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Study Highlights 

1) WHAT IS KNOWN 

● Chronic gastroduodenal symptoms are common, costly and greatly impact on quality 

of life 

● There is a poor correlation between gastric emptying testing (GET) and symptoms 

● Gastric Alimetry® is a new medical device combining non-invasive gastric 

electrophysiological mapping and validated symptom profiling 

 

2) WHAT IS NEW HERE 

● Gastric Alimetry generates a 1.5x higher yield for motility abnormalities than GET 

● With symptom profiling, Gastric Alimetry identified 2.7x more specific patient 

categories than GET 

● Gastric Alimetry improves clinical phenotyping, with improved correlation with 

symptoms and psychometrics compared to GET 
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Abstract 

Objectives 

Gastric emptying testing (GET) assesses gastric motility, however is non-specific and 

insensitive for neuromuscular disorders. Gastric Alimetry® (GA) is a new medical device 

combining non-invasive gastric electrophysiological mapping and validated symptom 

profiling. This study assessed patient-specific phenotyping using GA compared to GET. 

Methods 

Patients with chronic gastroduodenal symptoms underwent simultaneous GET and GA, 

comprising a 30-minute baseline, 99mTC-labelled egg meal, and 4-hour postprandial 

recording. Results were referenced to normative ranges. Symptoms were profiled in the 

validated GA App and phenotyped using rule-based criteria based on their relationships to 

the meal and gastric activity: i) sensorimotor; ii) continuous; and iii) other.  

Results 

75 patients were assessed; 77% female. Motility abnormality detection rates were: GET 

22.7% (14 delayed, 3 rapid); GA spectral analysis 33.3% (14 low rhythm stability / low 

amplitude; 5 high amplitude; 6 abnormal frequency); combined yield 42.7%. In patients with 

normal spectral analysis, GA symptom phenotypes included: sensorimotor 17% (where 

symptoms strongly paired with gastric amplitude; median r=0.61); continuous 30%; other 

53%. GA phenotypes showed superior correlations with GCSI, PAGI-SYM, and anxiety 

scales, whereas Rome IV Criteria did not correlate with psychometric scores (p>0.05). 

Delayed emptying was not predictive of specific GA phenotypes. 

Conclusions 

GA improves patient phenotyping in chronic gastroduodenal disorders in the presence and 

absence of motility abnormalities with improved correlation with symptoms and 

psychometrics compared to gastric emptying status and Rome IV criteria. These findings 

have implications for the diagnostic profiling and personalized management of 

gastroduodenal disorders. 
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Introduction 

Chronic gastroduodenal symptoms are globally prevalent and cause a substantial quality of 

life and health economic burden (1,2). These symptoms are predominantly recognized in 

functional dyspepsia (FD), chronic nausea and vomiting syndromes (CNVS), and 

gastroparesis (3). However, defining and diagnosing these disorders is difficult due to their 

overlapping symptom and testing profiles (4,5). Identifying more specific patient phenotypes 

is required to inform targeted care (6). 

 

Many current tests of gastric function are of uncertain clinical value (4,7). Gastric emptying 

(GET) is the most widely applied test and remains the diagnostic standard for gastroparesis 

(8). However, recent studies have shown that GET is non-specific, labile over time, and 

insensitive for neuromuscular pathologies (4,9). Therefore, while a finding of delayed 

emptying may be used to guide therapeutic options (10), a negative result is of dubious utility 

(6). Antroduodenal manometry offers a direct measurement of upper gut motility, but is 

invasive, not widely available, and is typically reserved for severe cases (7). Other 

techniques, such as barostat, drink tests, SmartPill®, and pyloric EndoFlip® are evolving 

and/or applied in research contexts, but are yet to find a defined role in routine diagnostic 

pathways (7). 

 

Gastric Alimetry® (Alimetry Ltd., New Zealand) is a new test of gastric function that combines 

non-invasive body surface gastric mapping (BSGM) with concurrent validated symptom 

profiling (11,12). Gastric Alimetry enables high-resolution (HR) characterization of gastric 

myoelectrical activity, being optimized to maximally separate the weak gastric signals from 

noise, and achieving a critical advance over legacy electrogastrography (EGG) (13–16). The 

technique has been validated against antroduodenal manometry and invasive gastric 

electrical recordings (17,18), and has demonstrated capability to identify specific patient 

subgroups with gastric neuromuscular dysfunction, including with symptom correlations 

(11,19). 
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The purpose of this study was to perform a direct head-to-head comparison between Gastric 

Alimetry and scintigraphic GET, with the aim of comparing their relative diagnostic 

outcomes. We hypothesized that Gastric Alimetry testing, including specific symptom 

phenotypes arising from the test, would improve clinical phenotyping of patients with chronic 

gastroduodenal disorders compared to GET alone.  
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Methods 

Study population 

The study was conducted in Auckland, New Zealand and Western Sydney, Australia. Ethical 

approval was obtained (AHREC123; H13541), and all patients provided informed consent.  

Adult patients aged ≥18 years were recruited on referral to GET for diagnostic evaluation of 

chronic gastroduodenal symptoms. All patients had undergone clinical work-up by a 

specialist gastroenterologist, including upper gastrointestinal endoscopy to exclude 

alternative pathologies prior to scintigraphy referral. Exclusion criteria were pregnancy, 

breastfeeding, previous major gastric surgery (i.e. gastric resections, anti-reflux surgery, 

pyloric procedures and bariatric operations), or inability to undergo Gastric Alimetry due to 

adhesive allergies or damaged epigastric skin.  

 

Test Methodologies 

Gastric Alimetry and scintigraphic GET were conducted simultaneously using compatible 

standardized test protocols (20,21). Tests were conducted in the morning after an overnight 

fast. Medications affecting GI motility were withheld for 48 hours prior, caffeine and nicotine 

were avoided on the day of testing, and glucose levels were controlled in diabetic subjects. 

The meal employed was a standard ~255 kCal low-fat egg meal, radiolabelled with 99mTc 

(20). This GET meal is smaller than the 482 kCal oatmeal bar and nutrient drink meal that 

has previously been used in clinical Gastric Alimetry studies (22). However, the use of the 

smaller GET meal was justified by a recent sensitivity analysis showing that caloric intakes 

of >250 kCal are sufficient to stimulate meal responses and reliably phenotype 

neuromuscular dysfunction using Gastric Alimetry (11). 
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Gastric Alimetry was conducted per current standardized methods (11,14). In brief, the 

system employs a stretchable array of 8x8 electrodes on an adhesive patch, coupled to a 

wearable Reader placed over the epigastrium (11,14). The abdominal skin was shaved and 

prepared using NuPrep (NuPrep, Weaver & Co, CO, USA) prior to array placement. 

Recordings were performed over a fasting period of 30 minutes, followed by the test meal, 

then 4 hours of continuous recordings. Patients sat in a reclined relaxed position with limited 

movement, then transferred to the nuclear medicine table for imaging, with motion artifacts 

automatically corrected or rejected using onboard accelerometers and validated algorithms 

(14,15). Gastric Alimetry and GET tests were time-synchronized. Patients logged their 

symptoms into the validated Gastric Alimetry App throughout the test period (12). Symptoms 

of a continuous nature (nausea, bloating, upper gut pain, heartburn, stomach burn, and 

excessive fullness) were measured at minimum 15-minute intervals on 10-point Likert 

scales. Early satiation was measured immediately after meal ingestion on a similar scale, 

while discontinuous symptoms (reflux, belching, vomiting) were measured as discrete events 

(12). 

 

Long-term symptoms, quality of life, and health psychology were also evaluated using 

validated questionnaires. These were the Rome IV criteria, Patient Assessment of Upper 

Gastrointestinal Symptom Severity Index (PAGI-SYM), Gastroparesis Cardinal Symptom 

Index (GCSI), Patient Assessment of Upper Gastrointestinal Disorders Quality of Life (PAGI-

QoL), Patient Health Questionnaire-2 (PHQ-2), and State-Trait Anxiety Inventory-6 (STAI-6) 

(3,23–27). 

 

Data Analysis 

The primary endpoint was the comparison of diagnostic yields between Gastric Alimetry and 

GET, with Gastric Alimetry yields considered on the basis of both the spectral phenotypes 

and symptom phenotypes arising from the test. Secondary endpoints were comparing the 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted May 25, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.18.23290134doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://paperpile.com/c/elBu6N/sbO0c+mXBiG
https://paperpile.com/c/elBu6N/mXBiG+sbO0c
https://paperpile.com/c/elBu6N/sbO0c+RAS1k
https://paperpile.com/c/elBu6N/6MoHL
https://paperpile.com/c/elBu6N/6MoHL
https://paperpile.com/c/elBu6N/v2595+kYNxH+Tbdz0+2lj46+r9DUy+NSGnZ
https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.18.23290134


9 

correlation between test diagnostic outcomes and patient-reported symptoms, quality of life 

and psychometrics. 

 

Gastric emptying was profiled per standard clinical methods, with delayed gastric emptying 

defined as >10% retention at 4 hrs, and rapid emptying as <30% retention at 1 hr (20). Tests 

that were aborted due to vomiting were labelled as indeterminate. 

 

Gastric Alimetry test interpretation was based on validated metrics and established 

reference intervals (11,16,22). Four spectral metrics are reported, each profiling a distinct 

feature of gastric function: the Gastric Alimetry Rhythm IndexTM (GA-RI; a measure of gastric 

rhythm stability), the Principal Gastric Frequency (the frequency associated with stable, 

persistent gastric activity as defined by GA-RI), BMI-adjusted amplitude, and the fed:fasted 

amplitude ratio (ff-AR). These metrics were used to classify gastric dysfunction as low 

rhythm stability (GA-RI <0.25), low amplitude (BMI-adjusted amplitude <22 µV), high 

sustained amplitude (>70 µV), high frequency (>3.35 cpm), and low frequency (<2.65 cpm) 

(22). A low ff-AR (<1.08) in isolation is not considered to define a motility abnormality, given 

that many healthy controls exhibit a high fasting baseline amplitude, which may affect the ff-

AR calculation (22). An individual patient could have more than one spectral abnormality 

concurrently, except for low GA-RI which was considered an exclusive category as these 

patients are considered as having gastric neuromuscular dysfunction, often supported by a 

low amplitude and low ff-AR (11). 

 

Symptom profiles from the validated Gastric Alimetry App were also categorized, based on 

previous literature, as: i) continuous profile (symptoms do not display variation with the meal 

or gastric activity); ii) gastric sensorimotor profile (i.e., symptoms increase within 30 minutes 

of the meal then decay as gastric activity reduces); iii) other (3,28,29). Categorization was 

performed by a rule-based profiling scheme as shown in Supplementary Figure 1, with 
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examples of each profile shown in Supplementary Figure 2. Patients with spectral 

abnormalities and those with minimal symptoms (i.e., excessive fullness is ≤2 at 2.5 hours 

and all other symptoms are ≤2) on the day of testing did not undergo symptom profiling.  

 

Statistical methods 

Data is presented as mean ± standard deviation (SD), or median (IQR). Statistical analyses 

were performed in Python v.3.9.7 (Python Software Foundation, https://www.python.org/). 

Student’s t test, analysis of variance, Mann-Whitney U or Kruskal-Wallis tests were used to 

compare continuous variables as appropriate and Chi-square test was used to compare 

categorical variables except when <5 were included in a group in which case Fisher’s exact 

test was used. Normality was assessed via visual inspection of Q-Q plots, and correlations 

between symptoms and amplitude were assessed using the Pearson correlation. Adjusted p 

values for multiple comparisons were made via the Benjamini and Hochberg method (30). A 

general linear model was used to assess the correlation between scintigraphy results and 

Gastric Alimetry® phenotypes to symptoms, anxiety, depression, and quality of life, with 

adjustment for age, sex, BMI and diabetes status. These data are reported as exponentiated 

beta coefficients and associated 95% confidence intervals (CI). 

  

Sample size justification: Previous studies assessing the clinical value of legacy EGG 

techniques and gastric emptying scintigraphy have been performed with sample sizes 

ranging from 38-72 patients (31,32). Previous studies of BSGM have found significant group-

level differences with samples of 43 patients and 43 controls (11). As such a minimum 

sample of 70 patients was estimated apriori for this first exploratory comparison of BSGM 

and GET.     
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Results 

Patient Population 

A total of 75 patients referred to GET for diagnostic evaluation of chronic gastroduodenal 

symptoms were recruited, of which 77% were female, of median age 43 (range 19 to 85 

years), and median BMI 24.0 (range 16.6 to 42.1 kg/m2). Demographics and clinical 

characteristics are reported in Table S1. Simultaneous Gastric Alimetry and GET recordings 

were obtained successfully in all subjects. Prior to motility testing (i.e., on symptom-based 

assessment alone), 56 patients met Rome IV Criteria for CNVS (75%; with 52/56 also 

meeting FD criteria), 14 met FD criteria alone, and 5 did not meet either criteria, indicating a 

high chronic gastroduodenal symptom burden in the study cohort. 

 

Scintigraphy Results 

Of the 75 patients, 72 completed scintigraphy tests, with 3 studies aborted due to vomiting 

and therefore being indeterminate. Results yielded a gastric emptying abnormality in 17 

patients (23%), comprising 14 delayed and 3 rapid tests (Figure 1A). The average 

gastroduodenal symptom scores logged over the whole test did not statistically separate 

groups with normal vs abnormal (delayed or rapid) gastric emptying (p>0.05; 

Supplementary Figure 3A-E). There were also no significant differences between these 

groups on chronic symptom scales or quality of life (p>0.05; Supplementary Figure 3F-H). 

 

Gastric Alimetry Spectral Analysis  

Gastric Alimetry detected a higher rate of motility abnormalities than GET, with spectral 

abnormalities identified in 25 of the 75 patients (33.3%), as detailed in Figure 1B. These 

abnormalities encompassed a range of phenotypes, including low rhythm stability (low GA-

RI; n=11); weak activity (low BMI-adjusted amplitude; n=3); high sustained amplitude activity 

(n=5); high frequency (n=4) and low frequency (n=2). Average spectrograms and amplitude 

curves for each phenotype are displayed in Figure 2. Average gastroduodenal symptoms 

logged over the whole test did not significantly differ between various spectral abnormalities,, 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted May 25, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.18.23290134doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.18.23290134


12 

except for normal vs low frequency in excessive fullness (p=0.048; Supplementary Figure 

4A-H).  

 

Relationship between Scintigraphy and Spectral Analyses 

Figure 3A shows the integrated outcomes of simultaneous GET and Gastric Alimetry 

testing. The combined diagnostic yield for any gastric motility abnormality was 42.7% 

(32/75), comprising 22.7% with abnormal emptying and 33.3% with Gastric Alimetry spectral 

abnormality, with some overlap. No associating patterns were evident between Gastric 

Alimetry spectral abnormalities and gastric emptying status, as seen in Figure 3B.  

 

Gastric Alimetry Symptom Profiling 

All 50 patients with normal Gastric Alimetry spectral analyses were considered for symptom 

profiling, per the scheme in Supplementary Figure 1. Three of these patients showed no 

symptoms on the day of testing and were not further profiled. Of the remaining 47 patients,  

symptom profiles were classified as gastric sensorimotor in 8 (17.0%), continuous in 14 

(29.8%), with the remaining 25/47 classified as other (53.2%). Average spectrograms, 

amplitude curves and symptom plots for these phenotypes are displayed in Figure 4A,B, 

with the other group shown in Supplementary Figure 5. The correlation coefficient between 

the Gastric Alimetry log-transformed amplitude and average symptom burden profile, derived 

from the App during testing, was median 0.61 (IQR 0.51 to 0.65) in the gastric sensorimotor 

group, which was higher than that of the continuous (0.08; IQR -0.13 to 0.17; p=0.0001) and 

other (0.06; IQR -0.26 to 0.19; p<0.0001) groups (Figure 4C). 

 

Comparative correlations of Gastric Alimetry and GET with symptoms, psychometrics, and 

quality of life 

Patients with a continuous symptom profile showed higher anxiety scores than patients with 

sensorimotor profiles (median STAI trait score 23.5 (IQR: 15.5 to 30.75) vs 13.0 (10.25 to 

15.0); p<0.05; data unavailable for 5 patients). In addition, average symptom scores were 
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higher in the continuous group compared to the sensorimotor group (median PAGI-SYM 

3.46 (IQR 3.88 to 3.64) vs 2.04 (IQR 1.55 to 2.46); p<0.01), and quality of life was lower 

(median PAGI-QOL 2.66 (IQR 1.89 to 3.17). vs 3.63 (IQR 3.51 to 3.79); p=0<05). Further 

comparisons for questionnaire profiling of all three groups are shown in Figure 4D and 

Supplementary Table 2. There were no statistically significant differences in symptom 

scales, anxiety or depression based on gastric emptying status (Supplementary Table 3). 

These outcomes were also evaluated for Rome IV criteria (CNVS, FD including subtypes) 

and gastroparesis classifications for the entire cohort, as detailed in Figure 5A. Rome IV / 

gastroparesis labels including FD subtyping did not demonstrate health psychology 

differences (p>0.05; Figure 5B,C).      

 

After adjusting for demographic confounders, symptom profiles measured by Gastric 

Alimetry showed better correlations with symptom questionnaires and anxiety than gastric 

emptying status. The continuous symptom profile was most strongly correlated with GCSI 

(exp(β) 4.16, 95% CI 1.99 - 8.69, p<0.001; in comparison to exp(β) 0.82, 95% CI 0.43 - 1.59, 

p=0.6 for delayed gastric emptying; Table 1). Continuous symptom profiles were most 

strongly correlated with anxiety (exp(β) 2.00, 95% CI 1.54 - 2.61, p<0.001), followed by the 

presence of Gastric Alimetry spectral abnormalities (exp(β) 1.70, 95% CI 1.36 - 2.13, 

p<0.001), whereas delayed and rapid emptying were not associated with anxiety (p>0.6; 

Table 1). All Gastric Alimetry phenotypes were strongly correlated with symptoms as 

measured by PAGI-SYM (spectral abnormality exp(β) 3.44, 95% CI 2.23 - 5.29, p<0.001, 

continuous profile exp(β) 7.36, 95% CI 3.72 - 14.6, p<0.001, and sensorimotor profile exp(β) 

2.53, 95% CI 1.34 - 4.79, p=0.004; Table 1), where as delayed gastric emptying status was 

not correlated (p=0.4).  

 

Results Summary 

A summary of results comparing scintigraphy with Gastric Alimetry spectral and symptom 

analysis are presented in Figure 6. When including all test components, scintigraphy 
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classified 17/75 patients into disorder phenotypes (22.7%), whereas Gastric Alimetry 

(spectral analysis and symptom profiling) classified a higher number of patients (47/75; 

62.7%; p<0.0001). Combined phenotyping of patients based on spectral analysis and 

symptom profiles yielded disease classifications with improved correlations to symptom 

scales and anxiety compared to gastric emptying status.  
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Discussion 

This study performed a simultaneous comparison between Gastric Alimetry and scintigraphic 

GET in patients with chronic gastroduodenal symptoms. We found Gastric Alimetry spectral 

analysis provided a higher yield for gastric motility abnormalities vs GET (33.3% vs 22.7%) 

Gastric Alimetry also was able to further characterise patients with normal motility through 

additional symptom phenotypes, specifically ‘sensorimotor’ (where symptoms followed with 

gastric amplitude) and ‘continuous’ (which correlated strongly with anxiety and depression). 

Gastric Alimetry® based phenotyping correlated better with patients’ chronic symptoms and 

anxiety levels than gastric emptying status. Including all data, Gastric Alimetry identified 2.7x 

more specific patient categories than GET, with limited overlap between each diagnostic 

modality, offering a valuable new option in the diagnostic work up of patients with chronic 

gastroduodenal symptoms. 

 

Gastric electrophysiological mapping and gastric emptying likely evaluate different aspects 

of gastric function, with Gastric Alimetry being sensitive to neuromuscular abnormalities, 

whereas GET is not (4,11). This is expected, because gastric transit is a higher-order 

physiological function, integrative of several other functions including autonomic activity, 

accommodation, peristalsis, pyloric tone, and duodenal resistance (6,33). By contrast, the 

electrophysiological mapping metrics assess gastric neuromuscular activity, encompassing 

slow waves derived from interstitial cells of Cajal (ICC), associated smooth muscle 

contractions, and their indirect neuronal influences (11,34). Gastroduodenal symptoms arise 

from diverse underlying mechanisms, and the diagnostic yield for each test was therefore 

within the expected range (11). It was also notable that specific symptoms alone could not 

predict patients with or without abnormal motility in this cohort, highlighting that physiological 

profiling remains essential for unravelling the neuromotor dysfunction in these disorders. 

Importantly, GET status could not stratify severity of symptoms, highlighting the need for 

better diagnostic tools to characterise the factors contributing to patient symptoms. It is also 
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acknowledged that additional mechanisms, for example duodenal immune activation, are not 

profiled by either of these tests (35). 

 

GET is widely used to inform prokinetic and pyloric therapies (36,37), however, its clinical 

utility as a diagnostic determinant is currently controversial. A prominent study recently 

showed that delayed emptying status is highly labile over time, with ~40% of patients 

changing status at 48 weeks follow-up, such that FD and gastroparesis were effectively 

interchangeable disorders (4). In addition, delayed emptying was insensitive for 

neuromuscular pathologies when referenced to full-thickness biopsies, leading the authors to 

conclude that “gastric emptying measurements do not capture the pathophysiology 

adequately” (4). The development of gastric electrical mapping was motivated to address 

this need, by providing a direct physiological measure of gastric neuromuscular function 

(11,14). This has been supported by several studies showing direct associations between 

gastric electrophysiological abnormalities and neuromuscular / ICC pathologies, including in 

patients with and without delayed emptying (38–40). A separate Gastric Alimetry study 

recently highlighted this capability, by identifying a specific nausea and vomiting patient 

subgroup with gastric dysfunction, as distinct from patients with normal gastric activity but a 

substantially higher rate of psychological comorbidities (11). 

 

In addition to non-invasive assessment of gastric motility, patient phenotyping is extended in 

Gastric Alimetry through validated symptom profiling, providing a valuable secondary layer of 

diagnostic data (12). This was formalized in the current study by introducing objective 

symptom phenotyping criteria, which provided insights into symptom origins. Symptoms in 

the sensorimotor phenotype were meal-responsive and showed a strong temporal 

correlation with gastric amplitude, likely reflecting gastric hypersensitivity or accommodation 

disorders (28,29). By contrast, continuous symptoms were uncorrelated with gastric 

amplitude but strongly associated with psychological comorbidities, indicating a gut-brain 

axis relationship (11,41). Furthermore, we compared these profiles to Rome IV 
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classifications, which by contrast were not able to detect these health psychology 

differences. In future, the group currently labelled ‘other’ could also be further evaluated for 

overlaps, and to assess for additional phenotypes (21). 

 

A large proportion of patients had conflicting results between their GET and Gastric Alimetry. 

In particular, almost half of the patients with delayed emptying had a normal spectral 

analysis (Figure 6). This is significant since delayed emptying is used to define 

gastroparesis (8). In these patients, who lacked objective evidence for a neuromuscular 

abnormality on BSGM, an alternative label may be more appropriate, such that they could 

avoid a diagnosis of gastroparesis and the serious implications this has for prognosis, 

therapeutic decisions, morbidity and quality of life (8,42). Similarly, about half of the patients 

with abnormal BSGM spectral analysis had a normal GET result. These patients are typically 

diagnosed with FD or CNVS but may in fact have an underlying gastric neuromuscular 

disorder that would otherwise go undiagnosed (4,38,39). Comparison to tissue biopsies in 

future would provide further clarity on these relationships, as has been achieved separately 

for each modality in the past (4,38–40). However, given the specificity of the BSGM for 

gastric myoelectrical function, and improved correlation with symptoms and psychometrics, 

which GET does not address, we propose that BSGM be considered the new physiological 

paradigm for clinically evaluating gastric neuromuscular disorders once mechanical 

obstruction has been ruled out with gastroscopy (11,38–40). 

 

Several limitations of this study are noted. Although the protocols of the two tests were 

compatible, some compromises impacted optimal performance of the Gastric Alimetry test. 

Patients were required to periodically mobilize between the scintigraphy table and waiting 

areas, introducing motion artifacts. These were able to be corrected or rejected using 

validated algorithms (15,17), mitigating their significance over a 4-hr test duration. The 

standard scintigraphy egg meal was also of a smaller size than the oatmeal bar and ensure 

meal used previously for Gastric Alimetry reference interval development (22). However, we 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted May 25, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.18.23290134doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://paperpile.com/c/elBu6N/TgFjs
https://paperpile.com/c/elBu6N/pI0Kl
https://paperpile.com/c/elBu6N/pI0Kl+iILUN
https://paperpile.com/c/elBu6N/kVf3b+BRI4R+Ow1J9
https://paperpile.com/c/elBu6N/kVf3b+BRI4R+Ow1J9+jCyQS
https://paperpile.com/c/elBu6N/jCyQS+Ow1J9+kVf3b+mXBiG
https://paperpile.com/c/elBu6N/RAS1k+nxzqs
https://paperpile.com/c/elBu6N/9Z9Jn
https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.18.23290134


18 

felt this was an appropriate compromise because a sensitivity analysis has previously shown 

that smaller caloric intakes are sufficient to adequately profile gastric neuromuscular function 

with Gastric Alimetry (11). We also included patients with BMI ≥35 in this study, while noting 

that data in this group should be interpreted with caution as per the Gastric Alimetry 

Guidelines. The main risk in high BMI patients is in over-estimating the low rhythm stability 

phenotype, due to declining signal-to-noise ratio, and the results were therefore reassuring 

in that no patients with BMI ≥35 had this abnormality.   

 

In summary, this study shows that Gastric Alimetry improves the clinical phenotyping of 

patients with chronic gastroduodenal disorders in comparison to GET. Gastric Alimetry 

provided a higher yield for motility abnormalities while also introducing patient-specific 

symptom profiling, with improved clinical correlations. These results may enable enhanced 

diagnostic profiling and personalized management in gastroduodenal disorders. 
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Table 1: Linear regression for assessing adjusted predictive ability of gastric emptying status and Gastric Alimetry phenotyping on 
GCSI, PHQ-2, State STAI, PAGI-SYM, and PAGI-QoL 
 

Characteristic 

GCSI PHQ-2 State STAI PAGI-QOL PAGI-SYM 

exp(Beta) 95% CI1 p-value exp(Beta) 95% CI1 p-value exp(Beta) 95% CI1 p-value exp(Beta) 95% CI1 p-value exp(Beta) 95% CI1 p-value 

Age 0.99 0.98, 1.00 0.2 0.98 0.96, 1.01 0.2 1 0.99, 1.01 >0.9 1.02 1.01, 1.03 <0.001 0.99 0.98, 1.00 0.035 

Sex                               

    F — —   — —   — —   — —   — —   

    M 0.54 0.33, 0.89 0.016 0.5 0.22, 1.15 0.1 1.02 0.81, 1.28 0.9 1.46 0.90, 2.39 0.13 0.54 0.35, 0.83 0.006 

BMI 1 0.96, 1.03 0.8 0.97 0.89, 1.06 0.5 1.01 0.99, 1.03 0.4 1.02 0.98, 1.06 0.4 1 0.96, 1.03 0.8 

Diabetes status                               

    No — —   — —   — —   — —   — —   

    Type 1 1.7 1.16, 2.50 0.007 3.07 0.74, 12.8 0.12       1.81 0.96, 3.40 0.066 1.08 0.66, 1.76 0.8 

    Type 2 2.42 0.72, 8.16 0.2 8.25 1.33, 51.3 0.024 1.28 0.88, 1.85 0.2 0.36 0.10, 1.23 0.1 2.34 0.79, 6.96 0.12 

Solid scintigraphy diagnosis                                

    Normal — —   — —   — —   — —   — —   

    Delayed 0.82 0.43, 1.59 0.6 2.06 0.58, 7.26 0.3 0.95 0.73, 1.25 0.7 0.99 0.58, 1.71 >0.9 0.75 0.39, 1.43 0.4 

    Indeterminant 1.66 1.01, 2.73 0.044 0.30 0.08, 1.13 0.075 0.9 0.70, 1.14 0.4 1.51 0.79, 2.89 0.2 1.52 0.86, 2.68 0.15 

    Rapid 2.91 1.43, 5.92 0.003 5.08 0.35, 74.5 0.2 1.08 0.83, 1.39 0.6 0.25 0.11, 0.58 0.001 2.9 1.46, 5.76 0.002 

Gastric Alimetry phenotyping                               

No abnormalities detected — —   — —   — —   — —   — —   

Abnormal spectral metrics 1.84 1.05, 3.24 0.034 0.97 0.36, 2.09 >0.9 1.7 1.36, 2.13 <0.001 0.48 0.10, 2.24 0.4 3.44 2.24, 5.29 <0.001 

Normal spectral metrics                               

    Continuous 4.16 1.99, 8.69 <0.001 1.92 0.45, 8.24 0.4 2.00 1.54, 2.61 <0.001 0.35 0.07, 1.75 0.2 7.36 3.72, 14.6 <0.001 

    Sensorimotor 1.42 0.91, 3.33 0.4 0.22 0.06, 0.79 0.021 1.25 0.95, 1.65 0.11 0.93 0.19, 4.51 >0.9 2.53 1.34, 4.79 0.004 
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    Other 1.74 0.64, 3.13 0.095 1.16 0.38, 3.47 0.8 1.59 1.19, 2.13 0.002 0.37 0.08, 1.73 0.2 3.61 2.20, 5.91 <0.001 

1 CI = Confidence Interval.
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Figure 1 
 

Figure 1: Diagnostic outcomes of GET (A) and Gastric Alimetry spectral analysis (B) 

per simultaneous comparison. 
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Figure 2 

 

 
Figure 2: Average spectrograms for the spectral phenotypes identified by Gastric 

Alimetry, together with median BMI-adjusted amplitude (with 25th-75th percentiles 

shaded). All amplitude curves are median filtered for visual clarity. (A) Normal 

spectral analysis (n=50/75); (B) Low rhythm stability phenotype (low GA-RI; n=11); 

(C) High amplitude phenotype (n=5); (D) Low amplitude phenotype (n=3); (E) High 

frequency phenotype (n=4); F) Low frequency phenotype (n=2). 
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Figure 3 

 

 
 
Figure 3: Comparison of diagnostic yields. (A) Comparison of a motility abnormality and 

their overlaps for GET and Gastric Alimetry spectral analysis; combined diagnostic yield was 

42.7%. (B) Sankey plot showing limited concordance between gastric myoelectrical 

abnormalities detected by Gastric Alimetry and GET abnormalities.   
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Figure 4 
 

 
 
Figure 4: Comparison of symptom profiles. (A) Average spectrogram for patients with 

sensorimotor symptom profiles with median (IQR shaded) amplitude and symptom burden. 

(B) Average spectrogram for patients with continuous symptom profiles with median (IQR 

shaded) amplitude and symptom burden. (C) Amplitude/symptom correlation coefficients for 

each symptom profile. (D) Symptom, quality of life, and health-psychology questionnaire 

scores for each group. All symptom and amplitude curves normalized (mean-centered and 

standardized) before computing median (IQR) curves. Significance on box plots is indicated 

based on the result of Mann-Whitney tests with Benjamini-Hochberg correction (see 

Supplementary Table S2; ns: p>0.05, *: p<0.05, **: p<0.01, ***: p<0.001, ****: p<0.0001). 

Outliers are 1.5 x IQR from Q1 or Q3. 
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Figure 5   
 

 
 
 
Figure 5. Comparison of symptoms with Rome IV criteria / gastroparesis following motility 

testing. (A) Cohort classification according to Rome IV criteria / gastroparesis (defined as 

predominant symptoms of nausea and delayed gastric emptying). The majority of patients 

had CNVS, with overlapping symptoms of with FD in 40/44 (91%). No significant differences 

(p>0.05) were observed in health-psychology questionnaire scores at either group-level (B); 

or according to FD subtypes (C); PDS = post-prandial distress syndrome; EPS = epigastric 

pain syndrome. Outliers are 1.5 x IQR from Q1 or Q3. 
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Figure 6 
 

 
 
Figure 6: Summary of diagnostic outcomes for Gastric Alimetry vs GET. (A) Overall 

diagnostic outcomes of Gastric Alimetry spectral and symptom phenotyping. (B) Sankey plot 

showing limited concordance between Gastric Alimetry spectral or symptom phenotypes with 

GET abnormalities. (C) Overall diagnostic outcomes of GET. 
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Supplementary Figure 1 
 

 
 

Supplementary Figure 1 Flow chart depicting rule-based symptom profiling. Symptoms 

were assessed on the same day of BSGM testing and only symptoms for patients with 

normal BSGM spectral analysis are profiled. Patients are determined to have normal 

symptoms on the day if excessive fullness is ≤2 at 2.5 hours and all other symptoms are ≤2 

for the whole test. Continuous symptom profiles are determined by comparing the maximum 

and minimum of the average symptom curve, excluding excessive fullness (maxAvgSx and 
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minAvgSx, respectively). Sensorimotor symptom profiles are determined using the 

correlation coefficient of the average symptom curve (avgSx) and the amplitude curve. 
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Supplementary Figure 2 
 

 
 

Supplementary Figure 2.  Examples of symptom profiling outcomes generated from the 

scheme detailed in Supplementary Figure 1. 
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Supplementary Figure 3 
 

 
 

Supplementary Figure 3. Box plots showing relationships between GET results, and 

symptom burdens and quality of life. Symptom burden alone did not separate subgroups. All 

comparisons showed p>0.05. Outliers are 1.5 x IQR from Q1 or Q3. 
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Supplementary Figure 4 
 

 
 
Supplementary Figure 4. Box plots showing relationship between Gastric Alimetry spectral 

data,and symptom burdens and quality of life. Only normal BSGM and low frequency groups 

showed slight differences in excessive fullness (p=0.048); all other comparisons showed 

p>0.05. Outliers are 1.5 x IQR from Q1 or Q3. 
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Supplementary Figure 5 
 

 
Supplementary Figure 5. Average spectrogram, median (IQR shaded) BMI-adjusted 

amplitude curves, and median (IQR shaded) symptom burdens for patients with ‘Other’ 

symptom profiles (n=25). 
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Supplementary Table 1: Characteristics of study cohort. 
 

Variable Result 

Patients,n 75 

Gender, n female (%) 58 (77%) 

Age, median years (IQR) 43 (31 - 55) 

BMI, median kg/m2 (IQR)  24.0 (21.0 - 29.8) 

Type 1 or 2 diabetes,n (%) 5 (7%) 

GCSI score (mean ± SD) 2.76 ± 0.99 

PAGI-SYM score (mean ± SD) 2.55 ± 0.95 

PAGI-QOL score (mean ± SD) 2.76 ± 0.99 
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Supplementary Table 2: Univariate symptom and psychometric scores for patients, stratified by symptom profile. 

  Median (IQR) p value 

  

No 
abnormalities 
detected 

BSGM 
Abnormal 
spectrogram 

Normal 
BSGM; 
Continuous 
symptom 
profile 

Normal 
BSGM; 
Sensorimotor 
symptom 
profile 

Normal 
BSGM; Other 
symptom 
profile 

Abnormal 
spectrogram / 
Continuous 

Abnormal 
spectrogram/ 
Sensorimotor 

Continuous / 
Sensorimotor 

Sensorimotor / 
Other 

Continuous / 
Other 

PAGI-SYM 
1.44 (1.18 - 
2.22) 

2.69 (1.80 to 
3.16) 

3.46 (2.88 to 
3.64) 

2.04 (1.55 to 
2.46) 

2.67 (2.07 to 
2.84) 0.046 0.422 0.011 0.403 0.011 

PAGI-QOL 
2.86 (2.84 - 
3.49) 

3.16 (2.41 to 
3.72) 

2.66 (1.89 to 
3.17) 

3.63 (3.51 to 
3.79) 

2.84 (2.10 to 
3.58) 0.293 0.394 0.012 0.175 0.6 

GCSI* 
2.06 (1.94 - 
2.44) 

2.83 (1.99 to 
3.42) 

3.65 (3.22 to 
3.76) 

2.18 (1.74 to 
2.64) 

2.75 (1.90 to 
3.22) 0.026 0.698 0.026 0.805 0.016 

PHQ2* 
1.00 (0.50 - 
2.00) 

2.00 (1.00 to 
2.00) 

3.00 (1.25 to 
4.75) 

1.00 (0.50 to 
1.50) 

2.00 (1.00 to 
3.00) 0.241 0.302 0.079 0.302 0.241 

STAI State* 
11.00 (10.50 - 
16.00) 

18.00 (16.00 
to 21.00) 

23.50 (15.50 
to 30.75) 

13.00 (10.25 
to 15.00) 

17.00 (12.00 
to 24.00) 0.163 0.163 0.042 0.163 0.163 

 p values have been adjusted for multiple comparisons using Benjamini and Hochberg correction. *Pairwise post-hoc t tests were performed. 

All other comparisons are made using the pairwise Wilcoxon rank sum exact test.  
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Supplementary Table 3: Univariate symptom and psychometric scores for patients, stratified by gastric emptying status. 

  Median (IQR) p value 

  Normal Delayed Rapid Indeterminant 
Normal / 
Delayed Normal / Rapid Delayed / Rapid 

PAGI-SYM 
2.67 (1.87 to 
3.12) 

2.58 (1.47 to 
3.58) 

3.38 (3.21 to 
3.55) 

2.89 (2.89 to 
3.10) 0.71 0.6 0.6 

PAGI-QOL 
2.97 (2.38 to 
3.66) 

3.23 (2.10 to 
3.73) 

2.06 (1.71 to 
2.42) 

2.94 (2.91 to 
3.36) 0.98 0.6 0.87 

GCSI* 
2.82 (1.98 to 
3.42) 

2.88 (2.06 to 
3.79) 

3.61 (3.49 to 
3.74) 

3.31 (3.24 to 
3.35) 0.72 0.61 0.61 

PHQ2* 
2.00 (1.00 to 
3.00) 

2.00 (1.00 to 
6.00) 

3.00 (2.00 to 
4.00) 

1.00 (0.50 to 
1.50) 0.32 0.49 0.91 

STAI State* 
17.50 (12.75 to 
23.25) 

16.50 (12.50 to 
24.50) 

21.00 (21.00 to 
21.00) 

15.00 (14.50 to 
16.50) 0.8 0.8 0.8 

p values have been adjusted for multiple comparisons using Benjamini and Hochberg correction. *Pairwise post-hoc t tests were performed. All 

other comparisons are made using the pairwise Wilcoxon rank sum exact test. 
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