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Ultrasonographic Assessment of Carpal Tunnel
Syndrome Severity

A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis

Peyman Roomizadeh, MD, Bina Eftekharsadat, MD, Amin Abedini, MD, Sepideh Ranjbar-kiyakalayeh, MD,
Naseh Yousefi, MD, Safoora Ebadi, PhD, and Arash Babaei-Ghazani, MD

Objective: The aim of the study was to investigate the overall estimates of cross-sectional areas of the median nerve measured by ultrasonography
in accordance with the electrodiagnostic classification of carpal tunnel syndrome severity.

Design: MEDLINE (PubMed), Embase (Ovid), and Web of Science were searched for studies reporting the median nerve cross-sectional area
measured by ultrasonography for mild, moderate, and severe carpal tunnel syndrome based on electrodiagnostic study. Cross-sectional area
values measured at the carpal tunnel inlet were included in the analyses.

Results: Overall, 866 citations were retrieved and checked for eligibility. Finally, 16 articles were included for meta-analysis. These studies in-
cluded a total sample of 2292 wrists including 776 mild, 823 moderate, and 693 severe carpal tunnel syndrome. The pooled analysis revealed
amean cross-sectional area of 11.64 mm? (95% confidence interval = 11.23-12.05 mm?, P < 0.001) for mild carpal tunnel syndrome, a mean
cross-sectional area of 13.74 mm? (95% confidence interval = 12.59—14.89 mm?, P < 0.001) for moderate carpal tunnel syndrome, and a mean
cross-sectional area of 16.80 mm? (95% confidence interval = 14.50—19.1 mm?, P < 0.001) for severe carpal tunnel syndrome.

Conclusions: This is the first meta-analysis that provides the pooled median nerve cross-sectional area values in accordance with the
electrodiagnostic classification of carpal tunnel syndrome severity. The values obtained in this study have clinical utility in ultrasonographic

assessment of patients with carpal tunnel syndrome.
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C arpal tunnel syndrome (CTS) is the most common periph-
eral compression neuropathy of the median nerve in the
upper limb. Depending on the criteria used for diagnosis, the
prevalence has been reported to vary from 3% to 6% in the gen-
eral population. There is a 3:1 female predominance with a mean
age of onset in the early 40s.! The classic presentation is
numbness and pain in the first three radial digits and the radial
side of the forth finger corresponding to the innervation of the
median nerve in the hand. The diagnosis is based primarily on
clinical features, but electrodiagnostic studies are widely used
to confirm the diagnosis and determine the stage of severity.*>

During the last decade, high-frequency ultrasonography is
extensively being used in the field of neuromusculoskeletal
medicine. One major application is evaluation of peripheral
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nerve entrapments in the upper and lower limbs. The most re-
liable ultrasonographic indicator of peripheral nerve entrap-
ment neuropathy is enlargement of the nerve cross-sectional
area (CSA).® Many studies have compared the diagnostic yields
of ultrasonography versus electrodiagnostic studies in patients
with CTS. There is now mounting evidence that ultrasonog-
raphy can be used as an alternative to electrodiagnostic stud-
ies in the diagnosis of CTS.”® A median nerve CSA 10 mm?
or greater at the level of the pisiform bone is the most consis-
tent parameter for diagnosis of CTS by ultrasonography. The
diagnostic sensitivity has been estimated to be as high as
97% using this parameter.”'° Several studies have attempted
to discover whether the CSA of the median nerve is useful for
predicting the severity of median neuropathy as determined by
nerve conduction studies or not. In recent years, increasing
numbers of authors have provided data on the mean CSA of the
median nerve in accordance with electrophysiological grading
of CTS severity. However, the existing published data need to be
consolidated into a full meta-analysis to determine the overall esti-
mate of median nerve CSAs for mild, moderate, and severe CTS.
The purpose of this study was to conduct a meta-analysis
on high-quality research to determine the overall estimates of
median nerve CSA at carpal tunnel inlet for mild, moderate,
and severe CTS as defined by the electrodiagnostic studies.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

This systematic review was conducted in accordance with
the Cochrane Collaboration guidelines'' and the Preferred
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Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses:
the PRISMA statement (Supplemental Digital Content 1, http://
links.lww.com/PHM/A709)." This study was exempt from eth-
ical approval because it was a secondary analysis of a publicly
available datasets.

Sources and Search Strategy

In December 2017, two authors (PR and SR) indepen-
dently conducted a systematic search of MEDLINE (PubMed),
EMBASE (Ovid), and Web of Science to identify relevant pub-
lications from the inception of the databases to December 1,
2017, without any restrictions. The following text words,
Medical Subject Headings (MeSH) terms, and Boolean opera-
tors were used: “carpal tunnel or carpal tunnel syndrome or
median nerve”, “electrodiagnostic or electrophysiologic or
electrodiagnostically or electromyography or nerve conduction
or neurophysiologic”, and “ultrasound or ultrasonography or ul-
trasonographic, sonography or sonographic or sonographically.”
The search was conducted without any language restriction.

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

The titles and abstracts of all collected studies were re-
viewed for relevance by the same authors (PR and SR).
Disagreements were resolved through discussion to a third
author (AB) when necessary. The criteria for study inclusion in
this systematic review were as follows: (@) study performing
both high-frequency ultrasonography and electrodiagnostic
study of the median nerve in patients with CTS; (b) study
reporting the median nerve CSA for mild, moderate, and
severe CTS in accordance with electrodiagnostic studies;
(d) clearly described electrodiagnostic grading scale for defin-
ing the severity of CTS, and (e) study published in full text. We
did not include case reports, case series, letters, review articles,
technical reports, and conference abstracts in this systematic
review. The primary reason for not including some relevant ar-
ticles was lack of describing valid electrodiagnostic criteria for
defining mild, moderate, and severe CTS. The eligible stud-
ies that met the inclusion criteria were imported into EndNote
software Version X7 (Thomson Reuters, Carlsbad, CA).

Quality Assessment

We evaluated the scientific quality of the studies using the
“STrengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies in
Epidemiology” (STROBE) tool'? (see Supplementary Check-
list, Supplemental Digital Content 2, http://links.lww.com/
PHM/A710). The STROBE is a standard international checklist
for quality assessment of the observational studies including co-
hort studies, case-control studies, and cross-sectional studies.
This tool evaluates components of the study design, methods for
selecting participants, data collection, methods for measuring expo-
sure and outcome variables, statistical methods, potential bias, and
methods to control for confounding. Studies with STROBE score
of less than 8 were not included in the meta-analysis. Two authors
(PR and AA) performed the quality assessment separately
and disagreements were resolved through discussion.

Data Extraction and Outcome Measures

After enrollment of the eligible studies, one author (SR)
extracted data from each article including the name of the first
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author, year of publication, number of patients, number of me-
dian nerves examined (number of wrists), mean age of the studied
sample, sex ratio, and mean = standard deviation (SD) of the me-
dian nerve CSA corresponding to mild, moderate, and severe
CTS. The extracted data were summarized into standard data
tables designed for this review. For studies that reported vari-
ous median nerve CSA measurements at different anatomical
sites, we only included the median nerve CSAs measured at
the level of pisiform bone (carpal tunnel inlet) in this analyses.

Because no generally accepted electrophysiological
scale for grading the severity of CTS has been reached
yet, studies included in the present review applied four dif-
ferent grading scales. These scales are derived from the pub-
lications by Steven,'* Padua et al.,'> Bland,'® and Sucher.!”
The details of these grading schemes are given in Table 1. The
Steven and Sucher scales use three grades as “mild,” “moder-
ate,” and “severe,” with a relatively similar electrophysiologi-
cal criteria. The Padua and the Bland scales divide the mild and
the severe grades into more subgroups, and use five and six
grades, respectively. To conduct the meta-analysis, we grouped
the Bland and the Padua scales into the following three grades:

Mild CTS: Bland grade 1 (very mild) and grade 2 (mild);
Padua grade 1 (minimal) and grade 2 (mild).

Moderate CTS: Bland grade 3 (moderate); and Padua
grade 3 (moderate).

Severe CTS: Bland grade 4 (severe), grade 5 (very severe)
and grade 6 (extremely severe); and Padua grade 4 (severe) and
grade 5 (extreme).

Data Synthesis

The pooled means of CSA in mild, moderate, and severe
CTS and their 95% confidence intervals (CI) were evaluated
using random-effects models. The pooled CSAs were synthe-
sized by considering the means of each study weighted by its
sample size (number of wrists) for mild, moderate, and severe
CTS. x? tests and P statistics were used to evaluate the hetero-
geneity between the studies. In the X test, when the P value of
Cochran's Q was lower than 0.1, the heterogeneity was consid-
ered.'®!” The results of * test were interpreted as follows: ()
0%—40% might not be important, (b) 30%—60% might repre-
sent moderate heterogeneity, (¢) 50%-90% might represent
substantial heterogeneity, and (d) 75%—100% might indicate
considerable heterogeneity.!""'* When heterogeneity between
studies was detected, a leave-one-out sensitivity analysis was
conducted by sequentially removing one study at a time and
recalculating the results to assess the consistency of the re-
sults. To assess the publication bias, Funnel plots, Begg's
test, and Egger's regression model were used.?’?! When
publication bias was detected, trim and fill method was used
to adjust the results. All statistical analysis were performed using
Comprehensive Meta-Analysis Software Version 3 (Biostat Inc,
Englewood, NJ).

RESULTS
Eligibility of Studies
A total of 866 citations were identified by our initial

search. Of these, 842 studies were excluded based on the title
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Ultrasonography of Carpal Tunnel Syndrome

TABLE 1. Electrophysiological grading scales for the severity of carpal tunnel syndrome

Steven classification'*:

Mild: Prolonged DSL or MNL = SNAP amplitude below the lower limit of normal.

Moderate: Abnormal median DSL as above, and prolonged median DML.

Severe: Prolonged median DSL and DML with either an absent SNAP or mixed nerve action potentials, or low amplitude or absent thenar CMAP.
Evidence of membrane instability, reduced recruitment, and motor unit potential changes in EMG.

Padua classification'*:
Minimal (grade 1): Abnormal segmental or comparative tests only.

Mild (grade 2): Slowing of digit/wrist sensory nerve conduction velocity with normal DML.
Moderate (grade 3): Slowing of digit/wrist sensory nerve conduction velocity with abnormal DML.

Severe (grade 4): Absence of SNAP and abnormal DML.
Extreme (grade 5): Absent SNAP and CMAP.
Bland classification'®:
Very mild (grade 1): CTS demonstrable only with most sensitive tests.

Mild (grade 2): Slow of digit/wrist sensory nerve conduction velocity with normal DML.
Moderate (grade 3): SNAP amplitude preserved with DML < 6.5 millisecs.

Severe (grade 4): SNAP amplitude absent but CMAP amplitude preserved, DML < 6.5 millisecs.
Very severe (grade 5): DML > 6.5 millisecs with recordable CMAP amplitude.

Extremely severe (grade 6): Absent SNAP and CMAP.
Sucher classification'”:

Mild: Prolonged DSL and/or median MNL, and Normal or minimally prolonged DML, and Amplitudes of all responses within normal range, and No

CB or mild CB, and No thenar EMG abnormalities.

Moderate: Prolonged DSL, MNL, and DML, and Amplitudes of all tested responses may be diminished, typically a relative decrease, and CB may be

present, and Minor thenar EMG abnormalities may be present.

Severe: Unobtainable median SNAP (or low amplitude and very prolonged DSL), and Low-amplitude or unobtainable median mixed nerve response
and, if present, very prolonged MNL, and Low-amplitude or unobtainable median CMAP and, if present, very prolonged DML, and CB may be present

and pronounced, and Thenar EMG abnormalities often present.

CB, conduction block; CMAP, compound muscle action potential; DML, distal motor latency; DSL, distal sensory latency; EMG, electromyography; MNL,

mixed nerve latency; SNAP, sensory nerve action potential.

and abstract screening because they were irrelevant studies,
duplicates, case reports, case series, letters, review articles,
conference abstracts, and technical reports. Twenty-four rele-
vant studies were selected and their full texts were obtained
for further assessments. On further scrutiny, eight studies
were excluded from the meta-analysis primarily because of
not describing a definite electrodiagnostic grading scale for
defining mild, moderate, and severe CTS. Finally, 16 studies
with appropriate quality met the inclusion criteria for this
meta-analysis.”> 7 No additional citations were identified in
searching the reference lists of the included studies. A sum-
mary of the searching strategy and selection process is illus-
trated in Figure 1.

The included studies were all written in English language
and were published from 2004 to 2017. They were all cross-
sectional studies. These studies included a total sample of
2292 wrists including 776 mild, 823 moderate, and 693 severe
CTS. Table 2 demonstrates the main characteristics of the
16 included studies.

Quantitative Synthesis

Heterogeneity was observed across the studies in the
means of CSA in all groups of mild, moderate, and severe
CTS. The details of heterogeneity analysis (7 statistics) are
described in Table 3. Accordingly, the random-effect models
were used to pool the data. The pooled analysis revealed a
mean CSA of 11.64 mm? (95% CI = 11.23-12.05 mm?,

© 2018 Wolters Kluwer Health, Inc. All rights reserved.

P < 0.001) for mild CTS (Fig. 2), a mean CSA of 13.74 mm®
(95% CI = 12.59-14.89 mm?, P < 0.001) for moderate
CTS (Fig. 3), and a mean CSA of 16.80 mm? (95% CI =
14.50-19.1 mm?, P < 0.001) for severe CTS (Fig. 4). Among
the included studies in the meta-analysis, 12 studies*> 2>31:33:35:3¢
reported the median nerve CSA for normal healthy volunteers/
control subjects. The pooled analysis revealed a mean CSA
of 8.21 mm? (95% CI = 8.03-8.38 mm?, P < 0.001) for normal
median nerves.

Sensitivity Analysis

To evaluate the consistency of the results, a leave-
one-out sensitivity analysis was performed by sequen-
tially excluding one study at a time and recalculating the
pooled means repeatedly. The sensitivity analysis re-
vealed no significant change in the pooled means of CSA
in all three severity grades of CTS when all studies were ex-
cluded one by one. This indicated the robustness and stability
of the results.

Publication Bias Analysis

The results of Funnel plots, Begg's test, and Egger's
tests revealed publication bias in the means of CSAs in mod-
erate and severe CTS (Table 4). To address the issue of pub-
lication bias, we performed trim and fill analysis to adjust
the means of CSAs in moderate and severe CTS. The ad-
justed means for moderate and severe CTS were 13.43 mm?
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FIGURE 1. Flow diagram for inclusion of the studies in the meta-analysis.

(95% CI = 11.68-15.17 mm?) and 16.36 mm? (95% CI =
13.52-19.2 mm?), respectively.

DISCUSSION

One of the main reasons for carrying out electrodiagnostic
study in CTS is to assess the severity of the median neuropathy
at the wrist. Many electrophysiological grading schemes exist
for describing the severity of the CTS. These methods gener-
ally rely on measuring the degree of nerve conduction slowing
across the carpal tunnel or determining whether sensory or
motor action potentials are present. However, most available
grading schemes are arbitrary in nature.'” The variety of grad-
ing schemes means that there is no universally accepted elec-
trophysiological scale for grading the severity of CTS. The
most commonly used scales are derived from the publications
by Steven,'* Padua et al.,'> and Bland'® (Table 1). Steven's used
three grades as “mild,” “moderate,” and “severe” but did not
specify latency levels within each grade. Padua et al.'® sug-
gested a five-grading scheme very similar to that of Steven's
scale, the difference being that it divides mild CTS into “mini-
mal” and “mild” subdivisions and severe CTS into “severe”
and “extreme” subdivisions. They did not specify latency levels
within each grade as well. Finally, Bland used six grades and
determined specific latency cutoffs for each grade (Table 1).
These scales can be mapped onto each other to some extent,
with Bland providing the greatest number of subdivisions, then
Padua and then Stevens. In 2013, Sucher'” proposed a new
grading scheme based on a combination of the ranking criteria

376 | Www.ajpmr.com

\ 4

excluded, with reasons
(n=298)

used in previous publications by Bland,'® Stevens,'* and
Padua.'® This scheme uses three grades as mild, moderate,
and severe and is suggested to be a nonarbitrary means of
determining CTS severity. Although there are only slight varia-
tions between these grading scales, the controversy about classify-
ing patients into mild, moderate, and severe CTS is probably the
most important challenge for the research of CTS severity in gen-
eral. However, to conduct the present meta-analysis, we grouped
the Bland grades 1 and 2 (very mild, mild) and Padua grades 1
and 2 (minimal, mild) into “mild CTS.” Similarly, we grouped
the Bland grades 4 to 6 (severe, very severe, and extremely severe)
and Padua grades 4 and 5 (severe, extreme) into “severe CTS.”

In this systematic review and meta-analysis, we incorpo-
rated 16 studies assessing the median nerve CSA at the carpal
tunnel inlet in accordance with the electrophysiological classi-
fications of CTS severity. Based on findings of this study, the
pooled results of the exiting literature for median nerve CSA
was 11.64 mm? for mild, 13.74 mm? (adjusted: 13.43 mm?)
for moderate, and 16.80 mm? (adjusted: 16.36 mm?) for severe
CTS. To our knowledge, this is the first meta-analysis that pro-
vides the pooled median nerve CSA values in accordance with
the electrodiagnostic classification of CTS severity. The values
obtained in this study have clinical utility in ultrasonographic
assessment of patients with CTS.

Increased nerve CSA is an important diagnostic finding in
compression neuropathies.® Prolonged compression of the
nerve will result in changes in the neural microcirculation
and render the nerve susceptible to ischemia. Nerve ischemia
is responsible for blood vessel endothelial permeability

© 2018 Wolters Kluwer Health, Inc. All rights reserved.

Copyright © 2019 Wolters Kluwer Health, Inc. All rights reserved.



Ultrasonography of Carpal Tunnel Syndrome

Volume 98, Number 5, May 2019

"J[qe[IBAR JOU YN SO[BW JA So[eWdf
‘dS F UeaUl 10 s1oqunu se pajuasaid are ereq

It F 461 Ly F8El LTFOTL 1oy pe 0L €€ 61:L8 STIFIES  LEL 901 oL10T “Te 1 BuomwreSuoyg
T9F TSI 0EF 0TI SEFTEL 1o[u] Iy It 6v VN VN Il VN <9107 “[e 10 arog
09 F 061 0EFOSI 0EF 0TI [y € 43 9 LiSy 801 F8'1S 18 zs £¢ST0T “I8 10 Twaseyn
ICSFIS8T  0STFIOVL  LTFLSTI 1oy 61T sl wT  TISTE  LYIF6LS €9 Lty 4eS10T “[8 30 J0smery
LFTFIVET 16070811 €F178¢6 10pN0
T9TFSELL  TROFOLEL  §0F 9901 ey Pe (34 Ls L:€8 901 F89S 0TI 06 ¢eP10T “Te 30 Turzy
SLFTLI 9TFIII 9% F S0l 1oy 6¢ 0€ € Sish I'8F9CS 6 0s 2eP10T “TE 10 tomy
8P F Sl SEFIEI €TFSTI 1oy 68 16 99 VN 0€S 9T VN 1P10T “e 10 wry
09 F 061 0EFOSI 0EF 0TI [y € 43 9 LiSy 801 F 81§ 18 zs 0cP 10T T8 10 [YoWEysLqy
SEFISI €S F P €eFLT 1oy €1 L€ 1z VN 601 F I'Ly 1L 8¢ 62€10T e 10 Jeires
68TFO8LI  TOTFISEl €80 F9T01 1oy 1 Lz st 00:5€ S9FSTY €9 s¢ ¢€10T e 10 eudaly
POPFOSEL  6TEFSTIL  0TTF LY O 1po
PLYFOUST 10V FOPTl  9STFIPII 1o[u] w 66 3 w89 LITIFIS8Y ST 06 LcT10T “I8 39 1yopzex
109FvL'81  €6TFLOVI  TLEFISEI 1oy 9¢ 9 87 01:001 VN orr - on 6zC10T “TE 12 Suey
LIF6STL  9STFELIL  8OTFLOTI U 62 €€ 8¢ 8:TS TSy 06 09 ¢zC10T “Te 19 IpewIweyoly
96TF LIl PLTFSEEl P8I FELIL 1oy 8 81 ¥z VN ILFEey 08 VN 420107 “[& 30 Seperesy
S1F0TI STFYII 6'1F 80l 1oy st €5 pE 8L 6F9¢r  Tel T8 ¢z010Z “T¢ 1 IpPUWItEyol
10 ¥ L'0T €0F L9 TOFLII 1] Lz €€ 0€ LTS II9F6IY 06 8L 2cP00T “I8 10 AUepatN [
SLD219A3S  SID ALPPO  SLDPEA  JUIWAINSEIY SLO SLO SLO  (W:d) %S A98y  sisup siwaneg Teag doyiny
VSD JO UOPBIOTT  JIIAIS "ON IJBIIPOIAl 'ON  PIIA "ON *ON ON

LU qS F UBK ‘VSD

S3IPNIs PapN|PUl 3Y3 JO sonsuadeleyd Z 319VL

Downloaded from http://journals.lww.com/ajpmr by BhDMf5ePHKav1zEoum1tQfN4a+kJLhEZgbsIHo4XMiOhCywCX1A
WnYQp/IIQrHD3i3DOOdRYi7TVSFI4Cf3VC4/OAVpDDa8KKGKVOYmy+78= on 02/15/2024

Www.ajpmr.com | 377

© 2018 Wolters Kluwer Health, Inc. All rights reserved.

Copyright © 2019 Wolters Kluwer Health, Inc. All rights reserved.



8L+AWAOANONMNBRAAUAYO/YOAEIDVIASALLIAIPO0AEIEAHIOINI/AOAUM

YIXDOMADYOINXYOHISABZIyT1o+eyNIOITWNO3ZTARY HGaSHNAUg Ag Jwdle/wod mm| sreulnoly/:diy wouy papeojumoq

¥20¢/ST/20 uo

Roomizadeh et al.

Volume 98, Number 5, May 2019

TABLE 3. Heterogeneity in studies

Parameters 0 dr Q) P P

Mild CTS 212.76 15 0.000 92.95
Moderate CTS 1329.161 15 0.000 98.87
Severe CTS 2486.884 15 0.000 99.39

abnormalities, which can lead to intraneural edema. With
increased compression, there will be intrafascicular edema, fi-
brous tissue proliferation, and higher proportion of extracellu-
lar water contents in the affected nerve. These structural
changes result in swelling of the nerve, which is reflected by
increased nerve CSA in ultrasound examination.®®° The asso-
ciations between CTS severity and median nerve CSA have
been demonstrated in several studies. In a study on 106 patients
with moderate to severe CTS, Phongamwong et al.>® reported
a significant positive correlation (» = 0.56) between CTS sever-
ity and median nerve CSA measured at carpal tunnel inlet.
Using receiver operator characteristics analysis, they showed
that a cutoff value of 14 mm? for median nerve CSA has
91.4% specificity and 42.3% sensitivity to rule in moderate
to severe CTS. This cutoff value is very close to the pooled es-
timates of 13.74 mm? for moderate CTS obtained in our meta-
analysis. Padua et al.*® made a similar observation and reported
a correlation coefficient of 0.80 between median nerve CSA
and electrodiagnostic classification of CTS severity. In another
study, Karadag et al.>* evaluated the agreements between the
two methods of electrodiagnostic studies and ultrasonogra-
phy in classification of CTS severity. They showed a good
agreement (Cohen's k coefficient = 0.619) between these two
methods in classifying CTS as mild, moderate, and severe.
Despite these gromjsing reports, a number of authors including
Moran et al.*” and Mhoon et al.*’ have found no significant
correlation between the values of the median nerve CSA and
electrodiagnostic severity scales.

Ultrasonographic measurement of the median nerve CSA
can be performed at the carpal tunnel inlet (the level of
scaphoid-pisiform) or at the level of carpal tunnel outlet (the
level of hamate-trapezium). All studies included in this meta-
analysis performed ultrasound measurements at the carpal tunnel
inlet. Measurement of median nerve CSA at the carpal tunnel
inlet is reportedly more sensitive for diagnosis of CTS.”!° In
addition, it has been shown that measurement of the median
nerve CSA at the carpal tunnel inlet has a better interreader re-
liability than the measurements at the carpal tunnel outlet.***!
The poor interreader reliability at the carpal tunnel outlet may
be explained by difficulty in visualizing the median nerve at
this level, because the nerve moves more dorsally and is cov-
ered by a thick palmar skin.®*” However, it should be acknowl-
edged that the ultrasonographic assessment of median nerve is
highly dependent on the skill and expertise of the practitioner.
The way that the operator performs the ultrasound examination
may greatly affect the values of measured CSAs. Considerable
expertise are required to perform ultrasonographic assessment
of the median nerve for diagnosis of CTS.

Ultrasonography represents an emerging diagnostic tech-
nique to assess median neuropathy at wrist; it is an alternative
to more traditional electrodiagnostic study. However, each tech-
nique has some advantages and some shortcomings. Ultraso-
nography provides real-time imaging of the carpal tunnel and
allows dynamic evaluation of the median nerve and the sur-
rounding structures. Imaging can be used for evaluating anatomic
variations or possible compressing masses that may be responsi-
ble for median nerve compression. Furthermore, ultrasonography
is noninvasive and requires a shorter examination time and
lower costs than electrodiagnostic studies.” On the other hand,
electrodiagnostic studies are more powerful in the assessment
of differential diagnosis in individuals with symptoms that sug-
gest CTS. For example, CTS often occurs in the context of a
generalized peripheral polyneuropathy, for example, in the set-
ting of diabetes mellitus. Electrodiagnostic study is able to

Study name Statistics for each study
Standard Lower Upper
Mean error Variance limit limit
Phongamwong et al. 2017 12.000 0.470 0.221 11.079 12.921
Borire et al. 2016 13.200 0.500 0.250 12220 14.180
Ghasemi et al. 2015 12.000 0.588 0.346 10.847 13.153
Klauser et al. 2015 12.520 0.168 0.028 12194 12846
Azami et al. 2014 10.660 0.108 0.011  10.452 10.868
Kwon HK et al. 2014 10.500 0.959 0.920 8.620 12.380
Kim MK et al. 2014 11.500 0.283 0.080 10.945 12.055
Abrishamchi et al. 2014 12.000 0.588 0.348 10.847 13.153
Sarraf et al. 2013 12.700 0.720 0519 11.289 14.111
Ajeenas et al. 2013 10.260 0.168 0.028 9.935 10.585
Yazdchi et al. 2012 11.410 0.439 0.193 10.550 12.270
Seok kang et al. 2012 13.510 0.703 0.494 12132 14.888
Mohammadi et al. 2012 11.070 0.393 0.155 10.200 11.840
Karadag et al. 2010 11.730 0.376 0.141  10.994 12.468
Mohammadi et al. 2010 10.800 0.326 0.106 10.161  11.439
EL Miedany et al. 2004 11.700 0.037 0.001 11.628 11.772
11.647 0.210 0.044 11.236 12.058

_Meanand 95% Cl _Weight (Random)
Relative Std
Z-Value p-Value weight Residual
25.531 0.000 5.94 0.42
26.400 0.000 4% 5.72 1.82
20.396 0.000 5.08 0.39
75360  0.000 [ | 8.04 1.23
100.602 0.000 8.29 1.42
10.947 0.000 3.05 0.97
40.620 0.000 7.34 ©0.20
20.396 0.000 5.08 0.39
17.636 0.000 il 4.24 1.08
61.807 0.000 8.04 1.98
25.989 0.000 6.18 0.29
19.217 0.000 il 4.34 1.89
28.162 0.000 6.53 0.73
31.231 0.000 8.66 0.1
33.144 0.000 7.03 .11
320.418 0.000 8.45 0.08
55.567  0.000 ()
11.00 22.00

FIGURE 2. The forest plot of mean cross-sectional areas for mild CTS.
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Study name

Statistics for each study

Standard Lower Upper

Mean error Variance limit limit

Phongamwong et al. 2017 13.800 0.562 0.316 12,699 14.901
Borire et al. 2016 14.000 0.469 0.220 13.082 14.918
Ghasemi et al. 2015 15.000 0.530 0.281 13.961 16.039
Klauser et al. 2015 14.660 0.203 0.041 14263 15.057
Azami et al. 2014 13.790 0.152 0.023 13.492 14.088
Kwon HK et al. 2014 11.600 0.475 0.225 10.670 12.530
Kim MK et al. 2014 13.100 0.398 0.159 12319 13.881
Abrishamchi et al. 2014 15.000 0.530 0.281 13.961 16.039
Sarraf et al. 2013 14.300 0.871 0.759 12592 16.008
Ajeena et al. 2013 13.810 0.312 0.097 13199 14.421
Yazdchi et al. 2012 12.400 0.403 0.162 11.610 13.190
Seok kang et al. 2012 14.670 0.432 0.187 13.823 15517
Mohammadi et al. 2012 11.730 0.272 0.074 11.198 12.262
Karadag et al. 2010 13.980 0.646 0.417 12714 15246
Mohammadi et al. 2010 11.400 0.247 0.061 10915 11.885
EL Miedany et al. 2004 16.700 0.052 0.003 16.598 16.802
13.742 0.586 0.344 12593 14.891

_Meanand 95% Cl_ _Weight (Random)
Relative Std

Z-Value  p-Value weight Residual
24566  0.000 % 8.12 0.03
29.881  0.000 B 6.23 0.1
28.284  0.000 4% 6.16 0.55
72.298 0.000 [ ] 8.44 0.41
90.563  0.000 B 646  0.02
24437  0.000 b 822 094
32886  0.000 ] 630  -0.28
28.284  0.000 % 8.16 0.55
16.412  0.000 - 5.67 0.23
44298 0.000 [ ] .37 0.03
30.768  0.000 L] 629 059
33.958  0.000 = 8.27 0.41
43195  0.000 640  -0.90
21.647  0.000 - 8.01 0.10
46107  0.000 641  -1.05

319781  0.000 B 6.48 1.33
23435  0.000 <

0.00

11.00

FIGURE 3. The forest plot of mean cross-sectional areas for moderate CTS.

provide a more accurate assessment of the extent to which the
symptoms may be due to a focal median mononeuropathy ver-
sus a generalized peripheral polyneuropathy in such a common
situation. The same comment is also applicable for a C6-C7
radiculopathy that may seem clinically similar to CTS. At pres-
ent time, the issue of which technique should be used because
initial screening remains a matter of debate. As an example,
Wong et al.*! and Goldberg et al.** proposed diagnostic ap-
proaches that involved ultrasonography as the initial screening test
for patients suspected with CTS, and secondary electrodiagnostic
studies performed only when the ultrasono%raphy results were
negative. On the other hand, some authors*’ offered a counter-
proposal that clinicians should start the screening with nerve

conduction study of the median nerve, instead of ultrasonogra-
phy, because electrodiagnostic study is suggested to be more
sensitive for diagnosis of median neuropathy at wrist.***> De-
spite these debates, there is a broad consensus about the value
of ultrasonography in providing complementary information
regarding the nerve anatomy and the neighboring structures
within the carpal tunnel.

Study Limitations

In the present systematic review, a rigorous literature
search was carried out to consolidate the results of all relevant,
high-quality studies. However, this study has a number of

Study name Statistics for each study
Standard Lower Upper
Mean error Variance limit limit
Phongamwong et al. 2017 15.400 0.703 0.494 14.022 16.778
Borire et al. 2016 18.200 0.968 0.938 16.302 20.098
Ghasemi et al. 2015 19.000 1.251 1565 16.548 21.452
Klauser et al. 2015 18.810 0.359 0.129 18.107 19.513
Azami et al. 2014 17.350 0.449 0.202 16.469 18.231
Kwon HK et al. 2014 17.100 1.201 1.442 14746 19.454
Kim MK et al. 2014 15.800 0.509 0.259 14.803 16.797
Abrishamchi et al. 2014 19.000 1.251 1.565 16.548 21.452
Sarraf et al. 2013 15.100 1.054 1111 13.034 17.1€8
Ajeena et al. 2013 17.860 0.570 0.325 16.743 18.977
Yazdchi et al. 2012 15.100 1.011 1.021 13119 17.081
Seok kang et al. 2012 18.740 1.002 1.003 16.777 20.703
Mohammadi et al. 2012 12.590 0.316 0.100 11.971 13.209
Karadag et al. 2010 16.340 1.047 1.095 14.289 18.391
Mohammadi et al. 2010 12.000 0.224 0.050 11.562 12.438
EL Miedany et al. 2004 20.700 0.019 0.000 20.662 20.738
16.803 1.174 1.379 14501 19.105

_Meanand 95% €1 _ Weight (Random)
Relative Std
Z-Value p-Value weight Residual
21902  0.000 - 6.31 0.31
18.798  0.000 il 8.18 0.31
15187  0.000 i 8.01 0.47
52422  0.000 = 6.41 0.45
38.613  0.000 = 6.39 0.12
14.239 0.000 el 6.04 0.08
31.05¢  0.000 4% 6.38 ©0.22
15187  0.000 i 6.01 0.47
14327  0.000 —f— 6.13 0.37
31.341 0.000 = 6.36 023
14942  0.000 - 6.16 0.37
18.709 0.000 i 6.16 0.42
39.882  0.000 B 8.42 0.94
15.814 0.000 i 8.14 ©0.10
53.666  0.000 [ ] 6.44 1.07
1075604  0.000 [ | 8.45 0.87
14307  0.000 -
0.00 11.00 22.00

FIGURE 4. The forest plot of mean cross-sectional areas for severe CTS.
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TABLE 4. Bias in publications

Egger's Test Begg's Test
Parameters t 95% CI P VA P
Mild CTS 0.22 —2.87t02.32 0.82 0.99 0.32
Moderate CTS  4.15 —13.93to —4.44  0.00097 1.71 0.08
Severe 295 -1433t0-2.27 0.01 2.25 0.02

limitations. First, a number of relevant studies were not included
in this meta-analysis mainly because their electrodiagnostic
criteria for CTS classification were not well described. The
second limitation was lack of temperature control in a number
of included studies. It is well established that temperature can
have a significant effects on neural conduction parameters.*®
Finally, considering the electrodiagnostic studies as the reference
method for determination of CTS severity has a limitation because
this test may be associated with some false-positive and false-
negative results.*’” The possibility of false-positive and false-
negative results was neglected in almost all included studies.

CONCLUSIONS

The present meta-analysis synthesized the results of previ-
ous studies to provide the overall estimates of median nerve
CSA in accordance with the electrodiagnostic classifications
of CTS severity. The pooled results showed a median nerve
CSA of 11.64 mm? for mild, 13.74 mm? (adjusted: 13.43 mm?)
for moderate, and 16.80 mm? (adjusted: 16.36 mm?) for se-
vere CTS. These values are of importance for the assessment
of patients with CTS using ultrasonography.
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