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Abstract 

Background: Globally, coronary heart disease (CHD) is a major public health issue 

because it significantly increases mortality and medical expenses. In the recent years, 

magnetocardiography (MCG) has shown its potential as a new tool for diagnosing  

CHD. However, the quantitative assessment of MCG currently used for CHD diagnosis 

are insufficient, preventing its full integration into routine clinical practice. 

Methods: We searched PubMed (including MEDLINE), Embase, Web of Science, 

Cochrane Library, Scopus, China National Knowledge Infrastructure (CNKI), Wanfang 

Data, and ClinicalTrials.gov for studies published up to March 4, 2023. We 

systematically searched for studies that compare MCG (as the index test) with coronary 

angiography (as the standard reference) for diagnosing CHD in suspected population. 

Three authors assessed the quality of the included studies independently using the 

QUADAS-2 tool. We calculated the pooled value of the sensitivity and specificity of 

MCG using the bivariate model. To investigate clinical and methodological factors that 

might contribute to the statistical heterogeneity, we used meta-regression and subgroup 

analysis. This systematic review and meta-analysis has been conformed to PRISMA 

guidelines and registered with PROSPERO (number CRD42022332272). 

Results: By searching, we found 174 studies, 18 of them included 2,571 subjects from 

6 countries and regions and met the inclusion criteria. The combined values for 

sensitivity and specificity are 86% (95% CI: 80-91) and 79% (95% CI: 71-86), 

respectively. The summary receiver operating characteristic (SROC) curve's area under 

the curve was 0.90. We found significant statistical heterogeneity between studies (for 
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sensitivity, I2=94.22% (95% CI: 92.48-95.96), Q=294.11, P<0.01; for specificity, 

I2=88.98% (95% CI: 84.95-93.01), Q=154.26, P<0.01.  

Conclusion: Given its high sensitivity, MCG has a high value for diagnosing CHD, 

especially in primary screening. Further investigation is required to examine additional 

factors that may affect the performance of MCG considering the limited clinical trials 

and sample size. 

Key words: coronary heart disease, magnetocardiography, electrocardiography. 
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Non-standard Abbreviations and Acronyms. 

No. Abbreviation Full name 

1 ACS acute coronary syndromes 

2 AF atrial fibrillation 

3 AFL atrial flutter 

4 AMI acute myocardial infarction 

5 AP angina pectoris 

6 AR arrhythmias 

7 AUC the area under the curve 

8 AVB atrioventricular block 

9 BBB bundle branch block 

10 CABG coronary artery bypass surgery 

11 CAG coronary angiography 

12 CBBB complete bundle branch block 

13 CDV current density vector 

14 CHD coronary heart disease 

15 CI confidence interval 

16 CK-MB creatine kinase-MB isoenzyme 

17 CM cardiomyopathy 

18 CNKI China National Knowledge Infrastructure 

19 CTCO chronic total coronary occlusion 
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20 CVEI complex ventricular excitation index 

21 DCM dilated cardiomyopathy 

22 DM diabetes mellitus 

23 ECD epicardial current density 

24 ECG electrocardiography  

25 ECHO echocardiography  

26 ED exertional dyspnea 

27 EI electrolyte imbalance 

28 ESRF end stage renal failure 

29 FAPB frequent atrial premature beats 

30 FTW flat T wave 

31 HAP hospital-admitted patient 

32 HF heart failure 

33 HNOCM hypertrophic nonobstructive cardiomyopathy 

34 HOCM hypertrophic obstructive cardiomyopathy 

35 HTN hypertension 

36 HUP hemodynamically unstable patient 

37 IC integral change 

38 IHD ischemic heart disease  

39 ITW inverted T wave 

40 IVB intraventricular block 
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41 LV left ventricular 

42 LVD left ventricular dysfunction 

43 LVEF left ventricular ejection fraction 

44 MA malignant arrhythmias 

45 MCG magnetocardiography  

46 MD magnetic dipole 

47 MFM magnetic field map 

48 MI myocardial infarction  

49 MP metallic prosthesis 

50 MPI myocardial perfusion imaging 

51 MT malignant tumor 

52 OPM optically pumped magnetometer 

53 PA pre-peak repolarization angle 

54 PAD pre-peak repolarization angular deviation 

55 PCI percutaneous coronary intervention 

56 PI pacemaker implantation 

57 PoA post-peak repolarization angle 

58 PoAD post-peak repolarization angular deviation 

59 PoT post-peak repolarization trajectory 

60 PPAC pre-post angle change 

61 PT pre-peak repolarization trajectory 
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62 PTP pre-test probability 

63 ROC curve receiver operating characteristic curve 

63 SAP stable angina pectoris 

64 SHD structural heart disease 

65 SI-QTc smooth index QTc 

66 SQUID superconducting quantum interference device 

67 SR sinus rhythm 

68 SROC summary receiver operating characteristic  

69 STE ST-segment elevation 

70 UAP unstable angina pectoris 

71 VAP variant angina pectoris 

72 VD valve disease 

73 VH ventricular hypertrophy 

74 VHD valvular heart disease 

75 VPB ventricular premature beats 

76 yo. years old 
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Introduction 

Ischemic heart disease (IHD) is of high incidence and mortality rate worldwide, with 

an estimated 240 million cases globally in 2020.1 As the leading cause of death across 

low-, middle-, and high-income countries,2 IHD has a rising percentage of the relevant 

death continuously.3 

Coronary heart disease (CHD), the primary cause of IHD, is brought on by the 

narrowing of coronary arteries and has resulted in a significant medical burden globally. 

Adults in the United States experienced over 20 million cases of CHD between 2017 

and 2020, or about 7.1% of the population.1 In Canada, the estimated average annual 

hospitalization costs for CHD patients are projected to reach 2.2 billion Canadian 

dollars, not to mention additional economic burdens from medication expenses and loss 

of productivity.4  

In recent years, magnetocardiography (MCG) has emerged as a promising method for 

diagnosing cardiovascular diseases. The cardiac magnetic field generated by the 

electrical activity of the heart is extremely weak, with a magnitude of about 10-11 T. 

MCG can be accurately measured with a high signal-to-noise ratio using highly 

sensitive quantum magnetometers positioned above the chest. Since myocardial cells' 

electrical activity is what causes the heart to contract, MCG offers a clear reflection of 

that activity and enables the assessment of cardiac function. Compared to 

morphological methods such as coronary angiogram (CAG) and echocardiogram 

(ECHO), MCG identifies cardiac abnormalities before significant morphological 

changes become apparent, potentially indicating an earlier indication of the presence of 
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lesions. MCG has a higher sensitivity for currents produced by abnormal cardiac 

activities despite having similar waveforms and origins to electrocardiography (ECG).5 

Aside from that, MCG might be more sensitive to the subtle signals associated with 

early-stage disease due to the homogenous magnetic permeability in various tissues. 

Multiple studies have also revealed the particular advantages of MCG in detecting CHD. 

MCG has been shown to identify patients without abnormality of resting ECG,6 and has 

exhibited superior diagnostic performance when compared with ECHO and 

biochemical parameters such as cardiac troponin.7 In addition, recent research has 

identified a range of potential diagnostic markers for CHD, including QT dispersion,8 

QRS complex duration,9 ST segment-related parameters,10 and so on, which hold 

promise for further enhancing the diagnostic capabilities of MCG. 

It is crucial to obtain an accurate assessment of MCG's diagnostic capacity for the future, 

especially when considering the availability of flexible, affordable MCG devices based 

on OPM greatly which increases the viability of its clinical application. Initial clinical 

trials have been carried out internationally to achieve this. However, a single trial's 

sample size is always constrained by the lengthy duration and the challenge of locating 

suitable samples. It is challenging to come to an unbiased conclusion about the 

applicability and diagnostic efficacy of MCG because the outcomes of clinical trials 

can vary significantly due to individual differences, especially when the sample size is 

insufficient. Additionally, the transition of MCG from a research tool to its clinical 

application is hampered by the dearth of clinical evidence brought on by these 

limitations. 
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Systematic review and meta-analysis are statistical methods that integrate 

comprehensive results from multiple studies, thereby increasing the sample size and 

enhancing the accuracy of conclusions. These methods overcome the limitations of 

individual MCG trials and can provide more reliable evidence for clinical decision-

making. Due to the enhanced focus and studies on MCG, adequate clinical trials of 

MCG can be integrated together for accurate evaluation as well as further conclusions. 

At the same time, MCG exhibits variations across diverse demographic groups, such as 

those with different ages, genders, and disease severities.11 The MCG itself also has 

different measurement modes and diagnostic indicators.12 A detailed analysis is 

necessary to identify the specific populations and circumstances where MCG is most 

effective, and provide more tailored guidance for clinical decision-making. 

 

Methods  

Search strategy and selection criteria 

We reported findings based on the PRISMA guidelines13 (details in supplementary 

materials), and a review protocol was registered in PROSPERO (CRD42022332272). 

For this systematic review and meta-analysis, we searched PubMed (including 

MEDLINE), Embase, Web of Science, Cochrane Library, Scopus, China National 

Knowledge Infrastructure (CNKI), Wanfang Data, and ClinicalTrials.gov for studies 

published up to March 4, 2023. We included all studies published in any language about 

patients with suspected CHD, which report the diagnostic results of MCG (as index test) 

and CAG (as reference standard) in all subjects. Studies based on immature machine 
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learning are excluded due to applicability concerns. Studies should be cross-sectional 

design. To be eligible, studies should recruit patients with suspected CHD symptoms, 

and all subjects should undergo both MCG and CAG, and we can obtain the value of 

the entries in the diagnostic 2×2 table through the information provided in the article 

(details in supplementary materials).  

 

Data extraction 

CS, BZ and MY independently screened the titles and abstracts of the articles obtained 

from the database searches to initially exclude studies against eligibility criteria. They 

then conducted a thorough examination of the full text of the remaining studies to 

determine whether they met the inclusion criteria. When dealing with studies containing 

duplicated data, our approach was to selectively include them based on the principle of 

avoiding data overlap and ensuring the broadest possible range of patient inclusion 

times. Any disagreements regarding the inclusion of a study were resolved by WX. 

Additionally, BZ and CS reviewed the reference lists of the searched studies for 

potentially relevant articles that were missed during the initial screening process. To 

ensure accuracy and completeness of the data, BZ and MY contacted relevant 

researchers to inquire about unpublished trials. BZ and MY extracted the data from 

eligible studies independently, and the results were verified by CS and WX. 

We extracted the following data from the eligible articles: first author, year of 

publication, subjects, selected diagnostic criteria of CAG and MCG, diagnostic 2×2 

table of MCG. If available, we also extracted the diagnostic 2×2 table of ECG. In case 
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where the results of multiple diagnostic indicators for MCG were reported, we extracted 

the results with the highest Youden Index for further analysis.  

 

Quality assessment 

BZ and MY independently assessed the quality of the included studies based on 

QUADAS-2 to evaluate the risk of bias and applicability from four aspects, including 

patient selection, index test, reference standard, and flow and timing. For cases of 

disagreement, consensus was achieved from CS. The quality assessment data were 

stored in Microsoft Excel® LTSC MSO (16.0.14332.20540). 

 

Data analysis 

We used the 2×2 table to evaluate the diagnostic performance of MCG (table S11). 

With STATAMP 18, we employed the bivariate model to the sensitivity and specificity 

with their corresponding 95% confidence intervals (CI) for each study and the pooled 

data. Furthermore, we generated a SROC curve to obtain a quantitative evaluation of 

the diagnostic value of MCG by calculating the area under the SROC curve (AUC). 

We utilized Higgins and Thompson's I-squared (𝐼2) and Cochran's Q to quantitatively 

assess the degree of statistical heterogeneity among studies. For the meta-regression 

and subgroup analysis, we explore three potential variables that may result in significant 

heterogeneity, including the presence of stress tests, the threshold of the gold standard, 

and the patient's resting ECG status. The stress test group comprises studies that 

measured during exercise, recovery from exercise, or after administration of 
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dobutamine, while the resting group only includes studies that measured the MCG of 

the subjects at rest. The mild group includes studies using a threshold of 50% for CAG, 

which means that patients with >50% stenosis are diagnosed as CHD, while the severe 

group use a threshold of 70%. The silent group includes studies that screened suspected 

CHD patients with normal resting ECG, while the ensemble group included all patients 

with suspected CHD. 

 

Role of the funding source 

The study design, data collection, data analysis, data interpretation, and manuscript 

writing were performed without any involvement from the funders. The corresponding 

author had complete access to all the data in the study and were responsible for the 

decision to submit for publication. 

 

Results 

From database searches, we found 130 studies. From international trial registries search, 

we found 44 relevant articles. After removing duplicates and after initial screening, that 

number dropped to 30. 18 studies were chosen for the meta-analysis after reading the 

full texts (figure 1). Studies were excluded from this process mainly due to the 

irrelevant content and various experimental techniques (table S12, table S13). 

The 18 eligible studies were published between 2003 and 2023 and included a total of 

2,571 participants from 6 different countries and regions: United States,14,15 China,16-22 

Chinese Taiwan,23,24 Germany,7,25-29 Japan,30 and Ukraine27 (table 1). 4 studies 
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exclusively recruited suspected CHD patients with normal rest ECG, while the 

remaining 14 studies included suspected CHD patients regardless of their rest ECG 

status. 7 studies used a threshold of 50% for diagnosing CHD by CAG, while 10 studies 

used a threshold of 70%. 4 studies measured stress MCG, with 1 study performing 

measurements after the administration of dobutamine and 3 studies measuring MCG 

during or after exercise. 14 studies only measured the rest MCG. 

The result of quality evaluation is shown in table 2 (details in supplementary materials). 

Due to the lack of recognized indices and the corresponding reference value, many 

studies choose to draw SROC curve to decide the best cut-off value, leading to high 

level of risk of bias in the index test. The results of each study and their combination 

are shown in the forest plot (figure 2). The pooled sensitivity of MCG for diagnosing 

CHD is 0.86 (95% CI: 0.80-0.91), and the pooled specificity is 0.79 (95% CI: 0.71-

0.86). The area under SROC curve is 0.90 (95% CI: 0.87-0.92) (figure 3). The 

sensitivity analysis indicates the absence of significant publication bias (figure S1). 

There is significant statistical heterogeneity between studies (P<0·01). The value of 

Cochran’s Q for sensitivity and specificity are 294.11 and 154.26, respectively. The I2 

for sensitivity and specificity are 94.22% (95% CI: 92.48-95.96)and 88.98% (95% CI: 

84.95-93.01), respectively. In the meta-regression and subgroup analysis, the value of 

sensitivity for mild CHD and severe CHD are 0.89 and 0.86, respectively, showing 

significant difference within subgroups (P=0.01). Other results of the analysis (table 3) 

are not significant due to the limited sample size. 
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Conclusions 

This article presents a systematic review and meta-analysis aimed at evaluating the 

performance of MCG for diagnosing CHD. The study identified 18 eligible studies, 

which included 2,571 subjects from 6 countries and regions. The pooled sensitivity and 

specificity values for MCG are 86% (95% CI: 80-91) and 79% (95% CI: 71-86), 

respectively, indicating that MCG is of suitable for diagnosing CHD, especially in 

large-scale screening. The area under the SROC curve is 0.90, implying high diagnostic 

value of MCG.  

This article provides a comprehensive evaluation of the diagnostic performance of 

MCG for diagnosing CHD using high-quality clinical trials. In contrast to the study of 

Rajender Agarwal et al.31 which reported analogous values for pooled sensitivity and 

specificity, our research employs a more comprehensive information retrieval process 

and conducts subgroup analysis. These analysis aim to provide deeper insights into the 

characteristics of MCG. According to our findings, MCG has a higher sensitivity for 

early CHD, which increases its benefits in CHD screening. Other analyses don't reveal 

any significant variations. We blame the small sample sizes in each subgroup for the 

issue. For instance, even though the silent group only consisted of 441 samples from 4 

studies in the analysis of the patient's resting ECG status, the p-value of 0.09 is very 

close to the significant level and suggests potential findings for further investigation. 

Future investigation of additional factors that might have an impact on MCG 

performance will require more research. 

More opportunities for conducting large population clinical trials across the globe are 
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made possible by the development of OPM-based MCG. However, given the lack of 

standardization in MCG procedures, it is crucial to optimize the design of future trials 

based on previous studies. The quality assessment shows unsatisfactory results 

concerning the risk of bias, mainly due to the unclear procedure followed in the trials. 

Firstly, patient selection should encompass suspected patients with varying severity 

levels, especially those who are challenging to diagnose accurately. Secondly, blind 

designs should be implemented for both CAG and MCG to minimize potential bias. 

Besides, to ensure reasonable flow and timing, an appropriate interval between MCG 

and CAG should be established. Considering the invasive nature of CAG and its 

potential impact on cardiac condition, MCG, as a noninvasive and quick examination, 

should be conducted within a 24-hour window before CAG to ensure comparable states 

of patients between the two tests. Additionally, in light of the absence of standardized 

diagnostic indices and their reference values for MCG, the existence of receiver 

operating characteristic (ROC) curves becomes essential to obtain sufficient values of 

thresholds. Large-scale global trials can be conducted based on the thresholds obtained 

during sufficient small-scale pre-experiment, thereby avoiding the bias introduced by 

the post-specified threshold. 

 

Panel: Research in context 

Evidence before this study 

The rising global burden of coronary heart disease, with over 20 million cases in the 

United States in 3 years and nearly2.2 billion Canadian dollars annual hospitalization 
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costs in Canada, underscores the urgent need for effective diagnostic methods. However, 

the lack of shielding methods with both high accuracy and low threshold poses a 

challenge. Magnetocardiography is a promising diagnostic tool that aligns with these 

requirements, and the recent development of unshielded OPM-based MCG devices 

further enhances its applicability. While many clinical trials have been conducted to 

obtain an accurate evaluation of MCG’s diagnostic performance, their limited sample 

size impacts the accuracy of the results. To solve this problem, a comprehensive 

evaluation through systematic review and meta-analysis is crucial to gain deeper 

insights into MCG's diagnostic efficacy and drive evidence-based conclusions for its 

clinical application. 

 

Added value of this study 

Our systematic review and meta-analysis show that MCG is of high diagnostic value 

for CHD, with a value of 86% (95% CI: 80-91) and 79% (95% CI: 71-86) for pooled 

sensitivity and specificity, respectively. Compared with ECG, MCG significantly 

enhances diagnostic accuracy while maintaining comparable specificity. Furthermore, 

the subgroup analysis reveals that MCG exhibits higher sensitivity for early CHD, 

making it particularly suitable for large-scale screening. 

 

Implications of all the available evidence 

As MCG continues to evolve, an increase in relevant clinical trials is anticipated. Future 

trials should adopt a standardized design, encompass diverse patient selection, 
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incorporate blind designs, and establish reasonable MCG-CAG intervals. Utilizing 

ROC curves can aid in determining diagnostic indices' reference values for large-scale 

application. Additionally, integrating carbon electrodes into the MCG system may offer 

valuable insights for its clinical use across diverse demographics. 

 

Contributors 

MY contributed to conceptualization, data accessed and verified, data analysis, data 

interpretation, writing—original draft, and writing—review and editing. CS contributed 

to conceptualization, literature search, data accessed and verified, writing—original 

draft, and writing—review and editing. BZ, BW, JX, MX, JZ, and TW contributed to 

data interpretation, and writing—review and editing. WX contributed to data 

interpretation, supervision, and writing—review and editing, and decision to submit. 

HG contributed to project administration, supervision, and writing—review and editing, 

and decision to submit. 

 

Data sharing 

Extracted data and the Stata code in this study are fully reported in the supplementary 

material (pp. 14-16). Additional information will be available from the corresponding 

author upon reasonable request. 

 

Acknowledgements 

We thank F. Li from Guanghua School of Management, Peking University for the 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted February 1, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.31.24302044doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.31.24302044
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


18 

 

manipulation in data analysis.  

 

Sources of Funding 

National Natural Science Foundation of China, National Key Research and 

Development Program of China, Basic scientific research project of Department of 

Education of Liaoning Province (LJKMZ20221186), Shenyang Public Health R&D 

Project (22-321-33-14), 345 Talent Project . 

 

Disclosures 

We declare no competing interests. 

  

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted February 1, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.31.24302044doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.31.24302044
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


19 

 

Reference 

1. Tsao CW, Aday AW, Almarzooq ZI, Anderson CAM, Arora P, Avery CL, et al. Heart 

disease and stroke statistics-2023 update: a report from the American Heart Association. 

Circulation 2023; 147: e93-621. 

2. Lopez AD, Mathers CD, Ezzati M, Jamison DT, and Murray CJ. Global and regional 

burden of disease and risk factors, 2001: systematic analysis of population health data. 

Lancet 2006; 367: 1747-57. 

3. Lozano R, Naghavi M, Foreman K, Lim S, Shibuya K, Aboyans V, et al. Global and 

regional mortality from 235 causes of death for 20 age groups in 1990 and 2010: a 

systematic analysis for the Global Burden of Disease Study 2010. Lancet 2012; 380: 

2095-128. 

4. Smolderen KG, Bell A, Lei Y, Cohen EA, Steg PG, Bhatt DL, et al. One-year costs 

associated with cardiovascular disease in Canada: insights from the REduction of 

Atherothrombosis for Continued Health (REACH) registry. Can J Cardiol 2010; 26: 

e297-305. 

5. Mäntynen V, Konttila T, and Stenroos M. Investigations of sensitivity and resolution 

of ECG and MCG in a realistically shaped thorax model. Phys Med Biol 2014; 59: 7141. 

6. Savard P, Cohen D, Lepeschkin E, Cuffin BN, and Madias JE. Magnetic 

measurement of ST and TQ segment shifts in humans. Part I: Early repolarization and 

left bundle branch block. Circ Res 1983; 53: 264-73. 

7. Park JW, Hill PM, Chung N, Hugenholtz PG, and Jung F. Magnetocardiography 

predicts coronary artery disease in patients with acute chest pain. Ann Noninvasive 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted February 1, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.31.24302044doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.31.24302044
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


20 

 

Electrocardiol 2005; 10: 312-23. 

8. Hailer B, Van Leeuwen P, Lange S, Pilath M, and Wehr M. Coronary artery disease 

may alter the spatial dispersion of the QT interval at rest. Ann Noninvasive 

Electrocardiol 1999; 4: 267-73. 

9. Korhonen P, Husa T, Tierala I, Väänänen H, Mäkijärvi M, Katila T, et al. QRS 

duration in high-resolution methods and standard ECG in risk assessment after first and 

recurrent myocardial infarctions. PACE-Pacing Clin Electrophysiol 2006; 29: 830-36. 

10. Kandori A, Kanzaki H, Miyatake K, Hashimoto S, Itoh S, Tanaka N, et al. A method 

for detecting myocardial abnormality by using a total current-vector calculated from 

ST-segment deviation of a magnetocardiogram signal. Med Biol Eng Comput 2001; 39: 

21-28. 

11. Chen J, Thomson PD, Nolan V, and Clarke J. Age and sex dependent variations in 

the normal magnetocardiogram compared with changes associated with ischemia. Ann 

Biomed Eng 2004; 32: 1088-99. 

12. Kwong JSW, Leithäuser B, Park JW, and Yu CM. Diagnostic value of 

magnetocardiography in coronary artery disease and cardiac arrhythmias: A review of 

clinical data. Int J Cardiol 2013; 167: 1835-42. 

13. Page MJ, McKenzie JE, Bossuyt PM, et al. The PRISMA 2020 statement: an 

updated guideline for reporting systematic reviews. BMJ. 2021; 1: n71. 

14. Steinberg BA, Roguin A, Watkins III SP, Hill P, Fernando D, and Resar JR. 

Magnetocardiogram recordings in a nonshielded environment—reproducibility and 

ischemia detection. Ann Noninvasive Electrocardiol 2005; 10: 152-60. 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted February 1, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.31.24302044doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.31.24302044
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


21 

 

15. Coriasso N, Takla RB, Rodriguez D, Pearson C, Pena M, and Daher E. A Novel 

Way to Predict Obstructive Coronary Artery Disease Requiring Revascularization: The 

Use of Magnetocardiography. Circulation 2021; 144 (suppl 1): A10642 (abstr). 

16. Huang X, Hua N, Li L, and Tang F. The value of low temperature superconducting 

magnetocardiography in the early diagnosis of coronary. Chin J Evid Based Cardiovasc 

Med 2019; 11: 960-63. 

17. Quan W and Lu G. Magnetocardiography changes in coronary artery disease 

patients without normal or unspecialized resting electrocardiogram. Chin J Cardiol 

2006; 34: 500-03. 

18. Zhao D, Chen Y, Liu F, Wang J, Zhao C, and Chen Q. The clinical application of 

magnetocardiography in diagnosis of coronary heart disease. Journal of Tianjin medical 

university 2010; 16: 242-44. 

19. Zhang T, Tang F, Hua N, and Zhang C. Comparison of MCG and coronary 

angiography in the diagnosis of coronary artery disease. China medical equipment 2009; 

24: 11-12. 

20. Du X, Li F, Cao J, Li Y, Li Y, Shen Y, et al. The clinical value of 

magnetocardiography in diagnosis of coronary heart diseases. Chin J Geriatr Heart 

Brain Vessel Dis 2006; 8: 90-92. 

21. Lin L, Tang F, Hua N, Lu H, and Tang X. Contrast study of sensitivity and specificity 

between magnetocardiography and electrocardiogram in early diagnosis of coronary 

artery disease in patients with acute chest pain. Chin Heart J 2015; 27: 606-08. 

22. Zhao C, Chen Y, Zhao D, Wang J, and Chen Q. Comparison between 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted February 1, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.31.24302044doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.31.24302044
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


22 

 

magnetocardiography and myocardial perfusion imaging in the diagnosis of myocardial 

ischemia in patients with coronary artery disease. Int J Clin Exp Med 2019; 12: 13127-

34. 

23. Wu YW, Lee CM, Liu YB, Wang SS, Huang HC, Tseng WK, et al. Usefulness of 

magnetocardiography to detect coronary artery disease and cardiac allograft 

vasculopathy. Circ J 2013; 77: 1783-90. 

24. Wu YW, Lin LC, Tseng WK, Liu YB, Kao HL, Lin MS, et al. QTc heterogeneity in 

rest magnetocardiography is sensitive to detect coronary artery disease: in comparison 

with stress myocardial perfusion imaging. Acta Cardiol Sin 2014; 30: 445-54. 

25. Shin ES, Lam YY, Her AY, Brachmann J, Jung F, and Park JW. Incremental 

diagnostic value of combined quantitative and qualitative parameters of 

magnetocardiography to detect coronary artery disease. Int J Cardiol 2017; 228: 948-

52. 

26. Shin ES, Chung JH, Park SG, Saleh A, Lam YY, Bhak J, et al. Comparison of 

exercise electrocardiography and magnetocardiography for detection of coronary artery 

disease using ST-segment fluctuation score. Clin Hemorheol Microcirc 2019; 73: 283-

91. 

27. Chaikovsky I, Hailer B, Sosnytskyy V, Lutay M, Mjasnikov G, Kazmirchuka A, et 

al. Predictive value of the complex magnetocardiographic index in patients with 

intermediate pretest probability of chronic coronary artery disease: results of a two-

center study. Coronary Artery Dis 2014; 25: 474-84. 

28. Chaikovsky I, Mjasnikov G, Lutay M, Udovichenko E, Popov A, Sofienko S, et al. 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted February 1, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.31.24302044doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.31.24302044
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


23 

 

Coronary artery disease versus coronary microvascular disease: advanced analysis of 

magnetocardiographic maps. J Am Coll Cardiol 2017; 70 (suppl C): GW28-e0528 

(abstr). 

29. Park JW, Leithäuser B, Vršansky M, and Jung F. Dobutamine stress 

magnetocardiography for the detection of significant coronary artery stenoses–a 

prospective study in comparison with simultaneous 12-lead electrocardiography. Clin 

Hemorheol Microcirc 2008; 39: 21-32. 

30. Kanzaki H, Nakatani S, Kandori A, Tsukada K, and Miyatake K. A new screening 

method to diagnose coronary artery disease using multichannel magnetocardiogram 

and simple exercise. Basic Res Cardiol 2003; 98: 124-32. 

31. Agarwal R, Saini A, Alyousef T, and Umscheid CA. Magnetocardiography for the 

diagnosis of coronary artery disease—a systematic review and meta-analysis. Ann 

Noninvasive Electrocardiol 2012; 17: 291-98. 

 

  

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted February 1, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.31.24302044doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.31.24302044
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


24 

 

Tables 

Table 1  

 

 Coun

./Reg. 

Pat. 

num. 

CHD 

prev. 

Inclusion criteria 

Exclusion 

criteria 

Positivity 

criteria 

 

 

Kanzaki et 

al. (2003)30 

JPN 30 57% 

HAP indicated 

for CAG; 

healthy 

volunteers. 

/ 

Maximal QRS 

IC≥0.44. 

 

 

Park et al. 

(2005)7 

DEU 185 77% 

HAP, petrosternal 

pain, temporary 

STE/FTW/ITW. 

AMI; HUP; 

registry refusal. 

Experienced 

reader. 

 

 

Steinberg et 

al. (2005)14 

USA 29 66% 

HAP, suspected 

CHD. 

Poor-quality 

data. 

Evaluating 

score≥49. 

 

 

Du et al. 

(2006)20 

CHN 90 51% 

HAP, chest pain; 

≥26 yo.. 

HF; AF; BBB; 

LVH; EI. 

With 3 MFM 

indicators. 

 

 

Quan et al. 

(2006)17 

CHN 222 63% 

HAP, chest pain, 

normal ECHO, X-

rays and ECG. 

HF; BBB; AF; 

CM; VHD; VH; 

LVD. 

CVEI in -100 

~ 0.   

 

 

Park et al.      

(2008)29 

DEU 100 42% 

HAP, SAP/ED, 

10~90% CAD 

PTP; ≥18 yo.. 

ACS; HOCM; 

HNOCM; 

DCM; BBB; 

pregnancy; … 

With ECD 

indicators. 

 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted February 1, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.31.24302044doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.31.24302044
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


25 

 

 

Zhang et al. 

(2009)19 

CHN 110 63% 

HAP, chest pain, 

normal ECG, 

Trop I≤0.16 

ng/L, .... 

MI; HTN; VD; 

DM; AVB; 

BBB; IVB; PI; 

LVEF≤50%; ... 

≥3 abnormal 

indicators. 

 

 

Zhao et al.       

(2010)18 

CHN 493 78% 

HAP, suspected 

CHD. 

HTN; FAPB; 

CBBB; VPB; 

AMI; VH; 

DCM; … 

≥3 abnormal 

indicators. 

 

 

Wu et al.       

(2013)23 

TWN 75 68% 

HAP, suspected 

CHD. 

AR; MI history; 

UAP; VHD; 

MP; … 

QTc 

dispersion≥79 

ms or SI-

QTc≥9 ms. 

 

 

Chaikovsky 

et al. 

(2014)27 

UKR, 

DEU 

79 68% HAP, chest pain. 

MI history; AF; 

AFL; HF; PI; 

abnormal 

ECG; ... 

Complex 

index≥10. 

 

 

Wu et al. 

(2014)24 

TWN 55 66% 

HAP, chest pain, 

SR, intermediate 

CAD PTP. 

AR; recent MI; 

UAP; MP; 

LVEF≤50%; … 

QTc 

dispersion ≥79 

ms or SI-

QTc≥9.1 ms. 

 

 

Lin et al. 

(2015)21 

CHN 287 66% HAP, chest pain. 

VAP; persistent 

STE; BBB; AR; 

≥3 abnormal 

indicators. 
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LVH. 

 

Chaikovsky 

et al. 

(2017)28 

DEU 136 60% HAP, chest pain. / 

With 32 CDV 

features 

 

 

Shin et al., 

(2017)25 

DEU 96 48% 

HAP, indicated 

for CAG, >18 

yo., … 

ACS; AMI; 

CABG; CTCO; 

VHD; ESRF; … 

Non-dipole 

phenomeno. 

 

 

Zhao et al. 

(2019)22 

CHN 104 31% 

HAP, diagnosed 

with MCG, MPI 

and CAG. 

HTN; AR; AMI; 

VH/DCM; … 

≥2 abnormal 

indicators. 

 

 

Shin et al. 

(2019)26 

DEU 202 39% 

HAP, indicated 

for CAG, >18 

yo., … 

ACS; AMI; 

CABG; CTCO; 

VHD; ESRF; … 

ST-segment 

fluctuation 

score 

change≥−40.0

% 

 

 

Huang et al. 

(2019)16 

CHN 213 62% 

HAP, suspected 

CHD. 

MT; SHD; 

VHD; CM; MA. 

≥1 abnormal 

indicators. 

 

 

Coriasso et 

al. (2021)15 

USA 65 42% 

HAP, suspected 

CHD. 

/ 

With 3 MFM 

features. 
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ACS, acute coronary syndromes; AF, atrial fibrillation; AFL, atrial flutter; AMI, acute myocardial infarction; AP, angina 

pectoris; AR, arrhythmias; AVB, atrioventricular block; BBB, bundle branch block; CABG, coronary artery bypass 

surgery; CAG, coronary angiography; CBBB, complete bundle branch block; CDV, current density vector; CK-MB, 

creatine kinase-MB isoenzyme; CM, cardiomyopathy; CTCO, chronic total coronary occlusion; CVEI, complex 

ventricular excitation index; DCM, dilated cardiomyopathy; DM, diabetes mellitus; ECD, epicardial current density; 

ECHO, echocardiography; ED, exertional dyspnea; EI, electrolyte imbalance; ESRF, end stage renal failure; FAPB, 

frequent atrial premature beats; FTW, flat T wave; HAP, hospital-admitted patient; HF, heart failure; HNOCM, 

hypertrophic nonobstructive cardiomyopathy; HOCM, hypertrophic obstructive cardiomyopathy; HTN, hypertension; 

HUP, hemodynamically unstable patient; IC, integral change; IHD, ischemic heart disease; ITW, inverted T wave; IVB, 

intraventricular block; LV, left ventricular; LVD, left ventricular dysfunction; LVEF, left ventricular ejection fraction; MA, 

malignant arrhythmias; MD, magnetic dipole; MFM, magnetic field map; MI, myocardial infarction; MP, metallic 

prosthesis; MPI, myocardial perfusion imaging; MT, malignant tumor; PA, pre-peak repolarization angle; PAD, pre-peak 

repolarization angular deviation; PCI, percutaneous coronary intervention; PI, pacemaker implantation; PoA, post-peak 

repolarization angle; PoAD, post-peak repolarization angular deviation; PoT, post-peak repolarization trajectory; PPAC, 

pre-post angle change; PT, pre-peak repolarization trajectory; PTP, pre-test probability; SAP, stable angina pectoris; SHD, 

structural heart disease; SI-QTc, smooth index QTc; SR, sinus rhythm; STE, ST-segment elevation; UAP, unstable angina 

pectoris; VAP, variant angina pectoris; VD, valve disease; VH, ventricular hypertrophy; VHD, valvular heart disease; 

VPB, ventricular premature beats; yo., years old. 

 

 Table 1 Characteristics of included studies.  

 

  

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted February 1, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.31.24302044doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.31.24302044
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


28 

 

Table 2  

  Risk of Bias  Applicability Concerns  

 

 Patient 

Selection 

Index Test 

Reference 

Standard 

Flow and 

timing 

 Patient 

Selection 

Index 

Test 

Reference 

Standard 

 

 

Kanzaki et 

al. (2003)30 

High High Unclear Unclear 

 

Low Low Low 

 

 

Park et al. 

(2005)7 

Unclear Unclear Low High 

 

Low Low Low 

 

 

Steinberg et 

al. (2005)14 

Unclear Low Unclear Low 

 

Low Low Low 

 

 

Du et al. 

(2006)20 

Unclear Unclear Low Unclear 

 

Low Low Low 

 

 

Quan et al. 

(2006)17 

Unclear Unclear Unclear Unclear 

 

Low Low Low 

 

 

Park et al.      

(2008)29 

Low Unclear Unclear Low 

 

Low Low Low 

 

 

Zhang et al. 

(2009)19 

Unclear Unclear Unclear Low 

 

Low Low Low 

 

 

Zhao et al.       

(2010)18 

Unclear Unclear Unclear Unclear 

 

Low Low Low 

 

 

Wu et al.       

(2013)23 

Unclear High Unclear Low 

 

Low Low Low 
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Chaikovsky 

et al. 

(2014)27 

Unclear High Unclear Unclear 

 

Low Low Low 

 

 

Wu et al. 

(2014)24 

Unclear High Unclear Low 

 

Low Low Low 

 

 

Lin et al. 

(2015)21 

Unclear Unclear Unclear Unclear 

 

Low Low Low 

 

 

Chaikovsky 

et al. 

(2017)28 

Unclear Unclear Unclear Unclear 

 

Low Low Low 

 

 

Shin et al., 

(2017)25 

Unclear High Unclear Low 

 

Low Low Low 

 

 

Zhao et al. 

(2019)22 

Low Unclear Unclear Unclear 

 

Low Low Low 

 

 

Shin et al. 

(2019)26 

Unclear High Unclear Unclear 

 

Low Low Low 

 

 

Huang et al. 

(2019)16 

Unclear High Unclear Unclear 

 

Low Low Low 

 

 

Coriasso et 

al. (2021)15 

Unclear Unclear Unclear Unclear 

 

Low Low Low 
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 Table 2 Quality evaluation. The names of each study are labeled on the left side. It encompasses 

the assessment of risk of bias and applicability across seven dimensions, which are evaluated 

on three levels: high, low, and unclear. 

 

 

Table 3  

   Number of  Sensitivity  Specificity  

   Studies Samples  

Value 

(95% CI) 

p-value  

Value  

(95% CI) 

p-value  

 

Rest 

ECG 

Silent 4 441  

0.84  

(0.71-0.97) 

0.09 

 

0.82  

(0.68-0.97) 

0.43 

 

Ensemble 14 2130  

0.87  

(0.81-0.93) 

 

0.79  

(0.70-0.87) 

 

 

Stress 

test 

Yes 4 428  

0.86  

(0.74-0.99) 

0.21 

 

0.87  

(0.76-0.97) 

0.71 

 

No 14 2143  

0.86  

(0.80-0.92) 

 

0.77  

(0.68-0.85) 

 

 

Ref- 

std. 

Mild 7 1270  

0.89  

(0.83-0.96) 

0.01 

 

0.78  

(0.67-0.90) 

0.13 

 

Severe 10 1236  

0.86  

(0.78-0.93) 

 

0.78  

(0.68-0.88) 

 

 Table 3 The results of meta-regression and subgroup analysis. The sensitivity for diagnosing 

early CHD and severe CHD performs significant difference (P<0 ·05). Ref-std., reference 
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standard. 
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Figures with Figure Legends  

Figure 1 Results of study inclusion. 
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Figure 2 The forest plot showing the results of individual studies and their combination. 

The left subfigure calculates the sensitivity, and the right subfigure calculates the false 

positive rate. Each row in the subfigure represents a study, with the study name and the 

numbers of samples in diagnostic 2×2 table. The confidence interval and prediction 

interval for the combined index are shown at the bottom of each subfigure. The 

combined sensitivity of MCG for diagnosing CHD is 0.86 (0.80 – 0.91), and the 

combined specificity is 0.79 (0.71 – 0.86). The value of Cochran’s Q for sensitivity and 

specificity are 294.11 and 154.26, respectively. The value of I2 for sensitivity and 

specificity are 94.22% (92.48 – 95.96) and 88.98% (84.95 – 93.01), respectively.
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Figure 3 The combined results of all studies. Each red circle represents an included 

study, and the size of it indicates the sample size. The black line is the SROC curve, 

and the red star represents the summary point obtained by combination, corresponding 

to a sensitivity of 0.86 and a specificity of 0.79. The blue and gray dashed lines 

represent the confidence interval and prediction interval of the total characteristics.  
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