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1st 2nd 3rd #

Diease

Endocrinology

Endocrine disease 40

Diabetes 212

Metabolic Syndrome 79

Obesity 269

Child Obesity 64

Thoracic Surgery
/Division of Pulmonology

Respiratory Disease 25

Digestive Internal 
Medicine

Liver Disease 76

Digestive Disease 30

Nephrology Kidney Disease 193

Urology Urinary disease 18

Cancer
Lymphedema 40

Cancer 79

Cardiology Internal 
Medicine

Cerebrovascular 
Disease

28

Heart Disease 25

Cardiopulmonary 
Disease

22

Cardiovascular 
Disease

111

Orthopedics
/Rehabilitation

Rehabilitation 57

Orthopedic 47

Gynecology Gynecology 21

1st 2nd 3rd #

Independent 

Fields

AIDS 9

ADHD 1

Bariatric 29

Sarcopenia 209

Mental Health Illness 27

Obstructive Sleep Apnea 10

Nutrition 65

ETC

Comparison of 

Phenomena

Body Composition 

Comparison
104

Body Composition 

in certain groups
142

Verification 

of effect

Health Promotion 94

Life Style Habits 59

Food Effects 179

Drug Effects 24

Sports Sports 252

BIA
Validation 116

BIA Performance 8

Other fields 77

Simple Use 486

Total 3,327

* Studies categorized as duplicates : 99

Total InBody studies : 3,228 (Updated on 26 Feb 2021)
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I. DEXA vs InBody

Country Research
Publication

Year
Journal Device Subjects

Correlation
Coefficient

1 USA
Comparison of Multi-Frequency Bioelectrical 

Impedance and Dual-Energy X-Ray Absorptiometry 
to Assess Body Composition in College-Aged Adults

2020
International Journal of 

Exercise Science
InBody 520 62 college-aged adults

Percent body fat
r = 0.96

2 USA
A Comparative Study of Body Composition 

Assessment Techniques: DXA and InBody 270
2020

Journal of Exercise and
Nutrition

InBody 270 88 adults
Percent body fat
2% less< DXA

3 USA
The Comparison of SMF-BIA and DEXA for Estimating 
Fat Free Mass and Percentage Body Fat in an Ambula

tory Population
2020 J Parenter Enteral Nutr InBody 770

176 healthy ambulator
y participants

Fat free mass
R = 0.98
Percent body fat
R = 0.97

4 Hungary
How Length Sizes Affect Body Composition Estimatio
n in Adolescent Athletes Using Bioelectrical Impedan

ce
2020

Journal of Sports Science 
and Medicine

InBody 720
738 male adolescent 

athletes
Fat free mass
1kg more > DXA

5 USA
Relative Accuracy of Bioelectrical Impedance 

Analysis for Assessing Body Composition 
in Children with Severe Obesity

2020
Journal of Pediatric Gastr

oenterology 
and Nutrition

InBody 370 78 children

Percent body fat
R = 0.90
Body fat mass
R = 0.99

5

Fat free mass, body fat mass and percent body fat



I. DEXA vs InBody

Country Research
Publication

Year
Journal Device Subjects

Correlation
Coefficient

6 Taiwan
Accuracy augmentation of body composition 

measurement by bioelectrical impedance analyzer 
in elderly population

2020 Medicine
DEXA vs 

InBody 720
438 elderly people

Body fat mass
R = 0.935

7 Thailand

Evaluation of Body Composition in Hemodialysis 
Thai Patients: Comparison between Two Models of 
Bioelectrical Impedance Analyzer and Dual-Energy 

X-Ray Absorptiometry

2018
Journal of Nutrition and 

Metabolism

InBody 720 
vs InBody 

S10
69  Measurements

Body fat mass
S10 r =0.91(m), 
0.95(f)
720 r=0.91(m), 
0.97(f) 

8 Korea

Comparison between Dual-Energy X-ray 
Absorptiometry and Bioelectrical Impedance 

Analyses for Accuracy in Measuring Whole Body 
Muscle Mass and Appedicular Skeletal Muscle Mass

2018 Nutrients
DEXA(Hologi
c) vs InBody

770

504 Koreans aged 
20–90 years

Fat free mass
R = 0.972

9
Saudi 
Arabia

A cross-sectional study on sarcopenia using 
different methods: reference values for healthy 

Saudi young men
2017

BMC Musculoskeletal 
Disorders 

DEXA(Not
mentioned) 
vs InBody

770 vs Tanita
980

232 Saudi men aged 
between 20 and 35 

years

Lean mass
R2 = 0.95

10 China
Estimation of prevalence of sarcopenia by using a 
new bioelectrical impedance analysis in Chinese 

community-dwelling elderly people
2016 BMC geriatrics 

DEXA(Not 
mentioned)
vs InBody

720

944명 elderly people 
over 60 years old

ASM
M R2=0.892
F R2=0.815

6

Fat free mass, body fat mass and percent body fat



I. DEXA vs InBody

Country Research
Publication

Year
Journal Device Subjects

Correlation
Coefficient

11 USA
Comparison of total and segmental body 

composition using  DXA and multi-frequency 
bioimpedance in collegiate female athletes

2015

Journal of 
Strength  and 
Conditioning 

Research

DEXA(Lunar)
vs 

InBody720

45 American Female 
Collegiate Athletes

Percent body fat
r = 0.94

12 China
Validity of Four Commercial Bioelectrical 

Impedance Scales in Measuring Body Fat among 
Chinese Children and Adolescents

2015
BioMed Research 

International

DEXA(Lunar) 
vs 

Biodynamics-
310 vs Tanita

TBF543 & 
BC-545 vs 
InBody520

255 Healthy 
Chinese Children,

9-19 years old

Fat free mass
Boy : r = 0.912
Girl : r = 0.957
Percent body fat
Boy : r = 0.926
Girl : r = 0.979

13 Japan

Comparison of segmental  multifrequency
Bioelectrical  impedance analysis with DEXA  for the 

assessment of body composition in a community-
dwelling older population

2015
Geriatrics and
Gerontology 
International

DEXA(Hologi
c)
vs 

InBody720

551 Japanese Elderly,
65-87 years old

Fat free mass
M : r = 0.94
F : r = 0.92
Body fat mass
M : r = 0.95
F : r = 0.97

14 Brazil
Comparison of two bioelectrical impedance devices 

and dual energy x ray absorptiometry to 
Evaluate body composition in heart failure

2014
Journal of Human 

Nutrition and 
Dietetics

DEXA
(Hologic) vs 

BodyStat
vs InBody230

55 Brazilian Heart 
Failure patients

Fat free mass
r = 0.930
Body fat mass
r = 0.905
Percent body fat
r = 0.803

15 Canada
Validation of a portable bioelectrical impedance 
analyzer for the assessment of body composition

2013

Applied 
Physiology, 

Nutrition, and 
Metabolism

DEXA(Lunar)
vs 

InBody230

145 Healthy 
Canadian, 18-85 

years old

Percent body fat
M : r = 0.94
F : r = 0.96

7

Fat free mass, body fat mass and percent body fat



I. DEXA vs InBody

Country Research
Publication

Year
Journal Device Subjects

Correlation
Coefficient

16 Japan

Accuracy of segmental multi-frequency bioelectrical 
impedance analysis for assessing whole-body and 
appendicular fat mass and lean soft tissue mass in 

frail women aged 75 years and older

2013
European Journal 

of Clinical Nutrition
DEXA(Hologic)
vs InBody720

129 Japanese Frail 
Women over 75 

years old

Fat free mass
r=0.92
Body fat mass
r=0.97

17 USA
Validity of two commercial grade bioelectrical 

impedance analyzers for measurement of body fat 
percentage

2013
Journal of Exercise 

Physiology 

DEXA(Hologic)
vs Tanita vs 
InBody R20

21 Americans, 
Average Age 

37.6±16.8 years old

Percent body fat
r =0.98

18 Korea

Comparison of bioimpedance analysis and dual 
energy X-ray absorptiometry body composition 

measurements in peritoneal dialysis patients 
According  to edema

2012 Clinical Nephrology
DEXA(Hologic)

vs InBody4.0

535 Korean
Peritoneal Dialysis 

Patients

Body fat mass
1st : r2 = 0.981
2nd : r2 = 0.962
3rd : r2 = 0.962
4th : r2 = 0.971

19 USA

Utility of multifrequency bioelectrical impedance 
compared with dual-energy x-ray absorptiometry 

for assessment of total and regional body 
composition varies between men and women

2012
Nutrition
Research

DEXA (Lunar)
vs InBody720, 

520

50 Americans, 
18-49 years old

Fat free mass
InBody720, 520
r2 = 0.97, 0.95
Body fat mass
InBody720, 520
r2 = 0.90, 0.92

20 UK

Comparison of multifrequency bioelectrical 
impedance analysis and dual-energy x-ray 
absorptiometry assessments in outpatient 

hemodialysis patients

2011
American Journal of 

Kidney Diseases
DEXA(Hologic)
vs InBody720

53 British 
Hemodialysis 

Patients

Fat free mass
r2 = 0.845
Body fat mass
r = 0.93

8

Fat free mass, body fat mass and percent body fat



I. DEXA vs InBody

Country Research
Publication

Year
Journal Device Subjects

Correlation
Coefficient

21
Netherlan

ds

Accuracy of direct segmental multi-frequency 
Bioimpedance analysis in the assessment of 
total body and segmental body composition 

in middle-aged adult population

2011 Clinical Nutrition
DEXA (Hologic)
vs InBody720

484 middle-aged
Cocassian

Body fat mass
M : r = 0.93
F : r = 0.97

22 UK
Assessment of body composition in peritoneal 

dialysis(PD) Patients using bioelectrical 
impedance and dual-energy x-ray absorptiometry

2011
American journal 

of nephrology
DEXA(Hologic)
vs InBody720

104 British 
Peritoneal Dialysis 

Patients

Fat free mass
r = 0.95
Body fat mass
r = 0.93

23 Korea
External cross-validation of bioelectrical impedance 
analysis for the assessment of body composition in 

Korean adults
2011

Nutrition 
Research

and Practice

DEXA (Lunar)
vs InBody4.0

174 Healthy 
Koreans

Fat free mass
M : r = 0.982
F : r =0.956
Percent body fat
M : r = 0.956
F : r =0.960

24 Korea
Comparisons of obesity assessments in over-weight 
elementary Students  using anthropometry, BIA, CT 

and DEXA
2010

Nutrition 
Research

and Practice

DEXA(Not
mentioned)
vs InBody230

103 Obese,
Overweight Korean 
Children between 2-

6th grade

Fat free mass
M : r = 0.878
F : r =0.944
Body fat mass
M : r = 0.853
F : r =0.887

25 Korea

Cross-calibration of multi-frequency bioelectrical
impedance analysis with eight-point tactile 

electrodes and dual-energy X-ray absorptiometry 
for assessment of body composition in healthy 

children aged 6 – 18 years

2009
Pediatrics 

International
DEXA(Lunar)
vs InBody720

166 Korean Children 
and Adolescents 

under 18 years old

Fat free mass
r2 = 0.990
Body fat mass
r2 = 0.934
Percent body fat
r2 = 0.940

9

Fat free mass, body fat mass and percent body fat



I. DEXA vs InBody

Country Research
Publication

Year
Journal Device Subjects

Correlation
Coefficient

26
Switzerlan

d

Cross-validation of bioelectrical impedance analysis 
for the assessment of body composition in a 

representative sample of 6- to 13-year-old children
2009

European Journal of 
Clinical Nutrition

DEXA(Hologic)
vs RJL 

vs InBody3.0

333 Swedish 
Children, 6-13 years 

old

Fat free mass
r2 = 0.98

27 Japan
Reference Data of Multi Frequencies Bioelectric 

Impedance Method in Japanese
2009

Anti-Aging 
Medicine

DEXA(Hologic)
vs InBody720

15 Japanese
Fat free mass
r = 0.983

28 Japan
Percentage of Total Body Fat as Estimated by 

Three Automatic Bioelectrical Impedance 
Analyzers

2004

Journal of 
Physiological 
Anthropology 
and Applied 

Human Science

DEXA(Lunar) 
vs 

Underwater
weighing vs 

Tanita
(BC118, 

TBF101) vs
InBody3.0

45 Healthy Japanese 
Female Collegiate

Percent body fat
DEXA
r = 0.94
UW
r = 0.81

29 Italy

Cross-calibration of eight-polar bioelectrical 
impedance analysis versus dual-energy X-ray 

absorptiometry for the assessment of total and 
appendicular body composition in healthy subjects 

aged 21–82 years

2003
Annals of Human 

Biology
DEXA(Lunar)
vs InBody3.0

110 Healthy Italian 
Adults, 21-82 years

old

Fat free mass
r2 = 0.92

30 Finland
Body Composition Assessment with Segmental 

Multifrequency Bioimpedance Method
2003

Journal of Sports Science 
and Medicine

DEXA vs 
Underwater 

weighing 
vs InBody3.0

58 Healthy Finnish 
Adults, 36-53 years 

old

DEXA
Fat free mass
r = 0.88
Body fat mass
r = 0.94
Percent body fat
r = 0.88
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Fat free mass, body fat mass and percent body fat



11Int J Exerc Sci 13(4): 1595-1604, 2020

DEXA vs InBody 520

I. DEXA vs InBody



12Journal of Exercise and Nutrition 2020, Volume 3 (Issue 3): 10

DEXA vs InBody 270

I. DEXA vs InBody



13J Parenter Enteral Nutr 2020 https://doi.org/10.1002/jpen.1994

DEXA vs InBody 770

I. DEXA vs InBody



14Journal of Sports Science and Medicine (2020) 19, 577-584 

DEXA vs InBody 720

I. DEXA vs InBody



JPGN • Volume 70, Number 6, June 2020 15

DEXA vs InBody 370

I. DEXA vs InBody



Medicine (2020) 99:7 16

DEXA vs InBody 720

I. DEXA vs InBody



Journal of Nutrition and Metabolism Volume 2018, 17

DEXA vs InBody S10, 720

I. DEXA vs InBody



Nutrients 2018, 10, 738 18

DEXA(Hologic) vs InBody 770

I. DEXA vs InBody



Alkahtani BMC Musculoskeletal Disorders (2017) 18:119 19

DEXA vs InBody 770 
vs Tanita 980

I. DEXA vs InBody



BMC Geriatrics (2016) 16:216
20

DEXA vs InBody 720

I. DEXA vs InBody



DEXA(Lunar)vs InBody720

21

I. DEXA vs InBody



DEXA(Lunar) vs Biodynamics-310 vs 
Tanita TBF543 & BC-545 vs InBody520

22

I. DEXA vs InBody



Geriatr Gerontol Int 2015; 15: 1013-1022 23

DEXA(Hologic) vs InBody720

I. DEXA vs InBody



DEXA(Hologic) vs BodyStat1500 
vs InBody230

24

I. DEXA vs InBody



DEXA(Lunar) vs InBody230

25

I. DEXA vs InBody



DEXA(Hologic) vs InBody720

26

I. DEXA vs InBody



DEXA(Hologic) vs Tanita BC-590BT 
vs InBody R20 

27

I. DEXA vs InBody



DEXA(Hologic) vs InBody4.0

28

I. DEXA vs InBody



DEXA(Lunar) vs InBody720, 520

29

I. DEXA vs InBody



DEXA(Hologic) vs InBody720

30

I. DEXA vs InBody



DEXA(Hologic) vs InBody720

31

I. DEXA vs InBody



DEXA(Hologic) vs InBody720

32

I. DEXA vs InBody



DEXA(Lunar) vs InBody4.0

33

I. DEXA vs InBody



DEXA(Not mentioned) vs CT 
vs InBody230

34

I. DEXA vs InBody



DEXA(Lunar) vs InBody720

35

I. DEXA vs InBody



DEXA(Hologic) vs InBody3.0

36

I. DEXA vs InBody



DEXA(Hologic) vs InBody720

37

I. DEXA vs InBody



DEXA(Lunar) vs Underwater weighing vs 
Tanita(BC118, TBF101) vs InBody3.0

38

I. DEXA vs InBody



DEXA(Lunar) vs InBody3.0

I. DEXA vs InBody

39



DEXA vs Underwater weighing 
vs InBody3.0

40

I. DEXA vs InBody
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I. DEXA vs InBody

Bone mineral content

Country Research
Publication

Year
Journal Device Subjects

Correlation
Coefficient

1 India

Estimation of bone mineral content from 
bioelectrical impedance analysis in Indian adults 

aged 23-81 years: a comparison with Dual energy X-
ray absorptiometry

2012
International Journal of 
Biomedical Engineering 

and Technology

DEXA (Lunar)
vs InBody720

113 Indians, 
23-81 Years old

Bone mineral 
content
r = 0.9136

2 India
Single prediction equation for bioelectrical 

impedance analysis in adults aged 22-59 years
2011

Journal of Medical 
Engineering & 

Technology 

DEXA (Lunar)
vs InBody720

64 Indians, 22-59 
Years old

Bone mineral 
content
r = 0.9531



DEXA(Lunar) vs InBody720

42

I. DEXA vs InBody



DEXA(Lunar) vs InBody720

43

I. DEXA vs InBody



Comparison with Dilution methods
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II. D2O vs InBody 

Total body water, extracellular water

Country Research
Publication

Year
Journal Device Subjects

Correlation
Coefficient

1 USA

Validation of rapid 4-component body composition 
assessment with the use of dual-energy X-ray 
absorptiometry and bioelectrical impedance 

analysis

2018
The American journal of 

clinical nutrition
InBody S10 31 Healthy Adults

4-C model
R2 = 0.90
Body water
R2 = 0.93

2 USA
Utility of multi-frequency bioelectrical impedance 
compared to deuterium dilution for assessment of 

total body water
2015 Nutrition & Dietetics

D2 dilution vs 
InBody520, 

720, S10

50 Adults, 18-49 
years old

InBody S10
M : r2=0.89, F : 0.83
InBody720
M : r2=0.90, F : 0.86
InBody520
M : r2=0.86, F : 0.82

3 Italy
Body water distribution in severe obesity and its 

assessment from eight-polar bioelectrical 
impedance analysis

2005
European Journal of 

Clinical Nutrition

D2 dilution,
Bromide 
dilution

vs InBody3.0

75 Italian Female, 18-
66 years old (non 

obese =25,
Obese I-II = 25, 
Obese III = 25)

Total body water
r2=0.82
Extracellular water
r2=0.87

4 Italy
Accuracy of an eight-point tactile-electrode 

impedance method in the assessment of total body 
water

2002
European Journal of 

Clinical Nutrition
D2 dilution

vs InBody3.0

50 Healthy Adults,
Average age: 40 years 

old

Total body water
r2=0.81



MNC Geriatrics (2016) 16:216 46

DEXA vs InBody S10

II. D2O vs InBody 



D2 dilution vs InBody520, 720, S10

47

II. D2O vs InBody 



D2 dilution, Bromide dilution vs InBody3.0

48

II. D2O vs InBody 



D2 dilution vs InBody3.0

49

II. D2O vs InBody 



Comparison with CT
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III. CT vs InBody

Visceral fat area

Skeletal muscle mass

Country Research
Publication

Year
Journal Device Subjects

Correlation
Coefficient

1 China
Comparison of visceral fat area measured by CT and 
bioelectrical impedance analysis in Chinese patients 

with gastric cancer: a cross-sectional study
2020 BMJ Open InBody 720

157 gastric cancer 
patients

Visceral fat
R=0.650

2 Japan
InBody720 as a new method of evaluation visceral 

obesity
2011

Hepato-
Gastroentertology

CT vs 
InBody720

50 Stomach Cancer 
surgery Patients, 37-

85 years old

r= 0.759
CT: 128.9cm2 

InBody : 103.0cm2 

Country Research
Publication

Year
Journal Device Subjects

Correlation
Coefficient

1 Japan
Feasibility of computed tomography-based 

assessment of skeletal muscle mass in hemodialysis 
patients

2020 Journal of Nephrology unknown 138 HD patients
SMM vs Psoas
R = 0.770

2 Korea

Multifrequency Bioelectrical Impedance Analysis 
Compared With Computed Tomography for 

Assessment of Skeletal Muscle Mass in Primary 
Colorectal Malignancy: A Predictor of Short‐Term 

Outcome After Surgery

2019
Nutrition in Clinical 

Practice
InBody 770

50 Colorectal Cancer 
Patients

SMM vs Psoas
R = 0.705

3 Japan

Dual Energy X-ray Absorptiometry and 
Bioimpedance Analysis are Clinically Useful for 
Measuring Muscle Mass in Kidney Transplant 

Recipients With Sarcopenia

2018
Transplantation 

Proceedings
InBody 720

58 Kidney Transplant 
Recipients

SMM vs Psoas
R = 0.761



CT vs InBody720
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III. CT vs InBody



Nutr Clin Pract. 2019 Jun 24 53

CT vs InBody 770

III. CT vs InBody



Transplantation Proceedings, 50, 150-154 (2018) 54

CT vs DEXA
vs InBody 720

III. CT vs InBody



Comparison with 

Hydrodensitometry
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IV. Underwater weighing, Bod-Pod vs InBody

Underwater weighing_Fat free mass, body fat mass and percent body fat 

Country Research
Publication

Year
Journal Device Subjects

Correlation
Coefficient

1 USA
Evaluation of Multifrequency Bioelectrical 

Impedance Analysis in assessing body composition 
of wrestlers

2010
Medicine & Science in 

Sports & Exercise

Underwater
weighing

vs skinfold vs 
InBody520

72 American High 
School Wrestlers

Fat free mass
r = 0.96

2 Japan
Percentage of Total Body Fat as Estimated by Three 

Automatic Bioelectrical Impedance Analyzers
2004

Journal of 
Physiological 
Anthropology 
and Applied 

Human Science

DEXA(Lunar) 
vs 

Underwater
weighing vs 

Tanita vs
vs InBody3.0

45 Healthy Japanese 
Female Collegiate

Percent body fat
r = 0.81

3 Finland
Body Composition Assessment with Segmental 

Multifrequency Bioimpedance Method
2003

Journal of Sports Science 
and Medicine

DEXA(Not
mentioned)

vs 
Underwater 
weighing vs 
InBody3.0

58 Healthy Finnish 
Adults, 36-53 Years 

old

Fat free mass
r = 0.83
Body fat mass
r = 0.91
Percent body fat
r = 0.81
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IV. Underwater weighing, Bod-Pod vs InBody

BOD POD_Fat free mass, body fat mass and percent body fat 

Country Research
Publication

Year
Journal Device Subjects

Correlation
Coefficient

1 USA
Evaluation of multi-frequency bioelectrical 

impedance analysis for the assessment of body 
composition in individuals with obesity

2018
Obesity science & 

practice
InBody 720

Sixty-two participants 
(BMI mean 38.9 

kg/m2 )

ADP
Percent body fat
R = 0.96

2 USA
Validating a new BIS system with Densitometry 

using BOD POD
2015

Journal of Kinesiology 
and Nutrition Student 

Research

Bod-Pod
vs InBody

(Not
mentioned)

12 Students and 
Athletes

Fat free mass
r2 = 0.9826
Percent body fat
r2 = 0.8121

3 USA

Body composition measurements determined by air 
displacement plethysmography and eight-polar 

bioelectrical impedance analysis are equivalent in 
African American College students

2012 Health med Journal 
Bod-Pod

vs InBody720
143 African American 

Collegiate

Fat free mass
M : r = 0.911
F : r = 0.918
Body fat mass
M : r = 0.938
F : r = 0.931



Obesity Science & Practice 2018 Dec 26;5(2):141-147. 58

BOP POD vs InBody 520

IV. Underwater weighing, Bod-Pod vs InBody



Comparison with 4-C model



Ⅴ. 4-component model equation

Country Research
Publication

Year
Journal Device Subjects

Correlation
Coefficient

1 USA

Validation of rapid 4-component body composition 
assessment with the use of dual-energy X-ray 
absorptiometry and bioelectrical impedance 

analysis

2018
The American journal of 

clinical nutrition
InBody S10 31 Healthy Adults

4-C model
R2 = 0.90
Body water
R2 = 0.93

2 USA

Ability of new octapolar bioimpedance
spectroscopy analyzers to predict 4-component–
model percentage body fat in Hispanic, black, and 

white adults

2008
The American Journal of 

Clinical Nutrition

4C model vs 
InBody720, 

320

Healthy Adults
75 Hispanic,

75 Black,
75 White

Percent body fat
InBody720
r = 0.8426
InBody320
r = 0.8418

60

Percent body fat



MNC Geriatrics (2016) 16:216 61

4-c model vs InBody S10

Ⅴ. 4-component model equation



62Am J Clin Nutr 2008;87:332– 8.

Ⅴ. 4-component model equation

4-c model vs InBody720
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