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Unanga

msmumussunssesniusruuiiing Ussariionumusunssuieatuauuivesszesinmnuasans
flsvouUUNTEANNTINEN (Stermomental distance (SMD)) dwiudnnsesnisldviennglasin Ineduduunainuideain
gudeyadidnnseting lsiun Cochrane library, PubMed, Scopus, CINHAL, DARE, Thai-Journal Online (TCI) wazuvasdaya
31 ¢lun Google scholar uaw British Journal of Anaesthesia (BJA) unennAdsitldannmsiudulsgninadonaunasinig
dandn afadeyaraisUssifiummeudseiiouuuyssiiu QUADAS-2 uagiiin1sTiasesiiuméefauuy Hierarchical
summary receiver operating characteristics model (HSROC) Han15@nw1nu3n unmATeR i andnwtonan 35
unamal ({iddmnuidenaisiu 14,417 $19) 38 SMD Senanailavihiudesas 34 (95% C, 22 fe 48) AAmusImzgs
wiiiuFeray 91 (95% C, 85 fv 95) uawiiafiuildlds SROC wirfusesas 76 (95% Cl, 72 4 80) iermunr1gaRaves
SMD annndn 13 usitlesnimzawiniu 13.5 wudiwns sgldaanubivindudesas 13 (95% C, 4 61 36) Audmizwiniu

oAz 96 (95% CI. 85 A4 99) uaxilituilalés SROC wiriudewas 63 (95% 59 @4 67)
ABSTRACT

A systematic review aimed to consider accuracy of SMD for screening difficult tracheal intubation. The
published research articles were searched from databases including Cochrane library, PubMed, Scopus, CINHAL, DARE,
TCl, and other sources such as Google scholar and BJA. All articles that were retrieved from searching were screened
based on eligibility criteria, extracted data, assessed risk of bias using QUADAS-2, and conducted Meta-analysis using
HSROC model. Our results found that 35 included studies (14,417 participants) indicated that sensitivity and specificity
of SMD were 34% (95% Cl, 22 to 48) and 91% (95% Cl, 85 to 95) and area under curve of SROC was 76% (95% Cl, 72
to 80). When cut-of-point of SMD was between 13 to 13.5 centimeters, its” sensitivity and specificity were 13% (95%
Cl, 4 to 36) and 96% (95% Cl, 85 to 99), and area under curve of SROC was 63 (95% Cl 59 to 67).
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Jayvmanelagan (Difficult ainway) ansamuldvazguagiaelunnzingd niegUaefingavela
vasldsunisszfuanuddnluseninanisiada fanuidesiisgiinnzunsndeuunninguieiald [1-2)
FududodldFunmstiemestamnzautaziaid etosiunnzunsndeu 1wu amzszdueendiauluiden
#1aq (Desaturation) Ausiulatings (Hypertension) nmazasesiaiden (Stroke) uazdldviomelaliidisa
919fpsARUNIHIAA (Delayed surgery) vaspaanzasiiiotiomelagnidu (Cricothyroidotomy) [3] Fasipedl
nsimsunisuaznsusuLAlvanunisaliinnawseding saunsanuld Ae nnsldvienmelasan (Difficult
tracheal intubation) iyasnsidydiienuina (4] lunsnwgiinisaiilanliasantiuidesuuasisugy
TP85IUTITIBNWIEY 2,006 18971 Tuted a.a. 2015 Wuﬁﬂaaﬁidﬂamﬂ%m 8 518 (95% Cl, 6.81 §i9
9.19) sie 10,000 U5z ng [5] vaugiisrenuaniunisainslaviemelasnlugiaseryseving 18 fa 89 U lu
Uszinauauaszwingd a.a. 1990 83 1996 wunislaviemelasndosay 1.5 s 8.5 [6] uenaniinisnuves
Uszinaeneg leiun wauan, siuma, sldniuazioslede Tul a.a. 1996, 2001, 2007 waz 2016 wugtdnisal
vasnstavienelasindesay 10.1, 8, 13 wag 2.5 arud1au [7] dwmsulsemalnglasaiiusindeves 22
Tsane1uraviausemalud a.d. 2004 d9 2005 wug Uaeldvienglasnn 22.5 518 (95%Cl, 19.7 1 25.3) ¢io
10,000 Uszwns (5] waglssmenuiaiae davdaas Tédnissusudoyaginisainislanemelasndaund
A.A. 2018, 2019, 2020 Uag 2021 wuiewaz 0.4, 1.2, 0.9 Uag 1.1 AUAIRU @IUNITTIENUANUYNNITHEYE
melagnlud a.a. 2010 F 2017 Frusntunulédosas 1.5 Fa 20 [8] agiuigiRmaniuazarugndand

Lildfiwwnililunazanamisdidamwaidelnonseodsuuinsidygsniae

N = v

avtiumsussiiumamels (Ainway assessment) fordutuseuiifiunumddnylunuidyg Sedos
Busnnmsuseiiunoussiumnuian (Pre-anesthesia evaluation) tletienaumudamsmamela (Aiway
management) [unsiisunienvesynainsyiuigunsaliiisites [9] Famsussdiuneunissiuanuidn
Lﬁam%auwiaﬂumﬂdﬁamEfl%aqﬁﬂ'mdfa@ﬁmﬁuﬂizﬂaumsé”m‘jgumauﬂﬁsﬂ’ﬂﬂssi’ﬁ \Hunsusziiud
anunsoviuneauenielunmsquamanels tiun nsfivseifldavemeleannvielidnia Useihuounsu
v3ofinsgatumanelavarueundu Tsausedmienzaufnunfudiuin uaznisamasamed wihli
yaanSdygnuiienuiauninanienia sufaisinevesmamelalasdldnisussdiunamnelad
WingaulzdmasenisAnnsesnstavievnalagnte [5]

1159339 SMD 1un1sinmnuenivesdine lnednainUatenisdisvauuunssgnnsiten (Sternal
notch) TnegtheazegluviniifirsUntnuaseniiduiinhodusudiues foldindunmsinandnvazmg
nein1A (Anatomical measurements) flosanniiaruagann laisna sumusmevienssyuamdnuaiiie
ansanTanseuaguanusvesneneladuiildlasldnauseduliui Snvdidaldanglunisdanses
TnguwInen1sinnismanglainvesananddydunmduiseiasnid 2022 ssufiswmnmedtaunsaUssdiu
mamgladiedanismeneglafiviauls [10] Mnunanuitediniuuives Shica Wl .. 2005 [11] Werfunis
AATILRUAITBINITATIV SMD 310 3 1138 wudn danudnie (Specificity) Aasouag 82 (95%Cl, 67 &9
97) wnuriirnAula (Sensitivity) Souas 62 (95%Cl, 37 §i1 86) UNANITevee Roth Tul A.a. 2018 [12] 58y

a1 o

7167 SMD dagaanlunisdiiun (Cut-off point) Uesnii 12.5 wudwas aziilendldniediemelagin Fsleen

v

Audnzegnierar 92 A1Aulves SMD egiferay 33 WseuNAILITEYEY Mostafa lud A.A. 2020 [13]
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finuindr SMD Heedvdewiniu 12,9 wuduns fanrmdumzuazanuhlndidesiu fe fevas 67.3 uay
66.7 AU vaUzTiuNANITves De Carvalho Tud A.a. 2022 [14] spydndh SMD tounin 15 lwuRiums 4
AnuduInzanasegisesar 80.9 uimnulhAeiesar 33.3 IndiAusiuves Roth feANLANANIYD AN
avuhuagmnd iy Agadaluntssuun suiunmsAfeiifiamainvans daufiseidiaualed
awmsnumussunssuesadussuuiie WldndngnuAafuauitiureanisnsa SMD tedanseanisld

viemelagnlugiaenlasunisseiuanuianuuuily

24

AQUsIEEIANTSIRY
WlonumuITsIN TSI UANLLAILYDINNIATIATEEE IR INUaNIANT s UUUN ST AN N

dmsudansesnslaviemelosnlugiedilssumsssfumnudanuuuinly
ado = aw
A9ALUUNTIIIVY

INATINISARLRBNIIUITY

miﬁﬂmﬁﬁgmwumﬁ%’aLﬂmwumiwvmmiimﬂiimsmL*ﬂuizw TinusinsRaTaIUNALITY
diethidanvhmsinedssnause 1) §idhsmaudde (Participants) fie fleseglngiidrfumssindnuuulyl
13387u (Elective case) wazfimssziumnudanuuuinluideddviemelasiniumaingvaseay 2) 385
awla (Index tests) Ao N151533 SMD sauanslunindl 1 Fudunsianuenivesdiee Tneinanuatemisds
Sternal notch alaggtheazegluiniifvastauinuassominduiinhodueuiiumg 3) in3osdlonnigiu
(Reference standards) fil¥Uszifiunislavietiemelasinluunanuddeuszneusienisussiunndnuae
NaLdueRI8389U99 Cormack-Lehane Classification (CL) wagn15Useldiu Intubation difficulty score (IDS) 4)
ansuielsafiaulafing (Target conditions) Ao nslaviewelasnn 5) nadnsannisAne (Outcomes) fio
AuLiulun1sAnNTas (asINAIANL WATRATINAIAINTIINE) Uag 6) JULUUNITAN® (Study designs)
Ao unarAdeiilunsidadelse (Diagnostic study) UnarwidoidedunaiifinguiuTeuiiiou Wy 11uide
wuvdunanisallut1enin (Prospective observational study) UnAnuddenuulud1eni (Cohort Study)
UNANTTEULUUNIAA AN (Cross-sectional study) UNAMUTTELTIMARDILUUA ULAYING UAIUAY
(Randomized Controlled trial; RCT) UNANNITEA mAaes (Quasi-experiment) ag UNAIUITULTINAAD

nauwuvgduiaziingualunu (Cluster-RCT)

A = 1darsag

2# 1 19539 SMD
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va o

A3delaniunsduduunenuideaingudeyadianvseiindswau 6 g1u laud Cochrane library,
DARE, Medline (PubMed), Scopus, CINHAL, ThaiJo kagduAULuLANaINLRa 38 19 (Other sources) Ao

o @

Google Scholar wazgudeyaiednuidayd fe British Journal of Anaesthesia (BJA) aufis 19 §u3nAw n.a.

2565 Tagnmunamdfgluasiuuminsauauraziaaulasdaay daanslunised 1

d' o Y dl vy v v
M19197 1 AAunldauaulugutoya

v oy oy °o o w o &y
Watalun1sdudu ardnAgynidlun1sdudu

¥

Q’L 1591911739 general anesthesia, general anaesthesia, and endotracheal intubation,

GA, ETT, ET-tube, difficult tracheal intubation, difficult intubation, DTI

"aﬁmi‘ﬁlaﬂﬁ] sternomental distance, SMD

Lﬂéaﬂﬁammgm intubation difficulty scale, intubation difficulty score, IDS or
laryngoscopic view, cormack and lehane score, cormack and lehane

grading, CL, DL view, DL grading

NAANTAINNNSAN®EN sensitivity, specificity, predictive value, likelihood ratio, accuracy,

threshold, receiver operating characteristic, ROC, area under curve, AUC

'EIJLLU’LJm'ﬁﬁﬂm diagnostic study, prospective, observational, cohort, cross-sectional,

randomized controlled trial (RCT), Non-RCT, Cluster RCT

mafiusIuTINKkazN1sIan1sdeya

o

dlewdadunszuiunsduduunanuddeudildvhnisiivsiusiusaznisdanisdeya feil 1) danisua

o

INAFAUALUNANNITELAEUILT Az TANITUNAUITENG 10U W1ulUsunsy Mendeley desktop [15]

o Y

2) AndonUuNANNITENToIT 0 warunAnge lnednidediuiy 2 ity Aldudasyenulusunsu Rayyan [16]

o | =

waztilanuindanuiuwanaeiulie Ausesiuduinideriuiay 3) AndenaudduaInnIseIuuNANLITY

v & ¢ o oA Y i A @ a v v A a &
QUULmllmqlll,ﬂm%ﬂrﬁﬂ@La@ﬂi@lﬁﬁ‘\!'}f\]ﬁ 2 MU V]Lﬂuaaigmﬂﬂumjﬁiﬂiuﬂill Rayyan [16] ﬂimﬂﬂ?qﬁiﬂmLﬂu@Lu

'
Ya w1 a

nsAndenunauwenasiuliaansamdeaulanesinniseAuseTindudideviiui 3 wasiiausnans

U

AALADNUNAMUITEAIULAUNIN PRISMA dananslunind 2 Fadusuuniniosuieieidunssuiunisausy

sgaduszuuangudeyasieg sunseialdunanuideiieadesiunisnsin SMD way 4) dwfiunisaindeya

Ya v o

Ineddeduau 2 iuiiudasereniu Fdlduuunesunisadndeyanasa@uiioadndayaalunauasannin

! va o o a A

Taun %am Jo INFRL JULUUNUITY UssangUae ine 91y UseaumsalvesyaanTidyd nsedleninsgiu
Ransiiaula ANAFRTUNNTTINUN AINAUINITI (True positive; TP) ANAUINLTA (False Positive; FP) Akaay
W13 (False Negative; FN) A1waauase (True Negative; TN) A1A13ll A1Audumig wag au1nsieg1a nsail
mmﬁmLﬁuiumsaﬁmsﬁaaﬂaﬁLLmﬂ@mﬁu VLG?GT@WT']msaﬁﬂawimﬁ’u@%&ﬂmﬁ 3 uay ﬁﬁagaﬁaﬁmié’ﬂ’uﬁﬂm

Tulusunsu Microsoft Excel Tu Microsoft office 365 [17]
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ATUsEIiIuAULEULDYY

o A o w

unAadengnindsnyinsiinunlagnuseiliuanuiewdes (Risk of bias) Mmewuuyseiiiu Quality
assessment of Diagnostic Accuracy Studies (QUADAS-2) [18] lne338 2 vinudasvdeanuuazinnisefusie
Siugidevihunanuileliaunsamdeasule

N15IATITUNIGEDR

2

FAdelsvinnsauananulisazAanud e nioutsanaud eiuvesusar unauiseuay
UnauslulnunIn Forest plot ¥11n1581579U8EATINADUAMNLANAINVDIAIAINLILALAUTUNIZAN
UNALITEABUHUAIN Forest plot, 1As SROC wavaia Generalized I” iAntasniniosay 50 LaANINWUIN
afi# Generalized I* fiAnunninfesa 50 A338A811IN153LATILAUAIRILAILUY HSROC kag3s Random-
effects model wionvvliaTesinguean (Subgroup analysis) mudeuly Téun 92907y e Ussuamiiae way

o

A19ARARLUN1TIWLN WounmaAdenidiuinisaneidaauuandiswesdinulinaza1nud g (@b
Generalized I fin1nnansesay 50) [19] uagyian1sitasizinula (Sensitivity analysis) Ingnsantaen
NUATNNAMUUBYIGIINAIINMTIATIEY WasiUTeuiieuiunansiiasgvineuniazdnnuideeen vns

aa v

Uszillumnueuldesannsiiud (Publication bias) AgununmIUnTIevas Deeks [20] uazldaiifnaasy

o w 1 o W '

294 Egger [21] TnaAmuaszautid1Agyindu 0.05 818A1 p-value Uosninsawinnuszautid1AgLansind

aa

ANNBUEEINNTARLN [22] unAnuITeilivinnisieseideyanialusunsy STATA basic edition [23]

wazlUsnsu Review manager version 5.4 [24]

NaN1578

v v
¢ U o

HadwsaInN1sAvAULNANITE ngrudeyadidnnsedindvisdy 6 §1u wuunauATesua 944
unAINd LLazﬁ]’mLméﬁaga?ﬁuﬂ U 1,567 UNAIY iamflgaélu 2,511 unAany Toelduneuidefiniunisdn
n39381UIY 127 UnAY i uunAIATBat UL warnuITSIIuUNAINITY 35 unad (it
ATesamstedu 14,417 970) Akuinasinisdadenidistumumuissunssuegauduszuy wuindu
nsAnuiluuszmadufouiniian s1uau 10 unaw [25-34] Aadufesar 285 d5UnuunisAnwiuuy
Prospective observational study $1u3t 21 UnAaa [3] [26-30] [32] [34-47] Amvdudesas 60 § wusax
wmm%ﬁ’aLﬂumﬁnm’[,ué'ﬂ’mﬂisLmﬁ"ﬂﬂ U 22 UnAw [14] [25-29] [31-32, 34] [37-39] [41-42, 44]
[46-51] [56] Anvdusauay 62.8 Anwwuuldsname S1udu 25 unadny [3] [13-14] [25-32] [34, 39] [41-42]
[44-51] [53, 56] Anvdusesas 71.4 dqu‘l,mﬂﬁz?’m%"aaﬁammgmlﬂu CL 97973 30 UnAy [13-14] [25-27]
[29-31] [34-39] [41-56] AniduSoeas 86 lnafidngadnlunissiuunegserinunnndy 12 uwazdesnimsawiiu
13 LURIAT 31U 15 UnAd [13, 26] [28-29] [31, 34, 36] [38-39] [45, 48] [49-50] [55-56] Antdusasay

42.9 SUSIRU AININT 2
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‘"
grdoynadimmseind (n=944); MSF AN UFLINLSAR D9
=
:g Cochrane lbrary (n=183), DARE (n=1T7), (n=1,567);
@
& PubMed (n=152), Scopus (n=333), Goosele scholar (n=1,500),
=
5 CINAHL {n=14 ), BIA (n=04),
!
b TCl (n=245) ResearchGate (n=23)
| S
(_’1
_E' Uﬂﬂ'na.ﬁﬁ'ymwé'am‘a'ﬁmﬁammmmaﬁ'ré’mﬁ:hhwﬁmalaaan{n=1,?39) E) unmnafdot (n-244)
c .
[ l unmaNeflimudoyn (n=528)
E U
A MsfAnseINUNARE auazintes (n=1,732) b e dw
AT eVAREenoen (n=1,612)
— 4
-
a mIraEnunAATEIInMIM UUNAIIL AN AfEfAREanoan (n=02):
2 Fwatiuauysal (n=127) -Linunnsiviasdlomnsgiu (-35)
w ! lamunsdnEndnianda (n=18)
i A AfefrumsAndonmannasiFa - lemuBmfiania (h=30)
M98 (n=35) - iansndnfsunmmifeedumysal (n=9)
3 ¥
o
= a a
U unAnafifefrhumsdndendhdmmunu
Trrunsrusshadiszuu (n=35)

AH 2 PRISMA Flow Unmnu3desiennunisnsia SMD

v
o (%

NAN1SUTZLHUAULOULDUTDIUNAINITENIRUAR B LU VU TZIAY QUADAS-2 Wui1 Jamauuvaduy

=

4 Ty lawn 1) nsAntdandiagna Junanuddeiiannueudeasesuiisiuiy 16 unany andudesay

o ' [

45.7 WuRgIfuunANEITeNiaNUeuddlitaan 2) 35n1snaula nuIniunenuidenianuieudeeseeu

@ o

s S1wau 28 unmw Anfudesas 80 3) I3esliennsgiu wuidunauATeifiarueuBasEAumTIUI

v a

30 vy Andudesaz 85.7 uaz 4) n1seuneluneukazIATlUNINTIVARNTEIE U WuIda3dend

1Y

ANLLBULBBISEAUAN 311U 28 unany Anludesay 80 AauanslunInig 3

Patient Selection - 16 _ -I_

ndex Test 6 G 15

Reference Standard _ _
Flowand Timing L5 IO

0% 25% 50% 75%  100% 0% 25% 50% 75%  100%
Risk of Bias Applicability Concerns

. High |:| Unclear . Low

A 3 asuANUeUEBINUIRENNEITUNIATIA SMD

PINUNUAIN Forest plot azuansal TP, FP, FN , TN, A1a21ul3, A1A1ud1tnne wiauanadeiy
Souar 95 VpaA1ANULILALANUTINIZVBIUNAUITENUNIIANE FanuIaInnubIaziauwansg

PAINNANY YULNAIMUT I AU WANANTUL BN I BguiuAANYlY AskandlunIni 4
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Study TP FP FN TN Sensitivity (95% Cl) Specificity (95% Cl) Sensitivity (95% Cl)  Specificity (95% CI)
Yildiz 2007 23 303 57 1291 0.29[0.19, 0.40] 0.811[0.79, 0.83] — u
Workeneh 2017 1 54 15 132 0.42 [0.23, 0.63) 0.71[0.64, 0.77] — =
Vallem 2015 0 0 53 147 0.00 [0.00, 0.07] 1.00 [0.98, 1.00] = L]
Tuzuner 2008 10 18 22 158 0.31[0.16, 0.50] 0.90 [0.84, 0.94] —a— -
Tribuddharat 2020 21 39 39 1455 0.35[0.23, 0.48) 0.97 [0.96, 0.98] —— =
Shobha 2018 1 15 29 215 0.03 [0.00, 0.17] 0.93[0.89, 0.96] ®— u
Rose 2017 21 16 3 126 0.88 [0.68, 0.97) 0.89 [0.82, 0.93] — i
Rawal 2020 1 6 6 233 0.14 [0.00, 0.58] 0.97[0.95 099 —®#—— =
Prakash 2017 62 206 32 310 0.66 [0.55, 0.75] 0.60 [0.56, 0.64] — =

Patel 2014 8 12 2 113 0.80 [0.44, 0.97] 0.90 [0.84, 0.95] — & =
Panijar P 2021 25 29 10 76 0.71[0.54, 0.85) 0.72 [0.63, 0.81] —a— &
Ozdilek 2018 4 8 0 25 1.00 [0.40, 1.00] 0.76 [0.58, 0.89] —=a —a—
Olleak 2022 27 210 29 346 0.48 [0.35, 0.62] 0.62 [0.58, 0.66] —— -
Mostafa 2020 10 34 5 T 0.67 [0.38, 0.88) 0.68 [0.58, 0.76] — —&
Merah NA 2005 0 0 13 367 0.00 [0.00, 0.25] 1.00 [0.99, 1.00] = u
Merah NA 2004 0 0 8 72 0.00 [0.00, 0.37] 1.00 [0.95, 1.00] =——— -
Lakhe 2020 16 130 28 491 0.36 [0.22, 0.52] 0.79[0.76, 0.82] —&— =
Kim 2011 8 20 9 86 0.47[0.23,0.72) 0.81[0.72, 0.88] — =
Kandemir 2015 3 10 20 257 0.13[0.03, 0.34] 0.96[0.93,0.98 —®— a
Etezadi 2013 3 25 20 266 0.13[0.03, 0.34] 0.91[0.88,0.94] —®— -
Eiamcharoenwit 2017 18 318 2 232 0.90 [0.68, 0.99] 0.42[0.38, 0.46) — =

Domi R 2010 15 25 6 380 0.71[0.48, 0.89] 0.94 [0.91, 0.96] — u
Domi R 2009 15 25 6 380 0.71[0.48, 0.89] 0.94 [0.91, 0.96] —a— u
De carvalho 2022 4 38 8 161 0.33[0.10, 0.65] 0.81[0.75,0.86) —®—— -
Chhina 2018 100 126 45 229 0.69 [0.61, 0.76) 0.65[0.59, 0.69] —& i
Cattano 2004 6 70 37 1843 0.14 [0.05, 0.28] 0.96 [0.95,0.97] —#— =
Borah 2018 6 18 17 359 0.26 [0.10, 0.48) 095[0.93,097] —®— u
Baspinar 2022 3 1 35 161 0.08[0.02, 0.21] 0.99[0.97, 1.00] = L)
Basaranoglu 2011 1 6 13 219 0.07 [0.00, 0.34] 0.97[0.94,0.99] u
Badheka 2016 26 25 14 105 0.65[0.48, 0.79) 0.811[0.73, 0.87] —&— -
Badhe 2014 3 3 18 277 0.14 [0.03, 0.36) 0.99[0.97,1.00] —®— u
Al Ramadhani 1996 24 141 12 346 0.67 [0.49, 0.81] 0.71[0.67, 0.75] —— =
Allahyary 2008 5 22 32 144 0.14[0.05, 0.29] 0.87[0.81,0.92] —®— -
Alemayehu 2022 9 9 12 116 0.43[0.22, 0.66) 0.93[0.87, 0.97] — =
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