stimulation of peroneal
nerve causes reflex activation of hamstrings [46,47].

Increased muscle activity is associated with active muscle stiffness that is responsible
for stiffened and stabilized lumbar spine. The higher muscular activity leads to a greater
spinal load [48] and muscle fatigability due to muscles unable to relax normally [49].
Changed muscle activity also might contribute to conversion of low back pain from acute
to chronic low back pain.

The results of the present study showed that the trunk, lumbar and pelvis movements
are reduced in the LBP and LBPR in comparison with the healthy subjects. A comparison
of LBPR and CG participants showed significantly greater difference of the lumbar and
pelvis flexion than between LBP and CG participants. Cohen’s d was d −3.10 for lumbar
spine and d −3.07 for pelvis in LBPR patients, and d −1.10 for lumbar spine and d −0.85
for pelvis in LBP patients, respectively. Further LBPR participants in comparison with LBP
participants exhibited significant decrease in lumbar and pelvic flexion. This limitation
may be result of impingement and/or adhesions of the lumbosacral spinal nerve roots
limiting the ability of the sciatic nerve to accommodate effectively to spine and pelvis
flexion movement. Lumbar spine and pelvic flexion cause greater nociceptive stimulation
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in LBPR than in LBP participants, which is the reason for increased reflexive muscle
activity in order to protect the nerve from stretching. The reduction in pain intensity
enables an improvement in movement or functional performance [50–53]. Our results
measuring the FR showed increased muscle activity of the lower lumbar erector spinae
due to nociceptive stimulation of the affected tissue, which is responsible for the reduced
flexion. The decreased angle of lumbar and pelvic flexion prevents the sciatic nerve from
compression and strain during flexion.

Less pain in lumbar region was accompanied by less noticeable kinematic and neu-
rophysiological changes in the LBP participants. Patients with LBP exhibited reduced
hamstring flexibility in comparison with healthy subjects. In LBPR patients, the hamstring
flexibility of the unaffected side was reduced in comparison with the healthy subjects and
LBP participants, and was most probably the result of nervous system excitation. The mea-
surements of the trunk, lumbar and pelvic flexion and FRR and muscle flexibility require
the accomplishment of certain tasks during rehabilitation in order to establish physiological
mobility, physiological hamstring flexibility, and normal neuromuscular control. Complete
movement rehabilitation, movement coordination, muscle flexibility and neuromuscular
control will reduce the recurrence, chronicity and absenteeism from work in LBP patients.

This study has several limitations. The first limitation is related to the unequal experi-
mental groups regarding the number and gender of patients included in the experimental
protocol. Although the experimental groups are relatively homogeneous in terms of the age
of the participants, there are more male than female subjects. In addition, male and female
subjects were not specifically analyzed within each experimental group. Moreover, future
work should determine if these results correspond to different age groups. Additionally,
future work can investigate the applicability of different sEMG measures in detecting intra-
and inter-subjects FR relations, specifically tackling left–right differences as well.

The present study suggests that it is important to focus not only on the pain-related
factors in LBP and LBPR patients, but also on their abnormal motor control leading to
LBP and LBPR disability. Our findings may help to develop clinical interventions that can
improve the disability of patients with LBP. Analyzing measurements of FRR, lumbar spine
and pelvic flexion may allow us to better predict the outcome or response to treatment of
patients with radiculopathy in the future. These results suggest that there are different FRR
patterns in healthy individuals, LBP and LBPR patients. This has implications for both
further research and treatment and may allow treatments to be targeted to specific patient
subgroups. Further research is needed to investigate how such interventions affect FRR,
pain intensity and psychological factors in patients with LBP and LBPR.

5. Conclusions

This research justified the use of the FRR in evaluating patients with radiculopathy and
LBP. The increased muscular activity of the erector spinae is related to the reduced flexion
of the lumbar spine. The FRR in patients with radiculopathy and LBP were significantly
higher than in healthy subjects, suggesting that this measure may be a useful marker of
dysfunctional neuromotor control during the rehabilitation process. Measurement of the
trunk, lumbar spine and pelvic flexion, and FRR analysis may allow us in the future to
predict better the outcome or responsiveness to treatment of patients with radiculopathy.
This may permit the targeting of treatments to particular patient subgroups.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, M.P., S.P. and G.S.-K.; methodology, M.P. and S.P.; data
curation, M.P. and D.G.; validation, R.J., S.P. and G.S.-K.; formal analysis, R.J. and V.S.-E.; investigation,
M.P. and S.P.; resources, V.S.-E., D.G. and R.J.; data curation, M.P.; writing—original draft preparation,
S.P. and G.S.-K.; writing—review and editing, S.P., G.S.-K. and R.J.; visualization, M.P., G.S.-K. and
V.S.-E.; supervision, S.P. and G.S.-K. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of
the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.



J. Funct. Morphol. Kinesiol. 2024, 9, 77 10 of 12

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration
of Helsinki and approved by the Institutional Ethics Committee of Polyclinic for Physical Medcine
and Rehabilitation Pula on 20 March 2017 (approval #E/02-2017).

Informed Consent Statement: Written informed consent has been obtained from the participants to
publish this paper.

Data Availability Statement: Data supporting this article are available from the corresponding
author on reasonable request.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

References
1. Valat, J.P.; Genevay, S.; Marty, M.; Rozenberg, S.; Koes, B. Sciatica. Best Pract. Res. Clin. Rheumatol. 2010, 24, 241–252. [CrossRef]

[PubMed]
2. Tarulli, A.W.; Raynor, E.M. Lumbosacral radiculopathy. Neurol. Clin. 2007, 25, 387–405. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
3. Deyo, R.A.; Loeser, J.D.; Bigos, S.J. Herniated lumbar intervertebral disk. Ann. Intern. Med. 1990, 112, 598–603. [CrossRef]

[PubMed]
4. Wheeler, A.H. Diagnosis and management of low back pain and sciatica. Am. Fam. Physician 1995, 52, 1333–1341, 1347–1348.

[PubMed]
5. Atlas, S.J.; Deyo, R.A.; Keller, R.B.; Chapin, A.M.; Patrick, D.L.; Long, J.M.; Singeret, D.E. The Maine Lumbar Spine Study, Part II.

1-year outcomes of surgical and nonsurgical management of sciatica. Spine 1996, 21, 1777–1786. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
6. Modic, M.T.; Obuchowski, N.A.; Ross, J.S.; Brant-Zawadzki, M.N.; Grooff, P.N.; Mazanec, D.J.; Benzel, E.C. Acute low back

pain and radiculopathy: MR imaging findings and their prognostic role and effect on outcome. Radiology 2005, 237, 597–604.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

7. Suri, P.; Rainville, J.; Hunter, D.J.; Li, L.; Katz, J.N. Recurrence of radicular pain or back pain after nonsurgical treatment of
symptomatic lumbar disk herniation. Arch. Phys. Med. Rehabil. 2012, 93, 690–695. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

8. Paquet, N.; Malouin, F.; Richards, C. Hip-spine movement interaction and muscle activation patterns during sagittal trunk
movements in low back patients. Spine 1994, 19, 596–603. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

9. Haig, A.J.; Weismann, G.; Haugh, L.D.; Pope, M.; Grobler, L.J. Prospective evidence for change in paraspinal muscle activity after
herniated nucleus pulposus. Spine 1993, 18, 926–930. [CrossRef]

10. Alschuler, K.N.; Neblett, R.; Wiggert, E.; Haig, A.J.; Geisser, M.E. Flexion-relaxation and clinical features associated with chronic
low back pain: A comparison of different methods of quantifying flexion-relaxation. Clin. J. Pain 2009, 25, 760–766. [CrossRef]

11. Floyd, W.F.; Silver, P.H.S. Function of the erector spinae in flexion of the trunk. Lancet 1951, 1, 133–134. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
12. Sihvonen, T.; Huttunen, M.; Makkonen, M.; Airaksinen, O. Functional changes in back muscle activity correlate with pain

intensity and prediction of low back pain during pregnancy. Arch. Phys. Med. Rehabil. 1998, 79, 1210–1212. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
13. Shirado, O.; Ito, T.; Kaneda, K.; Strax, T.E. Flexion-relaxation phenomenon in the back muscles: A comparative study between

healthy subjects and patients with chronic low back pain. Am. J. Phys. Med. Rehabil. 1995, 74, 139–144. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
14. van Dieen, J.; Selen, L.; Cholewicki, J. Trunk muscle activation in low-back pain patients, an analysis of the literature. J. Electromyogr.

Kinesiol. 2003, 13, 333–351. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
15. Geisser, M.E.; Haig, A.J.; Wallbom, A.S.; Wiggert, E.A. Pain-Related Fear, Lumbar Flexion, and Dynamic EMG Among Persons

with Chronic Musculoskeletal Low Back Pain. Clin. J. Pain 2004, 20, 61–69. [CrossRef]
16. Ambroz, C.; Scott, A.; Ambroz, A.; Talbott, E.O. Chronic low back pain assessment using surface electromyography. J. Occup.

Environ. Med. 2000, 42, 660–669. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
17. Sihvonen, T.; Partanen, J.; Hänninen, O.; Soimakallio, S. Electric behavior of low back muscles during lumbar pelvic rhythm in

low back pain patients and healthy controls. Arch. Phys. Med. Rehabil. 1991, 72, 1080–1087. [PubMed]
18. Watson, P.J.; Booker, C.K.; Main, C.J.; Chen, A.C.N. Surface electromyography in the identification of chronic low back pain

patients: The development of the flexion relaxation ratio. Clin. Biomech. 1997, 3, 165–171. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
19. Neblett, R.; Brede, E.; Mayer, T.G.; Gatchel, J.R. What is the best surface EMG measure of lumbar flexion-relaxation for

distinguishing chronic low back pain patients from pain-free controls? Clin. J. Pain 2013, 29, 334–340. [CrossRef]
20. Owens, E.F., Jr.; Gudavalli, M.R.; Wilder, D.G. Paraspinal muscle function assessed with the flexion-relaxation ratio at baseline in

a population of patients with back-related leg pain. J. Manip. Physiol. Ther. 2011, 34, 594–601. [CrossRef]
21. Wong, T.K.; Lee, R.Y. Effects of low back pain on the relationship between the movements of the lumbar spine and hip.

Hum. Mov. Sci. 2004, 23, 21–34. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
22. Tabard-Fougère, A.; Dayer, R.; Armand, S.; Vuillerme, N. Flexion-Relaxation Phenomenon in Children and Adolescents with and

without Nonspecific Chronic Low Back Pain: An. Electromyographic and Kinematic Cross-Sectional Comparative Study. Spine
2018, 43, 1322–1330. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Price, D.D.; McGrath, P.A.; Rafii, A.; Buckingham, B. The validation of visual analogue scales as ratio scale measures for chronic
and experimental pain. Pain 1983, 17, 45–56. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.berh.2009.11.005
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20227645
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ncl.2007.01.008
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17445735
https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-112-8-598
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2139310
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7572557
https://doi.org/10.1097/00007632-199608010-00011
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8855462
https://doi.org/10.1148/radiol.2372041509
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16244269
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apmr.2011.11.028
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22464091
https://doi.org/10.1097/00007632-199403000-00016
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8184355
https://doi.org/10.1097/00007632-199306000-00020
https://doi.org/10.1097/AJP.0b013e3181b56db6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(51)91212-3
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14795792
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0003-9993(98)90264-7
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9779673
https://doi.org/10.1097/00002060-199503000-00010
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7710729
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1050-6411(03)00041-5
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12832164
https://doi.org/10.1097/00002508-200403000-00001
https://doi.org/10.1097/00043764-200006000-00018
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10874660
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1835833
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0268-0033(97)00065-X
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11415689
https://doi.org/10.1097/AJP.0b013e318267252d
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmpt.2011.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.humov.2004.03.004
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15201039
https://doi.org/10.1097/BRS.0000000000002621
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29509654
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3959(83)90126-4
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/6226917


J. Funct. Morphol. Kinesiol. 2024, 9, 77 11 of 12

24. Roland, M.; Fairbank, J. The Roland-Morris disability questionnaire and the Oswestry disability questionnaire. Spine 2000, 25,
3115–3124. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

25. Staerkle, R.; Mannion, A.F.; Elfering, A.; Junge, A.; Semmer, N.K.; Jacobshagen, N.; Grob, D.; Dvorak, J.; Boos, N. Longitudinal
validation of the fear-avoidance beliefs questionnaire (FABQ) in a Swiss-German sample of low back pain patients. Eur. Spine J.
2004, 13, 332–340. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Merletti, R.; Lo Conte, L.; Avignone, E.; Guglielminotti, P. Modeling of surface myoelectric signals Part I: Model implementation.
IEEE Trans. Biomed. Eng. 1999, 46, 810–820. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

27. Peharec, S.; Jerkovic, R.; Bacic, P.; Azman, J.; Bobinac, D. Kinematic measurement of the lumbar spine and pelvis in the normal
population. Coll. Antropol. 2007, 31, 1039–1042. [PubMed]

28. Vismara, L.; Menegoni, F.; Zaina, F.; Galli, M.; Negrini, S.; Capodaglio, P. Effect of obesity and low back pain on spinal mobility:
A cross sectional study in women. J. Neuroeng. Rehabil. 2010, 7, 3. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

29. Cohen, J. Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences, 2nd ed.; Lawrence Erlbaum Associates: Mahwah, NJ, USA, 1988.
[CrossRef]

30. Gouteron, A.; Tabard-Fougere, A.; Moissenet, F.; Bourredjem, A.; Rose-Dulcina, K.; Genevay, S.; Laroche, D.; Armand, S.
Sensitivity and specificity of the flexion and extension relaxation ratios to identify altered paraspinal muscles’ flexion relaxation
phenomenon in nonspecific chronic low back pain patients. J. Electromyogr. Kinesiol. 2023, 68, 102740. [CrossRef]

31. Schinkel-Ivy, A.; Nairn, B.C.; Drake, J.D.M. Quantification of the lumbar flexion-relaxation phenomenon: Comparing outcomes of
lumbar erector spinae and superficial lumbar multifidus in standing full trunk flexion and slumped sitting postures. J. Manip.
Physiol. Ther. 2014, 37, 494–501. [CrossRef]

32. Stevens, S.; Agten, A.; Timmermans, A.; Vandenabeele, F. Unilateral changes of the multifidus in persons with lumbar disc
herniation: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Spine J. 2020, 20, 1573–1585. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

33. Srhoj-Egekher, V.; Cifrek, M.; Peharec, S. Feature modeling for interpretable low back pain classification based on surface EMG.
IEEE Access 2022, 10, 73702–73727. [CrossRef]

34. Solomonow, M.; Hatipkarasulu, S.; Zhou, B.H.; Baratta, R.V.; Aghazadeh, F. Biomechanics and electromyography of a common
idiopathic low back disorder. Spine 2003, 28, 1235–1248. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

35. Solomonow, M.; Baratta, R.V.; Zhou, B.H.; Burger, E.; Zieske, A.; Gedalia, A. Muscular dysfunction elicited by creep of lumbar
viscoelastic tissue. J. Electromyogr. Kinesiol. 2003, 13, 381–396. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

36. Neblett, R.; Mayer, T.G.; Gatchel, R.J.; Keeley, J.; Proctor, T.; Anagnostis, C. Quantifying the lumbar flexion-relaxation phenomenon:
Theory, normative data, and clinical applications. Spine 2003, 28, 1435–1446. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

37. Kuslich, S.D.; Ulstrom, C.L.; Michael, C.J. The tissue origin of low back pain and sciatica: A report of pain response to tissue
stimulation during operations on the lumbar spine using local anesthesia. Orthop. Clin. N. Am. 1991, 22, 181–187. [CrossRef]

38. Dilley, A.; Lynn, B.; Pang, S.J. Pressure and stretch mechanosensitivity of peripheral nerve fibres following local inflammation of
the nerve trunk. Pain 2005, 117, 462–472. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

39. Hall, T.; Quintner, J. Responses to mechanical stimulation of the upper limb in painful cervical radiculopathy. Aust. J. Physiother.
1996, 42, 277–285. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

40. Butler, D.S. Adverse mechanical tension in the nervous system: A model for assessment and treatment. Aust. J. Physiother. 1989,
35, 227–238. [CrossRef]

41. Smith, S.A.; Massie, J.B.; Chesnut, R.; Garfin, S.R. Straight leg raising. Anatomical effects on the spinal nerve root withou and
with fusion. Spine 1993, 18, 992–999. [CrossRef]

42. Gilbert, K.K.; Brismée, J.M.; Collins, D.L.; James, C.R.; Shah, R.V.; Sawyer, S.F.; Sizer, P.S., Jr. 2006 Young Investigator Award
Winner: Lumbosacral nerve root displacement and strain: Part 1. A novel measurement technique during straight leg raises in
unembalmed cadavers. Spine 2007, 32, 1513–1520. [CrossRef]

43. Shum, G.L.; Attenborough, A.S.; Marsden, J.F.; Hough, A.D. Tibial nerve excursion during lumbar spine and hip flexion measured
with diagnostic ultrasound. Ultrasound Med. Biol. 2013, 39, 784–790. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

44. Kobayashi, S.; Shizu, N.; Suzuki, Y.; Asai, T.; Yoshizawa, H. Changes in nerve root motion and intraradicular blood flow during
an intraoperative straight-leg-raising test. Spine 2003, 28, 1427–1434. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

45. Takahashi, K.; Shima, I.; Porter, R.W. Nerve root pressure in lumbar disc herniation. Spine 1999, 24, 2003–2006. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

46. Hirayama, J.; Yamagata, M.; Takahashi, K.; Moriya, H. Effect of noxious electrical stimulation of the peroneal nerve on stretch
reflex activity of the hamstring muscle in rats. Spine 2005, 30, 1014–1018. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

47. Chen, C.; Cavanaugh, J.M.; Song, Z.; Takebayashi, T.; Kallakuri, S.; Wooley, P.H. Effects of nucleus pulposus on nerve root neural
activity, mechanosensitivity, axonal morphology, and sodium channel expression. Spine 2004, 29, 17–25. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

48. Granata, K.P.; Marras, W.S. Cost-benefit of muscle co-contraction in protecting against spinal instability. Spine 2000, 25, 1398–1404.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

49. Geisser, M.E.; Ranavaya, M.; Haig, A.J.; Roth, R.S.; Zucker, R.; Ambroz, C.; Caruso, M. A meta-analytic review of surface
electromyography among persons with low back pain and normal, healthy controls. J Pain 2005, 6, 711–726. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

50. Marshall, P.W.; Murphy, B.A. Evaluation of functional and neuromuscular changes after exercise rehabilitation for low back pain
using a Swiss ball: A pilot study. J. Manip. Physiol. Ther. 2006, 29, 550–560. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1097/00007632-200012150-00006
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11124727
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00586-003-0663-3
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14714246
https://doi.org/10.1109/10.771190
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10396899
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18217455
https://doi.org/10.1186/1743-0003-7-3
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20082692
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203771587
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jelekin.2022.102740
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmpt.2014.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.spinee.2020.04.007
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32325246
https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2022.3190102
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.BRS.0000065568.47818.B9
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12811266
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1050-6411(03)00045-2
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12832168
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.BRS.0000067085.46840.5A
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12838103
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0030-5898(20)31644-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pain.2005.08.018
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16154692
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0004-9514(14)60392-5
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11676658
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0004-9514(14)60511-0
https://doi.org/10.1097/00007632-199306150-00007
https://doi.org/10.1097/BRS.0b013e318067dd55
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ultrasmedbio.2012.11.023
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23465136
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.BRS.0000067087.94398.35
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12838102
https://doi.org/10.1097/00007632-199910010-00007
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10528375
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.brs.0000160987.66563.ca
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15864152
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.BRS.0000096675.01484.87
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14699271
https://doi.org/10.1097/00007632-200006010-00012
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10828922
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpain.2005.06.008
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16275595
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmpt.2006.06.025


J. Funct. Morphol. Kinesiol. 2024, 9, 77 12 of 12

51. Ritvanen, T.; Zaproudina, N.; Nissen, M.; Leinonen, V.; Hänninen, O. Dynamic surface electromyographic responses in chronic
low back pain treated by traditional bone setting and conventional physical therapy. J. Manip. Physiol. Ther. 2007, 30, 31–37.
[CrossRef]

52. Wallbom, A.S.; Geisser, M.E.; Koch, J.; Haig, A.J.; Guido, C.; Hoff, J.T. Lumbar flexion and dynamic EMG among persons with
single level disk herniation pre- and postsurgery with radicular low-back pain. Am. J. Phys. Med. Rehabil. 2009, 88, 302–307.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

53. McGorry, R.W.; Lin, J.H. Flexion relaxation and its relation to pain and function over the duration of a back pain episode.
PLoS ONE 2012, 7, e39207. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmpt.2006.11.010
https://doi.org/10.1097/PHM.0b013e318198b6ed
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19190480
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0039207
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22720077

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Participants 
	Measures 
	Subjective Measures Using Questionnaires (LBP and LBPR Groups) 
	Flexion Relaxation Phenomenon 
	Measurements 

	Statistical Analyses 

	Results 
	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

