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Objectives : To study the sensitivity rate of auditory brainstem response audiometry

(ABR) in diagnosis of the acoustic neuroma in the King Chulalongkorn

Memorial Hospital.
Setting 1 Department of Otolaryngology, Faculty of Medicine, Chulalongkorn University.
Design :  Retrospective descriptive study.
Subjects :  Twenty four acoustic neuroma patients with seven males and seventeen

females and a age range of 25-70 years (mean 49.92 year) were recruited
into the study.

Method 1 Allacoustic neuroma patients underwent an audiometry ABR CT scan or MRI
scan examination.

Results : The sensitivity of ABR was 42.86 % using an interaural latency difference for
wave V of more than 0.2 ms, and was 57.14 % using waveform morphology,

and the overall sensitivity of ABR was 100 %.
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Conclusion : The ABR as the screening evaluation of choice to rule out retrocochlear
pathology in patients with unilateral sensorineural hearing loss with a little
chance to be acoustic neuroma because of the high sensitivity and low cost
of the ABR but any evidence that suggest acoustic neuroma the patients

should be exam with a MR! scan.
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iWaAnmm sensitivity rate ¥89 ABR lun1sasaaiiiadelsn
acoustic neuroma WirewenL1agiaInTnl
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glaelsA acoustic neuroma 419U 24 218 (uTIE 7 798 WS
17 718 B1grEmIg 25 - 70 1 afeieng 49.92
glaemns g lAsun17m394 audiometry ABR CT scan MRI
Thesmou 14 7o Tidfeyammnasiiiwme  wwadisen
16NN 1.0 IIUANATIA N 1 778 ﬂuvmifmanﬂgﬁwdﬁw. 1-2.0
iuAWmIa AL 3 978 UATTUIAEBIENNINNT 2.0 LIRS
{4771 10 378 ABR fv';m:mm:roqwuﬁmanZﬁwumnnﬂﬂ wave
vinteraural latency difference 47nn31 0.2 millisecond a sensitivity
rate 42.86 % abnormal %78 absent waveform morphology q
sensitivity rate 57.14 %

ABR fhupdeeilensaidiosdy  Aimmnzanludheiivndoies
Uszgmynizdwidien uazidleniaiy acoustic neuroma vee
ilaeaan ABR § sensitivity Ageunzifierildsedes usluse
figadeanirazitu acoustic neuroma un grlenaslafunisasa
Aot MRI Tneiui
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TsA acoustic neuroma Whadiasanfinuiias
wANLdRgURNIRIRNN 1 % unastindadugnsan
(autopsy) WazWUNNARTNTA 1: 100,000 wia 3 AW
U wia 1.1%18 10w ﬁﬁﬂtym hearing loss %34
dizziness® uazifhuiipaniinulusumie cerebello-
pontine angle I 80 % - 90 % sianulE 5 % - 10 %
aiinsenluanaaiomn frladaulugjazandoniies
Uszamydendradusiiadunniufiandneslies

Auditory brainstem response (ABR) gniinan
efousnlng Jewett Willn. . 1970° uazgmitunnma
wiesanitan cerebellopontine angle 1agl Selters
and Brackmann lulla.A.1977* ABR 14iilu standard
screening test A MFURTIAN retrocochlear pathology
WU sensitivity rate 93 % - 98 % WaT specificity
rate 90 % lUN1TATIAUN acoustic neuroma™® 1u
extracanalicular tumors ABR H sensitivity rate 96 %
WRTWMARIAEN 67 % M3 intracanalicular tumors®
11 acoustic neuroma AR AN SN 2 381,
ABR Azl sensitivity rate 100 %™ 2u1A194 tumors
frrufniugAunnInes ABR laawudn mnaiiiacen
fEnndnviamindL 1 9. & sensitivity rate 83 %,
89 %" 'nmmf:famnﬁ'lmgndq 1 43, UFALANNTN 2 .
#l sensitivity rate 91 %,® 98 %" Aiade sensitivity
rate Winiu 92.3 %®, 95 %" {laqiiu gadolinium -
enhanced MRI iflu "mmgww?‘iﬁﬁqm" lunsmsaa
Aladit acoustic neuroma HNANNG1 99 % UWAZAINNTD
amanuiiiesenfifiumdnfianldia 3 w02 v
40u"™ uamam?dﬂﬁmLﬁmfanﬁﬁ'ﬂmm'lmg wudInA
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nd1ifasenaunaiin 1o
nnUszasA

laAnmmn sensitivity rate 189 ABR lunns
m79991a4817A acoustic neuroma lulsanenuia
ainaansol

TAUALIENNS

WWunn9@ neuuudaunda (retrospective
study) 'v°\qmiﬁnmﬁimwmmaqﬂmamcﬁ Tneidn
dandiloufi I Fun1sifiadedwilulsa acoustic
neuroma MUININANTIWING 4 ANFIAN 2538 T4 13
nINHIAN 2541 AU 24 318 %aﬁ-ﬁ’wav?q audiogram
ABR CT-scan Wargadolinium - enhanced MRI Tag
indeyamnanmadsulseifduanuanuasilonly
NMINTANE

frhefintegaydansléfBunnndn 70 dB §
2-4 kHz azliina ABR NnRa1sunAnm

o umsiadenfirnniinlnfizes ABR Ao

1) interaural latency difference of wave v NN
n41 0.2 millisecond (ms)

2) poor (absence of certain waveform) or
absence (unidentifiable waveform or no response)

waveform morphology

NANITANHN
fidayadilaalsm acoustic neuroma AU

L}

24 sreftaanisAne anwusdeyanallidiu

uanbifamsoun uaziilamag@anisliduldunn adll

AT 1. v

e Tsangnunagasnsaiduaudilos (AY; %) adduv 1987”  Ruckenstein 1996
18 7(29.17 %) 17 (51.5 %) 30 (64 %)

RN 17 (70.83 %) 16 (48.5 %) 17 (36 %)
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AN 2. DY
a1g (1) Tsanennagiansaiduau (AY; %) addun @ Ruckenstein‘”
<40 6(25%) 12 (36.34 %) <65 38(81%)
41-60 15(62.5% ) 16 (48.5 %) >65 9 (19%)
> 60 3(125%) 5(15.16 %)
81¢)\9At 49.92 48 56
p PRLE 25-70 22-82
al
A9I9N 3. AINNTUATBINITURRAY
FNTURSRINTUAAS Tsangnunaawisansaidiuoudiloe (Au,%) addu @ Ruckenstein™
1. Unilateral hearing loss 22 (91.67 %) 30(96.8%) 47 (100 %)
2. Tinnitus 12 (50 %) 36 (77 %) 18 (568.1 %)
3. Imbalance 9 (37.5%) 13 (28 %) 6(19.3 %)
4. Vertigo 1(4.17 %) 11 (23 %) 5(16.1 %)
5. Cranial nerve v dysfunction 4 (16.67 %) 7 (22.6 %) 0
6. Cranial nerve vii dysfunction 3(12.5%) 2 (6.4 %) 0
7. Headache 9(37.5 %) 0 0
8. Eye symptoms 2(8.33 %) 0 0
9. Ataxia 4 (16.67 %) 0 0
10. Nausea / vomiting 1(4.17%) 0 0
11. Dysarthria 1(4.17%) 0 0
= .
A19149N 4. Hearing loss
Onset T3 anEUeWIaINTaIaUIU (AU,%) afiun ?  Ruckenstein®™
Insidious 23(95.83 %) 23(93.3 %) 42/47 (89 %)
Sudden 1(4.17 %) 2 (6.7 %) 1(2.13 %)
4‘ [ b )
ANSI9N 5. TEAUNNTIAEY
Pure tone average(dB) TsanennagrIaInsaid I (AY,%) affun®
10 - 25 4 (16.67 %) 0
26 - 40 2(8.33%) 5(14.5 %)
41 - 55 4 (16.67 %) 6 (17 %)
5 - 70 4 (16.67 %) 11 (32 %)
71 - 90 2 (8.33 %) 3(8.5%)

> 90 or sensorineural deafness 8(33.33 %) 10 (28 %)




472

d L - -
ANSI9N 6. AnwuzANNRALNFT99 ABR

fyqn uge ussAny

- ° ) -1
A9 8. ATUNUNTAIUANEN

Chula Med J

1) interaural latency difference RIUN (AU, %)
of wave v
> 0.2ms 6/14 (42.86 %)
2) waveform morphology

2.1 poor 114 (7.14 %)

2.2 absent 7/14 (50 %)

ol 3y o alld .
waneug - Ngilaeqnuau 10 :1a¥l severe hearing

1%

loss (> 70 dB) HARBENAINNITANED

ms = millisecond
N1SM92IUIRLNIIIA

<l ° [ 74 L :’I’
AN 7. ANUULNEEUTDUNIUDILUBNEAN

Funds  lsanenunaavaensml adidus @
RTUIU(AY, %)

291 12 (50 %) 11(33.3 %)

4l 12 (50 %) 20 (60.6 %)

#03119 0 2(6.1%)

Sensitivity 489 ABR ALIAUIAUDBY tumors

AU

719U (AU, %)

1) Intracanalicular mass { <5mm.)
2) Extracanalicular mass

3) Intra and extracanalicular mass

2/24(8.33 %)
4724 (16.67 %)
18/24 (75 %)

UHNEUR - mm. = millimeter

i -1
A19790 9. 1UATBILUAIAN

UUA ( TN, ) ATUIU (AU, %)
<10 3(12.5 %)
11 - 20 3(12.5%)
21 - 30 7 (2917 %)
> 3.0 11 (45.83 %)

NHELUR :

A

oo a
AUNALAN tumors NIANTNFAAD 3 NN.

2UNATBY tumors NINQNgAAa 50 Wi

9

IUIALRAEILBY tumors AB 25.85 NN,

d L . .
M15199 10. Tumor size N interaural latency difference of the wave v (wave v ILD).

Tumor size (cm.) UIU (AU) Abnormal >0.2ms Absent Sensitivity (%)
<1.0 1 0 1 0 100
1.1-20 3 0 1 2 33.33
21-30 7 1 3 3 42.86

> 3.0 3 0 1 2 33.33

794 14 1 6 7 42.86
WHELURA : abnormal = absence of certain wave form

abnormalwave viILD > 0.2 ms

absent = no response
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Tungutumor size <1 cm. li@1mnsngaqy sensitivity rateldl 1lasa nnguAnmlaunalas
m‘a"]aﬁ 11. Tumor size 'l waveform morphology.
Tumor size (cm.) A1 (AU) Normal Abnormal Absent Sensitivity (%)
<1.0 1 1 0 0 0
1.1-20 3 1 0 2 66.67
21-3.0 7 3 1 3 57.14
>3.0 3 1 0 2 66.67
ERE]] 14 6 1 7 57.14
uNnEue ¢ normal  =all peak identifiable
abnormal = absence of certain waveform
absent = unidentifiable waveform or no response
m19199 12, Tumor size iU overall ABR sensitivity.
Tumor size(cm.) U (AU) Wavev ILD>0.2ms and Overall sensitivity (%)
abnormal / absent waveform
morphology
<1.0 1 1 100
11-20 3 3 100
21-30 7 7 100
>3.0 3 3 100
TN 14 14 100
-l -l e

A9 13, Wiaufey sensitivity 289 wave v ILD 224 ABR
Tumor size (cm.) Ti@ﬂﬂ'\ﬂﬁﬂ‘jﬁ']mnitﬁ Sensitivity (%) Zappia " N=111

{7UU (AU) QMUY (AU) Sensitivity (%)
<1.0 1 100 37 89
1.1-20 3 33.33 46 98

>20 10 40 28 100




474 Fyun gugy uasAne

Chula Med J

Py e
ANs1an 14, Winufey sensitivity 989 waveform morphology 183 ABR.

Tumor size (cm.) T‘a‘awmmagmmnsnﬁ Sensitivity (%) Zappia""”? N =111
{7UU (AU) {7UU (AU)  Sensitivity (%)

<1.0 1 0 37 62

1.1-20 3 66.67 46 72

>2.0 10 60 28 89

=l al
5199 15, Wiaufiay validity of ABR as a screening test for retrocochlear iesion.
ABR Tsanenunagrasnsal Chandrasekhar® Zappia "
N=14 N =197 N=111
Sensitivity (%) Sensitivity (%) Sensitivity (%)
WavevILD>0.2ms 42.86 92.3 95
Poor or absent waveform morphology 57.14 81.6 73

NANTANHA

fiflaednuau 24 semiaaiansdne
918 7 798 MR 17 8 (A1509R 1) 2gdilasagseudng
25 Tt 70 T WwAueny 49.92 T (m9ed 2) Taell
14
\Wasanagfuaananan 12 M dwdiediua 12

] L4
218 (A1990 7) 2aT8ULeRNALTENIN 3 HaRAT
] 1

4 50 fadwmT WwAnIUIALEIEN 25.85 TARNAT

[l | 4
(M99 9)  wiiniliavanasniilu 4 ngN ngNUINIWIA
L3 ' - LR (4 ' ell
weand 1 wuAms Aloediuad 3 ¢e nguiiaes
TUIABLTENIN 1.1 - 2.0 [UFIIAT IR 3 578 NQY
-l' 1 3 - = o
NANIUIABETENIN 2.1 - 3.0 URINAT T uU
7 318 uwazngugavigauIaNINndl 3 uRNAT
AU 11 718 (R1379% 9) i ABR § prolonged wave
vinteraural latency difference ¥1nnN91 0.2 millisecond

. H Lo d
1978 AnAwIWiaNe 1 Melunguilaseniiiain
o ! a - -y 5
ANNd1 1 WURWAT (A1390 10) lunguiiidayatas
TdgnrsnagUlddaaudnil sensitivity rate ihainls
v

(-3 o L A 1
AU 1 FIEAINAIWTIMNA 3 eRTiauney
TeMdN 1.1 - 2.0 WuBMAT T sensitivity rate 33.33 %

(AN3197 10) 414U 3 TILINAUILRMNA 7 TERE]
TWIABEIININ 2.1 - 3.0 URNAT N sensitivity rate
42.86 % (AT 10) UAZAUIM 1 TBAINIUIUI
wna 3 Tefinunalgndn 3 wRmas I sensitivity
rate 33.33 % (AN397 10) 3 sensitivity rate Tagsan
\lu 42.86 % dau abnormal W38 absent waveform
morphology Hauau 2 MEaINsURIINA 3 e
Aawmiesenegsyming 1.1 - 2.0 wwuAmAs §
sensitivity rate 66.67 % (AR 1) 499U 4 e
AnduauTaMn 7 ‘a"m'?i'ﬁmmmfas‘j?:wi'n 21-3.0
IURWAT § sensitivity rate 57.14 % (A13197 11)
$ U 2 EAInduURaNg 3 TefTaunannndn
3 \ruFims 3 sensitivity rate 66.67 % (A3197 11)
Hsensitivity rate Tnaizauilu57.14 % dield prolonged
wave v interaural latency difference AN LAYN
finUnf a9 waveform morphologylunismsaand
acoustic neuroma wudn 1w sensitivity rate 114100 %

a
(5119799 12)
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lusrezusninasld audiometry (figAtiadeilsn
acoustic neuroma 1aeld tone decay stapedial reflex
and decay Uar speech discrimination with rollover
aazil sensitivity Uszanns 70 % - 85 % sxeiziaan 30 1)
frimanfinaimueisdieiieiiadelsn acoustic
neuroma WA.A.1970s Un1sWEIMA CT scanner wazl
n19l4 air contrast $auU CT scanner lun1smsaadu
witasaniiflayatannd 1 udimes Wila.a 1985
#in1911 contrast enhanced CT scan NIMAWNY
myelogram WAY gas cisternogram lun1sitiade
acoustic neuroma faN1 MRI gnuanlditiad
cerebellopontine angle (CPA) tumor lulla.#.1987
wazlin1514 gadolinium - enhanced MRI Tuilp.A.1988
ynlfanunsonsauiiesenaunai@n 3 - 4 Tadwing
1 fin1sunsiin ABR Tuile.#.1970 Tas Jewett et al ©
uwaz ABR gnunnaliadt CPA masslulla.A.1977 Tag
Selters and Brackmann “ lu nontumor group &3
sz BTN 4-KHz agfiseit 50 dB axflA
1nf984 wave v interaural latency difference taanin
0.2ms ArzAuns 14w 55 - 60 dB AxiAInAive wave
v interaural latency difference Wiy 0.3 ms uash
seaunisliBunndn 65 dB arliAnfizes wave v
interaural latency differenceﬂg‘i'?; 0.4ms Q’ﬂdﬂﬁﬁ?zﬁu
nelsEunannds 75 dB azgnAnaanlitiantii ABR
welignunsausua ABRIA (7 83 dB stimulus level)
dﬂué’ﬂ‘mﬁﬁ wave v interaural latency difference Hat
N91 0.2 ms WasWUdR CPA lesion 1 1iieannann
asanluildnmuy cochlear nerve ATMgNABIIE4 ABR
TunsAnmszazuen 4 {senni 96 % Tua.A.1980s
718971491 ABR i sensitivity gaila 98 %

Barrs uazAme " $1891491ABR U sensitivity
98 % enhanced CT scan 'lutﬁmmﬁﬁmu’m'lucﬂndq
1.5 WUAWAT § sensitivity 97 % Tuiasenfitiaun
UasnduTaminAu1.5 [uRAT 7 sensitivity LiReN

nsle auditory brainstem response audiometry
lumsiilagelsa acoustic neuroma lulsawsnnaawinensal
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48 % uaztiusti W4 ABR $auriu contrast enhanced
CT scan AtH sensitivity q\fﬁa 99 %

Welling uazany @ seeuluila.a. 1990
g9t acoustic neuroma 41U 70 378 ABR il
sensitivity 92 % TUNAIRRETE tumor 71 ABR lignungn
aranuldAetunm 9.3 RadmmAs dou gadolinium -
enhanced MRI T sensitivity 100 %

Wilson wazamz @ 197U giloe acoustic
neuroma utla.A.1992 41U 40 T8 wudn ABR &
sensitivity tiafuuTanINNgn 95 % dau MRI #
sensitivity 100 %

ABR T sensitivity 7 iilaitiasenaunnminiu
WIBNINNTY 1 URNAT WATI8LaNdNAZa NI
snwmslEEn e hilumefifesenineanuiuan
udqu'lu {extracanalicular extension) 'lumﬂ“?;u'iﬂmn
flanglundoulu ABR azil false negative rate 33 %
Fadu MRI dafhurtetiafldnmaidasenmuadnts
wiudnign

lulaqiuidadn ABR & sensitivity 100 % nsdil
ﬁt’f’:'aq'anﬁ'nmm'lunjndﬁ 2 [wumwAg ™ aannisAnm
9891391 ABR T sensitivity (e 40 % iiald wave
vinteraural latency differenceNannan 0.2 ms WAL 60%
Lﬂﬂ'l‘l'f abnormal 3@ absent waveform morphology
fafumsld ABR Aagnnsansaanugilog acoustic
neuroma lsMuAvNe1E (100 %)

'lunzg'u*?'{tﬁm'anﬁmmmﬁn WU91 sensitivity
2199 ABRaranavad NUNHAATY annsdnsiaes
Gordon and Cohen 7 Bauch wazatuy ®Chandrasekhar
uazAe ® uarzappia uarmAuy Tuiieseniidl
WNANALYTRTRLNGT 1 ITURWAT Wu9nT sensitivity
WEN 69 %, 82 %,83 % WAT89 % AINATGU Tunag
Ansrasmudnanuisald ABR amaanuld 191ea0n
Sruawionun 1 110 wsetelsimaliannsnaguls
ativdaauing sensitivity rate i 100 % 1igdan
nguAnwTIuIalat
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ABR 1ilu objective test usitfly subjective
test lunsudsua FafiAruuAnANeuLeae ABR WARY

- 3

Uiuazgnmadausiazvinu AaiudAtUnfves ABR

L 4
3

avtuetfuudas LAB HfAnmwunavinuuussin sy
&34 high frequency hearing loss " uazld 0.2 ms
\interaural latency difference “ wsiunavinul upper
limit #7131 normal wave v interaural latency difference
§4049 0.3 ms u7a 0.4 ms TagliA1iada hearing

©2.19202223) g nys@nnaeaisn Antsulus wave

level
vlatency Tntiszaunnsldfiuninnda 50 dB finnud 4
KHz azfin1suils 0.1 ms N 7 10 dB funndsziy
n151#Bunnnnd 50 dB (7 90 dB stimulus level) s
nadifszdunisldBuninndy 70 dB azlivhfaen
An®vin ABR

4 waveform morphology t1Und azwu
Sunuuazeentesrauiiulng lusrefinun? (absent
waveform morphology) Aa¥WLI1RTUIULALLAA
pauitlinsy annnsAneraeasnil absent waveform
morphology 47U 7 3181 ( 50 %) Anormal AMuau
6 318 (42.86 %) UAT abnormal AU 1 918 (7.14 %)
(W\?’N*‘fi 11)

iloda v lufle.A. 1997 Don uazanr® 1
Y ABR SulwmiBundn stacked derived - band
auditory brainstem response amplitude 474170
AT9any smallintracanalicular tumor 164U 5 978
(0.6-1 enAmg) Fdield standard ABR azliianansn
AIaanL Lot

MR fifymunatlsznns s fdunsaniiu
Audouzesdilan pomndagniladsiufiuauresdils
wazA ldanalun1avia MRI Uwe

Chandrasekhar uazAtus® uay Ruckenstein
wazAnue 7 seaudnan Iane lun3vin standard MRI
{71Aunandn ABR 114 4 1vin Welling uazanie " wudn
lufiheiasdaihudesnndld MRI athafaoasiid

THanelszanns 1150 WiFeiyandy Wilson uazanuy *

Chula Med J

M1 “MRI screening procedure” tneild nonenhanced
imaging techniques fnaﬁm'\ugnﬁm Qx‘lf‘N 100 %
wi Al sazanmdalszunn 500 winany
dou ABRazilAndane 290 widtigyanig annnisinu
183U ABR HAn1E418 200 uan CT scan 5,000
U uae gadolinium - enhanced MRI 10,000 U
aziudAlga18909 MRI unwanga ABR Uszunns
50 win

wiat el anuuanmilaannFassaldann

[ Y o Ay o A& &
wazAuazanaadiloaude Ansiasaniialisha Annu
Funusseudteunreiiavaniunadulinelseaed
o ' o = ) L 7K1 2«’ nld -3 )
n@NedaTneA dane  lssannfisuiaidnngn
- v - - .
1.5 - 2.0 WURMAT AzFaaRaTnFaansseianng
' 3
qry@ensldBundsingn  uaslaevialuidlasenaun
WBNNGT 1.5 - 2.0 [WURMAT AzA NN THAAARHiaean
;73

lnebi@ansldginligatia 50 % 2" wananilnag
Maureudulszamansad 7 uas 8 naatindiniiaany
Fuvuslnsmnratuaunaaasiiissandan

agu

arnnsAnmnisld ABR Wadtadulsa
acoustic neuroma Tugitlaediuau 14 e Tulsanenuna
qinaansod wud'}'luc:{ﬂoﬂﬁﬁLﬁm'ﬂnmmmﬁn (Wi
wiadsandn 1 [wuRwes) J97u9u 1 98 e unen
ABR m3adliadelzald dquﬁﬂoﬂﬁﬁtﬁmﬂn‘nmm
NN 1 puFiims Bflaeacuau 13 e et ld
ABR sigoanu lsiuuannaig dleRansun sensitivity 184
ABR udanusnileld wave v interaural latency
difference ¥1nN41 0.2 millisecond Azl sensitivity
|98 42.86 % uaziiiald absent wie abnormal
waveform morphology audl sensitivity 57.14% I.ufitﬂ'ﬂ
saufuuanasll sensitivity 100 %

TudihefifhlszamyRnisdinadien uazitanng
lulsm acoustic neuroma Wan Aasld ABR 1ilu
witsaflanmaitiead Wewndl sensitivity gauazide
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Aldanenias (Yeandn MRI 50 win Haanda CT scan
25 W) dauaeanuiuanling MRIde wid1dua
Fhuaviliussdiugtaelnd doulumefiasdadnizaniu
acoustic neuroma NN N1 MRI Taeviuf
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