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than input from the nondominant eye.’ Therefore,
ocular dominance may play an important role in tempo-
ral fluctuation in interocular blur suppression* (ie, the
ability to suppress the blur image from 1 eye). For success-
ful monovision, interocular blur suppression should flexi-
bly change in each eye at all distances. Therefore, it is best
that the ocular dominance in patients with monovision be
as low as possible (ie, a high ocular dominance may cause
severe stress in visual systems with monovision).

Binocular rivalry is not primarily viewed as a tool
for measuring ocular dominance (sensory dominance)
but rather for studying the neural correlates of visual
perception. Binocular rivalry usually occurs with dissim-
ilar images in each eye and is strongest when dissimilar
contours are presented, such as with the presentation
of orthogonally oriented grating images in each eye. This
phenomenon is subject to the contrast of the images and
is more likely to occur when both orthogonally oriented
gratings are at high contrast.’ Moreover, a visually
stronger stimulus is less likely to be suppressed during
rivalry and will be visible for longer than a weaker
stimulus.® For example, 2 orthogonal gratings of equal
contrast may be perceived alternately by each eye as
visible for 50% of the time and suppressed for 50% of
the time. However, if a high-contrast grating is pre-
sented to 1 eye and a low-contrast grating to the fellow
eye, the high-contrast grating will be perceived more
than 50% of the time and the low-contrast grating will
be seen less than 50% of the time.

Ooi and He’ designed a balance technique based on
binocular rivalry and showed that directly adjusting the
contrast intensity of the rivalry stimulus in each eye
equalizes the percentage of dominance. They suggest that
the quality of ocular dominance could be quantitatively
evaluated using this balance technique. We developed
a similar balance technique to quantitatively evaluate
the quality of ocular dominance in dominant and non-
dominant eyes.® The technique demonstrates exclusive
visibility and “reversal thresholds,” which seem to be
the best parameters for assessing the quality of ocular
dominance.

Although monovision success in refractive surgery
has been high,>'? it does not always occur. Further
advancement requires elucidating the important factors
in monovision success or a method of measuring patient
satisfaction. Ocular dominance may be an important
factor in the overall success of monovision.!” Several

reports have considered ocular dominance in relation
to monovision success in presbyopic patients; how-

ever, no study has quantitatively investigated ocular

dominance, 1314

In the present study, the quality of ocular domi-
nance, induced by intraocular lens (IOL) implantation,
was quantitatively investigated in patients with success-
ful and unsuccessful monovision by our balance tech-
nique; the relationship between ocular dominance and
the success of monovision was studied.

Patients and Methods

This study comprised 20 presbyopic patients who pre-
sented to the eye clinics at Kitasato University School of
Medicine Hospital with bilateral cataract and who had mono-
focal IOL (AQ-110NV, Canon Staar) implantation. The
patients, all of whom had best visual potential in both eyes,
were offered the option of conventional monovision through
monofocal IOL implantation (dominant eye corrected for
distance and nondominant eye corrected for near). All pa-
tients gave informed consent, and the tenets of the Declara-
tion of Helsinki were followed.

Patient Testing

The dominant eye was determined using a hole-in-card
test (sighting dominance) in which the patients were asked
to look at a Landolt C target at 50 cm and at 5 m through
a 1 cm hole in the center of a piece of cardboard.

Patient satisfaction with monovision was quantitatively
evaluated by a series of questions on satisfaction with distance-
and near-vision functional ranges, the presence of asthenopia
problems, depth-perception abilities, and overall satisfaction
with monovision. Patients graded their satisfaction from 0
to 4 as follows: 0 = good; 1 = bad; 2 = worse; 3 = worst.
The monovision patients were then divided into 2 groups:
those who had a dissatisfaction value of 0 on all items (success-
ful monovision group) and those who had a value greater
than 1 (unsuccessful monovision group).

The ophthalmic orthoptic status, including stereopsis,
was assessed using the Titmus stereo test and TNO random-
dot stereo test.

Testing Procedures

Figure 1 shows the device used in the binocular rivalry
balance technique.? Patients sat 50 cm from a display and
were presented with rightward-tilted (45 degrees) and left-
ward-tilted (135 degrees) rectangular gratings in each eye.
Targets were generated by a compiled program running on
a PCG-XRIS personal computer (Sony) and were displayed
on an RDF1718S cathode-ray tube monitor (Mitsubishi). Ver-
tically and horizontally, the displays measured 11.3 degrees.
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button

Maximum and minimum luminance values of the targets
were 110 cd/m? and 0.2 cd/m?, respectively. The mean and
background luminance values of the targets were 53.1 cd/m*
An LS-100 photometer (Minolta) was used to calibrate the
light output of the monitors.

The refractive power in both eyes was corrected for a
focal distance at 50 cm using +2.0 diopter spherical lenses.
Viewing was performed through uncorrected pupils, and the
patient’s heads was constrained with a chin rest and head
rest. The inner surfaces of the box were painted flat black.
Within the apertures for the patients’ eyes were 2 mirrors in
the front of the box for each eye, allowing horizontal shifting
in either eye to facilitate fusion. Patients maintained fixation
in approximately the center of the field and tracked fluctua-
tions in the exclusive visibility of the 2 rival targets by pressing
a computer button. Patients estimated the exclusive visibility
as a general dominance of the trial target visibility compared
with that of another target. Patients pressed the button when
they determined the target to be dominant and released it
when dominance was lost.

Patients had only to attend to exclusive visibility of 1 eye
target (dominant- and nondominant-eye target) in several
visibility of the dominant-eye target, the exclusive visibility
of the nondominant target, and the visibility of both domi-
nant- and nondominant-eye targets) because the balance tech-
nique evaluates the total duration of exclusive visibility by
1 eye in the dominant and nondominant trials. Patients were
not told the origin of binocular rivalry or which of their eyes
was classified as dominant (hole-in-card test). The computer
stored successive dominant durations of exclusive visibility.
The durations were calculated as the total number of seconds
the butron was pressed during the 1-minute trial.

Targets were diamond-shaped patches of rectangular
2 cycles per degree (cpd) gratings that were 4 degrees in size.
As data from a previous study® showed responses to this
setting are stable and consistently evoked, this was used as
the rivalry target. The contrast of the target in the dominant
eye was varied (100% to 80% to 60% to 40% to 20%); the
contrast in the nondominant eye was 100% in all trials. In
the dominant-eye trials, patients were told to press the button
when the target was exclusively visible as the target contrast

monitor
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Figure 1. (Handa) Computer screen setup to test
binocular rivalry.

varied. In the nondominant-eye trials, patients were told
to press the button when the nondominant eye target was
exclusively visible when the target was fixed at 100%. Each
trial lasted 1 minute, with 1 minute between them. All trials
were repeated 2 times.

Statistical Analysis

The qualities of ocular dominance were quantitatively
evaluated as the reversal threshold at which exclusive visibility
in the nondominant eye crossed over that of the dominant
eye. The differences between the successful and unsuccessful
monovision groups were evaluated by a Mann-Whitney U
test. A P value of 0.05 was considered significant.

Results

The mean age of the 20 patients (7 men, 13 women)
was 60 years (range 36 to 74 years). There were 16
patients in the successful monovision group and 4 in
the unsuccessful monovision group. All patients were
followed for more than 6 months after cataract surgery.

The general factors influencing monovision success,
including age, sex, best corrected near and distance visual
acuities, and stereopsis, did not differ significantly be-
tween the successful and unsuccessful monovision groups
(Table 1). However, dissatisfaction values in the unsuc-
cessful monovision group were significantly higher than
in the successful monovision group (Table 2).

All patients recognized binocular rivalry regardless
of the contrast in the dominant eye. Figure 2, z0p,
and Figure 2, bottom, show the influence on exclusive
visibility of varying contrasts in the dominant eye in
the successful monovision group and the unsuccessful
monovision group, respectively. In the successful mono-
vision group, dominant-eye trials showed a general de-
crease in exclusive visibility with decreasing contrast in
the dominant-eye target and a significant difference
between the highest exclusive visibility at 100% and
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Table 1. Postoperative characteristics of patients by group.

Successful Group

Unsuccessful Group

Characteristic (n = 16) (n=4) P Value
Mean age () 70 £ 119 58 = 21.9 A5
Female, n (%) 10 (62.5) 1 25.0) .34
Right eye dominant, n (%) 14 (87.5) 1(25.0) .54
Mean 10L power (D)

Dominant eye 18.5 + 4.0 225 £ 4.4 .35

Nondominant eye 20.6 = 4.0 208 £ 2.0 .68
Mean anisometropia (D) 228 = 0.3 23 +02 .90
Mean distance BCVA (logMAR)

Dominant eye 117 1.13 A4

Nondominant eye 1.20 1.20 >.99
Mean near BCVA (logMAR)

Dominant eye 1.0 1.0 >.99

Nondominant eye (logMAR) 1.0 1.0 >.99
Stereopsis (s)

TST test 142.8 % 124.0 700 £ 2.6 .34

TNO test 140.0 = 84.0 200 *+ 69.0 .16

Means + SD

BCVA = best corrected visual acuity

the lowest exclusive visibility at 20% in the dominant-
eye target (P<.05). The nondominant-eye trials showed
a general increase in exclusive visibility in the nondomi-
nant eye with decreasing contrast only in the dominant
eye and a significant difference between the highest
exclusive visibility at 20% and the lowest exclusive visi-
bility at 100% in the dominant-eye target (P<.05).
In the unsuccessful monovision group, the domi-
nant-eye trials showed a general decrease in exclusive
visibility with decreasing contrast in the dominant-eye
target and a significant difference between highest exclu-
sive visibility at 100% and lowest exclusive visibility at
20% in the dominant-eye target (2>.05). The nondom-
inant-eye trials showed a general increase in exclusive

Table 2. Dissatisfaction values by group.

visibility in the nondominant eye with decreasing con-
trast only in the dominant eye and a significant differ-
ence between the highest exclusive visibility at 20% and
lowest exclusive visibility at 100% in the dominant-eye
target (P>.05).

Figure 3 shows the reversal thresholds (exclusive
visibility of the nondominant eye crosses over that of
the dominant eye) in the successful and unsuccessful
monovision groups. The thresholds were displayed only
at low decreasing contrasts of 80% and 60%. However,
the reversal thresholds were revealed only at a high
decreasing contrast of 20% or not at all (no reversal)
in the unsuccessful monovision group. The reversal
thresholds in the unsuccessful monovision group were

Mean = SD
Successful Group Unsuccessiul Group
Question on Satisfaction (n = 16) (n=4) P Value
Distance and near vision 0 1.50 £ 0.57 <.001
Asthenopia 0 0.75 = 0.50 <.001
Depth of perception 0 0.756 = 0.50 <.001
Overall satisfaction 0 0.75 = Q.50 <.001
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Figure 2. (Handa) Exclusive visibility by contrast level. Top: Exclu-
sive visibility in the dominant eye in the successful monovision group.
Bottorm: Exclusive visibility in the dominant eye in the unsuccessful
monovision group. The open circles and the dashed line represent
exclusive visibility in the dominant eye, and the solid circles and solid
lines represent exclusive visibllity in the nondominant eye. The bar
corresponds to the standard deviation.

at a lower contrast as the contrast decreased than those
in the successful group. There was a significant differ-
ence in the reversal thresholds between the successful
monovision group and unsuccessful monovision group
(P<.05).

Discussion

Our study demonstrated the differences in the
quantity of ocular dominance between patients with
successful monovision and those with unsuccessful
monovision. In patients with successful monovision, the
reversal thresholds were obtained only at low decreasing
contrasts of 80% and 60% in the dominant-eye target.
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Figure 3. (Handa) Reversal thresholds. The black bars represent

reversal thresholds in the successful monovision group and the white
bars, the thresholds in the unsuccessful monovision group.

In contrast, in patients with unsuccessful monovision,
the reversal thresholds were observed only at the decreas-
ing contrast of 20% or not at all in the dominant eye.
To guarantee the reliability of data for each patient,
reversal thresholds were confirmed by obtaining 2 iden-
tical measurements. In all patients, the dominant eye
for sensory dominance, determined by exclusive visibil-
ity, was the same eye determined to be the dominant
eye in sighting dominance, indicated by a hole-in-card
test. Ooi and He’ developed the binocular rivalry bal-
ance technique, and we quantitatively applied the qual-
ity of ocular dominance examination in the dominant
and nondominant eyes. Based on previous findings,?
we clinically applied 2 cpd at 4 degrees in this study.

Ideal monovision requires alternating dominance
and interocular blur suppression® (ie, the ability to sup-
press the blur image from 1 eye) for dependable distance
vision. Therefore, strong dominance may render strong
stress in visual systems, preventing alternating domi-
nance and interocular blur suppression. Sippel and co-
authors’ indicate that strong sighting dominance is
difficult to preserve in successful monovision; that is,
weak sighting dominance (alternating dominance) seems
to be an important factor in successful monovision. Since
the reversal thresholds in patients with successful mono-
vision in our study were at a higher contrast in the
dominant eye than the reversal thresholds in patients
with unsuccessful monovision, it is reasonable to consider
that success and satisfaction in monovision patients are
greatly influenced by the magnitude of ocular dominance.
The dissatisfaction values of distance and near vision
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in the unsuccessful monovision group were twice that
of the dissatisfaction values of other parameters, which
agrees with the above hypothesis.

Another possibility is that reduced stereopsis has
been considered to be the major disadvantage associated
with monovision."” Jain and coauthors' found that pa-
tients with unsuccessful monovision had a reduction
in stereopsis compared with patients with successful
monovision. Our results did not show a disparity in a
stereopsis examination at 40 cm berween the successful
and unsuccessful groups. However, based on the dissat-
isfaction score for depth of perception, all patients in
the successful monovision group had good stereopsis
at all distances. These results indicate that stereopsis
plays an important role in the success of monovision.

Intraocular lens implantation for monovision may
be advantageous in presbyopic patients having cataract
surgery. However, this option should be pursued only
after careful preoperative screening, especially examina-
tions of the quantity of ocular dominance. Furthermore,
our balance technique seems a practical method for
evaluating the quantity of ocular dominance. In our
clinics, we apply this technique for evaluating patients
having cataract surgery who opt for monovision.
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ABSTRACT: Purpose. To investigate the relation between sighting and sensory eye dominance and attempt to quanti-
tatively examine eye dominance using a balance technique based on binocular rivalry. Methods. The durations of
exclusive visibility of the dominant and nondominant eye target in binocular rivalry were measured in 14 subjects. The
dominant eye was determined by using the hole-in-card test (sighting dominance). In study 1, contrast of the target in
one eye was fixed at 100% and contrast of the target in the other eye was varied from 100% to 80% to 60% to 40%
to 20%, when using rectangular gratings of 1, 2, and 4 cycles per degree (cpd) at 2°, 4°, and 8° in size. In study 2,
contrast of the target in the nondominant eye was fixed at 100% and contrast of the target in the dominant eye was
varied from 100% to 80% to 60% to 40% to 20%, when using a rectangular grating of 2 cpd at 4° in size. Results. In
study 1, the total duration of exclusive visibilities of the dominant eye target; that is, the target seen by the eye that had
sighting dominance was longer compared with that of the nondominant eye target. When using rectangular gratings of
4 cpd, mean total duration of exclusive visibility of the dominant eye target was statistically longer than that of the
nondominant eye target (p < 0.05). In study 2, reversals (in which duration of exclusive visibility of the nondominant
eye becomes longer than the dominant eye when the contrast of the dominant eye target is decreased) were observed
for all contrasts except for 100%. Conclusions. The dominant sighting eye identified by the hole-in-card test coincided
with the dominant eye as determined by binocular rivalry. The contrast at which reversal occurs indicates the balance
point of dominance and seems to be a useful quantitative indicator of eye dominance to clinical applications. (Optom
Vis Sci 2004;81:377-382)

Key Words: binocular rivalry, exclusive visibility, eye dominance, sensory eye dominance, sighting eye dominance

ye dominance has been evaluated by several methods since

E initial studies were performed to establish methods of assess-
ment of eye dominance and the associated clinical implica-
tions." ? Evaluation methods for eye dominance can be divided
into two major classes that are based on the presumed origin. The
first method is based on motor origin eye dominance and is pop-
ularly known as sighting eye dominance and is determined by the
hole-in-card test. Walls® defined this sighting eye dominance to be
a one-eyed expression of an asymmetric but binocular phenome-
non. The second method is based on eye dominance derived from
a sensory origin; that is, sensory eye dominance that is preferred for
a perceptual visual task that is related to the visual neural system.
Berner and Berner? defined sensory eye dominance as the control-
ling eye in binocular perception, for example, that which can be

determined by binocular rivalry. The difference between these def-
initions can lead one to hypothesize that sighting and sensory eye
dominances are caused by different neural mechanisms. Moreover,
several studies®® have shown that sensory eye dominance could
not predict motor eye dominance, and it is still unknown whether
sighting and sensory eye dominances are caused by the same mech-
anism. Ocular dominance was documented by Hubel and Wiesel,”
who reported finding ocular dominance columns within the pri-
mary visual cortex. Ocular dominance columns were even seen in
primary visual cortex (V1) of a newborn and no visual experience
animal.'® However, ocular dominance columns of newborn ani-
mals are not specific separations of the right and left eye columns as
seen in adult animals, and they have a large overlap berween the
right and left eye columns.!" Separation into right and left eyes in
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378 Dominance in Binocular Rivalry—Handa et al.

overlap columns is greatly influenced by visual experience after
birth. The sighting eye is established in early life and is stable® 12 by
the middle of sensitive period in the visual development of hu-
mans. It is quite likely that the development of ocular dominance
(ocular dominance columns) of the infant is greatly affected by the
sighting eye in terms of visual experience. If ocular dominance
(sensory dominance with origin in ocular dominance columns
within the primary visual cortex) has been established by the influ-
ence of sighting eye dominance, we would greatly expect a relation
between sighting and sensory eye dominance.

Binocular rivalry’3~*® is not primarily viewed as a tool for mea-
suring sensory eye dominance, but rather as a tool for studying the
neural correlates of visual perception. Binocular rivalry usually
occurs with dissimilar images in each eye and is strongest when
dissimilar contours are presented, such as with the presentation of
orthogonally oriented grating images in each eye. This phenome-
non is subject to the contrast of the images and is also more likely
to occur when both orthogonally oriented gratings are of high
contrast.'® Moreover, a visually stronger stimulus is less likely to be
suppressed during rivalry and, in fact, will be visible more often
than a weaker stimulus.'” For example, two orthogonal gratings of
equal contrast may be perceived alternately by each eye as being
visible for 50% of the time and suppressed for 50% of the time.
However, if a high contrast grating is presented to one eye and a
low contrast grating to the fellow eye, the high contrast grating will
be perceived more than 50% of the time and the low contrast
grating will be seen less than 50% of the time. Clinically, eye
dominance evaluated by a hole-in-card test for sighting eye domi-
nance is the most facile investigative tool of eye dominance. How-
ever, this test is unable to quantitatively evaluate eye dominance.
Qoi et al.? designed a balance technique based on binocular rivalry
and showed that by directly adjusting the contrast of a rivalry target
in each eye, they could equalize the percentage of dominance, It
was suggested that eye dominance could be quantitatively evalu-
ated by using this balance technique. Because it is based on binoc-
ular rivalry that directly adjusts the contrast of orthogonal gratings
in each eye, it can provide a comparison of exclusive visibility
between dominant (i.e., target seen by the eye thac had sighting
dominance) and nondominant eye targets.

In the current study, we investigated the relation between sight-
ing (hole-in-card test) and sensory (binocular rivalry) eye domi-
nances and used a new balance technique based on binocular ri-
valry to quantitatively examine eye dominance.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
Subjects

Fourteen subjects (six men and eight women) between the ages
of 19 and 23 years participated in the study. After all subjects had
provided written informed consent, both eyes in each subject were
measured. All participants had unremarkable ophthalmic exami-
nations except for minor refractive errors in several subjects. None
of the subjects used contact lenses. The dominant eye was deter-
mined using a hole-in-card test (sighting dominance) in which the
subjects were asked to look at a Landolt C target at 50 cm and at
S m through a 1 cm hole located in the center of a piece of

cardboard.

Methods

Subjects sat in a darkened room at a distance of 50 ¢m from a
display and were presented with rightward tilted (45°) rectangular
gratings to the right eye and leftward tilted rectangular gratings
(135°) to the left eye. Targets were generated by a compiled pro-
gram running on a PCG-XR9S personal computer (Sony, Tokyo,
Japan) and were displayed on an RDF171S cathode-ray tube
(CRT) monitor (Mitsubishi, Tokyo, Japan). Vertically and hori-
zontally, the displays measured 11.3°. A LS-100 photometer (Mi-
nolta, Tokyo, Japan) was used to calibrate light outpuc of the
monitors. Maximal and minimal luminance of the targets were
110 and 0.2 cd/m?, respectively. Mean and background luminance
for the targets was 53.1 cd/m?.

Viewing was performed through natural pupils, and the sub-
jects’ heads were constrained with chin and head rests. Inner sur-
faces of the box were painted flat black. Within the apertures for
the subjects’ eyes were two mirrors in the front of the box for each
eye, allowing hotizontal adjustment in either eye to facilitate fu-
sion. Subjects maintained fixation in about the center of the field
and tracked fluctuations in the exclusive visibility of the two rival
targets by pressing a computer button. Subjects estimated the ex-
clusive visibility as a general dominance of the trial target visibility
when compared with that of another target. Subjects pressed the
button when the target was determined to be dominant and re-
leased it when dominance was lost. During a trial, subjects could
perceive the exclusive visibility of the dominant eye target, the
exclusive visibility of the nondominant target, and the visibility of
both dominant and nondominant eye targets. Subjects had only to
report the exclusive visibility of one eye target because the current
balance technique evaluates total duration of exclusive visibility by
each eye in the dominant and nondominant trials. We did not
explain to the subjects the origin of binocular rivalry or which of
their eyes had been classified as the dominant eye (hole-in-card
test). The computer stored successive dominant durations of ex-
clusive visibility. The durations were calculated as the total number
of seconds the button was pressed during the 1 min trial.

Study 1: Effects of Dominant and Nondominant
Eyes in Binocular Rivalry with Decreasing Contrast
in One Target

Targets were diamond patches of rectangular gratings, and were
2, 4, and 8° in size. Spatial frequency varied in trials, ranging from
1, 2, and 4 cpd. Contrast of the target in one eye was varied from
20% to 100% in 209 steps, whereas that in the other eye was fixed
at 100%. For the dominant eye trials, subjects were told to press
the button when the dominant eye target (i.e., the target seen by
the eye that had sighting dominance and in which the contrast was
varied) was exclusively visible and the nondominant eye target was
fixed at 100%. For the nondominant eye trials, subjects were told
to press the button when the nondominant eye target (in which the
contrast was varied) was exclusively visible and the dominant eye
target was fixed at 100%. Each trial lasted 1 min and was followed
by an intertrial interval of 1 min. All trials were repeated three
times.

Oprometry and Vision Science, Vol. 81, No. 5, May 2004

~ /40 -



Study 2: Effects of Eye Dominance with Decreasing
Contrast in the Dominant Eye Using 2 cpd with a
4° Target

Targets were diamond-shaped patches of rectangular 2 cpd grat-
ings that were 4° in size, because data from study 1 showed re-
sponses to this setting were stable and consistently evoked. The
contrast of the target in the dominant eye was varied from 20% to
100% in 20% steps, whereas that in the nondominant eye was
fixed at 100% in all trials. For the dominant eye trials, subjects
were told to press the button when the dominant eye target was
exclusively visible, and the dominant eye target was varied from
20% to 100% in 20% steps. For the nondominant eye trials,
subjects were told to press the button when the nondominant eye
target was exclusively visible. All trials were repeated three times on
a different day after study 1.

Data Analysis

The differences in measured target-related variations were eval-
uated by an analysis of variance (ANOVA). Measured contrast-
related differences were evaluated by Friedman test, and the differ-
ences between the dominant and nondominant eye were evaluated
by a Mann-Whitney U test.
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RESULTS
Study 1: Effects of Dominant and Nondominant
Eyes with Decreasing Contrast in One Target

All subjects could recognize binocular rivalry regardless of target
size when using a spatial frequency of 1, 2, or 4 cpd, and they could
recognize binocular rivalry regardless of the varying contrast. Vari-
ations on the total duration of exclusive visibility with regards to
varying contrast are shown separately in graphs plotting the three
target sizes and spatial frequencies (Fig. 1).

Dominant eye trials showed a small change in the total duration
of exclusive visibility with decreasing contrast in dominant eye
targets (i.e., the target seen by the eye that had sighting domi-
nance). The total duration of exclusive visibility at 20% tended to
be somewhat shorter than that at 100%. However, these variations
in the total duration of exclusive visibility were not statistically
significant (ANOVA, p > 0.05). Nondominant eye trials showed
a small change in the total duration of exclusive visibility with
decreasing contrast in dominant eye targets, with minor fluctua-
tions. These variations for the total duration of exclusive visibility
were not statistically significant (ANOVA, p > 0.05). The total
duration of exclusive visibility of the dominant eye target was
longer than that of the nondominant eye target. When using rect-
angular gratings of 4 cpd targets, mean total duration of exclusive
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FIGURE 1.

The total duration of exclusive visibility with decreasing contrast are shown for three spatial frequencies (1, 2, and 4 cpd) and three target sizes (2, 4,
and 8°). Solid circles and dashed lines represent the total duration of exclusive visibility of the dominant eye target, and open circles and solid lines
represent the duration of exclusive visibility of the nondominant eye target. For dominant and nondominant eye trials, contrast for the other eye target
was fixed at 100%. Bars correspond to standard deviations (SD). When using a rectangular grating of 4 cpd, a statistically significant difference in the
mean total duration of exclusive visibility between the dominant and nondominant eye targets was found (Mann-Whitney U test, p < 0.05).
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visibility of the dominant eye target was significantly longer than
that of the nondominant eye target (Mann-Whitney U test, p <
0.05).

Study 2: Effects of Eye Dominance with Decreasing
Contrast in the Dominant Eye Using 2 cpd with 4°
Targets

All subjects could recognize binocular rivalry regardless of the
varying contrast of the dominant eye when using 2 cpd with 4°
targets. Variations in the total duration of exclusive visibility with
regards to varying contrast of the dominant eye target are shown in
Fig. 2A. Dominant eye trials identified a general decrease in the
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FIGURE 2.

A: The total duration of exclusive visibility seen with decreasing contrast
in the dominant eye is shown for the 2 cpd at 4°. Solid circles and dashed
lines represent the total duration of exclusive visibility of the dominant eye
target, and open circles and solid lines represent the total duration of
exclusive visibility of the nondominant eye target. In the dominant and
nondominant eye trials, contrast in the nondominant eye was fixed at
100%. Bars correspond to standard deviation (SD). 8: Data for the rever-
sals, where the total duration of exclusive visibility of the nondominant
eye target exceeded that for the dominant eye target, are shown for 2 cpd
at 4°,

total duration of exclusive visibility with decreasing contrast in the
dominant eye target, and these decreases for the total duration of
exclusive visibility were statistically significant (Friedman test, p <
0.05). In contrast, for the nondominant eye trials, a general in-
crease was observed in the total duration of exclusive visibility of
the nondominant eye with decreasing contrast in the dominant eye
target, and these increases for the total duration of exclusive visi-
bility were statistically significant (Friedman test, p << 0.05). At
100% contrast of the dominant eye target, the total duration of
exclusive visibility of the dominant eye target was longer than that
of the nondominant eye target (Mann-Whitney U test, p < 0.05).
At 20% contrast of the dominant eye target, the total duration of
exclusive visibility of the nondominant eye target exceeded the
total duration of exclusive visibility of the dominant eye target
(Mann-Whitney U test, p < 0.05).

Reversals were defined as the pointat which the total duration of
exclusive visibility of the nondominant eye target became longer
than that of the dominant eye target, as contrast to the dominant
eye was decreased and varied between 20% and 80% contrast,
depending on the subject (Fig. 2B).

DISCUSSION

The most important findings in this study were the observation
of an equivalence of sighting eye dominance, identified by the
hole-in-card test, and sensory eye dominance, determined by bin-
ocular rivalry, and our balance technique based on binocular ri-
valry could quantitatively evaluate eye dominance. To guarantee
the reliability of the data for each subject, exclusive visibility was
confirmed as being identical in three repeated measurements and
studies 1 and 2 on different days.

The balance techniques based on binocular rivalry have previ-
ously been shown to be able to equalize the sensory dominance in
each eye by using the addition of neutral density filters in front of
the dominant eye.'”> '® Recently, Ooi et al.? designed an original
balance technique that directly adjusted the contrast of rivalry
stimulus in each eye to achieve equal percentage of sensory domi-
nance, instead of adding neutral density filters. Moreover, the
present balance technique has an advantage over these previous
balance techniques in several aspects, for example, the elimination
of the inclination for one target (rightward tilted or lefeward tilted
rectangular gratings) per subject, the elimination of the bias of
visual attention toward one target over another, and an easy re-
sponse for determining the perception of exclusive visibility, be-
cause the present balance technique evaluates the total duration of
exclusive visibility by one eye (through the use of separate domi-
nant and nondominant eye trials). Thus, sensory eye dominance
determined in the current study appears to be more reliable than
that captured by previous studies. In our studies, a fluctuation in
perception between dominant and nondominant eye targets is
evaluated as dominant duration of one eye target, because domi-
nant duration is likely to be perceived more easily than suppression
duration.

Previously, there have been reports on the relation between
sighting and sensory eye dominance.>~® '? Blake et al.'® inferred
that there was a relation for sighting and sensory eye dominance
during binocular rivalry. Moreover, Porac et al.?® reported that
dominant periods during binocular rivalry of the sighting eye were
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longer than that of the nonsighting eye, although they did not use
sophisticated methods applying various contrasts, spatial frequen-
cies and sizes, or our balance technique method. Conversely, other
studies® ® support the opposite viewpoint (i.e., sensory eye domi-
nance cannot predict sighting eye dominance). Our results show
equivalence of the sighting shown by longer exclusive visibility in
the dominant eye trials and the sensory eye dominances and did
not show any discrepancies between the sighting and the sensory
eye dominance, similar to the findings of Ooi et al.® and other
investigators.”™ In the study by Ooi et al., they did not measure
exclusive visibility in separate dominant and nondominant eye
trials and they also used different methodologies (i.e., color, spatial
frequency, and multiple targets) and a different retinal location of
the rivalry target in displays. Moreover, Dengis et al.'* *' reported
that sighting dominance determining by the hole-in-card test de-
veloped from the center of visual direction for egocenter localiza-
tion until 5 years old. Thus, the controversy over equivalence of
sighting and sensory eye dominances remains unresolved.

In the current study, only when using a rectangular grating of 4
cpd was the mean total duration of exclusive visibility in the dom-
inant eye target significantly longer than that of the nondominant
eye target. Blake* reported that the contrast sensitivity function in
binocular rivalry is similar to that in monocular viewing, with a
peak at middle spatial frequency rivalry targets of about 4 cpd.
Moreover, Movshon et al.?? reported that loss of sensitivity is
apparent at middle to high spatial frequencies in amblyopic eyes,?
but not at spatial frequencies below 2 cpd. These findings are
consistent with our result that the difference between the domi-
nant and nondominant eye in low spatial frequencies targets at 1
and 2 cpd are not very marked. In other words, the difference
between the dominant and nondominant eye is seen at spatial
frequencies of 4 cpd or higher.

Until now, eye dominance has not been quantitatively investi-
gated. However, eye dominance can be distinguished based on the
dominance of visual function. If the dominance of the dominant
eye in binocular rivalry is decreased by directly adjusting the inten-
sity of the rivalry target in the dominant eye, our balance technique
may be able to quantitatively evaluate eye dominance. Our study
quantitatively examined eye dominance with techniques that doc-
umented items such as reversals in the exclusive visibility of the
nondominant eye target (study 2). In the visual system, adjusting
the intensity of rivalry targets, similar to that seen in our studies,
exerts a great influence on the duration of suppression, with little
effect on the duration of dominance.?> Suppression phases in bin-
ocular rivalry might be accompanied by temporary distributions in
temporal patterning of activity in populations of neurons in the
primary visual cortex (V1).26 Moreover, Sengpiel et al.?” physio-
logically reported that switching dominance and suppression dur-
ing binocular rivalry occurs between each eye’s ocular dominance
columns in V1. Recently, several IMRI studies®® %° confirmed that
neuronal events in binocular rivalry occur in V1 and nearby visual
areas. Moreover, Polonsky et al.?® reported that activity in V1
increased when a subject perceived the higher contrast pattern and
decreased when the subject perceived the lower contrast pattern.
Hence, it presumed that the reversals in study 2 have represented a
point at which suppression duration of the sighting dominant eye
is longer than that of the nondominant eye in V1 and associated
visual cortex.
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An important clinical finding shown by the current study was
the large individual variation seen in the quantity of eye domi-
nance. Berner and Berner® suggested that sensory eye dominance
could be shifted with changes in or training of vision and implied
there was a plasticity of eye dominance. Eye dominance appears to
be determined by adaptability from neurological plasticity. There-
fore, it is not surprising that there is large individual variation in the
quantity of eye dominance. These findings are consistent with our
assumption that the current balance technique may be applicable
for use in estimating the magnitude of eye dominance.

Our study may provide evidence of equivalence of sighting and
sensory eye dominance, and our balance technique seems to be a
practical method for the evaluation of the quantity of eye domi-
nance. Recently, monovision in refractive surgery has been widely
used in presbyopic patients.?* =33 Eye dominance may be one of the
important factors in monovision success.> 34 Several reports®® 34-
36 have considered eye dominance in relation to monovision suc-
cess in presbyopic patients; however, no studies have quantitatively
investigated eye dominance. Hence, our balance technique appears
to be a useful practical method for evaluation of the quantity of eye
dominance. Further studies are needed to clarify the role of ocular
dominance columns in the primary visual cortex between sensory
and sighting dominance.
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Assessment of Visual Function in Pseudophakic Monovision
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Purpose . Recently, monovision correction has been used for the treatment of preshyopia in patients with
loss of accommodation after cataract surgery. We investigated visual function and acceptability of pseudopha-
kic monovision in these patients. Methods @ The study included sixty-nine patients with.pseudophakic mono-
vision. Ocular dominance was determined by the “hole in the card test”. The dominant eye was corrected to
be emmetropic and the non-dominant eye was corrected to be myopic. Visual dcuity at various distances, con-
trast sensitivity and stereoacuity at near were measured. Subjective satisfaction was evaluated by a question-
naire. Results | The mean difference in spherical equivalent refractive error between the two eyes was 2.29D
(range 1.5 to 3.5D). Most patients had a binocular uncorrected visual acuity of 20/25 or better at all dis-
tance. In particular, at middle distances (0.7 and 1 m), the binocular visual acuity was two or more lines bet-
ter than the monocular visual acuity. With contrast sensitivity testing, binocular summation was observed at
0.5 to 2.0 cycles per degree. Stereopsis at near was less than or equal to 100 seconds in 55 % of patients.
Satisfaction was obtained in 75 % of patients, and dependence on optical aids after surgery occurred for just
17 % of patients. Conclusion : Pseudophakic monovision may be an effective way to manage loss of accom-
modation after cataract surgery.
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i, WRERERRIOEEIE, WITFhoE#csnTd
0.8 LTHY, HichEERH (0.7, 1m) CBWTIZHR
BRI 2BHELULORFL2ENFFON. WIREREE
DORB TR S HESCH O 2R E T D7,

2. IVMFAMRE

MEOIVPIAMNKEOKRZESBLUE6ICRL
. ERBECTE, 22MEREERCEV CHIRNE
(binocular summation) 2SEEBHHNADIIIHL, T/ ¥V 3
VEETI, 0.5~2 cpd DR~ Ze B B RO A AR
MEIRD LN, 4 cpd YL o> 22w B3 BOEE T I RTER
BT b N o 7.

3. ERIHAR

RIS, WIRERIEET Clad il sow Tt

BRELFHF F17%8% 25 200444 H—205

— Y47 —




400
200 |- ‘ .........
ﬁ‘ 140} @
E 1001} J . O ..........
. m e e (((( ............ 7]
| P (]
$BiE
7 E/EY a3 BOERIGR
SN—idl, @IENMONEERT.

D, &kn55% 3861 FI00BUTThHorz. MIKER
SEEBIET T, hREIZ4OBTHY, 100BUT DEH
ko os% 96 Tho7 (7).

4. TRBERE

WE7T 4 r— bOERIE, BRE4% (326), WL
30% (2081), TR 25% (176) Tho7z (H8). A
RCH- 7B OBENRER IR L. REFREICE
VT, FRBETIIehD74% (186) DERTEY, &
FOGTFNNLEZEWFORENPLETH o728, T/ EY
a VETRREZLEE LAEAZEERO17% OF) @
AETHOEZHSLTHo7 (B9, /2, WETH-
REFIOWR OEITOMAEDbEE, EREERTZIER
LRSS, WA ERESD L VIEFNOE &K
~ 7z (& 10).

v % 1#

MPERENRE LTV 52+ Ly AR BIRELETAIC
LBE/ UV a LT, BREFEEIIES LL-OLELREH
12D TH Y, LaL, BALY XL BE/ ¥
Va YETIE, BRFEHII WD, B0 TR
THELEEL I, LY KRELEHRZE 2~2.5D)
ETeh o, BIEROEELRS THERY. 20720, ]
WLy L2780 3 YETRIDBREERIOERL
AT 5w,

SEOWTHRIE, THEA v T7+—bF-arky B
., ENBEFERBIZIERL Y XL BE/ ¥ Vg vkt BIR
LEHITH B, AV T74—bF - arvky Mg, Bk
HRLTER2GERT CORFEBMAVMFBINL Y,
BEIEETE LA RSP SIERFE A 2HIME
bhihwnll, BENCALGRCEREZZ D2 72HDFRAR
& BEFECTIRHEBREOET 2RI THAIHE2 LD
BT HLERD L, BRI, FoAREDAR-YO
B EATE D2 K R D ZEREMONHED~Y K5

K8 WE7r—MMILDIHRE

£l THEEGAOHET »7r— MER (h=17

e i AR 10 (59 %) o Jitfll % 7 (41 %)
e Wi IEIEST 10 (59 %) o AR 7 (41%)
o [REE1ER 9 (53 %) o hi AL 6 (35 %)
BREETH L.
80
~ 60 —
X
i
HE 40 74%  |—
"
ﬁg
o .
20 |
17%
T/ EVa B E1Rp¥

9 WBREERE (T/EV a3 Bvs ER/H)
T : k7, B, [T wm,

EReER |

EReER |

E#R8ER |

T mmEm ]

BT
| mmn |

MIARIESR

0 20 40 80 80 (%)
10 WEIETEHEHEE

A bR EFRZIZOWD, RHOBIRIIT S L L2
ERBHBIEFHALTVA, $h, ZOINITHEIELE
o FRAEFNTH LT, AREREERIDAMCIRPS L » A58 R L
F—IZ L2 BMBIRBLEFM L EOFEVEHL LT HE
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L Hmciii LT b, ANBDAOBENREREELET
BAEDI FERE O HEE DS D BB, HIRTO+HRRIR
B TR B S e wi- o dh 50 LdER 2 5 R
L 7, BHCEFICEE LAELRoMAEMRIEELLE
BRI AR TR 2 &0 6%, MEMAREAEETS
FEBlG M SR L, ERABCTSEELFEN 2T T
‘/\62”-

52, MISREOLDONIMREL LT, RikE
(Hirschberg i, 7V X L6 HEk), WIRRAEIRE
(TST), IRMEMI T (HEES) 2177
IR (ocular dominancy) Z#ET53ESFLER
I3, sensory, sighting, acuity @ 3 DICKRTAZ LATH
A, WEMOBEIIIRTES VT, TEhECM
#4AIR] (sensory dominance) TEEMELL. £/¥ V3
ok, ~RoOFT O (blur suppression) @
BEAWEE L 2 50979, [REMM (sensory dominance)
ORVEERITIE, ZORTF OB EELZW Eh
S E Y Y EIIEANEG & B A S R L7,
F, BEMIRERRBIEICT2HEN—RNTH DY, Y%
BRBUIAEHHIIAV I 2 MLy XTI E/ Y
Va3 vEOEEENE T, BMNRERBILEDIZ ) BIEEMIR
HRBEIZIE LT, BERIZARR T Y NI A MREOWR
MEABIFTH 722 & LD, hole in the card test Z v
PesE UZEAIIR'Y, 2 F b BRI & 5V B S F CHEMNIC
B4 BIR (sighting dominance) ##RELE & L7,

MR M 2 v 727 FHE, Badal optometer & L
THONDFEMERBL TS, ZOEETIE, HFEMIE
FgEoL ), PEHEAE (Landolt B) #BH~E» L%
HHORA ¥ P TRZET > T B0, ©TH50 cm FRE
OIS F TORDMUEETRECL TW 5,
EC Y 3 YT, IR REIEEEECHR D OMIRIME DD
LN OPFER T -7, PMEEEECI, THIRE b defocus
DIRBEIZ > TV BN, 132 AEDEFTRERICBVWTR
IFRTIREI»E SNz, Ko (blur suppres-
sion) B X UMIRMFEL ) LT TwWizLEZbh, &
A S0, IRME O E R EE T EREEL
2. DT EMSL, BE/E Vs VTR, BETEIIRAR
T TWADTIERL, Xroipfls & UmIBIMEA NS
YAELFTFONBZ EIZED, WTNOEBICBYTL RIF
LN ERBIENTELEHELL.

Oy b7 APEREOKRE TS, WIRERBETIIEZMEK
BRI T S s e, ik, MREKET T3,
BRETFTOD Y b7 2 MREICHAH 1 4 B0 LR (FEIED
By #RTEVD, INFTTORED™ LFBELEVEER
Thotz, N, TIVY Y a VBTG~ 22 B AE
DAHTLAMRIIEERDSNT, chFTcnarsvystL

VAR I AFEEIFIE—B LR Thot, TIVETR

MEEONEE, 1.27T m ORMERTT o TBY, Bl
TAER (F3) 2»5hhd ki, ZOHEICEY TR
&b defocus DIRFETH 5. MBAY defocus e, H22fH
BB A gbh bz, OB BB CHIRME LS
BENLDobDEEZ LN DM, B L IRITFH L &N
TC, ¥8L0ar M5 A MEMAEIV Landolt BE W T
WEL T2 LEMEDIIE L, BEETOI L TR MY
EORETIIFHOMLE DAL 59, BEOBE VI L YN
VARVREIFEORLZ>TwB B LN A, Mgk
HHEDOANY F74 POL I IR TEREODI VT A
FLOBOHRMRTER 7y oENE T2 L nwZ &
WESNTWAEY, @%, bbbl Rz 2T, K~
R EREESOIENSE WD, T/ ¥V a VETH
BEE~NOI Y P 7 A MREOPEBIIENITIERE RV
LERN, ENOBRLCBRIBECERFEELZLELTS
BECREEZEEITIRNETHA.

SRR WTE, TIENT R B Eo Bk S
BRI DT, EETE, EEOREIZIZEY (atten-
tion) HNEELRIA LB > TWLTEERLRB I T
B8 ZNFT, 60~T70 AL F TR & AR
TenTwBEHESNTEHE ™, BRNICBVLTYH, 605k
Plosimatadd LARECE, S Lomf2iTST
EBERIARITI0BUTTHE I EARESINTY
B IO ENS, AMEOHREREE LD L, LA
DFMI L, ERIIRBBIELR S OMAZEDIED, —HiEm
EWIcL 222 EBE L2 ER 54, VAL, Titmus
circle test iR I N L FEHELULMBR L fly test ITHET SN
BMOMATITKRGI SN, MHEOERRILA G R B LR
BTV AL RFFZE T Titmus circle test % v 7:.
ZOMR, /Y a YEORERLEERIE, BRASESBIET
LOEEET L Twizds, Py il 808 & it/
TWwh, Y%7 ML AL BE/ Y a viETh, BR
SARRIETREOIRED 5 36 WK T ¥ 225, F50~
100 THo - EMEY SNTHBY, RELLITIT-BL
Joo BEREY, UBRREHEIOEREIZLIDET LI LN
MONTHENY, FAEREINZEET AL 0EEILND
25, BEDNONUDPHBLNL AR, WRHECLZL0
TR, B Eaiiss CORBRATEMEICLS
bOBEINE. IDD, KERVEEHYOHEATICL
T EBEND B OhIE, hoOTWIRRBEREEZ G, 4
BOBMETH 5.

T — M X BT REFMTIX 2D 75 % TR 7 i
RBBELN, IhiTiciEshTwsaryy s b X
WCE2E/8 Vs VETOMEBETIFH6%THHY, 1
BRUEEME S, RERICE, BREREC X280
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ME~NOMERSLEAOEERELEEI NS 2D, HMICE
fli-4sZ i3y, £ OENTHEIEORZD
i, IREEHOED LE ORI N I L ROKELRE
BEEZONE, T/, WMBESTIE, #NCERESDS
EFIDEENBN I L Fbhr o7z, SEORETIE, EBO
ARABRECRMEOREITIIIT-> TS, SHOREHEED
—DTH5bH, EHIT, B/ TV a VEORIMZIX, BFE
ARAEGLME, MARRARREICINZ, BESL#E, AR, psychogenic
HEFELRLEELOFTFFEELTWLLRRERTEY, &
#%, NEGEFIOERZFEMIcomyaILicky, BRL
VAWNEBE/EVa VEORERSLICMLEEEL L
HEETHDLEI TS,

AE, EELHPRITLABRL Y AR IBE/ YV s v
i, BEPLERFETRIFERDEBVREENEON, B
PR OREREE R L CRRARBEERED—D2TH 5
LR LTV 298, WRAEENOBERLEROREIIOW
TiE, ERERDLEDT, SLLEBIRFEFoTwid
Ehdb.

AW —EIL T 14 FEEHEE, BEMRE (BBFR
(C) (2)14571686) DH#iBIE Z1T 7.
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Night Vision Following Laser In Sity Keratomileusis

Yasue Kotegawa®, Mie Katou?, Kouji Ono?, Hiroshi Uozato"?, Kazuo Mukuno® and Kimiya Shimizu*"’

Kitasato University Graduate School of Medical Science", Kanagawa Dental College School of Yokohama Clinic?,
Department of Orthoptics and Visual Science, Kitasato University, School of Allied Health Sciences®,
Department of Ophthalmology, Kitasato University, School of Medicine®

Plano scan laser in situ keratomileusis (LASIK) & wavefront-guided LASIK #ii#& 0B M#H - MEROMK T > b
T A M EBRPEIZDOWTIRE 21T o /2. H51L, plano scan LASIK # 34T L 7= 10 BR & wavefront-guided LASIK
AT L2 LIIRTH B, MiET - #5212 B - 34 HIZ CAT-2000™ (X = Y48 2 v, BER - oKz~
P A MR EMEL ERER Zywave (R ¥ 20 W48 % Hvi/z. Wavefront-guided LASIK &, BMEBHT
DEa Y TR FEBOREREEMFTE 2 2 EARBINT,

After plano scan laser i situ keratomileusis (LASIK) and wavefront-guided LASIK, we examined low contrast
visual acuity of day and night vision, and investigated higher order aberrations. Subjects comprised 10 eyes after
plano scan LASIK and 11 eyes after wavefront-guided LASIK. Using CAT-2000™, we measured low contrast visu-
al acuity of day and night vision before and at 1 and 3 months after surgery. We suggest that wavefront-guided
LASIK can maintain low contrast visual function in night vision.

{Atarashii Ganka (Journal of the Eye) 21(4) ® 519~522, 2004)

Key words : wavefront-guided LASIK, #E#, HXINZE, K2 bF 2 S, CAT-2000™. wavefront-guid-
ed LASIK, night vision, higher order aberrations, low contrast visual acuity, CAT-200

o™,

i U & i<

LASIK (laser in situ keratomileusis) 2%E { fifT 315 &
2%, HRRIOMEDAL S THBOBRBENEE L
LoTE&Tw5, BITGEFMNRIILBEHRVWERENTSH
2ThH, HEFCEMTORZIC EZ2HRABEHATIIRD
BAEZT T L IEEVDIw, ToX ) RBEETI}, &
Moa sy b A MEEFETLTW2 TN SH 2.
LASIK #i#% O MM oBE T, BILEERICE2EXR
WEoOMmMAIAEBBL Wb LHEILTWEY, Tz,
LASIK #f I3 m E R F I THBMERESET LY
AUREMEAD b, KB I IGEDOHMBA LN L EN5D,
A HE L7 wavefront-guided LASIK (&, RIEELRLE K
WD GBS REE S NAWRTH B, £ T, WEE MK
L% WERTE 5 X O A ) plano scan LASIK & lEF T

hnBk L 7z wavefront-guided LASIK #7470 B - Mt
Roary b2 PRIV ERNEL, TOBLEERINEER
DWTHE ®To 7.

I HRBIVHE

1. % &

ML, MENERKRERBMIES Y= v 712 plano
scan LASIK % Jif7 L 7= F5FIE S L ORESEHUER 8 91 10 I
(Bik2s, w67, TIHHERD6.8:02.81 (33~44 1 ;
PLF, Plano® &9 2) &, Mgk < wavelront-guided
LASIK % W17 L7z ch & BB X O RET #6744 11 10 (W)
H2s, KPESH), PHER36.8L2.81 (33~440% 5 M
T, WF# L3 2) Thsbs, =& vL—H—{(ITechnolas
217z (K 20 ARE) % Hviz,
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2. B &

SMAE, HiHT, WERIAB, 3ARCEERTo .

a. BIFRE - fHwE

IBHREZ, RK-FI™ (v ./ C#8) 2 BoEgeiic
THELZ. BHIFRERLICS mEZRVSIE™ (TAKAGI #
BOICTHRIWEELTo 72, WMBEFHEERD/MAEHE
BN CRERE (safety index) %, WHFHRIRE I/ #F
B PSEIER I CEDFBRE (efficacy index) 2EH L7, #
TIEIET<Tlog MAREE L 72,

b, BEHR - HERUE

CAT-2000™ (X =2 v##) 2 HVlEE T (K1),
PRI 5 DRMES S0, BAREITHREDORS
WhHPBELNABEL Y X2 BEY, BHRBETICCTHEET
ofz. F—=FE—-FTHER, BEHEOIETHRT SHlE %
vy, SHEHEBLIRRL 2EIES % Pass & L7, HEIR
FXCTlog MARMET, FEHES L BEREZLER L /-
W Fikid, Wilcoxon H5fHIEMLFHRE & Mann-Whitney
DOUMEE A, EHRFEO.BUTEERE L.

c. I =EHE

Zywave V3.21™ (R ¥ oo A#8) 2 A5 Ix OBEICT
WE® Tz, EBEILTS EMEZITY, BTELES.5
mm & L7, Zernike LA I RNS5RETEBRINEL

L, £E9o3 HFEYE RMS#E) 2iGElEEs LTH
72, W 713 Mann-Whitney ® UBRE % v, k=%
0.05 L T2HRL L.

d. FEREEFLRAE

MEDPTERETH > I0REHRIC, {1 YVRARIT—F—
C7364™ (JEMF b= ARE) 2 EEFL, HEESILTEH
iR - ZEIRONET CAT-2000™ OB ERMNEZ T o7, 19H

1 CAT-2000™ Kk
W Re S CHRICRIEI Y NS R L OAREELSELD
T, RELEEUTTOMENXTETH L.
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MEEILELWEL 2%, B CHEHEROWESTT 7. B
HEILEZ 100%& Lizk 50, ERRNERIAES, HX
RNERTH, REXT 0DBOBEILZEEEER (%) TF
L7z, WREFE, Wilcoxon B FMRE v, f
MEO.OSDTEHEEL L7

o # R

1. x|

Plano #i, #RTBIEH 71 log MARETO0.12£0.05
UMBRI 1.4), FEIBREESH - 5.2551.10D (—3.5~~
6.75D), FHMIEEH—0.78+0.23D (0~—-1.50D), F
WEMIKEEL— 5.5671,16D (—4~~7.25D) Th 7.
WHEFWEER L log MARMET0.12£0.05 VBB
1.4), FHEREEH0.0310.03D (—0.50~0.75D), ¥
MHEH~0.50£0.00D (0.00~—0.50D), F¥%Miskim
E#0.08+0.21D, safety index 1.01, efficacy index 0.99
Thot:. WFBHTIW, WWBEMRIE log MARET
0.14+0.04 UMEHRII1.4), FHIRMER~-6.66 +1.10D
(—=3.5~~—8.75D), FHMHMEEH-1.23+£0.48D (—0.25
~—2.50D), PHEMIKMEHL-7.27£1.07D (—4.75
~—9.00D) THor:. WHFHEEMRD L log MARET
0.14 £0.04 UhEIRII1.4), FHREEL0.18+0.33D
(—0.25~0.75D), FHMHEEH~0.88+0.40D (0.00~—
1.50D), FHEMIKEER —0.24+0.26D, safety index
0.99, efficacy index 0.79 Th o7z (1, 2). #ifitgo
Plano B & WFHOEHEHIIAEZ IR O 2 o7,

1 MaTEN S LUHTEIRE

Plano # WF I
HIRTHRIRALTT (log MAR 1) 1.33£0.02 1.43+0.03
WIRTBIEAR ST (log MARME) | —0.1240.05 —0.14+0.04
WA TR B —5.25+1,10D —6.66+1.10D
T ETE 3 FIA BE —0.78+0.23D —1.23+0.48D
AR S A BRTE R 5 —5.56+1.16D —7.27+1.07D

£ 2 WMBEVRHBLIUHRBIFEL & index

Plano # WF

A ARARIETT (log MARfE) | —0.12:£0.04 —0.06+0.02
WHRBERD log MARYE) | —0.12+0.05 —0.14+0.04
WiiREHERTE E 0.33£0.33D 0.184+0.14D
W AEEER ~0.50£0.00D —0.88+0.40D
W1 P o S5 SRR B 5 0.07%£0.21D  —0.24+0.26D
Safety index 1.01£0.09 1.00£0.1
Efficacy index 0.99+0,1 0.84+0.09
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2. BER - BERAE EELEDEDP o7, W3 57 T WF B Plano BElZ L~
a. BN - FERD BMHORBREFTHY, BEBRTEIYFSAM25% - 10%
WA ERE, WHEMICAEZEED L5 72, Plano T, BEMTHIVYIFIAPNI00% - 25% - 10% THEE
B, AR A EE SR b oy, HHEEHIERED (p<0.05) Fb7z (K4).
I AMNERT, ETEmER L, WEBIE, M 3. & kI #E
ICHBZERD Lo 7205, WHRENEE2 Y T A ME Plano B & WF B & OMICIIATRT - R 1V AICHEERE S
Tl EfEm %R L7z (32). Aoz, #HES A HIC3 KINEE, WF BT Plano

MR ERL, WEMICEEREL RO L P o 72, Plano # WHRTHEEICHBL T RO (F5). 4K -5 RN, #f
X, WA e A3 PBOBICa Yy VIR P2%E 10%TH B, W18, 3HBLL Plano B WFHOMIZIIAE
#iE (p<0.05) %7, WEEIE, WMo HBizaEs ERRD R,

b7 (K3). 4. EILF{E=E
b. Plano B & WF BDOHE WMHEEILEIL, F196.2940.56 mm Tho7z2. WERA

EME, B b, WAt AR 1 2 A TImERICE

Plano ¥ ERI1R WF BEHR
Plano B¥EE8 WF B4 ER =021 - 02
or
#% 1 p<0.05 | |
] g 0 0
02 02 o .
== o s =1
g‘ <§: @ 02 § 0.2t
o 04F o 04 Sl o
2 k) K=
= = EE =
= o6t 2 o6} g 04 04
2 i 7 =
e by . S
& . & , ‘ o .
08} =-¢-- Pre 08} «-&--: Pre 0.6 --#--: Pre 0.6} --¢--: Pre 3
—&#— . POD Im ~&@~ . POD 1m —— POD 1m —@— . POD1m p
—&—: POD 3m —4— ! POD 3m —4—: POD 3m —&—: POD 3m !
10 ' : : ] 10 : : : ) 08 : ! : ' 08 TR '
100 25 10 5 1000 25 10 5 100 25 10 5 100 25 10 5
ary AL (%) VbR (%) aYrIAb (%9%) AYbEIAL (%)
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