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Strain-based biomarkers at the skin surface
differentiate asymmetries in soft tissue mobility
associated with myofascial pain

Anika R. Kao, M. Terry Loghmani, and Gregory J. Gerling

Abstract—Objective: Soft tissue manipulation is used widely to
assess myofascial tissue qualitatively but lacks objective measures.
To quantify the mobility of myofascial tissue, this effort derives
optical biomarkers from the skin surface, as observed in the
hands-on workflow of clinicians. Methods: Digital image
correlation using three high-resolution cameras captures the
cervicothoracic region as a clinician deeply engages and stretches
the skin and myofascial tissue. Nineteen participants were
positioned prone and marked with semi-permanent tattoos,
optimized for tracking tissue without compromising its natural
mechanics. Tissue mobility was then clinically assessed both
bilaterally (left and right sides of body) and directionally (superior
and inferior directions of pull). Results: Eleven strain-based
biomarkers were derived per tissue pull. With participants’ data
aggregated, the sides of the body were indistinct, though pull in the
superior direction was distinct from that in the inferior direction.
Given substantial variance in the biomarkers’ absolute values
between participants, we then evaluated each person individually.
Therein, distinct tissue behaviors were observed. In particular,
bilateral differences were identified in nine participants, eight of
whom reported discrepancies in pain between their left and right
sides, while directional distinctions were observed in sixteen
participants, as expected given similar anatomical tissue
structures between individuals. Conclusion: In our sample of
participants, optical skin surface tracking and derived strain-
based biomarkers identified asymmetrical distinctions in bilateral
mobility, which correspond with self-reported pain. Significance:
Such objective assessment of myofascial tissue stiffness is
important in monitoring and treating chronic musculoskeletal
pain, which afflicts half of the U.S. adult population.

Index Terms—Digital image correlation, massage, manual
therapy, skin mechanics, soft tissue manipulation, touch

I. INTRODUCTION

HRONIC musculoskeletal pain (MSK) afflicts up to half

of the U.S. adult population, making it the most common
reason for seeking massage therapy [1], [2], [3], [4]. For
instance, the origins of neck pain often associated with
headache [5], particularly tension headaches and migraines [6],
are linked to tight muscles of the upper trapezius and levator
scapula. Indeed, myofascial trigger points (MTrPs) — or tender
spots within muscle or fascia associated with referred pain and
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restricted movement [7], [8], [9] — are commonly found in
trapezius muscles. Despite the prevalence of myofascial trigger
points and their associations with pain, muscle and fascial
mobility and elasticity remain difficult to characterize.

Physical therapists use soft tissue manipulation (STM) with
approximately 85% of their patients to examine and treat acute
and chronic MSK [10], [11]. STM mechanotherapy imparts
mechanical force through the intact surface of the body and can
be delivered by hand contact alone or assisted with an
instrument such as a rigid sphere or flat blade [12], [13], [14],
[15]. When performing STM, the clinician simultaneously
assesses tissue tenderness, induration (hardness), restrictions,
turgidity of inflammation, and mobility in multiple directions,
using common palpation maneuvers including normal
compression, distraction (pinch), and lateral stretch. STM
stretch is characterized by the movement of tissue between
layers, e.g., gliding of superficial over deeper tissue [16], [17].
While the magnitude, angles, and timing of forces delivered to
and perceived from tissues seek to achieve distinct clinical
effects, STM practice mostly relies on subjective, nonspecific,
and qualitative descriptors [18], [19]. Indeed, despite patient
self-reported outcomes and studies suggesting STM can relieve
pain, including headache and associated cervical muscle
tension [20], [21], [22], the mechanisms by which such
mechanotherapies affect nervous, musculoskeletal, or
integumentary systems remain unclear. In effort to understand
the mechanisms by which such treatments produce clinical
effects, a first step is developing quantitative biomarkers with
robust signal-to-noise ratios, which can also support future
clinical trials investigating their efficacy.

Numerous methods from ultrasound elastography to force-
sensing devices have sought to characterize the viscoelastic
properties of biological tissues in vivo. For instance, ultrasound-
based methods measure displacement, shear wave differences,
and microvascular changes to perturbations in muscle and nerve
tissue [23], [24]. While recent studies have demonstrated the
promise of ultrasound-measured biomarkers in discriminating
pain states [25], intrinsic myofascial properties such as muscle
anisotropy and a lack of well-defined imaging acquisition
protocols challenge their wide-spread clinical deployment [26],
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[27]. Other imaging approaches, such as optical coherence
tomography, can estimate tissue layer thickness and relative
density, though only in planes a few millimeters from the skin
surface [28], [29], [30]. Distinct from these imaging
approaches, myotonometer devices use accelerometer
recordings to assess tension, elasticity, and stiffness of
myofascial tissues [31], [32], [33], while load cells generate
force-displacement curves from which bulk stiffness may be
derived [34], [35], [36]. However, these methods can only
assess tissue properties over small contact areas, and small
adjustments in probe angle and depth can lead to issues with
repeatability and reproducibility.

In contrast, while optical cameras cannot penetrate muscle,
observations at the skin surface can cover large areas and
provide indirect information about underlying myofascial tissue
mobility without impeding clinicians’ current workflow or
requiring instrumented contacting devices. Although often in
fields of study outside of soft tissue manipulation, large tissue
areas have been imaged using depth and general-purpose RGB
cameras [37], [38], [39], [40], [41], [42], [43], [44] with surface
movements characterized using distinct analysis approaches.
For instance, disparity map approaches effectively capture 3D
surfaces at distinct time points but do not track movements of
individual pixels between time points, and therefore cannot
characterize strain or stretch [44]. In contrast, digital image
correlation (DIC) approaches track unique pixel patterns over
time, allowing for the evaluation of surface strain; and further,
can stitch together multiple 3D surfaces to track large areas
(tens of centimeters) and curvatures at high resolution, while
avoiding occlusions [45], [46], [47], [48], [49], [29], [28].
While DIC is used in many engineering domains, its application
to in vivo biological tissue is emerging.

This study develops and evaluates a novel method for
characterizing soft tissue mobility using optical measurements
of skin surface displacement and strain. The primary goal is to
derive quantitative biomarkers that align with clinical
observations made during soft tissue assessments. To ensure
clinical applicability and minimize disruption to existing
workflows, we focused herein on the clinician’s use of STM
stretch in the cervicothoracic region, a common site for
headaches and associated myofascial trigger points [6]. While
clinically referred to as ‘stretch,” this maneuver involves a
manual pull applied by the clinician to the tissue. This technique
effectively captures multidirectional mobility and is readily
assessed optically from the skin surface.

Our primary hypothesis is that these biomarkers will be
sensitive enough to detect variations in underlying tissue
mobility within individuals, and that these variations will
correlate with self-reported pain levels. If successful, this study
will provide objective tools to enhance precision and
consistency in clinical practice, ultimately advancing the field
toward evidence-based, personalized therapeutic interventions.

II. METHODS

This work employs 3D-DIC to characterize tissue mobility
as a clinician engages the skin and myofascial tissue in the
cervicothoracic region. Custom methods are developed for this

purpose, including skin speckling and imaging from three
synchronized cameras to define eleven biomarkers, based on
the 1% and 2™ principal strains and the magnitude of the
clinician’s applied pull. The derived biomarkers are evaluated
with nineteen participants to assess bilateral (left and right sides
of body) and directional (superior and inferior directions of
pull) distinctions in soft tissue mobility. The analysis of these
biomarkers is compared to participant self-reported ratings, as
the current standard to capture ground truth with respect to
one’s level of pain [50], [51], [52].

A. STM stretch assessment

To standardize the STM stretch maneuver, the clinician
manually applied a pull to the tissue with static force at a 45-
degree angle horizontal to the myofascial plane, using a gradual
5 s ramp to maximum intensity. This maneuver was performed
bilaterally (left and right sides of the body) and directionally
(superior towards the neck and inferior away from neck) from
a central reference point (e.g., tender spot) [17], [23] (Fig. 1(a)).
Key factors of the clinical assessment include the spatial
distance and velocity of force propagation from the point of pull
application, the point of force magnitude and deformation at
which discomfort (if any) is reached, the magnitude of force
required to reach maximum myofascial stretch, and any
identified restrictions or barriers to fascial motion (Fig. 1(c)).
When in a healthy mobile state, superficial skin and
subcutaneous tissues glide over deeper tissues, whereas tissues
restricted by MTrPs exhibit resistance to the pull, clinically
observed as a reduced distance of propagation (Fig. 1(d)).

B. Equipment setup and participant positioning

A portable massage table was set up whereby participants
assumed a prone position to receive the STM assessment (Fig.
2(a)). The table’s face cradle was adjusted to ensure the neck
was free of strain. A rotating arm used typically for computer
monitors was positioned above the massage table (~0.5 m) upon
which were mounted, in a static and linear formation, three
monocular cameras (12 MP, Raspberry Pi High Quality, UK)
with wide angle lenses (6 mm Vilros, NJ, USA) connected to
microcontrollers (Raspberry Pi Zero W boards, UK). The
images from these cameras served as input into the image
analysis pipeline and the rotating arm allowed participants to
ascend the table while maintaining stereo camera alignment.

C. Participants

The experiment enrolled a total of 19 healthy participants
(nine male, ten female, 34.1 + 15.2 years of age, mean + SD).
All participants provided written consent, as approved by the
University of Virginia Institutional Review Board of Social and
Behavioral Sciences (Protocol #6201; Approved October 25%,
2023). This study was conducted as part of the clinical trial,
“Optical Measurements of the Skin Surface to Infer
Distinctions in Myofascial Tissue Stiffness (OptMeasSkin),”
registered at ClinicalTrials.gov (ID: NCT06390085). All
surfaces were sanitized regularly.

D. Semi-permanent speckling method

In using digital image correlation, attaining displacement
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Fig. 1. Translating clinical STM stretch assessment procedures and perceptual cues into quantitative analysis. (a) Schematic of STM stretch applied bilaterally (left
and right sides of body) and directionally (superior and inferior directions of pull) in the cervicothoracic region. (b) Abstracted cross-sectional schematic of human
tissue layers, including skin, superficial fascia, deep fascia, and muscle. (c) As the clinian increases force magnitude from resting state to maximum pull, the tissue
not only expands vertically (tensile strain), but also contracts horizontally (compressive strain). (d) Comparative schematic of tissue response in healthy (left) and
mobility restricted (right) conditions. While healthy tissue allows for superficial skin and subcutaneous tissue to glide over deeper tissues, tissue impaired with
myofascial trigger points exhibits resistance to the pull, observed through reduced pull and propagation distances that a clinican can feel and often see.

fields of high spatial resolution depends on the absolute size and
size consistency of applied speckles, the density and
randomness of their pattern, and a high foreground-to-
background contrast ratio with equal amounts of light and dark
on the specimen surface. To meet these requirements and
minimize the impact on natural skin mechanics, a semi-
permanent ink tattoo method was developed. Four custom high-
density speckle pattern stickers (~1.5 mm speckle diam; 15.2
cm x 7.6 cm; InkBox, Toronto, Canada) were applied to the
cervicothoracic region of each participant to create two regions
of interest (15.2 cm x 15.2 cm; 231.0 cm?), one on the left side
and one on the right side (Fig. 2(b)). The tattoo stickers
remained in place for one hour, during which the ink reacted
with the skin’s proteins to create a blue stain. Afterwards, the
tattoos were removed, and over the course of 24 hours, the light
blue speckles deepened to a dark blue, which enhanced contrast
for optimal 3D-DIC tracking (Fig. 2(c)). The formula works on
all skin tones. In particular, the darker the skin pigmentation,
the darker the tattoo appears. The patterns remain visible for up
to ten days, after which the skin regenerates and the color
naturally fades.

E. Experimental procedure

To begin each participant’s session, the clinician conducted
a qualitative intake assessment lasting ~20 min. Participants
provided demographic and medical history and reported initial
pain levels on a 0-10 numeric rating scale (with 0 for no pain,
10 for one’s worst pain) for each of their left and right upper
back regions. The self-reported pain ratings were used as a
proxy assumption for perceived tissue stiffness, rather than
clinician assessment, to eliminate any bias that might be

introduced by our study procedural constraints (e.g., the
clinician nearby hearing a participant give a pain rating out
loud). Following the intake assessment, participants were
positioned on a massage table in a standardized prone position,
with their arms at their sides (palms up) and feet resting on a
bolster. The cervicothoracic junction (C7/T1), superior medial
border of the scapulae, and distal insertion of the levator
scapulae were palpated and marked with a black dot, bilaterally.
The STM stretch maneuver was applied in two directions
(superior and inferior) first on the right side of the body, then
on the left. Each maneuver was repeated three times for a total
of three trials per direction per body side for a total of 12 stretch
experiments per participant, over a session duration of ~20 min.

Fig. 2 illustrates the clinical application of STM stretch in the
superior (Fig. 2(d)) and inferior directions (Fig. 2(e)). Data for
the example participant in Fig. 2 show the change in
displacement at the time of maximum applied pull (Fig. 2(f) and
(g)). For instance, in Fig. 2(f), the greatest displacement (29.5
mm) occurs in the direction of the applied pull, closest to the
point of contact with the clinician’s finger. Additionally, the
directional movement of the skin is distinctly different between
stretch applied in superior and inferior pull directions.

F. Imaging approach using 3D digital image correlation

Digital image correlation is a non-contact, optical tracking
technique that uses cross-correlation of pixel patterns from
multiple stereo camera angles to produce displacement and
strain fields [53], [54]. In this method, the image is divided into
defined portions called subsets, which allow for localized
measurements of movement and strain. Prior to data collection,
a stereo camera calibration step determines each camera’s field
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Fig 2. Equipment setup, speckling method, and STM stretch. (a) The clinician assesses the tissue mobility of the right cervicothoracic region of a participant.
Participants assumed a standardized, prone position, with their arms at their sides (palms up) and feet resting on a bolster. The skin surface is imaged with three
overhead cameras mounted to a rotating arm. (b) Semi-permanent tattoo stickers are adhered, bilaterally, to the participant’s skin. Unspeckled bands between
adjacent tattoo stickers are filled in with similar sized speckles using a semi-permanent tattoo pen. The tattoo stickers are peeled off after one hour. (¢) After removal
and a set time of at least 24 hours, the light blue speckles deepen to a dark blue color, enhancing contrast with the natural tone of the skin for improved tracking by
3D-DIC. The size, density, and randomness of the speckles inform the accuracy of the tracking and resolution of the resultant 3D point cloud. (d)-(e) Raw images
showing pull applied manually by clinician’s fingers in the superior (towards neck) and inferior (away from neck) directions. (f)-(g) Colormap overlaid on raw
image showing the change in skin surface displacement over the time duration of t =0 - t=2.7 s. Blue to yellow color hues indicate greater movement, including

rigid body motion, in all three directions (X, Y, Z) as compared to the tissue’s resting state.

of view and ensures adequate overlap. This calibration enables
multiple 3D surfaces to be stitched together to avoid occlusions
and accommodate highly curved surfaces. While a single
camera captures planar displacement, a calibrated pair of
cameras correlates 2D information to measure 3D deformation.

We used open-source software MultiDIC [53], built atop
Ncorr [54], to capture 3D skin surface displacements, strain and
stretch fields, etc. Video from each of the three cameras was
captured synchronously by parallel computing at 30 frames per
second in 1920 pixels by 1080 pixels resolution (~5 pixels/mm)
and compressed into H.264 video format. As each trial lasted
approximately 30 s, after videos were converted to images
(~900 images), data were down sampled to 15 frames/s to
reduce excessive processing time. Raw images in grayscale
were input into the software for computation. Based on the
diameter of ink speckles on the skin and the nature of the
surface deformation resulting from the STM stretch, the subset
radius and spacing were set to 20 pixels and 10 pixels,
respectively, to optimize feature tracking and data resolution.
The skin surface was tracked throughout the time-series of each
applied pull and resultant measures included 3D displacement
magnitude and direction and 1% and 2™ principal strain, which
were the foundational data relied upon in developing the eleven
biomarkers.

G. Biomarker development

Eleven biomarkers were developed to characterize the spatial
and temporal aspects of soft tissue mobility, including initial
resistance to the applied pull and peak deformation. The DIC
methods enable precise tracking of each subset, allowing us to
evaluate both the distance of movement (tissue glide) and the
degree of deformation (tissue strain) within the speckled area.
For unrestricted tissue, we anticipate movement resembling
rigid body motion, with the entire tracked area moving
cohesively with the applied pull, resulting in higher values for
biomarkers measuring tissue glide. Conversely, restricted tissue
is expected to behave as if tethered, causing discontinuous
movement and tissue deformation, likely leading to elevated

levels of tensile and compressive principal strain. The
derivation of each biomarker is described in the following
sections using an example inferior pull of the right anatomy for
a representative participant (Fig. 3(a)).

Maximum Tensile and Compressive Strain: The 1% and 2"
principal lagrangian strains quantify the compressive and
tensile deformation, respectively, of the skin surface in the
tracked region. As illustrated in Fig. 3(b), a tensile strain of 0.2
(red hues) indicates a 20% expansion relative to the initial,
undeformed state (blue hues), whereas a compressive strain of
-0.2 represents a 20% contraction. Therefore, a lower value for
compressive strain indicates greater compression. Notably,
higher tensile strains, or greater expansions, are concentrated
near the application of pull, as indicated by the intense red color
near the clinician’s fingers. At each time point, the 95
percentile of the 2" principal lagrangian strain field is
calculated following established methods [55], with the highest
value throughout the pull reported as maximum tensile strain.
Similarly, the 5" percentile of the 1% principal lagrangian strain
field is measured at each time point, with the lowest value
recorded as maximum compressive strain, indicating maximum
compression.

Furthermore, the deformation of the entire tracked region can
be evaluated by its change in width and length. Namely, at t =
0 s, the tracked region measured 122.4 mm x 112.6 mm (Fig.
3(c)), and at t = 3.3 s, the time of maximum pull, it measured
1151 mm x 120.7 mm (Fig. 3(d)). Based on these
measurements, there was a 6.0% decrease in overall width and
a 7.2% increase in overall height. It is important to note,
however, that these overall changes do not directly correspond
to the strain values in Fig. 3(b), as the principal strains are
calculated locally within each subset, rather than averaged over
the entire area.

Maximum Pull (mm) and Far Region Displacement (mm):
The tracked area (4,208 points) was divided into three regions
based on vertical position: upper 20%, middle 60%, and lower
20% of points (Fig. 3(c)). The 95" percentile of all point-wise
displacements, including rigid body motion, in the upper and
lower regions was recorded at each time point. As shown in Fig.
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3(e), both regions exhibit an increase in displacement before
peaking at 3.3 s. However, because this pull was applied in the
inferior direction, the lower region shows greater overall
displacement (31.7 mm) as compared to the upper region (24.2
mm). Therefore, the displacement over time in the region
nearest to the location of pull delivery (e.g., the lower region
for an inferior pull) is measured as the applied pull, with the
maximum pull (mm) defined as the highest applied pull over
time (Fig. 3(f)). Conversely, far region displacement (mm) is
defined as the displacement in the region farthest from where
the pull is delivered (e.g., upper region for an inferior pull) at a
given time point.

Ramp-On Pull Velocity (mm/s), Strain Gradient (1/mm), and
Duration (s): Each trial underwent a pre-processing pipeline to
exclude frames captured before the start or after the end of the
applied pull. Within this pipeline, trials were segmented into
three sub-phases of ramp-on, hold, and ramp-off (Fig. 3(e)).
Phase boundaries were determined using signal processing
techniques, including derivative calculations and thresholding,
to identify key inflection points in the pull and strain curves.
The ramp-on phase is characterized by the pull velocity (mm/s),
strain gradient (1/mm), and duration (s) that capture the tissue’s
initial resistance to deformation. Figs. 3(e)—(f) illustrate these
three phases over an example pull. In these figures, we first
encounter an increase in tensile strain during the ramp-on phase
as the pull is applied, then a relatively stable hold phase as the
pull application slows, and finally a steep decline during the
ramp-off phase when the pull is released.

Pull Propagation (%): To assess the extent to which the
applied pull propagates across the surface of the tissue, the
percentage of far region displacement to near region
displacement (e.g., upper region/lower region for an inferior
pull) is calculated per time point (Fig. 3(e)). The pull
propagation (%) biomarker is calculated as the average of this
percentage across the hold phase and reflects a clinician’s visual
assessment of the distance of propagation (Fig. 1(d)).

Strain at 5 mm and Strain-to-Pull at Maximum Pull (1/mm):
To account for distinct tissue mobility between directions of
pull and sides of the body, tensile strain at 5 mm of pull was
defined per trial. As illustrated in Fig. 3(f), this biomarker
facilitates directional and bilateral comparisons of initial tissue
response at a standardized distance of pull. To characterize
tissue behavior under peak load, the ratio of ftensile strain to
applied pull (1/mm) was calculated at the time point of
maximum applied pull. By contrasting these biomarkers, we
can differentiate the tissue's response initially and under
maximal load.

Area Under the Curve (mm): To evaluate tissue deformation
over the entire trial, while ignoring temporal effects, the integral
of tensile strain as a function of applied pull, or area under the
curve (mm) (AUC), was calculated. This biomarker aims to
capture the total deformation experienced by tissue throughout
the range of the applied pull.

H. Statistical analysis

To identify tissue mobility trends at the population level, we
aggregated raw data from all participants, directions, and body
sides. To analyze trends in pull direction and body side, we
employed a linear mixed-effects (LME) model. This approach
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Fig. 3. Derivation of biomarkers based on 3D skin surface measurements of
STM stretch applied in the inferior direction. (a) Raw image of the tissue at
initial state (t = 0 s) with the tracked area outlined in black. (b) Spatial
distribution of tensile strain at maximum pull (t = 3.3 s), overlaid on the raw
image. A tensile strain of 0.2 (red) indicates a 20% expansion relative to the
initial state (blue). Notably, higher tensile strains, or greater expansion, are
concentrated near the force application point. (¢c) Segmented area of the 3D
point cloud tracked by DIC at initial state (t= 0 s), with upper and lower regions
identified by their vertical position (upper 20% of points; lower 20% of points).
(d) The segmented area at maximum pull (t = 3.3 s) demonstrating overall
horizontal compression (115.1 mm < 122.4 mm) and vertical expansion (120.7
mm > 112.6 mm). Applied pull, defined as the 95" percentile of point-wise
displacements in the region nearest to clinician contact (e.g., lower region for
an inferior pull), measured 31.7 mm att = 3.3 s. (¢) Time series of displacements
in the near (lower) and far (upper) regions, along with the pull propagation,
defined as the percentage of far region displacement to near region
displacement (e.g., upper region/lower region for an inferior pull). Both upper
and lower regions exhibited increasing displacement with peak values at 3.3 s.
However, due to the inferior pull direction, the lower region displayed greater
maximum displacement (31.7 mm) compared to the upper region (24.2 mm).
To standardize the analysis, each applied pull was divided into ramp-on, hold,
and ramp-off phases. (f) Time series of the applied pull and tensile strain with
strain at 5 mm and strain-to-pull at maximum pull labeled accordingly.
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was chosen due to the inherent heterogeneity in tissue mobility
across individuals and the repeated measurements within each
pull direction and body side, which introduce non-
independence in the data. The LME model accounts for these
complexities by accommodating variability between
individuals and dependences within the dataset, providing
robust estimates of population-level trends. Before applying the
model, we confirmed that its key assumptions—Ilinearity,
homoscedasticity, and normality of residuals—were satisfied
through visual diagnostics, including residual plots and Q-Q
plots. Statistical significance was assessed using an alpha
threshold of 0.01.

For individual level analysis, biomarker means were
calculated across three trials for each pull direction and body
side, resulting in four mean values per biomarker, i.e., left
superior, left inferior, right superior, and right inferior. A
Friedman test revealed a significant difference only in ramp-on
velocity between trials 1 and 3 (p = 0.014), consistent with time-
dependent viscoelastic properties of skin [56], while the
remaining biomarkers showed no significant differences across
trials. To compare means (e.g., left superior vs. left inferior),
we evaluated three percent difference calculations.

|A-B|

%Difference =m' 100 (1)
. A-B

% Dif ference = m -100 2)

% Dif ference = % -100 3)

We conservatively chose to use (3), which resulted in four
percent difference values per biomarker: left superior — left
inferior, right superior — right inferior, left superior — right
superior, and left inferior — right inferior. To classify whether a
biomarker exhibited a significant differential response across
pull direction or body side, we applied a 25% threshold,
established in prior research [57], [58], [59]. Namely, any
biomarker with a percent difference greater than or equal to
25% was considered significantly different. A total of 22
biomarkers were evaluated per comparison. For instance, a
directional comparison included eleven biomarkers from the
left side (superior versus inferior) and eleven from the right side
(superior versus inferior). To assess whether the DIC method
detected an overall difference, we applied another 25%
threshold to the number of biomarkers showing significant
differences. Participants were classified as having a directional
or bilateral difference if six or more biomarkers (out of the 22)
exceeded this threshold.

Self-reported pain ratings collected during the intake
procedure served as a clinical assumption for associated
aberrant tissue mobility. Participants with a difference of two
or more points on the numeric pain rating scale (0-10) were
considered to have wunderlying mobility asymmetries
contributing to the reported bilateral pain differences. While
pain ratings are subjective [50], [51], [52], studies have
demonstrated correlations between self-reported pain and
increased tissue stiffness in specific conditions [60], [61],
suggesting that pain may offer clinically relevant insights into

Maximum pull (mm)

Maximum far region
displacement (mm)

Maximum
tensile strain

Maximum

compressive strain

All Superior  Inferior Left Right

Fig. 4. Aggregate population trends. (a)-(d) Biomarker distribution across all
participants with sides and directions aggregated. In (a) the clinician delivered
30.3 + 9.4 mm of maximum pull (median + SD), which in (b) produced 19.0 +
9.1 mm of maximum far region displacement. In response, in (c) tension,
maximum principal strains measured 0.22 + 0.07 and in (d) compression -0.14
+ 0.03. (e)-(h) Aggregate data separated by pull direction and analyzed using
linear mixed-effects models (o = 0.01). Significant directional differences were
observed in eight biomarkers (three shown: (e), (f), and (h)). Specifically, (e)
maximum pull, (f) maximum far region displacement, and (h) maximum
compressive strain were greater in the inferior direction. However, higher
values of compressive strain in the inferior direction indicate more compression
in the superior direction. (i)-(1) Aggregate data separated by body side and
analyzed using linear mixed-effects models (o = 0.01). No significant bilateral
differences were found in aggregate for any of the eleven biomarkers.

tissue behavior. Using these binary classifications, DIC-
identified bilateral differences were compared with self-
reported pain discrepancies to evaluate the clinical relevance of
these novel tissue mobility measurements.

III. RESULTS

A. Aggregate population trends

Across all participants, with pull directions and body sides
aggregated, the clinician delivered a maximum pull of 30.3 £+
9.4 mm (median + SD) (Fig. 4(a)), which produced 19.0 £ 9.1
mm of maximum far region displacement (Fig. 4(b)). In
response, maximum principal strains were 0.22 + 0.07 in
tension (Fig. 4(c)) and -0.14 + 0.03 in compression (Fig. 4(d)).
Since principal strain at the undeformed state (t =0 s) is defined
as zero, deviations from this baseline indicate the extent of
tissue expansion or compression. For instance, 0.22 signifies a
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Fig. 5. Pull direction comparison for two representative participants on the left
anatomy. (a) Raw measurements of tensile strain and applied pull are shown
for three trials of both superior (blue) and inferior (yellow) pull directions for
participant 12 (P12). The inferior pull curve extends significantly further in
both pull (28.6 mm) and strain magnitude (0.26) compared to the superior
direction (11.0 mm; 0.12). (b) Applied pull to tensile strain curves for
participant 18 (P18) appear nearly overlapping with similar values of maximum
tensile strain (superior: 0.24; inferior: 0.25) and maximum pull (superior: 40.3
mm; inferior: 39.5 mm). (c) Percent difference between maximum tensile strain
means in superior and inferior directions are higher in P12 (52.4%) compared
to P18 (4.7%). Both of P18’s measurements were within the interquartile range
(0.15-0.27) and close to the mean (0.22), whereas P12's superior measurement
fell outside of this range. (d) Maximum pull measurements followed a similar
pattern, with P12 showing a 61.6% difference compared to only a 1.9%
difference for P18. Both participants’ superior direction values fell outside of
the population interquartile range (23.3 mm - 36.2 mm). (e) Similar analyses
were conducted for the remaining nine biomarkers, with those flagged as
directionally different by the criteria in section II-H highlighted in green. P18
showed zero biomarkers surpassing threshold, while P12 showed seven. These
findings suggest that P12 exhibits directional mobility differences, unlike P18.
22% expansion, while -0.14 indicates a 14% compression.
Thus, the tissue exhibited slightly more expansion than
compression. The pull propagation biomarker, which measures
the percentage of displacement that propagates across the
tracked region, aligned with these findings, measuring 65.9 +
14.6% across the population (Supp. Fig. 1(a)).

Across all participants, with pull directions and body sides
separated and analyzed using linear mixed-effects models (a =
0.01), significant pull direction differences were identified in
eight of the eleven biomarkers (Fig. 4(e), (f), and (h); Supp. Fig.
1(h)-(G), (1), and (m)), though no significant body side
differences were observed (Fig. 4(i)-(1); Supp. Fig. 1(0)-(u)).
Specifically, median values of maximum pull (superior: 26.1
mm; inferior: 32.5 mm) (#(194) = 3.71, p < 0.01) (Fig. 4(e)),
pull propagation (superior: 57.5%; inferior: 69.5%) (#(193) =
6.46, p < .01) (Supp. Fig. 1(h)), and ramp-on pull velocity
(superior: 30.8 mm/s; inferior: 37.3 mm/s) (#(193) = 3.28, p <
.01) (Supp. Fig. 1(i)) were all higher in the inferior direction. In
contrast, biomarkers normalized by the magnitude of pull,
including strain at 5 mm (superior: 0.09; inferior: 0.07) (#(194)
=-6.52, p<.01) (Supp. Fig. 1(1)) and strain-to-pull at maximum
pull (superior: 0.09; inferior: 0.07) (¢(194) = -3.47, p < .01)
(Supp. Fig. 1(m)), were consistently higher in the superior
direction. In summary, these results suggest that tissue glide is

Fig. 6. Bilateral comparison for two representative participants in the superior
direction. (a) Raw measurements of tensile strain and applied pull are shown
for three trials on both the left (blue) and right (purple) body sides of participant
5 (PS). Curves appear nearly overlapping with similar values of maximum
tensile strain (left: 0.21; right: 0.25) and maximum pull (left: 20.4 mm; right:
24.8 mm). (b) Applied pull to tensile strain curves for participant 13 (P13) show
clear separation between body sides with higher maximum tensile strain (0.24)
but lower maximum pull (15.1 mm) on the left side compared to the right (0.12;
22.1 mm). (c) Percent difference between maximum tensile strain means on the
left and right anatomy measured much higher in P13 (50.3%) compared to PS5
(13.3%). Both of P5’s measurements were within the interquartile range (0.15
- 0.27) and close to the mean (0.22), whereas P13's right side measurement fell
outside of this range. (d) Maximum pull measurements followed a similar
pattern, with P5 showing only a 17.7% difference compared to a 31.5%
difference for P13. Both participants’ values on the left side fell outside of the
population interquartile range (23.1 mm - 34.7 mm). (e) Similar analyses were
conducted for the remaining nine biomarkers, with those flagged as bilaterally
different by the criteria in section II-H highlighted in green. P5 showed only
two biomarkers surpassing this threshold, while P13 showed eight. These
findings suggest that P13 exhibits bilateral mobility differences, unlike P5.

greater given a pull in the inferior direction, while tissue strain
is more pronounced given a pull in the superior direction under

equivalent loading conditions.

B. Pull direction comparison for two representative
participants

Given variability between participants, we evaluated each
person individually and found that some exhibit clear mobility
differences based on pull direction, while others do not. Fig. 5
highlights this contrast with a comparison of pull direction on
the left anatomy for two representative participants, P12 and
P18. For P12, the inferior (yellow) pull curve extends
significantly further in both applied pull and tensile strain
magnitude compared to the superior (blue) direction (Fig. 5(a)).
In contrast, P18’s curves overlap almost entirely across the span
of applied pull (Fig. 5(b)). Biomarker values were averaged
across three stretch trials, and mean values per pull direction
and body side were compared using percent differences (section
I1-H). Specifically, P12 exhibited a 52.4% difference in average
maximum tensile strain (superior: 0.12; inferior: 0.26),
compared to only a 4.7% difference for P18 (superior: 0.24;
inferior: 0.25) (Fig. 5(c)). Similarly, P12 demonstrated a 61.6%
difference in maximum pull (superior 11.0 mm; inferior: 28.6
mm), while P18 showed only a 1.9% difference (superior 40.3
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TABLE I
COMPARISON OF PULL DIRECTION AND BODY SIDE EFFECT PER PARTICIPANT. THE NUMBER OF BIOMARKERS EXCEEDING THE THRESHOLD OUTLINED IN SECTION
II-H IS COUNTED PER BODY SIDE (DIRECTIONAL COMPARISON) OR PULL DIRECTION (BILATERAL COMPARISON). PARTICIPANTS WITH A COMBINED TOTAL MEETING
THE CRITERIA OUTLINED IN SECTION II-H ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN RED AND CLASSIFIED AS DIRECTIONALLY OR BILATERALLY DIFFERENT BY DIC. IN TOTAL, SIXTEEN
PARTICIPANTS (84.2%) WERE IDENTIFIED AS DIRECTIONALLY DIFFERENT AND NINE PARTICIPANTS (47.4%) WERE IDENTIFIED AS BILATERALLY DIFFERENT.

Participant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19
Count of biomarkers significant between superior and inferior pull directions
Left anatomy 4 9 7 9 7 2 4 4 8 1 6 7 7 5 5 4 8 0 3

- Total
Right anatomy 6 4 1 5 6 6 0 6 8 3 4 8 6 6 6 3 8 1 6
Total 10 13 8 14 13 8 4 10 16 4 10 15 13 11 11 7 16 1 o |6dircctionally
different
Count of biomarkers significant between left and right body sides
Superior pull 0 6 4 8 2 2 1 8 0 3 2 4 8 2 4 3 0 1 2 Total
ota
Inferior pull 4 3 6 7 0 4 1 0 0 1 0 0 6 5 2 5 1 1 0
Total 4 9 10 15 2 6 2 8 0 4 2 4 14 7 6 8 1 2 2 Dttty
different
mm; inferior: 39.5 mm) (Fig. 5(d)). body side for two representative participants are illustrated in

Analysis of the remaining nine biomarkers further supports  Fig. 6. The total number of biomarkers exceeding the threshold
this pattern: seven of P12’s biomarkers exceeded the directional ~ was counted per pull direction, and participants were classified
difference threshold (II-H), while none of P18’s did (Fig. 5(¢)).  as bilaterally different if they met the criteria outlined in section
These findings suggest that P12 exhibits mobility differences II-H. These results are summarized in Table I, with detailed

based on pull direction, while P18 does not. participant data provided in Supp. Table II.

C. Bilateral comparison for two representative participants F. Comparison of DIC-identified and self-reported bilateral
Although no systematic bilateral trends were observed at the ~ differences

population level, individual-level analysis identified bilateral Bilateral differences identified through DIC analysis aligned

mobility differences in certain participants. Fig. 6 highlights  with self-reported bilateral pain discrepancies in 84.2% of
this contrast with a bilateral comparison in the superior participants (16 out of 19). Fig. 7 shows the number of DIC
direction for two representative participants, P5 and P13. For  biomarkers exceeding the threshold for each participant, with
P5, the applied pull to tensile strain curves nearly overlap (Fig.  the dashed line indicating the cutoff necessary for an overall
6(a)), whereas P13 shows clear separation between the left  bilateral difference (section II-H). Filled markers represent
(blue) and right (purple) sides (Fig. 6(b)). Quantitatively, P13 participants who reported bilateral pain discrepancies, while
exhibited a 50.3% difference in maximum tensile strain (left:  open markers indicate those who did not. Overall, the DIC
0.24; right: 0.12) and a 31.5% difference in maximum pull (left: ~ method identified nine participants as bilaterally different, eight
15.1 mm; right: 22.1 mm). In comparison, P5 showed smaller ~ of whom self-reported bilateral pain discrepancies. Conversely,
differences of 13.3% and 17.7%, respectively (Fig. 6(c)-(d)). of the ten participants not identified as bilaterally different by
Similar analyses across the remaining nine biomarkers (Fig.  DIC, eight also did not report bilateral pain discrepancies.
6(e)) revealed that eight of P13’s biomarkers exceeded the

threshold outlined in section II-H, compared to only two for P5. IV. DISCUSSION
These findings suggest that P13 exhibits bilateral mobility Chronic musculoskeletal pain affects over 1.71 billion people
differences, while P5 does not. globally and remains a leading cause of disability [62].

Although soft tissue mechanotherapies have been shown to
provide pain relief [20], [21], [22], their mechanisms of action

. .. 0 hibi - ) are still not fully understood, and no reliable quantitative
Sixteen participants (84.2%) exhibited differences in  poy04 exists to classify tissue states in relation to pain. This

biomarkers between the pull directions. Comparisons of the study developed an optical approach to quantify soft tissue
effect of pull direction for two representative participants are mobility using strain-based biomarkers, aiming to bridge this
illustrated in Fig. 5, highlighting patterns consistent with the  gap and offer a tool that complements clinicians’ existing
broader dataset. The total number of biomarkers exceeding the  workflows. Our primary hypothesis, that these biomarkers
threshold was counted per body side, and participants were  would be sensitive enough to detect variations in tissue mobility
classified as directionally different if they met the criteria  within individuals, was supported by our findings. While no
outlined in section II-H. These results are summarized in Table  overall trends were found at the population level based on body
I, with detailed participant data provided in Supp. Table I. side, individual-level analysis identified significant bilateral
differences in nine participants, with a high correlation to self-
reported pain levels in the majority of these cases. Furthermore,
systematic  directional trends suggest that anatomical
Nine participants (47.4%) exhibited differences in  differences influence soft tissue mobility, with greater tissue
biomarkers between body sides. Comparisons of the effect of  glide and deformation observed depending on pull direction.

D. Individual differences in pull direction across all
participants

E. Individual differences in bilateral anatomy across all
participants
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Fig. 7. Comparison of DIC-identified and self-reported bilateral differences.
The number of DIC biomarkers exceeding threshold is shown per participant,
with the dashed line indicating the cutoff necessary for an overall bilateral
difference (section II-H). Filled markers represent participants who reported
bilaterally different pain while open markers indicate those who did not. In total,
the DIC method identified nine participants as bilaterally different, eight of
whom self-reported bilateral pain discrepancies. Ten participants were not
identified by DIC as bilaterally different, and eight of these did not report
bilateral pain discrepancies. Overall, DIC-identified bilateral differences
aligned with self-reported bilateral pain discrepancies in 84.2% of participants.

The results establish a link between self-reported pain and
quantitative biomarkers of soft tissue mobility, advancing the
clinical potential of these biomarkers for more precise and
consistent assessments of myofascial pain. The ability to
objectively measure soft tissue mobility offers a pathway
toward evidence-based, personalized therapeutic interventions,
improving clinical decision-making. Moreover, by providing a
robust tool for tissue assessment, this study opens new
directions for future research into the relationship between
tissue properties, pain perception, and clinical outcomes. This
research not only helps to address the challenges associated
with subjective pain measurement but also lays the foundation
for more targeted treatments, marking an important step toward
precision medicine in musculoskeletal care.

A. Bilateral mobility differences align with pain

Nine participants were identified as bilaterally different by
DIC, eight of whom reported discrepancies in bilateral pain
ratings (Table I; Fig. 7). For instance, participant 13 showed
significant bilateral differences in 14 out of 22 biomarkers (Fig.
6; Supp. Table II). Specifically, tissue in this participant’s left
anatomy, when pulled superiorly, achieved lower values of
maximum pull, maximum far region displacement, and pull
propagation, compared to the right anatomy (Supp. Fig. 3(c),
(g), and (i)). However, the left anatomy tissue simultaneously
exhibited higher values of maximum tensile strain, strain at 5
mm, and strain-to-pull at maximum pull (Supp. Fig. 3(a), (q),
and (s)). These results indicate that the left anatomy tissue
glided less and deformed more than the right anatomy tissue,
suggesting that participant 13 may have underlying myofascial
impairment of the left anatomy. Healthy tissue typically allows
the skin and subcutaneous layers to glide over deeper structures
[63], resulting in higher values for maximum pull and pull
propagation. In contrast, tissue impaired with myofascial
trigger points restricts tissue glide [7], [8], necessitating greater
deformation to accommodate the applied force. Additionally,
BMI collected during the intake procedure showed no

significant correlation with biomarkers (p > 0.25). However,
this finding does not preclude the influence of body
composition on tissue properties, which may be shaped by
factors such as muscle mass, adipose tissue distribution, age,
and hydration status [64], [65], highlighting the need for further
research with larger datasets.

Interestingly, bilateral differences were at times confined to
a single pull direction. For example, P8 had eight biomarkers
exceeding the threshold in the superior direction but none in the
inferior direction (Supp. Table II). This finding could help
localize MTtPs, as a trigger point higher in the cervicothoracic
region might restrict mobility during superior pulls but have
minimal impact during inferior pulls. Indeed, previous studies
report that MTrP response and measured stiffness decreases
with increasing longitudinal distance from applied force [66].

Overall, the DIC methods showed an 84.2% alignment with
self-reported pain discrepancies (Fig. 7), highlighting their
effectiveness compared to other quantitative methods where the
relationship between pain intensity and muscle properties
remains unclear [67], [68], [69], [70], [71]. While no systematic
bilateral trends were observed (Fig. 4(i)-(1)), this absence may
suggest a predisposition for spinal symmetry in the
cervicothoracic region [72], [73]. However, lifestyle factors
such as physical injury, muscle overuse, and poor ergonomics
can disrupt this symmetry, likely contributing to the observed
asymmetries and myofascial pain in some participants [66].

B. Directional differences highlight anatomical asymmetries

Systematic directional trends in tissue mobility were
observed at the population level and prominently measured in
sixteen out of nineteen participants when assessed individually.
For example, biomarkers related to tissue glide, such as
maximum pull (Fig. 4(e)), maximum far region displacement
(Fig. 4(f)), and pull propagation (Supp. Fig. 1(h)), were higher
in the inferior direction. In contrast, biomarkers measuring
deformation under equivalent loading conditions, including
ramp-on strain gradient, strain at 5 mm, and strain-to-pull at
maximum pull (Supp. Fig. 1(j), (1), and (m)), were higher in the
superior direction. These widespread directional distinctions
likely reflect differences in anatomical structure between the
pull locations. Indeed, the cervicothoracic region’s complex
tissue architecture, influenced by overlapping muscles such as
the trapezius, rhomboids, and erector spinae, may exhibit
anisotropic behavior. Furthermore, Langer’s lines, which align
with underlying muscle fibers and fascia [74], vary in
orientation across different body sites and during muscle
contractions [75], [76]. For instance, Langer’s lines are
predominantly horizontal in the upper cervicothoracic region
but become more oblique in the middle cervicothoracic region
[74]. Testing perpendicular to Langer’s lines typically shows
lower ultimate tensile strength, as collagen fibers are coiled and
gradually extend before reaching maximum stiffness [72]. In
contrast, testing parallel to these lines results in maximum
stiffness at lower stretch ratios due to initially taut collagen
fibers with less capacity for further expansion.

Although directional distinctions were observed in sixteen
participants, some individuals deviated from the population-
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level trends. For instance, one participant (P17) exhibited
substantially higher maximum pull in the superior direction on
both the left (superior: 46.3 mm; inferior: 23.4 mm) and right
sides (superior: 39.8 mm; inferior: 22.4 mm) (Supp. Fig. 2(c)
and (d)). Furthermore, P17 also demonstrated lower tensile
strain-to-pull ratios at maximum pull in the superior direction
on the left (superior: 0.04 1/cm; inferior: 0.07 1/cm) and right
sides (superior: 0.04 1/cm; inferior: 0.07 1/cm) (Supp. Fig. 2(s)
and (t)). While no bilateral pain discrepancy was reported in the
cervicothoracic region for this participant, these results may
indicate restricted mobility in other body regions. The
interconnected nature of the fascial system, specifically the
superficial back line (SBL), means that tension in the lower
back can be transmitted upwards through the thoracolumbar
fascia and erector spinae muscles, affecting the entire back [77].

C. Invivo tissue analysis by 3D-DIC

In this study we developed a non-invasive 3D-DIC method
to dynamically capture clinician-performed STM stretch in the
cervicothoracic region. We aimed to objectively measure and
quantitatively characterize clinically relevant factors in
myofascial mobility, such as the spatial distance and velocity of
force propagation. We found that approximately 62.7% of the
clinician-applied maximum pull (30.3 mm; Fig. 4(a))
propagated across the tracked region (19.0 mm; Fig. 4(b)),
while the remaining 37.3% dissipated through the tissue as it
deformed. Tissue deformation was measured as principal
strains, the magnitudes of which align closely with prior studies
using DIC during passive and active stretch. In particular, Maiti
et al. captured mean principal strains of 26.1% in tension and -
8.4% in compression in the volar forearm during active
extension from 90° to 180° [29]. Similarly, the median strain
measurements in this study, though passive rather than active,
ranged from 0.22 (22%) in tension (Fig. 4(c)) to -0.14 (-14%)
in compression (Fig. 4(d)). Furthermore, Solav et al. measured
principal stretches of 80% - 120% in the calf region of the lower
leg while a subject performed ankle plantarflexion [53]. To
draw a comparison to our findings, we can convert our principal
strains (&i) to principal stretch (Ai) values using (4) [78].

/L' = w/ZEi +1 (4)

In doing so, we find comparable results with 120% tensile
and 85% compressive principal stretch. That stated, skin strain
measured in literature can vary widely based on experimental
procedure, body locations, and participant characteristics.

While previous studies have used DIC methods to
characterize the mechanical properties of skin [79], [80], [81],
investigate tactile afferent responses [29], and assess internal
tissue movements [82], [83], this is, to our knowledge, the first
application of these methods for assessing passive skin
displacement during soft tissue manipulation, which may be
influenced by underlying myofascial mobility. A key advantage
of this approach is that it allows for hands-on treatment,
preserving the psychosocial benefits of human touch [84].
Furthermore, the use of open-source software and low-cost
hardware, combined with the novel semi-permanent speckling
method, enables patient-friendly, reproducible, and

longitudinal assessments of treatment effects.

D. Challenges to objective myofascial measurements

Accurately characterizing myofascial tissue states remains a
challenge. Specifically, the complex interplay between patient
perceptions, clinician impressions, and quantitative metrics
makes it difficult to universally identify an objective ground
truth. For example, clinician assessments can be influenced by
their experience, style, expectations, and participant feedback,
which may introduce an ‘observer effect’ [85]. To minimize
bias due to clinician experience, we opted to work with a single
clinician. To further mitigate the ‘observer effect’”, we
prioritized participant pain ratings as a more direct and
uninfluenced measure of tissue mobility. Another complicating
factor are differences in pain phenotypes that may be associated
with myofascial dysfunction. Although inherently subjective
and shaped by both physiological and psychological factors,
pain remains a central focus of many manual therapies and
offers valuable insights [50], [51], [52].

While methods like algometry, myotonometry, and shear
wave elastography have been explored as alternatives to pain
ratings, they often lack consistency and reliability. Algometry
measures tissue pain pressure thresholds but varies across body
sites and practitioners, impacting its reliability for identifying
myofascial trigger points [86]. Myotonometers have captured
correlation between muscle stiffness and pain [87], but are
constrained by their small measurable area and sensitivity to
muscle contraction, leading to inconsistent results [88]. Shear
wave elastography provides detailed images of tissue stiffness
but suffers from operator and device variability, lack of
standardized protocols, and reduced accuracy in anisotropic
tissues due to transducer angle effects [27]. For instance, one
study found no significant differences between latent and active
myofascial trigger points despite pain pressure threshold
differences, indicating potential disconnects with clinical
severity indicators like pain intensity [89]. These limitations
underscore the need for alternative methods to provide a more
comprehensive assessment of tissue mechanics.

Although our cohort of participants was modest in size, we
successfully validated our exploratory methodologies prior to
conducting to a larger-scale clinical trial. The absence of an
objective ground truth and the presence of numerous potential
sources of bias necessitated a limited case study size until the
efficacy of the methods was confirmed, mirroring the reduced
sample sizes seen in prior studies evaluating manual therapies
[27], [52], [90], [91]. With the methods validated, we seek to
investigate tissue mobility changes pre- and post-treatment.

V. CONCLUSION

This study developed an optical method to derive skin
surface biomarkers for characterizing soft tissue mobility,
wherein a DIC based approach was customized for use in the
skin, with particular focus on measuring tissue glide and
deformation. In a study of nineteen participants, DIC-identified
bilateral differences aligned with self-reported pain in 84.2% of
cases, demonstrating the robust potential of these methods to
objectively and reliably quantify soft tissue mobility. The
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development of sensitive biomarkers that maintain direct skin
contact between clinician and patient, without altering proven
clinical techniques, may enhance the precision of affective
touch therapies for myofascial pain, providing an objective,
evidence-based approach to assessing and treating this
condition, which affects over 250 million Americans.
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Supplemental Fig 1. Aggregate population trends. (a)-(g) Biomarker distribution across all participants with pull
directions and body sides aggregated. In (a) the pull propagation measured 65.9 + 14.6% (median + SD) while in (f) the
strain-to-pull at maximum pull measured 0.07 + 0.03 1/cm. (h)-(n) Aggregate data separated by pull direction and
analyzed using linear mixed-effects models (a = 0.01). Significant directional differences were observed in eight
biomarkers (five shown: (h)-(j), (1)-(m)). Specifically, (h) pull propagation and (i) ramp-on pull velocity were greater in
the inferior direction, while (j) ramp-on strain gradient, (1) strain at 5 mm, and (m) strain-to-pull at maximum pull were
greater in the superior direction. (0)-(u) Aggregate data separated by body side and analyzed using linear mixed-effects
models (o= 0.01). No significant bilateral differences were found in any of the eleven biomarkers.
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SUPPLEMENTAL TABLE I
COMPARISON OF PULL DIRECTION EFFECTS ON THE ELEVEN BIOMARKERS PER PARTICIPANT. PERCENT DIFFERENCES > 25% ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN GREEN AND
COUNTED PER BODY SIDE. THE COMBINED TOTAL OF BIOMARKERS EXCEEDING THE THRESHOLD FOR BOTH SIDES IS TALLIED FOR EACH PARTICIPANT IN THE

BOTTOM ROW OF THE TABLE. PARTICIPANTS WHO MEET THE CRITERIA OUTLINED IN SECTION II-H ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN RED AND CLASSIFIED AS DIRECTIONALLY

DIFFERENT BASED ON THE 3D-DIC ANALYSIS. IN TOTAL, SIXTEEN PARTICIPANTS (84.2%) WERE IDENTIFIED AS DIRECTIONALLY DIFFERENT.

2

Participant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 Count of Total count of
significant significant

DIC Biomarker Difference between superior and inferior measure on left body side (%) participants participants

g’llrf‘gr‘]m”m tensile 203 395 440 753 100 54 251 286 54 37 347 524 124 158 251 332 285 47 299 1 19

Maximum pull 53 85 70 422 369 220 15 60 369 37 132  6l6 376 265 66 403 494 19 238 8 18

Maximum ) 09 448 367 362 12 114 114 43 83 343 38 247 34 287 286 103 321 107 382 8 16

compressive strain

Maximun far 278 568 27.1 449 585 358 241 106 652 141 250 728 726 394 217 439 583 40 226 13 28

region displacement

Pull propagation 344 542 318 688 352 190 222 181 454 111 358 306 573 181 165 58 186 21 18 9 15

VR:lr:cplts“ pull 239 272 245 176 391 149 20 59 552 235 87 670 242 195 343 246 555 161 75 6 19

gRr";‘i‘i‘;'n"t“ strain 65 473 455 719 295 180 417 318 395 15 294 221 470 40 218 94 428 143 242 10 15

Ramp-on duration 147 269 105 240 82 235 356 29 261 176 61 82 209 122 63 60 190 121 108 3 7

Strain at 5 mm 40 470 225 272 223 221 225 327 160 153 32 360 457 334 325 56 167 23 5l 7 13

Strain-to-pull at 261 449 401 573 300 173 342 248 342 18 256 196 456 126 301 87 332 72 159 11 16

maximum pull

Area under curve 346 192 530 616 411 341 85 270 414 54 315 810 367 312 102 568 631 158 529 14 27

Clount of significant 4 9 7 9 7 5 4 4 8 1 6 7 7 5 5 4 3 0 3 Count of Biomarkers mnke.d

biomarkers o by total count of
significant significant

DIC Biomarker Difference between superior and inferior measure on right body side (%) participants paiicipams

Maximum tensile 481 115 105 205 132 337 09 297 10 310 92 175 565 498 253 106 138 68 332 8 Maximum far

strain region displacement

Maximum pull 298 156 54 27 331 346 02 372 339 192 77 520 477 417 186 153 436 39 322 10 Area under curve

Maximum ) 161 69 61 80 56 300 60 303 09 188 412 140 387 320 72 317 421 223 504 8 Maximunm tensile

compressive strain strain

Maximum far 387 326 1801 328 533 408 103 533 598 171 445 713 422 488 396 329 519 89 270 15 Ramp-on pull

region displacement velocity

Pull propagation 131 235 217 343 303 118 106 241 385 7.5 420 425 81 132 266 212 148 42 59 6 Maximum pull

Ramp-on pull 527 360 189 343 384 418 102 43 447 184 329 605 460 356 250 34 391 88 328 13 Maximum

velocity compressive strain

Ramp-on strain 87 116 130 170 265 102 03 240 378 161 247 451 239 232 413 166 383 05 11 5 Strain-to-pull at

gradient maximum pull

Ramp-on duration 94 286 367 240 159 71 74 476 44 125 175 56 38 13 155 158 296 127 78 4 Pull propagation

Strain at 5 mm 7292 57 388 30 221 195 147 272 297 47 500 82 236 159 329 94 254 144 6 R”;‘r’;g;‘ez‘tm'"

Strain-to-pull at 263 39 72 183 231 L1 03 196 346 144 170 432 171 135 395 238 379 24 07 5 Strain at 5 mm

maximum pull

Area under curve 641 480 00 250 343 542 93 553 354 476 40 559 734 548 75 11 624 28 510 13 Ramp-on duration

Count of significant ¢ 4 1 5 6 6 0 6 8 3 4 8 6 6 6 3 8 1 6

biomarkers Total

Left and right body sides
Total count of
significant 10 13 8 14 13 8 4 10 16 4 10 15 13 11 11 7 16 1 9 16 directionally different by DIC

biomarkers
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SUPPLEMENTAL TABLE II

3

COMPARISON OF BODY SIDE EFFECTS ON THE ELEVEN BIOMARKERS PER PARTICIPANT. PERCENT DIFFERENCES > 25% ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN GREEN AND COUNTED
PER PULL DIRECTION. THE COMBINED TOTAL OF BIOMARKERS EXCEEDING THE THRESHOLD FOR BOTH DIRECTIONS IS TALLIED FOR EACH PARTICIPANT IN THE
BOTTOM ROW OF THE TABLE. PARTICIPANTS WHO MEET THE CRITERIA OUTLINED IN SECTION II-H ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN RED AND CLASSIFIED AS BILATERALLY

DIFFERENT BASED ON THE 3D-DIC ANALYSIS. IN TOTAL, NINE PARTICIPANTS (47.4%) WERE IDENTIFIED AS BILATERALLY DIFFERENT.

Participant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 Count of Total count of
significant significant
DIC Biomarker Difference between left and right measure in the superior pull direction (%) participants participants
2’1"‘;’;:“““‘“ tensile 234 562 158 340 133 43 232 35 103 280 68 311 503 161 290 294 168 01 136 7 12
Maximum pull 60 287 39 79 177 148 12 345 128 248 131 88 315 147 49 23 142 45 51 3 8
Maximum 76 200 107 490 135 59 81 268 66 12 378 201 72 121 130 15 29 241 133 3 7
compressive strain
Maximum far 161 47 302 464 171 02 156 614 192 407 260 24 672 196 78 166 138 113 72 6 12
region displacement
Pull propagation 247 228 340 514 03 144 135 410 83 170 160 121 527 54 124 151 07 64 36 4 4
5:1':&3" pull 155 289 326 363 63 502 175 128 38 234 54 190 102 129 223 234 79 60 230 4 10
:;rg‘i‘;:;" strain 137 235 228 428 13 66 216 480 12 23 96 197 718 265 328 306 05 112 279 7 12
Ramp-on duration 94 50 367 00 286 443 309 444 65 39 136 36 321 65 113 16 56 261 143 7 10
Strain at 5 mm 11 498 29 105 74 13 82 218 19 143 13 269 447 76 58 231 13 118 211 3 4
Strain-to-pull at 176 390 146 281 49 107 229 441 1.0 60 75 253 661 283 251 321 20 45 260 9 12
maximum pull
Area under curve 109 600 25 321 292 228 60 294 143 423 135 440 01 214 362 153 140 99 187 7 15
C_oum of significant 0 6 4 8 ) ) 1 8 0 3 2 4 8 5 4 3 0 1 ) Count of Biomarkers ranked
biomarkers - by total count of
significant significant
DIC Biomarker Difference between left and right measure in the inferior pull direction (%) participants pa%licipanls
i‘ﬁ:’i‘;m“m tensile 139 182 404 531 164 267 35 50 42 76 228 162 233 289 290 155 02 1Ll 176 5 Area under curve
Maximum pull 293 227 84 355 128 16 0S5 20 86 34 79 123 426 323 171 311 43 25 62 5 M“"";‘t‘;:“i;e"s"e
Maximum 218 259 470 131 174 160 93 04 10 2001 90 189 4L1 80 115 250 121 128 75 4 Maximum far
compressive strain region displacement
Maximum far 288 389 145 345 66 76 03 75 67 168 00 75 310 322 164 302 07 65 17 6 Ramp-on strain
region displacement gradient
Pull propagation 02 224 192 23 73 68 06 51 30 136 71 57 171 03 04 14 39 44 76 0 Strain-to-pull at
maximum pull
Ramp-on pull 264 192 91 492 74 272 244 32 158 185 223 30 360 304 114 442 207 22 57 6 Ramp-on pull
velocity velocity
:;rgif;‘i" strain 1.6 221 386 408 54 313 258 03 14 155 152 122 301 03 105 246 69 30 59 5 Ramp-on duration
Ramp-on duration 147 71 105 00 75 215 137 29 244 250 242 164 107 49 17 118 397 266 41 3 Maximum pull
Strain at 5 mm 119 140 291 61 186 13 46 07 150 33 29 66 99 194 148 77 92 174 125 1 Maximum
compressive stretch
Strain-to-pull at 174 60 349 273 43 254 149 74 16 105 170 54 248 51 135 187 50 135 125 3 Pull propagation
maximum pull
Area under curve 384 378 518 652 211 100 68 132 55 39 241 230 580 484 381 495 122 17 155 8 Strain at 5 mm
Count of significant 3 6 7 0 4 1 0 0 1 0 0 6 5 2 5 1 1 0
biomarkers Total
Superior and inferior pull directions
Total count of
significant 4 9 10 15 2 6 2 8 0 4 2 4 14 7 6 8 1 2 2 9 bilaterally different by DIC

biomarkers
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Supplemental Fig 2. Directional comparisons at the individual level. Mean and standard deviation values for three trials per side and direction are marked for the
left superior (blue), left inferior (yellow), right superior (purple), and right inferior (green) pulls. The population mean (black dashed line) and interquartile range
(red dashed lines) are shown.
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Supplemental Fig 3. Bilateral comparisons at the individual level. Mean and standard deviation values for three trials per side and direction are marked for the
superior left (blue), superior right (purple), inferior left (yellow), and inferior right (green) pulls. The population mean (black dashed line) and interquartile range
(red dashed lines) are shown.
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