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ABSTRACT

Purpose: A 1986-1987 survey found an 8.8% prevalence of open-angle glaucoma in the black population of St Lucia,
West Indies. This follow-up study assessed progression of visual field loss in untreated glaucoma patients and persons
with suspected glaucoma 10 years later.

Methods: Subjects were 205 patients with or suspected of having glaucoma. The 1987 data included age, sex, visual acu-
ity, and visual fields measured by automated threshold perimetry (Humphrey C-30-2 test). The 1997 data included
intraocular pressure, visual acuity, and visual fields measured by the same test. Exclusion criteria included field unrelia-
bility, field improvement due to vision improvement, nonglaucomatous vision deterioration, glaucoma treatment since
1988, and scoring of a field as end-stage in 1987. Visual fields were scored by algorithms for the Advanced Glaucoma
Intervention Study (AGIS) and Collaborative Initial Glaucoma Treatment Study (CIGTS).

Results: By AGIS criteria, 55% of 146 right eyes and 52% of 141 left eyes progressed. In linear regressions, progression
severity was unassociated with male or female sex, intraocular pressure, or baseline visual field score, but was positively
associated with age (P <.001, right; P =.002, left). By CIGTS criteria, more eyes progressed. The cumulative probability
of reaching end-stage disease in 10 years in at least one eye was about 16% by AGIS criteria and was 35% by CIGTS cri-
teria.

Conclusions: These data provide a unique opportunity to study progression of untreated glaucoma. A considerably larger
percentage of eyes showed progression of visual field loss, and the rate of progression was greater than in studies of visu-
al field loss in treated eyes.
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INTRODUCTION

Despite decades of experience in the treatment of open-

angle glaucoma, the natural history of this disease remains

an enigma. Among the inadequately answered questions

are the following:

1. Which individuals with elevated intraocular pressure
will develop open-angle glaucoma?

2. How does treatment of elevated intraocular pressure
affect development of open-angle glaucoma?

3. Once glaucoma develops, at what rate does it
progress?

4. How does treatment affect the rate of progression?
The first of these questions, and likely also the sec-

ond, undoubtedly will be answered by the Ocular

Hypertension Treatment Study,’ a clinical trial designed to
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determine whether treatment to lower intraocular pres-
sure prevents or delays the onset of open-angle glaucoma.
Data from this study now are being analyzed. With
respect to the third question, data on the rate of progres-
sion of treated open-angle glaucoma are conflicting.>®
Although widespread consensus is lacking, a few well-per-
formed studies have reported visual field loss rates of
about 2% to 3% per year.** Because the rate of progres-
sion of open-angle glaucoma is a topic of continuing inves-
tigation, it is likely that the progression rate estimates will
soon become more precise.

Addressing the fourth question is problematic. Data
are available on the progression of untreated normal-pres-
sure glaucoma,® but no data have been reported describ-
ing the natural history of untreated open-angle glaucoma.
The Early Manifest Glaucoma Trial,” a clinical trial to
evaluate the effect of immediate intraocular pressure
reduction in patients with early glaucoma and pressures
not exceeding 30 mm Hg, potentially will provide infor-
mation on the effect of treatment on progression in the
very early stages. However, because it is generally agreed
that open-angle glaucoma with elevated intraocular pres-
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sure must be treated, it would be unethical to conduct a
trial to test the effect of treatment on the rate of progres-
sion of glaucoma with elevated pressures and various
severity levels.

A study conducted in 1986-1987 assessed the preva-
lence of glaucoma and its risk factors in St Lucia, West
Indies.® The high prevalence of glaucoma in this popula-
tion (estimated to be 8.8%) and the availability of these
baseline data (summarized below) appeared to present
the opportunity for analysis of a “natural experiment”
comparing the progression of open-angle glaucoma in
treated and untreated eyes. At the time of the 1986-1987
survey, an infrastructure was in place to care for compli-
cated ophthalmological disorders regardless of patients’
ability to pay, with free transportation to clinics as needed.
All subjects in the 1986-1987 survey with diagnoses of
glaucoma or suspected glaucoma received referrals to
Victoria Hospital, in Castries, or St Jude’s Hospital, in
Vieux Fort, where care was available from a faculty oph-
thalmologist and residents affiliated with the
Massachusetts Eye and Ear Infirmary. Those with severe
glaucoma received surgery; most of the others received at
least one evaluation, and those requiring glaucoma med-
ications received them at no charge. The findings of a fea-
sibility study conducted in 1996 (described below) sup-
ported the feasibility of a follow-up study of glaucoma
patients and suspects identified in the 1986-1987 survey.

Distressingly, the 1997 follow-up study showed that
very few subjects were under active treatment, in part
because the infrastructure for subsidized glaucoma care
collapsed shortly after the Massachusetts Eye and Ear
Infirmary resident rotation was discontinued, in 1988. In
1997, it was found that only a few patients had had sur-
gery, and only a few who could afford medications had
continued to receive them. Because few subjects had
received treatment, the design of the follow-up study was
changed to focus on the natural history and progression of
untreated glaucoma.

ISSUES IN ANALYSIS OF GLAUCOMATOUS VISUAL FIELD
LOSS PROGRESSION

Following the course of vision loss in glaucoma continues
to be a major problem as more is learned about current
visual field testing techniques and about the nature of the
disease. No standard for identifying progression of glau-
comatous visual field loss has been agreed upon. While
one can be moderately certain that standard visual field
tests will detect vision loss, it still is unclear what consti-
tutes a clinically significant, reproducible change for the
worse. Visual fields may appear worse but then improve in
subsequent tests. For example, the Advanced Glaucoma
Intervention Study® reported that more than 30% of the
fields classified as “progressed” at two follow-up examina-
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tions later failed to maintain this classification. Separating
true progression from changes in visual fields due to
learning effects, fatigue, and the long-term fluctuation
inherent in the test is extremely difficult.** Each visual
field measurement is influenced by a variety of factors,
including test-subject performance, fixation losses, pupil
size, refractive correction, and changes in degree of lens
opacity. These factors combine with underlying physiolog-
ical changes in visual sensitivity to produce significant
long-term fluctuation in visual field test results even for
healthy eyes, and this long-term fluctuation is larger for
eyes with visual field loss.**** In addition, progression of
visual field loss is very slow in treated glaucoma. Changes
of less than 1 dB per year are difficult to detect even with
a series of visual fields spanning 6 years.*®

The statistical methods most commonly employed to
identify visual field loss progression are the Humphrey
Statpac |1 glaucoma change probability analysis and linear
regression. Analyses by these methods have shown that
variability in visual field measurements is greater for some
field test locations than others and that change in variable
locations must be of greater magnitude than change in
stable locations to be called true progression.**” Other
commonly used analysis methods employ visual field
defect scoring algorithms developed for specific clinical
trials.

Linear Regression Over Time

Linear regression analysis requires at least 5 and prefer-
ably 7 or more visual fields to determine whether visual
field loss has progressed relative to the baseline measure-
ment.****® Variables that have been evaluated for their
sensitivity to progression in linear analyses include mean
deviation, corrected pattern standard deviation, thresh-
olds within glaucoma hemifield test zones, and thresholds
from each of the 52 test locations. Comparing these
parameters for 191 subjects over a mean follow-up period
of 7.1 years, Smith and colleagues** concluded that pro-
gression rates of between 1 and 5 dB per year could be
detected. While this method of detecting progression
looks promising, at least 5 years of data are required in
order to detect significant change in any of these field
parameters via linear regression analysis.***

The commercially available Progressor program®
uses all of an individual subject’s available visual field data
in pointwise linear regression analysis for each test loca-
tion from several visual fields against time of follow-up.
The program produces a cumulative graphical output
showing each test location as a bar graph, in which each
bar represents one test. The length of the bar indicates
the depth of the defect, and the color of the bar indicates
the probability value of the regression slope relative to
age-matched normal controls.?# This technique is most
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useful with a series of 7 visual fields.

Event Analyses

Glaucoma Change Probability. The glaucoma change
probability analysis, included in Statpac Il, looks for
change by making a pointwise comparison of the standard
visual field against the average of the first two reliable
baseline visual fields. On the basis of the total deviation
probability map, a change in sensitivity greater than the
long-term fluctuation found in a reference population of
stable glaucoma patients is required for deterioration to
be detected at a given location.? Significant worsening of
a test location is flagged with a black diamond and signif-
icant improvement with an open diamond. Because this
analysis does not define cutoffs for visual field progres-
sion, the clinician must decide what number of changed
points constitutes significant progression.

Clinical Trials and Progression. Because it often is
necessary in clinical trials to determine whether progres-
sion is occurring before a series of 5 to 7 visual fields can
be obtained, linear regression has not been the method of
choice. Instead, the statistical methods provided by the
Statpac Il glaucoma change progression and global
indices for identifying visual field loss progression relative
to 2 baseline visual fields have been incorporated into the
following large clinical trials: the Normal-Tension
Glaucoma Study, the Early Manifest Glaucoma Trial, the
Advanced Glaucoma Intervention Study, and the
Collaborative Initial Glaucoma Treatment Study.

The Normal-Tension Glaucoma Study was designed
to assess the effect of lowering intraocular pressure on the
progression rate of normal-tension glaucoma. For subjects
to be eligible for this study, their eyes had to show glauco-
matous excavation of the optic disc and a field defect
(measured by standard achromatic perimetry) consisting
of a cluster of 3 nonedge points depressed by 5 dB, with 1
of the points also depressed by 10 dB. This defect had to
be confirmed by two of three baseline visual field tests
performed within a 4-week window. Progression was sus-
pected if one of the following changes was observed: (1) at
least 2 contiguous points within or adjacent to a baseline
defect showed a reduction in sensitivity from baseline of
>10 dB or three times the average baseline short-term
fluctuation for that subject, whichever was greater, (2) the
sensitivity of each suspected point was outside the range
of values observed during baseline testing, or (3) a defect
occurred in a previously normal part of the field.
Confirmation of progression required agreement in the
results of four tests.*

The Early Manifest Glaucoma Trial (EMGT) was
designed to assess the effectiveness of reducing intraocu-
lar pressure in early, previously untreated open-angle
glaucoma. Because visual field loss progression is used as

a study end point, a progression algorithm was developed.’
The Statpac glaucoma change progression analysis was
modified so that scoring is based on the pattern deviation
probability map instead of the total deviation probability
map. The change in pattern deviation is thought to pro-
vide a more accurate assessment of visual field loss pro-
gression because this plot is less influenced by shifts in the
global hill of vision due to cataract, pupil size changes, or
refractive errors.® Enrollment in EMGT required an ini-
tial screening, two preintervention visual field tests, and
two baseline examinations. At both baseline examinations,
the glaucoma hemifield test results had to be either (1)
“outside normal limits” because of defects in the same
sectors or (2) “borderline,” with obvious localized change
to the optic disc. Progression requires that 3 or more
points be flagged by the pattern deviation version of the
glaucoma change progression analysis and confirmed in 2
subsequent visual fields; the points need not be contigu-
ous.

The Advanced Glaucoma Intervention Study (AGIS)
was designed to compare two surgical management
strategies for patients with advanced glaucoma inade-
quately controlled by medications alone. To determine
eligibility and to evaluate disease progression in patients
with relatively advanced glaucomatous visual fields, the
AGIS investigators developed an algorithm for scoring the
visual field test based on reliability and the severity of
glaucomatous visual field defects. The scoring system was
based on the following concepts: (1) multiple defects can
occur in the upper, lower, and nasal hemifields; (2) a
defect requires 2 or more adjacent defective points; (3)
the severity of depression must be greater than changes
due to variability; and (4) the defect must be caused by
glaucoma. The score increases with increasing numbers of
depressed locations and with increasing depth of the
defects, ranging from 0 (no defect) to 20 (all sites deeply
depressed).”® (The scoring procedure is described in the
“Methods” section.) Subject eligibility was determined by
the results of two preintervention field tests conducted
less than 60 days apart. Enrollment required an AGIS
score between 1 and 16 and a reliability score of <3 for the
first visual field test. The second test was used as the base-
line for subsequent tests. Progression is quantified as a
score increase from baseline by =4 points in three consec-
utive reliable visual field tests.®

The Collaborative Initial Glaucoma Treatment Study
(CIGTS) was designed to determine whether patients
with newly diagnosed open-angle glaucoma are managed
better by initial treatment with medications or by imme-
diate filtration surgery. A primary outcome measure is the
visual field score, determined by a modification of the
AGIS scoring method described above. The CIGTS scor-
ing system is based on these principles: (1) the total devi-
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ation probability plot adjusts the total deviation values at
each point relative to the most normal region in the visual
field; (2) each abnormal test location must be accompa-
nied by at least 2 adjacent abnormal points; and (3) each
abnormal point is given a score from 1 to 4 based on the
probability values (5% to 0.5%) for the 3 contiguous
depressed points. (The scoring procedure is described in
the “Methods” section.) For CIGTS, two preintervention
field tests were conducted to determine subject eligibility.
Enrollment required reliability scores of <4, glaucoma
hemifield test results “outside normal limits,” and at least
3 contiguous points on the total deviation plot with P <.02;
if the points were in the nasal field, they could not cross
the horizontal midline. The preintervention scores were
averaged to create a baseline CIGTS score. If the baseline
scores differed by >7, then a third field test was conducted
and the three scores were used to compute a baseline
CIGTS score. Progression is quantified as an increase in
score from baseline reference by =3 points on three con-
secutive reliable visual field tests.”

Comparison of the Analysis Methods

Many specialists in glaucoma were involved in the devel-
opment of the methods used in each of these studies.
However, only a few studies have compared the various
methods for identifying progression on the same series of
visual fields.?*

Comparing the AGIS, CIGTS, and EMGT methods,
Katz and colleagues® evaluated the agreement among
these methods and the judgment of two glaucoma spe-
cialists who graded the fields as “definite progression,”
“possible progression,” “stable,” “improved,” or “too unre-
liable to assess.” They found that the EMGT and CIGTS
scoring methods and the glaucoma specialists identified
similar incidences of progression, but not necessarily in
the same eyes. Furthermore, the EMGT and CIGTS
methods produced rates of apparent progression that
were twice those obtained with the AGIS method. These
results were corroborated by those of Lee and col-
leagues.® These studies indicate the difficulties resulting
from the lack of a “gold standard” for progression of glau-
coma independent of visual field test results. Until such a
nonfield standard is established, only the agreement
among different methods for grading progression can be
determined and the sensitivity and specificity of the vari-
ous techniques for determining progression will remain
unknown.

DESCRIPTIONS AND MAJOR FINDINGS OF THE 1986-1987
ST LUCIA SURVEY

Introduction

Although glaucoma appears to be more prevalent among
blacks than whites, little information on the epidemiology
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of glaucoma is available. Anecdotal reports of an unusually
high prevalence of glaucoma in the relatively homoge-
neous black population of St Lucia, West Indies, made
this an ideal site for an epidemiological study of glaucoma.
A national survey of the prevalence of glaucoma in St
Lucia, West Indies, was conducted in 1986-1987 by
Howard University in collaboration with investigators
from the Harvard Medical School.?

Methods

A cluster sampling design with systematic allocation of
clusters was used to identify, from 1984 census data, a
sample of 1,936 black subjects aged 30 years or older. The
primary sampling units were electoral districts within St
Lucia’s 10 administrative areas, which were sampled with
probability proportional to the size of the administrative
area. A random starting point was chosen in each of the 42
districts (one per cluster), and consecutive households
were listed until at least 50 subjects per cluster were
recruited; all eligible individuals in a household were
recruited.

All subjects underwent a screening examination,
which included (1) a visual acuity test with a Snellen chart
at 20 feet or a pinhole if visual acuity was 20/40 or less, (2)
three measurements of intraocular pressure with a
portable Perkins applanation tonometer, and (3) direct
ophthalmoscopy, with clinical assessment of the horizon-
tal and vertical cup-to-disc ratios. Height, weight, blood
pressure, and pulse were measured and a risk-factor inter-
view was completed. Screening for visual field loss by
automated threshold perimetry with the Humphrey Field
Analyzer full-field 120 test was attempted for every third
subject and for every subject with any of the following
conditions: intraocular pressure =21 mm Hg, cup-to-disc
ratio =0.7, or cup-to-disc asymmetry =0.2. Some subjects
could not be tested because they could not understand or
comply with the testing procedure.

All subjects with elevated intraocular pressure, an
abnormal cup-to-disc ratio, or 17 or more visual field
defects were referred for a comprehensive glaucoma eval-
uation, including a slit-lamp examination, gonioscopy, and
dilated direct and indirect ophthalmoscopy performed by
a glaucoma subspecialist, as well as threshold visual field
measurement with the Humphrey Field Analyzer (central
30-2 test). Glaucomatous visual field loss was detected by
the mirror-image method.*

The primary definition of glaucoma conservatively
included only visual fields with fixation loss of less than
20% and false-positive and false-negative error rates of
less than 33%. All abnormal threshold visual fields were
independently evaluated by two glaucoma subspecialists
to confirm typical glaucomatous visual field loss. By the
primary definition, cases were excluded if glaucomatous
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etiology of the fields was considered questionable, regard-
less of the results obtained with the mirror-image method.
Some referred subjects did not undergo threshold testing;
these cases also were excluded by the primary definition.
A more comprehensive secondary definition of glaucoma
included (1) cases with unreliable visual field test results
that met all other visual field criteria and (2) cases of
referred subjects who did not undergo threshold visual
field testing but whose examination results could not be
explained by anisometropia or other ocular disease.

Results and Conclusions

Publicity for the survey by the Ministry of Health and
aggressive follow-up by the survey team resulted in
screening of 1,679 subjects, for a participation rate of 87%
(77% for men and 92% for women). Of those screened,
520 subjects were referred for a definitive examination:
306 with elevated intraocular pressure, 207 with abnormal
cup-to-disc ratios, and 252 with abnormal screening visual
fields. Of the 520 subjects referred, 364 (70%) underwent
threshold visual field testing; visual fields were obtained
for a total of 699 eyes. By the primary definition of glau-
coma, 147 subjects (31% of those referred; 45 men and
102 women) were diagnosed as having glaucoma, for a
prevalence of 8.8%. The remainder (217) either were
diagnosed as having glaucoma by a more liberal secondary
definition or were considered glaucoma suspects.

This study differed from previous glaucoma preva-
lence surveys in that it was based on a representative
national sample and used stringent visual field criteria to
diagnose glaucoma. It found much higher prevalence than
had been reported in many previous surveys, leading the
authors to conclude that glaucoma was a major problem in
this population.

DESCRIPTION AND FINDINGS OF THE 1996 FEASIBILITY
STUDY

A trip to St Lucia was undertaken in December 1996 to
determine the feasibility of a follow-up study of glaucoma
patients and suspects identified in the 1986-1987 survey.
Meetings were held with officials in the Ministry of
Health and with nurses who had been trained as glaucoma
diagnosticians for the initial survey. To test the feasibility
of locating survey subjects and their medical records,
three clusters from the 1986-1987 survey were chosen
randomly, providing a sample of 37 subjects. A visit was
made to each cluster to locate subjects, and medical
records for the surviving subjects were sought in the
Victoria Hospital medical records department.

The Ministry of Health officials and nurses expressed
strong interest in and support of the proposed follow-up
study. They also expressed interest in refresher training in
glaucoma identification, diagnosis, and treatment.

Of the 37 subjects, 21 were interviewed, 8 had died,
3 were not home at the time of the visit, and 4 had moved
to other clusters; the whereabouts of the remaining sub-
ject were unknown. Medical records were retrieved for
the 28 living subjects who were located. It took 5 hours to
find the 28 records. Each record provided the subject’s
name and address, the date of the last visit to the clinic, a
summary of the ophthalmic examination, and the diagno-
sis and treatment plan. Thus, it was estimated that about
75% of the subjects in the 1986-1987 survey could be
located to participate in the follow-up study, and that it
might take about 2 weeks to retrieve their medical
records. It was concluded that the follow-up study was
feasible.

METHODS

LOCATION AND EXAMINATION OF SUBJECTS
The survey was approved by the responsible Institutional
Review Board, and all subjects signed an informed con-
sent form before participating in any part of the study.

Before the survey team arrived in St Lucia, the
Ministry of Health generated national attention for the
study through personal contacts, radio announcements,
local newspapers, and other print media. Nurses and other
contracted health care providers made multiple attempts
to contact each of the 364 subjects identified in the 1986-
1987 survey as having glaucoma or as being glaucoma sus-
pects, and they filled out a “Record of Contacts” form
(Appendix 1). Reports that subjects were deceased were
verified through the national death registry. Subjects who
were located were asked to report to a specific location for
an eye examination and administration of a questionnaire.

The survey team consisted of an ophthalmologist and
two nurses. One nurse measured visual acuity and admin-
istered the questionnaire, and the other administered the
visual field tests.

The examination consisted of the following assess-
ments: (1) measurement of visual acuity without correc-
tion, with correction (if available), and with pinhole, (2)
refraction if visual acuity was less than 20/40, (3) thresh-
old visual field measurement with the Humphrey Field
Analyzer model 610 (Zeiss Humphrey Systems, Dublin,
California) central 30-2 test and stimulus 111, with near
correction as appropriate, (4) slit-lamp biomicroscopy, (5)
measurement of intraocular pressure with a portable
applanation tonometer, (6) gonioscopy with a Zeiss-type
lens, (7) optic nerve assessment by direct ophthalmoscopy
and/or with a 90-diopter lens through dilated pupils, and
(8) retina assessment by indirect ophthalmoscopy through
dilated pupils. All examination findings were recorded on
a standardized form (Appendix 2). If the best corrected
visual acuity was less than 20/30, the ophthalmologist indi-
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cated the most likely primary and secondary causes for the
decreased vision.

Subjects who were not physically able to visit the
examination site were examined in their homes. The mod-
ified examination consisted of measurement of visual acu-
ity with and without correction and with pinhole, a pen-
light examination with loupes, intraocular pressure meas-
urement with a portable applanation tonometer, and dilated
funduscopic assessment.

All subjects completed the questionnaire (Appendix 3),
which consisted of questions relating to demographic
information, ocular and general medical history, eye care
and general health services, medication use, and tobacco
and alcohol use. To assess health-related quality of life,
the National Eye Institute Visual Functioning
Questionnaire 25, modified to be culturally appropriate to
St Lucia, was administered. (The data unrelated to visual
field loss progression, such as data on medical resource
use and health-related quality of life, are not presented
here but will be the subject of future analyses.)

Glaucoma progression typically is documented as
changes in the optic nerve and/or progression of visual
field defects. In the absence of photographic documenta-
tion, optic nerve assessment suffers from subjectivity and
lack of reproducibility.®* Therefore, visual field loss pro-
gression was used as a proxy for glaucoma progression.

SELECTION OF THE SAMPLE

Of the 364 potential subjects from 1987, 90 had died, 11
refused to participate, 21 were known to have moved from
St Lucia, and 37 could not be located. Thus, data were
obtained for both eyes of 205 subjects (56% of the 364
potential subjects). Among the living subjects the team
was able to locate in St Lucia, the participation rate was
95%.

For each eye, 2 visual fields obtained 10 years apart
were available for review. Visual fields were evaluated for
reliability and excluded by the following criteria: (1) either
the false-positive or the false-negative rate was 40% or
greater, (2) both the false-positive and the false negative
rate was 33% or greater, or (3) fixation loss was 33% or
greater. Additionally, visual fields with obvious nonglauco-
matous scotoma, such as near-correction lens rim artifact,
were excluded.

Any eye with an improvement of vision by halving of
the visual angle or deterioration of vision by doubling of
the visual angle was individually considered for exclusion.
An eye was excluded if it showed (1) an improvement of
visual field attributable to improvement in vision or (2) a
decrease in vision attributable to a cause other than glau-
coma, as noted by the examining ophthalmologist. Eyes
for which a Snellen acuity measurement was not available
(ie, with acuity <20/400) were included in the sample but
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excluded from the visual acuity analysis.

If a subject had not undergone visual field testing
because of blindness, the cause was determined,; if it was
glaucoma, the eye was included and given the highest-
severity visual field score (20) for purposes of analysis.
Eyes that in 1987 had experienced end-stage glaucoma,
defined as an AGIS visual field score of 17 to 20, were
excluded.

A few subjects had had glaucoma surgery, and a few
were receiving glaucoma medication; their eyes were
excluded. Some subjects reported past use of medications.
If the subjects had used medications only while they were
available at no cost and had not used medications since
the subsidized eye-care program ended in 1988, their eyes
were included. Otherwise, the eyes of subjects who
reported past use of glaucoma medications were excluded.

VISUAL FIELD GRADING

Visual fields were graded by methods used in two multi-
center clinical trials sponsored by the National Eye
Institute: the Advanced Glaucoma Intervention Study*
and the Collaborative Initial Glaucoma Treatment Study.*
These studies were designed to assess glaucoma at differ-
ent stages of the disease.

The Advanced Glaucoma Intervention Study

An outcome measure in this trial is a score based on the
52 test locations from the Humphrey 24-2 standard full
threshold visual field test (excluding the two locations
nearest the blind spot). As discussed above, the AGIS
algorithm for scoring visual field defects is based on relia-
bility, the number of adjacent test locations with
depressed sensitivity, and the depth of the depression (rel-
ative to normal, based on the total deviation plot of the
Statpac 11 single-field analysis), and the region of the field
affected.® The scoring procedure is described in Table 1.
For AGIS, progression of visual field loss is defined by
worsening of the score from the baseline value by 4 points
or more in three consecutive 6-month follow-up tests.*

The Collaborative Initial Glaucoma Treatment Study
The overall visual field defect score is generated from the
total deviation probability plot values (rather than their
corresponding decibel cut offs, used by AGIS). Any of the
52 locations on this plot (excluding the two blind spot
locations) for which the probability value is <.05 and
which is accompanied by at least 2 adjacent abnormal
points is considered defective and is scored. The score for
each location is weighted by the depth of its defect and
the depths of the defects of the two most defective neigh-
boring locations (for which P <.05).** The scoring proce-
dure is described in Table II.

For CIGTS, progression of visual field loss is defined
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TABLE I: STEPS IN SCORING VISUAL FIELD DEFECT IN AGIS

STEP AND CRITERION SCORE
1. Score the nasal area (step or defect): Max =2
=1 depressed location in nasal area and only in 1 hemifield
or
3 clustered depressed locations of 6 possible nasal sites 1
4 10 6 clustered locations depressed =12 dB 1
2. Score each hemifield (defect): Max=9
=1 cluster of 2 locations with 1 depressed by =12 dB 1
>1 cluster of 3 to 5 depressed locations 1
=1 cluster of 6 to 12 depressed locations 2
=1 cluster of 13 to 20 depressed locations 3
21 cluster of >20 depressed locations 4
1f 50% of depressed hemifield locations are depressed by
>12 dB +1
=16 dB +2
>20 dB +3
>24 dB +4
>28 dB +5
3. Sum the scores for each hemifield and for the nasal area Max = 20
AGIS, Advanced Glaucoma Intervention Study.
TABLE 11: STEPS IN SCORING VISUAL FIELD DEFECT IN CIGTS
1. Score each of the 52 test locations:
Cluster probability Neighboring locations Score
>.10 0
<.05 Oorlat<.05 0
<.05 2to8at<.05 1
<.02 2to8at<.02 2
<01 2to8at<.01 3
<.005 2to 8 at <.005 4
2. Add the scores for all 52 test locations Max= 208
3. Divide by 10.4 Max= 20

CIGTS, Collaborative Initial Glaucoma Treatment Study.

by worsening of the score from the baseline value by =3
points in three consecutive separate tests.

The threshold level in decibels for each test location
of the Humphrey 30-2 standard full threshold program
was available for each visual field. However, many of the
1987 visual fields did not have the Statpac Il indices nec-
essary for calculation of AGIS and CIGTS scores.
Conversion of the threshold decibel data into the requisite
Statpac indices required the normative database from
which the Statpac program was generated, and this infor-
mation has not been made available by the manufacturer.
The normative database developed by Drs Pamela
Sample and Chris Johnson for the short-wavelength auto-
mated perimetry ancillary arm of the Ocular
Hypertension Treatment Study was used instead. This
normative database consists of data for one eye from each
of the same 348 normal subjects between the ages of 20

and 85 tested with both standard automated perimetry
(SAP) and short-wavelength automated perimetry. The
normative data were collected at five centers by means of
a standardized test protocol. To be included in the nor-
mative database, subjects had to have a normal eye exam-
ination, 20/30 or better visual acuity, normal color vision,
no history of ocular or neurologic disease or surgery,
refractive errors of less than 5 diopters spherical equiva-
lent and 3 diopters cylinder, no diabetes mellitus, and nor-
mal optic nerve appearance, and subjects could not be
taking any medications known to affect visual fields or
color vision (Pamela Sample, PhD, electronic mail
communication).

A Statpac-like SAP analysis package using these nor-
mative data was developed by Sample and Johnson. After
age-correction for each of the 52 test locations of the
Humphrey standard full-threshold 24-2 test (excluding
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the two blind spot locations), the total deviation plot, the
pattern deviation plot, and their associated probability cut
offs and probability plots were computed. The package
then computes cut off values at specific probabilities for
global indices, mean deviation, and pattern standard devi-
ation, along with an asymmetry analysis patterned after
the glaucoma hemifield test analysis.* The values
obtained are practically identical to values obtained from
the Statpac Il program (Chris Johnson, PhD, oral com-
munication). All the visual field raw threshold values from
the St Lucia study were run through the SAP analysis
package to generate the information needed to perform
the AGIS and CIGTS analyses for visual field loss pro-
gression.

ANALYTICAL METHODS
The subjects’ demographic information, examination
results, and questionnaire data were recorded by pencil
on standardized forms and later entered into Corel
Paradox database files. Snellen visual acuity measure-
ments were converted to decimal values by division of the
numerator by the denominator (eg, 20/20 = 1.0, 20/25 =
0.8, 20/30 = 0.67). Visual acuities worse than 20/400 were
not given decimal values. The electronic data files were
cross-checked with the raw data. Data that were consid-
ered out of range were eliminated.

The data then were transferred to a SAS 8.2 (SAS
Institute, Cary, North Carolina) file for analysis.
Multivariate linear regression was used to investigate the
association between predictor variables and visual field
loss progression based on AGIS and CITGS scores.
Logistic regression also was performed, with progression
Versus no progression treated as a categorical response
variable. The assumptions of linear and logistic regression
analysis were verified. Cross-tabulations were made
between the various predictor variables and severity of
visual field loss progression, and chi-square tests were
used to test for associations.

RESULTS

SAMPLE SELECTION, DEMOGRAPHICS, AND EXAMINATION

RESULTS

Of the 410 eyes for which data were obtained, 59 right

eyes and 64 left eyes were excluded. The reasons for

exclusion were as follows:

« No 1987 visual field, 4 right eyes, 6 left eyes

« No 1997 visual field because of inadequate vision due
to a cause other than glaucoma, 1 right eye

e Unreliable visual field for 1987 or 1997, 20 right eyes,
21 left eyes

e Substantially improved visual field due to better
vision from cataract surgery, 3 right and 3 left eyes
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e Substantial worsening of vision due to a cause other
than glaucoma, 11 right and 11 left eyes

e Past or present glaucoma treatment, 26 right and 26
left eyes

Some eyes satisfied more than one of the above exclu-
sion criteria. An additional five right eyes and nine left
eyes were excluded because their 1987 visual fields satis-
fied the AGIS criterion for end-stage glaucoma (visual
field score =17). Though CIGTS score was not used as an
exclusion criterion, the CIGTS scores for these eyes all
were >17. The final sample consisted of 146 right and 141
left eyes of 155 subjects.

The 155 subjects included 47 men and 108 women.
The age distribution at baseline was as follows: 21 to 30
years, 2 patients; 31 to 40 years, 21 patients; 41 to 50
years, 57 patients; 51 to 60 years, 32 patients; 61 to 70
years, 31 patients; 71 to 80 years, 11 patients; older than
80, 1 patient.

The mean age was 52.3 years (range, 26-85 years).
(Although the 1986-1987 survey was not intended to
include subjects under the age of 30 years, two such sub-
jects were found and have been included in this sample
for consistency with the earlier study.) The mean intraoc-
ular pressures from the 1997 examination were 21.0 mm
Hg (SD, 4.3; range, 10-39) for the right eye and 21.0 mm
Hg (SD, 4.2; range, 12-43) for the left eye. Of the 155 sub-
jects, 81 (52%) had definite visual field defects at the ini-
tial survey and had been diagnosed as having glaucoma,
and 74 (48%) had either normal or inconclusive visual
field test results and had been diagnosed as glaucoma sus-
pects.

Among the eyes for which acuity measurements were
available for both 1987 and 1997, vision deteriorated only
minimally. The mean changes in visual acuity were -0.07
for the right eye and -0.10 for the left eye. For the subset
of these eyes with visual field loss progression, the mean
change in acuity was still only -0.06 for the right eye and
-0.13 for the left eye. Table 111 summarizes the Snellen
visual acuity measurements.

PROGRESSION OF VISUAL FIELD LOSS BY AGIS CRITERIA
AGIS visual field defect scores are summarized in Table
IV. The 1987 mean scores were 3.5 for right eyes and 3.9
for left eyes, and the 1997 mean scores were 9.1 for right
eyes and 9.0 for left eyes. By the AGIS criterion for defi-
nite change (score change of >4), 80 right eyes and 73 left
eyes worsened, 5 right eyes and 8 left eyes improved, and
61 right eyes and 60 left eyes were unchanged. Among the
eyes in which visual field loss had progressed by AGIS cri-
teria, the 1987 mean scores were 3.3 for right eyes and 4.5
for left eyes, and the 1997 mean scores were 13.5 for right
eyes and 13.1 for left eyes. The severity of progression was
distributed as follows: mild progression (AGIS score
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TABLE I11: MEAN VISUAL ACUITY AND CHANGE IN ACUITY FROM 1987 To 1997*

ALL EYES EYES PROGRESSED BY AGIS CRITERIAT
EYE N MEAN SD N MEAN SD
1987 R 130 0.74 0.27 67 0.68 0.27
L 124 0.76 0.26 60 0.73 0.24
1997 R 130 0.66 0.25 67 0.62 0.27
L 124 0.66 0.26 60 0.60 0.27
Change R 130 -0.07 - 67 -0.06 -
L 124 -0.10 60 -0.13

*Visual acuity is numerator divided by denominator of Snellen acuity measurement. Only eyes with Snellen acuity measurements for both 1987 and 1997

were included.
‘tProgression means that AGIS visual field defect score increased by 4.

TABLE IV: MEAN AGIS VISUAL FIELD DEFECT SCORE AND CHANGE FROM 1987 To 1997

ALL EYES EYES PROGRESSED BY AGIS CRITERIA*
EYE N MEAN SD N MEAN SD
1987 R 146 35 3.7 80 33 33
L 141 3.9 4.1 73 45 44
1997 R 146 9.1 6.9 80 135 54
L 141 9.0 6.8 73 13.1 55
Change R 146 5.6 - 80 10.2 -
L 141 51 73 8.6

*Progression means that AGIS visual field defect score increased by =4.

increase of 4-7), 26 right eyes (N = 80), 27 left eyes (N =
73); moderate progression (score increase of 8-11), 24
right eyes, 19 left eyes; extensive progression (score
increase of 12-15), 16 right and 16 left eyes; severe pro-
gression (score increase of 216), 14 right and 11 left eyes.

In the AGIS scoring system, end-stage glaucoma is
defined by a score =18. Of the 80 right eyes that showed
progression, 24 (30%) had progressed to end-stage glau-
coma; for the 73 left eyes, the figure was 21 (29%). In 14
subjects, visual field loss had progressed to end-stage dis-
ease in both eyes. Of the eyes that had progressed to end-
stage glaucoma, 14 of 24 right eyes (58%) and 13 of 21 left
eyes (62%) had baseline AGIS scores of 0 to 5 (no to min-
imal visual field loss).

The following factors were investigated for possible
association with progression of visual field loss: sex, age,
intraocular pressure (1997), and baseline AGIS visual
field defect score. For multiple linear regression, progres-
sion score (change in visual field score from 1987 to 1997),
age, and intraocular pressure were continuous variables
and sex was categorical. In this analysis, progression was
not significantly associated with intraocular pressure (P =
.91, right; P = .63, left) or with sex (P = .20, right; P = .33,

left), but showed a significant positive association with age
(P <.001, right; P =.002, left). The linear regression mod-
els for the right and left eyes were as follows, where y =
progression severity and x = age:

Right: y =-6.24 + 0.21885x;
rz=0.20;
slope 95% CI = 0.14 to 0.29
Left: y=-3.9+0.1727x;
rr=0.13;
slope 95% CI = 0.09 to 0.25

Visual field loss in an eye with a high baseline score
cannot progress but to a certain extent (eg, an eye with a
baseline visual field score of 0 could receive a progression
score of 20, whereas for an eye with a baseline score of 15,
the maximum progression score would be 5). Therefore, a
logistic regression was performed in which the baseline
visual field score was treated as a continuous variable and
the response variable was dichotomous (progression,
defined as an AGIS score increase of >4, versus no pro-
gression). Again, progression was significantly associated
only with age (P = .001, right; P = .003, left). Progression
was not significantly associated with intraocular pressure (P
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= .99, right; P = .84, left), sex (P = .14, right; P = .42, left),
or baseline visual field score (P = .08, right; P = .21, left).
The probability of progression, p, was modeled as follows,
where x, = age and x, = baseline AGIS visual field score:

Right:
Left:

log[p/(1-p)] = -2.3204 + 0.0545x, - 0.0902x,
log[p/(1-p)] = -2.2454 + 0.0445x,

These relationships also were tested separately, with
age, intraocular pressure, and baseline visual field status
treated as categorical variables in chi-square tests of asso-
ciation with progression severity, summarized in Tables V
through VII. In the analysis of baseline visual field score,
the response variable was dichotomous (progression ver-
sus no progression). Again, the only significant association
was between progression and age, for right eyes only
(P = .01, for left eyes, P =.13).

PROGRESSION OF VISUAL FIELD LOSS BY CIGTS CRITERIA

The analyses described above also were performed with
the CIGTS scores, which are summarized in Table VIII.
The mean 1987 CIGTS scores were 5.6 for right eyes and
5.9 for left eyes, and the mean 1997 scores were 12.9 for
right eyes and 13.6 for left eyes. By the CIGTS criterion
for definite change (score change of = 3), 107 right eyes
and 101 left eyes worsened, 14 right eyes and 13 left eyes
improved, and 25 right eyes and 27 left eyes were
unchanged. Among the eyes in which visual field loss had
progressed by CIGTS criteria, the 1987 mean scores were
4.6 for both right and left eyes, and the 1997 mean scores
were 15.7 for right eyes and 16.2 for left eyes. The sever-
ity of progression was distributed as follows: mild progres-
sion (CIGTS score increase of 3-7), 32 right eyes (N =
107), 28 left eyes (N = 101); moderate progression (score
increase of 8-11), 27 right eyes, 20 left eyes; extensive pro-
gression (score increase of 12-15), 17 right eyes, 24 left
eyes; severe progression (score increase of 216), 31 right
eyes, 29 left eyes.

The CIGTS system does not define end-stage glaucoma,
but by the AGIS definition (score >18), many eyes had
reached end-stage disease. Of the 107 right eyes that
showed visual field loss progression, 53 (50%) had pro-
gressed to end-stage glaucoma; of the 101 left eyes, 54
(53%) had reached end-stage. In 39 subjects, visual field
loss had progressed to end-stage disease in both eyes. Of
the eyes that had progressed to end-stage glaucoma, 24 of
53 right eyes (45%) and 27 of 54 left eyes (50%) had base-
line CIGTS scores of 0 to 5.

In the linear regression analysis, progression of visual
field loss was not significantly associated with intraocular
pressure (P = .76, right; P = .92, left), sex (P = .67, right;
P =.72, left), or age (P = .14, right; P = .19, left). In the
logistic regression analysis, the likelihood of progression
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was not significantly associated with intraocular pressure
(P = .44, right; P = .64, left) or sex (P = .65, right; P = .81,
left), but it was significantly associated with age (P = .001,
right; P = .008, left) and baseline visual field score (P
<.001 for both eyes); visual fields less severely affected at
baseline were more likely to have progressed. The proba-
bility of progression, p, was modeled as follows, where x,
= age and x, = baseline CIGTS visual field score:

Right:
Left:

log[p/(1-p)] = -1.1479 + 0.0588 X, - 0.1348 x,
log[p/(1-p)] = -0.5173 + 0.0475 x,- 0.1507 x,

The association between progression and baseline
visual field status also was tested in a chi-square test, with
baseline field status as a categorical variable, as shown in
Table IX. In this analysis, progression was significantly asso-
ciated with baseline CIGTS score (P <.001 for both eyes).

COMPARISON OF PROGRESSION BY AGIS AND CIGTS CRITERIA
As described above, the results obtained with the AGIS
and CIGTS algorithms differed. Many more eyes pro-
gressed by CIGTS than by AGIS criteria. Identification of
eyes as having progressed in visual field loss by the two
scoring systems differed as follows: AGIS total, 80 right
eyes and 73 left eyes progressed; CIGTS total, 107 right
eyes and 101 left eyes progressed; both AGIS and CIGTS,
71 right eyes and 65 left eyes progressed; AGIS only, 9
right eyes and 8 left eyes progressed; CIGTS only, 36 right
eyes and 36 left eyes progressed.

The Pearson product-moment correlation coeffi-
cients for progression by the AGIS and CIGTS criteria
were 0.49 for right eyes and 0.59 for left eyes (P <.001 for
both eyes).

PROGRESSION BY OTHER STATPAC INDICES

As discussed above, inadequate vision prevented some
subjects from undergoing visual field testing in 1997.
Because 1997 values for mean defect and corrected pat-
tern standard deviation (CPSD) were not available for
these subjects, their eyes were excluded from these
analyses.

Table X summarizes the mean defect and CPSD
measurements. In 1987, the mean scores for mean defect
and corrected pattern standard deviation were -5.8 and
5.1, respectively, for right eyes and -6.8 and 5.9 for left
eyes. In 1997, the mean scores for mean defect and CPSD
were -10.3 and 7.0 for right eyes and -10.9 and 7.8 for left
eyes. Among the subset of eyes that progressed by the
AGIS criterion, the 1987 mean scores for mean deviation
and CPSD were -6.2 and 5.4 for right eyes and -7.2 and
6.3 for left eyes. The 1997 mean scores for progressed
eyes were -14.5 and 8.5 for right eyes and -16.3 and 8.7 for
left eyes.
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TABLE V. ASSOCIATION OF VISUAL FIELD LOSS PROGRESSION WITH INTRAOCULAR PRESSURE

INTRAOCULAR PRESSURE

VISUAL FIELD PROGRESSION SEVERITY*

(MM HG) <4 4-7 8-11 12-15 216
Right Eyes (N); P = .55
<21 48 21 18 8 10
22-28 14 3 3 5 3
=29 4 2 3 3 1
Left Eyes (N); P =.98
<21 52 17 14 11 8
22-28 11 7 3 3 2
=29 5 3 2 2 1
*Progression severity = increase in AGIS visual field defect score.
TABLE VI: ASSOCIATION OF VISUAL FIELD LOSS PROGRESSION WITH AGE
AGE VISUAL FIELD PROGRESSION SEVERITY*
(YR) <4 4-7 8-11 12-15 =16
Right Eyes (N); P = .01
21-30 0 1 0 0 1
31-40 9 6 3 0 1
41-50 34 6 7 4 4
51-60 13 6 6 5 0
61-70 9 6 5 4 5
71-80 1 1 3 2 3
>80 0 0 0 1 0
Left Eyes (N); P =.15
21-30 0 0 0 0 0
31-40 14 4 0 2 1
41-50 29 8 9 3 4
51-60 13 7 5 2 1
61-70 9 7 3 5 4
71-80 3 1 2 3 1
>80 0 0 0 1 0
*Progression severity = AGIS visual field defect score increased by >4.
TABLE VII: ASSOCIATION OF VISUAL FIELD LOSS PROGRESSION WITH BASELINE AGIS SCORE*
RIGHT EVYES (N) LEFT EYES (N)
BASELINE SCORE NO YES NO YES
0 (none) 16 16 16 21
1-5 (mild) 32 47 31 31
6-11 (moderate) 13 16 15 17
12-17 (severe) 5 1 6 4

21

*Progression = AGIS visual field defect score increased by >4.

DISCUSSION

LIMITATIONS AND ADVANTAGES OF THIS STUDY FOR IDEN-
TIFYING VISUAL FIELD LOSS PROGRESSION

In the present study, only 1 baseline visual field and 1 fol-
low-up field, taken 10 years apart, were available for each
eye. None of the current algorithms or protocols for

assessing progression of visual field loss allows for evalua-
tion with only 2 visual fields; they are considered to
require a series of 5 to 7 visual fields. However, the value
of a sample of this size with 10 years of untreated glaucoma
outweighs the disadvantage of having only 2 fields for
comparison.

Normally, at least 2 baseline visual fields are required
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TABLE VIII: MEAN CIGTS VISUAL FIELD DEFECT SCORE AND CHANGE FROM 1987 To 1997

ALL EYES EYES PROGRESSED BY CIGTS CRITERIA®
EYE N MEAN SD N MEAN SD
1987 R 146 5.6 5.8 107 4.6 4.7
L 141 59 53 101 4.6 4.7
1997 R 146 129 71 107 15.7 4.8
L 141 136 6.8 101 16.2 4.3
Change R 146 7.3 - 107 111 -
L 141 7.7 - 101 116 -

*Progression = CIGTS visual field defect score increased by =3.

TABLE IX: ASSOCIATION OF VISUAL FIELD LOSS PROGRESSION WITH BASELINE CIGTS SCORE*

RIGHT EVES (N)

LEFT EYES (N)

BASELINE SCORE NO YES NO YES
0 (none) 7 30 4 21
1-5 (mild) 13 38 13 45
6-11 (moderate) 5 26 7 25
12-17 (severe) 14 13 16 10

P <.001

P <.001

*Progression = CIGTS visual field defect score increased by >3.

TABLE X: : MEAN SCORES FOR MEAN DEFECT AND CORRECTED PATTERN STANDARD DEVIATION AND CHANGE FROM 1987 1O 1997

ALL EYES EYES PROGRESSED BY AGIS CRITERIA*
EYE N MEAN SD N MEAN SD
Mean Defect
1987 R 121 -5.8 49 63 -6.2 4.8
L 118 -6.8 7.5 58 -1.2 9.1
1997 R 121 -10.3 8.7 63 -14.5 8.7
L 118 -10.9 8.5 58 -16.3 7.0
Change R 121 -4.4 - 63 -8.3 -
L 118 -4.3 - 58 -9.0 -
Corrected Pattern Standard Deviation

1987 R 121 51 2.8 63 54 3.0
L 118 5.9 5.6 58 6.3 74
1997 R 121 7.0 35 63 8.5 3.1
L 118 7.8 8.2 58 8.7 3.0
Change R 121 1.9 - 63 3.0 -
L 118 19 - 58 24 -

*Progression = AGIS visual field defect score increased by >4.

for comparison with subsequent fields. Ideally, these
would be obtained after training of subjects inexperienced
with visual field testing. This approach reduces the effects
of learning and verifies the baseline defect. It has been
shown that in standard full threshold visual field tests,
thresholds usually improve until the third test.* It can be
assumed that most participants in the present study had
never had a visual field test before the 1986-1987 survey.
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In that study, they had only one screening visual field test
before undergoing the visual field test that provided the
baseline scores for the current study. Thus, their initial
results likely were poorer than they would have been after
training. On the other hand, none of the subjects had had
a visual field test during the 10 years between the two
studies. Therefore, it can be assumed that even on retest-
ing, the subjects were inexperienced with visual field test-
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ing. Thus, the effect of learning probably was negligible.

Another consideration is the lack of additional fields
to confirm visual field loss progression. For a definitive
determination of progression, many clinical trials require
that 3 successive fields show a definite change from base-
line. To facilitate confirmation, these trials schedule test-
ing at 6-month intervals. In the present study, the lack of
repeated evaluation for a given individual remains a limi-
tation; however, for group statistics it might be less prob-
lematic, for several reasons. The 10-year interval in this
study greatly exceeds the minimum of 5 years needed to
show progression of visual field loss with serial fields.*
Furthermore, the same scoring algorithms were used in
both studies, as well as the same standards for inclusion
and exclusion of eyes. This consistency was possible
because the work of Drs Sample and Johnson enabled the
use of the AGIS and CIGTS algorithms to score the base-
line visual field tests.

Because eyes with improvement in vision by halving
of the visual angle were excluded from this study, and
because damage from chronic glaucoma is not reversible,
no visual field theoretically should have improved over the
10-year period. However, in practice, intertest fluctua-
tions not infrequently result in a better second visual field.
By the AGIS criteria, the visual fields of 5 right eyes
(3.4%) and 8 left eyes (5.7%) improved in this study. By
the CIGTS criteria, the corresponding numbers were 14
right eyes (9.6%) and 13 left eyes (9.2%). AGIS found
apparent improvement of the visual field (score decreased
by >4 points) in 11% of eyes and deterioration (score
increased by >4 points) in 5% of eyes retested within 6
weeks.” In a study comparing the two scoring systems,
Katz and associates® found improved AGIS scores (by =4
points) in 11.9% of eyes and improved CIGTS scores (by
23 points) in 20.9% of eyes when the second visual field
was obtained a year after the baseline field. In the present
study, the proportion of eyes that improved (4.5%) is
much lower. Although the study by Katz and associates
attempted to minimize the possible effect of learning,
such an effect on retesting would be greater after a year
than after 10 years. Furthermore, the effect of age on
visual fields is biased toward worsening rather than
improvement, and the subjects in the present study were
10 years older when their second visual fields were
obtained.

Although the effect of long-term fluctuation could
not be measured directly, the fact that some visual fields
improved implies that the visual field scores for some eyes
worsened as a result of long-term fluctuation, rather than
true worsening due to glaucoma. Variability alone should
produce some fields showing poorer sensitivity relative to
baseline and a comparable number of fields showing
improved sensitivity relative to baseline. Thus, it is likely

that similar percentages of eyes worsened and improved
due to long-term fluctuation. Relatively few eyes showed
visual field improvement, which suggests that the effect of
fluctuation on the results of this study probably was
minor.

In this study, the criteria for exclusion based on the
reliability measures of fixation loss (=33%) and false-posi-
tive and false-negative error rates (=240%) were slightly
less conservative than the manufacturer’s suggested relia-
bility criteria (fixation loss =20% and false-positive or
false-negative error rate > 33%).5"* Because most of the
subjects were inexperienced with visual field testing,
many more eyes would have been excluded had the man-
ufacturer’s criteria been used. It can be argued that the
manufacturer’s criteria may not be optimal, particularly
for fixation loss; for example, Bickler-Bluth and col-
leagues® suggested that the fixation loss criterion for
unreliability be increased to =33%. One strength of the
present study was the large number of untreated subjects
for whom visual field data were available. These data are
unique; for this reason, the importance of visual field reli-
ability was balanced against the importance of using as
many of these data as possible.

A potential problem for determination of visual field
loss progression with fields obtained 10 years apart is that
vision typically deteriorates with time, usually because of
cataracts, and decreased vision may in turn affect the visual
field. This study excluded eyes with a decrease in vision by
doubling of the visual angle not attributable to glaucoma.
Eyes that had progressed to end-stage glaucoma for which
a Snellen acuity measurement could not be obtained were
not included in the visual acuity analysis. Had they been
included, deterioration of vision over the 10-year period
would have been more pronounced than what is shown in
Table I11. Nonetheless, the vast majority of the eyes upon
which the visual field loss progression analysis was based
had Snellen acuity measurements at both examination
times, and the change in vision was minimal. Decreased
vision thus does not appear to have appreciably affected
the visual field loss progression data obtained in this
study.

VISUAL FIELD LOSS PROGRESSION IN TREATED GLAUCOMA
A number of studies have estimated progression of visual
field loss from glaucoma.?*5*16194 n gl| of these studies,
most, if not all, of the patients were receiving medical
treatment or had undergone surgery for glaucoma. In
these studies, the design, the perimeters used, the
method of assessing progression, and the length of follow-
up varied greatly; therefore, these results must be com-
pared with caution.

Studies have reported the following percentages of
subjects experiencing a statistically significant visual field
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decline during the following average follow-up time peri-
ods: 68% (14 years),” 73% (10 years),” 76% (7.6 years),”
38% (9 years),* 27% (7 years),* 28% (6.3 years),* and 25%
(3.7 years).” The rate of visual field loss in primary open-
angle glaucoma has been reported as percent loss, as well
as decibel loss, per unit time. In a retrospective cohort
study of 40 eyes of 40 subjects with primary open-angle
glaucoma, Kwon and associates® reported annual rates of
visual field loss of 1.5% for the entire cohort and 2.1% for
the subset of 27 eyes that progressed. For a prospective
cohort of subjects with normal-pressure glaucoma, pri-
mary open-angle glaucoma, and ocular hypertension,
Rasker and associates* reported a similar annual progres-
sion rate of 1.3% for the entire cohort but a slightly higher
rate of 2.9% for the subgroup whose eyes progressed.
Based on their conversion factor equating 4% loss of total
visual field to -1 dB, these annual progression rates would
be -0.30 dB for the entire cohort and -0.73 dB for the sub-
group whose eyes progressed. The corresponding annual
rates in Kwon's study would be -0.35 dB for the entire group
and -0.48 dB for the subgroup with progression.

In a retrospective trend analysis of 40 eyes of 40
patients with primary open-angle glaucoma, O’Brien and
associates® reported a remarkably consistent annual visual
field loss of -0.35 dB for the entire cohort. However, the
annual rate was much higher (-1.39 dB) for the subgroup
of eyes that showed visual field loss progression. Higher
annual loss rates also were reported by Katz and col-
leagues (-0.96 dB)“ and by Smith and colleagues
(-1.25 dB).*

Among black subjects, AGIS found that the “average
% with decrease of visual field” (score increased by >4) at
84 months (7 years) was approximately 30% (obtained
from Table IV by averaging of the scores for the two sur-
gical treatment groups).® In another AGIS study with fol-
low-up periods ranging from 7 to 11 years, the percentage
of black subjects with “sustained decrease of visual field”
(score decreased at three consecutive examinations) was
approximately 28%.*

The interim results of CIGTS, with follow-up com-
pleted through 4 years and partially completed through 5
years, showed relatively minimal visual field loss progres-
sion in both the medically and surgically treated groups.*
The mean visual field score for the surgically treated
group was 5.0 (SD = 4.3) at baseline and remained essen-
tially unchanged. For the medically treated group, the
baseline mean was 4.6 (SD = 4.2), and the score had
increased to 5.0 by 5 years. Visual field loss progression
(score increase by >3) was observed in 10.7% of visits of
medically treated and 13.5% of visits of surgically treated
subjects visits during the 5 years.

Studies have yielded conflicting results with respect
to association of various factors with likelihood or rate of
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progression of visual field loss. The patient’s sex has not
been reported to be associated with progression likelihood
or rate. Some studies have found age to be positively asso-
ciated with progression in subjects with glaucoma.** For
example, CIGTS found that every 10-year increment in
age increased the risk of progression by 40%. The present
study corroborates the finding of greater progression with
advancing age. However, other studies have reported
finding no significant association between age and likeli-
hood of progression,** and Kwon and associates® found no
significant association between age and progression rate.

Similarly, investigations of the association between
the severity of baseline visual field loss and the likelihood
or rate of progression have yielded mixed results. Katz and
associates** found baseline visual field loss severity to be
similar in eyes that were stable and those that progressed.
However, CIGTS found that eyes with higher baseline
visual field scores were more likely to progress.® Wilson
and associates* and Mikelberg and associates® found that
the more advanced the loss of visual field at baseline, the
greater the rate of further field loss. Mikelberg hypothe-
sized that up to a certain point, axons may be lost slowly in
the optic nerve, with minimal change in visual field as
measured with current techniques, but that once a certain
quantity of axons is lost, further loss of visual field is more
linear and rapid, because very little functional nerve
remains intact. However, several studies investigating this
relationship found no correlation between initial visual
field loss severity and subsequent rate of field loss.**** In
the present study, no statistically significant relationship
between baseline severity and progression was found with
the AGIS scoring system. However, with the CIGTS scor-
ing system, better baseline visual fields were significantly
associated with a greater likelihood of progression. An
explanation for this finding is not obvious, and further
confirmatory studies are necessary.

Intraocular pressure has long been established as a
major risk factor for development of glaucoma,* as well as
a prognostic factor for glaucoma progression.® It there-
fore logically follows that intraocular pressure would be
predictive of both likelihood and rate of progression of
visual field loss, and most studies that have investigated
these relationships have found the likelihood and rate of
progression to be positively associated with intraocular
pressure.2#4% However, some studies, including the pres-
ent one, have not found this relationship between intraoc-
ular pressure and visual field progression.® The most likely
explanation is that in the absence of diurnal intraocular
pressure measurements (or at least multiple measure-
ments), the intraocular pressure measurement obtained at
a single point in time does not adequately represent the
intraocular pressure throughout the duration of the study
period.
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IMPLICATIONS FOR THE NATURAL HISTORY OF UNTREATED
GLAUCOMA

In a cross-sectional study, Quigley and associates? estim-
ated a low probability of becoming blind from glaucoma,
whereas Hattenhauer and associates,® in a community-
based retrospective record review, found a 20-year cumu-
lative probability of unilateral blindness of 54% in glau-
coma patients and 27% in patients with glaucoma and/or
ocular hypertension. The latter study did not distinguish
between blindness from glaucoma and other causes, and
it is likely that many of the eyes that became blind could
have had conditions other than glaucoma. In the study by
Kwon and associates,® 5 of 40 eyes became legally blind
from glaucoma, which would extrapolate to a cumulative
unilateral blindness rate of 19% at 22 years.

Using data from the Glasgow glaucoma trial for eyes
having intraocular pressure greater than 25 mm Hg at diag-
nosis, Jay and Allan® estimated that it would take 38 years
from the first detectable field loss to end-stage disease for
opti-mally treated eyes and 10 years for unsatisfactorily
treated eyes. In a cross-sectional record review, Jay and
Murdoch® estimated that it would take 3.6 years to reach
the same end point for untreated eyes with comparable
intraocular pressure at diagnosis. The difference in esti-
mated time to end-stage disease based on treatment status
is striking, but it must be emphasized that the estimate for
the untreated eyes was based on cross-sectional data.

The only available prospective data on untreated
glaucoma are from the Normal-Tension Glaucoma Study.
The results of that study can provide only limited under-
standing of the natural history of untreated glaucoma, for
several reasons. First, the study was limited to glaucoma-
tous eyes with low to average intraocular pressures.
Second, for obvious safety reasons, eyes were excluded
once they reached a clearly defined progression end point.
Nonetheless, the Normal-Tension Glaucoma Study estab-
lished the beneficial effect of treatment on visual field loss
progression, particularly when the impact of cataract,
which was more prevalent in the treated eyes, was
removed.”

Although the data vary considerably, most studies of
visual field loss in treated glaucomatous eyes suggest that
among eyes that progress, the average annual decline in
mean defect is approximately -1.0 dB + -0.4 dB.*%%
Although mean defect was not the primary means of
assessing progression in the present study, it is interesting
that among eyes that progressed, the average annual
decline of mean defect was in the same range, at approxi-
mately -0.8 to -0.9 dB per year. However, it should be
noted that in this study, unlike the others cited, eyes with
decreased vision due to cataract (which would have had a
substantial decline in mean defect) were excluded.

The best comparison of visual field loss progression in

treated versus untreated glaucomatous eyes is made by
comparing the results of the present study with a study
that used the same definition of progression. Although the
comparison is not ideal, AGIS had subjects with varying
levels of glaucoma severity, all the subjects were treated,
the same visual field scoring algorithm was used, and the
data allowed comparison with black subjects only.*

Extrapolating from the percentage of black subjects
with visual field loss at 7 years in AGIS (30%)* (assuming
that the percentage increases linearly), the percentage of
subjects with visual field loss at 10 years would be approx-
imately 43%. In the present study, a considerably larger
percentage of eyes progressed (53%). This comparison is
particularly relevant, since race is believed to be a factor
in visual field progression, with blacks at greater risk of
progression than whites.

CIGTS has not yet had a long follow-up period, but
visual field loss progression thus far has been minimal.
The visual field score from baseline to the last examina-
tion, with most subjects having 5 years of follow-up, barely
changed.” The surgically treated group had a mean base-
line score of 5.0 (SD = 4.3), and this group’s score
remained essentially unchanged; the medically treated
group had a mean baseline score of 4.6 (SD = 4.2), and
the score increased to about 5.0. In contrast, the mean
scores in the present study changed from 5.6 in right eyes
and 5.9 in left eyes in 1987 to 12.9 in right eyes and 13.6
in left eyes in 1997. Because CIGTS reported percentage
of visits, rather than eyes, that showed progression, it is
difficult to make a direct comparison with this study.
Presumably, percentage of visits would yield a higher
number than percentage of eyes, particularly if subjects
who reached an end point for visual field loss were seen
more frequently. Worsening of visual field was noted in
12% of visits (10.7% of medically treated and 13.5% of
surgically treated subjects). Even if this is taken to repre-
sent the percentage of eyes worsening, the extrapolated
percentage of eyes progressing in 10 years would be only
24%. Of the CIGTS subjects, 55.5% were white,* and
nonwhites had a 50% greater risk of progression than
whites.” Even so, if the extrapolation is adjusted for this
race differential, the percentage of eyes that progressed at
10 years would still be markedly lower than the 72%
found in the present study. It should be kept in mind,
however, that CIGTS is a well-monitored clinical trial, and
the experiences reported for this trial may not reflect what
occurs in practice.

Using subjects enrolled in a natural history study of
risk factors for glaucoma at the Johns Hopkins School of
Medicine, Katz and associates® found visual field loss pro-
gression by the CIGTS criteria in 22% of the subjects over
6 years. This would extrapolate to about 37% progression
over 10 years. This also was a well-monitored group of
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subjects, and only 45% were black. It is possible that the
progression rate would be slightly higher in a normal clinic
environment and with an exclusively black population.

In the present study, 24 of 146 right eyes (16.4%) and
21 of 141 left eyes (14.9%) progressed to AGIS scores of 18
or greater, which is considered to indicate end-stage dis-
ease. Based on CIGTS scores, the corresponding numbers
were 53 of 146 (36.3%) and 54 of 141 (38.3%). For pur-
poses of comparison, if end-stage glaucoma can be consid-
ered blindness, then the cumulative probability of at least
one eye becoming blind in 10 years based on AGIS score
can be estimated at approximately 16%. The corresponding
estimate based on CIGTS score is 35% in 10 years. These
estimates can be compared with a cumulative blindness
rate of 19% at 22 years reported by Kwon and associates.®
Such a direct comparison is, of course, problematic. One
major issue is that the definition of blindness differs. Kwon
used a legal definition based on measurement of the central
field with a Goldmann perimeter. By that definition, the
greatest diameter of the central field must be less than 20°.
Such a definition would be consistent with the AGIS and
CIGTS definitions of end-stage glaucoma but would not
necessarily agree with them for any given eye. Nonetheless,
given that Kwon’s sample consisted of confirmed primary
open-angle glaucoma patients, whereas the present study
included a substantial number of glaucoma suspects, the
percentage of eyes reaching end-stage disease in this
untreated cohort seems disproportionately high compared
with the percentage among Kwon’s treated patients.

Because estimation of visual field loss progression
depends on how progression is defined, this study used
two tested visual field scoring algorithms. The number of
eyes that progressed by the CIGTS algorithm (208, or
72%) was substantially larger than the number that pro-
gressed by the AGIS algorithm (153, or 53%). Such a dif-
ference between these two scoring algorithms is consis-
tent with the results reported by Katz and associates® in
their study of glaucoma patients followed for 6 years. They
reported that 11% of their subjects progressed based on
AGIS score and 22% based on CIGTS score. They also
reported that the CIGTS scores were systematically higher
and were more likely to incorrectly identify visual field
improvement than the AGIS scores. Both of these obser-
vations are confirmed by the present study.

LIMITATIONS ON THE INTERPRETATION AND GENERALIZA-
TION OF THE RESULTS

The major limitation of this study is the inability to directly
compare visual field loss progression in treated versus
untreated eyes. Comparison of progression in this
untreated cohort with progression reported in published
studies of treated eyes is problematic. Inferences about
the influence of treatment must be based on the magni-
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tude of the differences between the progression found in
this study and that found in other studies with similar
methodology. However, no published study has many
methodological similarities to this one. The most valid
comparisons are probably with the AGIS and CIGTS
results, since the same methods of defining progression
were used. However, caution must be used in comparing
the results of these very well performed clinical trials with
those of this essentially observational study.

Another limiting factor is that this sample is generaliz-
able to a select population. The sample was entirely black,
and blacks are known to have a higher prevalence of glau-
coma and experience a more aggressive clinical course. It
is possible that Caribbean blacks have an even higher
prevalence of glaucoma, with a more aggressive course,
thus further limiting the generalizability of these findings.

Further information on the clinical course of untreated
glaucoma may become available with publication of the
results of the Early Manifest Glaucoma Trial, which ran-
domized subjects with glaucoma to medical treatment
versus no treatment. However, the sample in that study
consists of subjects with early glaucoma only, and they will
not be allowed to progress indefinitely without treatment.

Despite these limitations, the current data set is
unique and not likely to be replicated. It is desirable to
learn as much as possible about the natural history of glau-
coma from this data set. In future analyses, statistical tech-
niques to compensate for the small number of treated
eyes will be explored to allow for direct comparison of
visual field loss progression between treated and untreated
eyes with glaucoma.
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APPENDIX 1
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At | oare | e | Evenmg g | NPER =1
r 22 e g | T REMARKSIOUTCOME/COMMENTS
1 F 4 3 1 2
1 2 k| 1 2
1 2 3|1 2
1 2 3tq4 2
1 2 3|1 2
1 2 3|1 2
] 2 3 1 2
1 2 k| 1 2
1 2 1 1 2
1 F4 3 1 2
DISPQSITION AREA
COMPLETE, NO CONVERSION ............... 01
COMPLETE ....... et 02 | FINALDISP ....oooveiiiie, LLI
BREAKOFF/REFUSAL . . ... ... .. (EXPLAIN. . . . 03
ILL MEDICALLY INGAPABLE.... (XPLAIN) | oo | INTERVIEWER ¥ .................. nERRN
OUTOFAREA . ............... EXPLANY .. o5 Lt it
NOLOCATE .. ....vrnnnnn. s (EXPLAIN) . .. 08 DATE 0mE010) e
DECEASED....... .11 (SPECIFY DATE) . 07 | # OF CONTAGT ATTEMPTS . ............. L
OTHER .« v, v evo (EXPLAIN) .. .08
# OF MINUTES IF COMPLETE . ........... EEE
EXPLAIN COMPLETED: RESP....1 IN PERSON .. . .1
PROXY...2 BYPHONE....2
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APPENDIX 2
1of6 Date: __ _/__ _[__
Examiner: __ __
ST. LUCIA GLAUCOMA EYE SURVEY FOLLOW-UP
Definitive Examination Form
1D: ST N S S
Right Eye Left Eye
1. Status of globe (o N2 (00 (2
2. ﬂll_pﬂ L yes no you
Afferent defect ( 0) (1N ( 0 1
Other ( 0) ( 1 {( 0) ( 1)
Specify:

3.  Cornea
Pigment spindle ( O { 1) ( 0 ( 1
KP ) (1 ( 0 1
Edema ( 0 (1 ( 0) { 1)
Scar ( 0 (1) ( 0 (1
Dystrophy ( 0) ( 1) ( 0 ( 1)

Specify:

4, iris
Transillumination ( 0 { 0 ( 0) {1
Posterior synechiae ( 0) ( 1) { 0) (1
Bombe ( 0) ( 1) { 0 (1
Rubeosis ( 0) ( 1 {0 ( 1)
Laser/surgical colobama ( 0 (1 ( 0 ( 1
Other ( 0) ( 10 { 0 (1)
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20f86 o _ __ - _ - -
Right Eye Left Eve
5 riQr i1 a0 yes 0 yas
Ray (0 ¢ 1 ) (1N
Cell ( 0) (N ( 0 (1)
6.  Gonioscopy
Angle depth: Opsn  Borderiine Closed Open  Bometline Closed
Superior (0 (2 (O N2
Nasal (0 N2 (0 12
Inferior (0{ (2 L) BN O D I Q)
Temporal ( O0( 1N ( 2 (O {2
PAS (quadrant) no yos no yes
Superior ( 0) "M (0 (1)
Nasal ( 0) (1) ( 0 (1)
Inferior ( 0) ("N ( 0 (N
Temporal (O (1 ( 0 (1
Rubeosis ( 0 ( 1 (9 (1)
Recession ( 0 (1 {( 0 (N
Other {( 0) (1 ( 0) (1
Specify:
7.  1QP {mm Hg) Reading: 1%t __ —_—
2l'ld
3"'_—_ -
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3 0f 6 ID: e e T T
Rev 14
Right Eve Left Eve
no yes no yes
8. Potentially occludable angle? ( 0) ( 1} ( 0 ( 1)
If ywa: dilate with dilate with
1% Mydriacyl iridectomy 1% Mydriacyl iridectemy
( 0y ( 1) {( o ( 1)
1f dilataed IOP 40 min
with 1% open closed opan closed
Mydriacyl: Angle 40 min { O ( 1 { 0) ( 1)

If no, dilate with regqular regimen:

Dilated pupil size e mm ____ mm
phake pseudo  aphake phake psevwde  aphake
9. Lens ( 0 ¢ 1) ( 2) ( o) ( 1) ( 2)
If phakic or pseuds: no yes no yes
Exfoliation {( 0) { 1) { 0} ( 1}
Dislocation ( 0y ( 1) ( o) ( 1)
If phakic:
Nuclear ) . .
Cortical . .
PSC . .
10. Vitreous Right Eye Left Fye
Good roor Good Foor
Visibility: { 0) { 1) { 0) ( 1}
If good viaew!: no yeos ho yes
Cells { 0y ( 1) ( 0oy ( 1}
Blood ( & ( 1) { 00 ( 1)
QOther opacity { O { 1) ( 0) { 1)
Specify:
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40f6

: - - -
Rev 14
11. Macula Ridght Eve Left Eve
good adequate poer good adequate poor
Macula view: ¢ 0y { 1y {2} 0y ( 1y { 2)
Hole/Cyst ( O 1) ( 0y ( 1}
Macular Edema ( 0 1) ( oy ( 1)
Large, soft
drusen/pigmentary
changes ( 0} 1) { 00 (1)
Geographic
atrophy { 0) 1) ( 0} ( 1)
Disciform scar/
Subretinal neocvasc{ 0) 1) { o) { 1)
Other { 0) 1) ( 0y ( 1)
Specify:
12, Retina Right Eve Left Eve
good adequate poor good adequate poor
Retina view: { o) ¢ 1y ( 2 { 0y ( 1y ( 2)
Reattachment surgery ¢t 0y { 1) ¢ 9 (1)
Pan retinal photocoag ( 0y (1) ( 0 {(
Focal photocoag ( 0) ( 1) { 0y { 1)
Atrophy {location) { 0 { 1} { 0y { 1)
Scar (location) ( 0}y ( 1} { O { 1)
Neovascularization ( 0y ( 1) ( 6y ( 1)
Cotton wool spots ( oy ( 1) { o ( 1)
IRMA { o ( 1 { 0y ( 1}
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5 of 6 ID: . ___ o __“'_ —-__._ "_
Rev. 14
Right Eve Left Eve
13. NFL
good adequate poor good adequate jal-1-14
NFL view: ( o) ( 1LYy { 2) { o ( 1) ( 2)
If good or adequate:
Worst diffuse atrophy grade:
normal ( O { Q)
mild ( 1) { 1}
moderate { 2) { 2}
severe ( 3) { 3)
Wedge defects: no yes no yes
{0 { 1} ( 0} { 1)
14. Disc & Perjpapilla
geod adequate  poor good adequate poor
Visibility: {( 0y ( 1) ( 2) ( oy ( 1y { 2
If good or adequate:
Vertical C/D e .
ng yes no ves
Notch ( 0) ( 1) ( oy ( 1)
Hemorrhage ( 0y ¢ 1) ( 0) ( 1)
Pale disc ( 0y { 1) {( o ( 1)
Optic pit ( 0y ¢ 1) {( 0) ¢ 1}
Drusen ( 0y ( 3) ¢ 0y { L)
Other { 0y ( 1) { O 1)

Specify:
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6 of 6

Rev. 14

15. Cause(s) of decreased acuitv: enlyirf va < zo/a30:
RANK IN ORDER OF IMPORTANCE
Right Eye Left Eve

Cataract

AMD - geographic atrophy

AMD -~ exudative

Glaucoma

Diabetic retincpathy

Post cataract
cysteid macular edema

Other retinal pathology

Specify:

Corneal opacity

Non-glaucomatous
Optic atrophy

Amblyopia
Uncertain
QCther

Specify:
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Mp AL FIELD

DISPLAY

THIS |

! D#, PLEASE ENT:
INFORMATION R "PATIENT

DATE OF BIRTH

NT’S DIST

Attempt to perform 30-2 Humphrey Visual Field Test on Right Eye.
Visual Field for Right Eye was .......

Completed 1 )
Not completed due to poor vision 2 )
Not completed due to patient refusal 3 )
Not completed due to patient incapability 8 )
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L
continued..
Station #2
6. Pefrform refractometry and enter results here ...
6a. R____ _+ _* '+ X _ _
6b., L ____ o+~ o+ e X
7. Refractometry was performed ...
using automated refractor (1 )
manually using phoropter 2 )
8. Visual Acuity Assessment. First, let us check patient's distance lane visual
acuity while they are wearing their present correction and record here...
8a. R___/_ _ {with presenting correction)
gh. L_ _Ff_ {with presenting correction)
9. Now, let us check patient's distance lane visual while using the refraction
correction. Please record.
9a. R__ _/_ _ (with refraction correction)
b, L_ _/_ _ {with refraction cotrection)
10.  If patient’s vision was less than 20/20 in testing both with present Rx and

refraction please check vision again with a multiple pinhole in front of the
refraction correction. Record here.

10a. R / (with multiple pinhole)

10b. L / (with multiple pinhole)
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APPENDIX 3

case# ... LL-LLLLT-U)-L

INTERVIEWER # .............. (LE1]]

DATE ..o L - -

MM DD YY

EDITOR# «.oovoevoooonn . LI1El)

TOTALTIME ....vovovonnnn o L)
FIELD EDIT INITIALS.........ooo.

ST. LUCIA
GLAUCOMA SURVEY

FOLLOW- UP STUDY
INTERVIEW

1997
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n__-_ -
starttove: L | || | |
ST. LUCIA GLAUCOMA SURVEY FOLLOW-UP STUDY
INTERVIEW
SECTION A: Demaographics

Al.  First, [ would like to ask you some AGE

general background quesions, How old  ACE e Lms..l_l
were you on your last birthday?
A2 What is your date of birth? DOB ....o.ovavvnnnnnns, | I
MM DD YY

A3.  Are you currently married, separated, MARRIED . ..\t incnneviannnnraninannnnns 1
divorced, widowed or have you never :ggm'rm ................................. i
been married? WIDOWED ........oeeeooio oo 4
NEVERMARRIED ..................c0o0n0us.. 5
8 7
A4, What is the highest grade in school or GRADE: 0 o 02 < o4
t college that Jeted? s &6 o ;.
year of college that you completed pod S 2
COLLEGE: 3 14 15 16
GRADUATE S5CHOOL: 17
A5.  Are you currently employed, a EMPLOYED .......ooiiiiiiiiiiiininianninans 1
homermaker, retired, disabled or HOMEMAKER ........c.iiiiiiiiiin i, ;.
unemployed? DISABLED ........covvvonineennionoininiiin 4
UNEMPLOYED .......covitimrrrrnnncannenenn 5
SPECIFY: OTHER ........... (SPECIFY) ................ &
As. Not counting yourself, how many other #INHOUSEHOLD ..........c.oiviiinnn, I._.I_l

people live in your household?

CEE. 07

a2
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(3)

SECTION C: MedicalEye History

Cl.

o

Now Id like to ask you some questions
about your medical histery and more
specifically about your eye health. How
satisfied are you with your vision? Are
you (READ CATECORIES)?

Do you currently wear glasses or contact
lenses to see in the distance?

Do you currently wear glasses or bifocals
specifically made for close work such as
knitting or reading?

Using your glasses or contact lenses if
you need them, @n you see well enough

to read ordinary newspaper print with
(ASK a<c):

a. Your right eye?

b. Your ieft eye?

c. Both your eyes open?

Have you ever been told that you had a

cataract in either eye?

a, Did your eye doctor advise you
to have cataract surgery?

b. Did you ever have cataract
surgery?

C. What was the reason you did not have

cataract surgery? Was it because (READ
CATEGORIES)?

1t cost 0o much?

You didn’t know where to go? ........
You didn’t have a way to get there? . ...

You didn't think the problem was
serious enough? ..... ) e

e w +eta

You didn’t have insurance? ...........

You were afraid of surgery? ..........
Any other reason? . ..... (SPECIFY) . ...

SPECIFY:

L_
DECK &
Verysatisfied .....................o., o
Satisfled .......... ... e,
Dissatisfied ...._ ........................
Verydissatisfied .........................
1S u
NO i e
L= %
NO i e e e,
41T »
L
L2 "
L
4 = i
N i i e e
£ -1 0
NO ...ovvivnnnas (COTOCE) ..covvvnnrnne..
L4 1
NO ............. {GOTOCH) ........ovevenen
YES, ONBEYE .... (GOTOCH) ......cvvvvnvn.. L
YES, BOTHEYES .. (GOTOCE) ..... cveirarn.n
(0 R
YES NO RF DK
1 2 7 “
1 2 7 “
1 2 7 8 «*
“
1 2 7 8
1 2 7 8 a
1 2 7 8 “
1 2 7 8 i
'
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Have you ever been told by a doctor that YES
you have ghucom? NO ............. {COTOCN . e 2

a, How old were you when you first : 8
l you had gl A AGE ..ot (.

b. In the past 3 years, or since your
diagnosis, how many times have
you seen your eye doctor for your
glaucoma?

< Have you ever gone more than .2 1%
one year without s&iﬂg your eye NO .............. GOTO® ..ovvvvneanann.. 2
doctor for your glaucoma?

d. What was the reason that you did
not see your eye doctor? Was it
because (READ CATEGORIES)? YES NO Rr DK

It costs too much? ........ Ceseeiiea 1 2 7
You didn’t know where to go? ........ 1 2 7
You didn't have a way to get there? ..., 1

You didn't think the problem was
serious emough? . .............. e 1

2

You didn’t have money? 2
Youwereafraid? ................... 1 2 7

2

[
~3

&

e Are you taking eye drops or oral YES .
medications for your glaucoma? NO o ©oTog

£ What medications are you taking for glaucoma?

1.

L]

2 | Ly
L]
1]

3.

7
4.

g Are there any medications that YES, NOTATALL .....oooiiviiiniaianan. 1
the doctor has thai for your YES, NOTASFREQUENTLY ........coivvvveenn.s 2
glaucorna but that you are not NGO .........vehe. GOTOH ...ivivnnnnnns. 3
taking at all or as frequently as
prescribed?

3

END 3
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h. What is the main reason you are
not aking your glaucoma
medication as prescribed by your
doctor? READ CATEGORIES.

SPECIFY: -

i Did your eye doctor ever tell you
that you needed laser or surgery
for your glaucoma?

J Did you have glaucoma surgery?
PROMPT: In one eye or both
eyes?

k What was the reason why you
did not have surgery for your
glaucoma? Was it because (READ
CATEGORIES)?

Itcoststoomuch? . ....ovvnnvnn....
You didn’t know where to go? ........

You didn't have a way to get there? .. ..

You didn’t think the problem was
serious enough?

..................

-----------

You were afraid of surgery? ..........
Any other reason? ... ., (SPECIFY) .....
SPECIFY:

Are yon currently using any prescription
eye drops or ointment to treat any other
eye disease (besides glaucoma) such as

ocular inflammation or an eye infection?

a. What eye drops or ointments are you using?

1.

2.

HHEHB

n__-__ -
ltcosts bomuch ... .. e e i
Dontneed it ..................0iu.... 2
You didn't have a way toget it ....... .. .... 3
You don'’t feel good when you take it
(thurts orbums myeyes) ................ 4
Any other reasan  (SPECIFYY .............. 5
1 -1 1
L [ {GOTOCT ... e vievne 2
YES, ONE EYE GOTOCH .o veeiiannenn 1
YES, BOTHEYES .. (GOTOC) o eeeveeonn.. ... 2
NO i i e e 3
YES NO RF DK

1 7 8

1 7

1 7

1 2 7 8

1 2 7 8

1 2 7 8

1 2 7 8
421 1
NO ...vnnnnn. (COTOCE) . ....oveevnnn.n. 2

DECE 1

13

bt

Ié

H

19

b4

n

i

x

LH

6
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Are you currently using any ozral
medication to treat any other eye disease
such as ocular inflammation or an eye
infection?

a. What oral medications are you taking?

1.

A

3.

HEHBG

Do your eyes ever feel dry?

a. HAND CARD E Do they feel dry
(READ CATEGORIES)?

b. Is this symptom worse in the
moming or evening, or is it the
same all day?

< Are the symptoms (READ
CATEGORIES)?

Do you ever feel a gritty or sandy

sensation in your eyes?

a. HAND CARD E. Do they feel
gritty all the time, often,
sometimes, or rarely?

Do your eyes ever have a burning
sensation?
a. HAND CARD E. Do they bum all

the time, often, sometimes, or
rareiy?

(6}
o - -
- S 1
NO ...l (GOTOCH . ..ovvnnnnnnn s, 2

b. What are you taking them for?

L L]
2 L]
3 iR
. L]
3 L1]
YEB o ociiinirinsisnsrnsntriaansasenantannnas 1
HO .covvvnvvenns COTOCI) ..ovveennnnnns 2
All the time (4 or more days/wk) ............ 1
Cfen (1to3days/wk) .......o0ovvvnrnrnnen 1
Sometimes (2 to 3 days/month) ............. 3

Rarely (once a month or less} ... (GOTOCI0).. . 4

.................................. 1
EVENING ....... ccivinvaerarsrrnsnnrrasanes 2
SAME ... .. oivnncncaritiiiiesiiitaiiiarians 3
Constant year round ......ovvvvrmnnravanns 1
Semsonmal ... .......iiliiieieai i, 2
1 - T 1
NO .......eaves GOTOCN) .....eeeeeets 2
ALLTHETIME .....cvvcnmrannmsnnonsrsanrnns 1
OFIEN ....0vcoiirenesacsissinrinnarcannnoan 2
SOMETIMES . ... iosvavnmmsrassatnssssonsssns 3
RARELY .......ccvvmencmstessvsanasannnnansa 4
b ¢ > T T T T 1
NO ........annis (GOTOCIY) eovicinnniinns 2
ALLTHETIME ......ccoc00enmnssnsseronsrrnns 1
OFTEN .. iiivuniiananssmrasavaavsnancaanans 2
SOMETIMES ... ... viivverraneiiniiuass 3
RARELY ..., o iiiiiiitinncananaannananrans 4

[+

M

75
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CHl4,

C15.

C16.

Are your eyes aver red?

a. HAND CARD E. Are they red all
the time, often, sormetimes, or
rarely?

Do you use artificial tears or other

nonprescription eye drops for dry eye?

a. How many times per day do you
use them?

b. For how many months have you
been using them?

When you are in a mood to ¢ry, can you
normally produce tears?

Do you notice much crasting on your eye
lashes?

a. HAND CARD E. Does this happen
all the time, often, sometimes, or
rarely?

Do your eyelids ever get stuck together in
the moming?

a HAND CARD E. Does this happen
all the time, often, sormetimes, or
rarely?

M. Roy Wilson

(7}

S|

YES ot 1
NO .. COTOCIY oonninniin 2
ALLTHETIME - envnemennenrnanennnnnennn 1
OFTEN . oovvosoos i 2
SOMETIMES . ... oiromroreni 0 3
RARELY ...t ennnrasencrnnansrnnnes 4
YES ..ttt 1
NO oo, COTOCHY ..oonvrnnn L2
TIMES PER DAY . -vnveevoneeeaeen e i
MONTHS . ..0ooieririenannannnnns, L1t

DECK 5

13

M

15

H
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C17.

Cls

Cl19.

Since the last time you were examined by YES o e 1
Howard University Drs (DATE), have NO ............. (GOTOCIE) ....ovvviven 2
you had any surgery on your eyes?
a. How many different surgeries did you L1
have during this period? BSURGERIES .....covvvninrnnnarnnsnnnns
ASK b-d FOR EACH FIRST SECOND THIRD FOURTH
SURGERY SURGERY SURGERY SURGERY SURGERY
b. What eye was it on, the right or
left? " a s
RIGHT .......ccvvvennnn . 1 1 1 1
LEFT .t iiiiis i v 2 2 2 2
¢ What type of surgery was it?
READ CATECORIES. 7 “ 5t
Cataract .................. n 0 U] m
Cataract (laser) . ............ 0z 13 ® /]
Glaucoma ................ n ® <] 03
Glaucoma (laser) ........... ok o4 o4 K
Diabetes (laser) ............ 05 05 05 o5
Retinal detachment ......... 06 06 06 0%
Other or combination (SPECIFY) . . o7 lird or o7
SPECIFY:
DK, 98 98 93 9%
» * 5
d. When was this done? N T T T O
L] Yy MM r MM Yy MM ™
Now, I'm going to read you a list of eye YES ot 1
conditions that you may have now or N i et e e 2
have had in the past. Has a doctor ever
told you that you had Lazy Eye?
Has a doctor ever told you that you had YES Lottt 1
macular degeneration? NO ... GOoTOQ ........ev0nee 2z
a. Were you ever treated for b ¢ - T 1
macular degeneration? NO ............. GOTOCH) ....ovvvvnnnnn, 2
b. What of treatment did vou I i 1
m,,g?e ye SURGERY - ..\iiiiiiiniseeinnesinenrananen. 2
OTHER ........... GSPECIEY) . ...vvvnnnne.... 3
DK i e e e 8
SPECTFY:

DECK o8

u

L4

#l
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1.
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(v)
o _ - - -
DECK 05
Has a doctor ever told you that you had B e i e e e 1 (&
retinal detachn-lent? NO ....canean {GOTO Ql) ............... 2
a. Were you ever treated for retinal YES ity t e
detachment? NO ... coToCRy ..y 2
b. What type of treatment did you LASER L itiiiivinronnrcnnrinnrirnraanaenan. 1 |e
receive: laser, surgery, both, or SURGERY . .ouiieinineniinrcinsmnnrnssnsnnes g
some other type of treatment? OTHER ........... SFECIRY) .........o.oiiio 4
DK i e e, 8
“
Has a doctor ever told you that you had YES .. iiiiininnns GSPECIFY} ....cvivnevvnnn, 1 |v
my oﬂ-ler Eye Pmblem? NG ............. (GOTO [ . 2
SPECIFY:
(1]
PROBLEM 1 LEL L
b
PROBLEM #2 |'7 I I . _J END &
| | I ! I_D 13
PROBLEM #3 .
Now, I'm going to read you a list of other health conditions. At the present time, do you have any
of the following conditions?
YES NO RF DK
a. asthoma? ... ..ol ! 2 7 g o
b. chronic bronchitis or emphysema? ..... 1 2 7 3 1
¢ tuberculosis? ......... i 2 7 8 ®
d. other chronic lung trouble? . .......... 1 2 7 8 2
e repeated attacks of sinus trouble? ...... 1 2 7 8 u
f. arthritis, rheumatism, or bursitis? . ... .. 1 2 ? ] n
g high blood pressure or hypertension? . ., 1 2 7 3 u
h. hardening of the arteries? ........ ceaa 1 2 7 8 =
L aheartattack? ..................... 1 2 7 8 u
j- any other heart trouble? ............. 1 2 7 8 z
k. astroke? . ... ..., 1 ] 7 3 »
1 stomach, bowel or intestinal trouble? . 1 2 7 8 ”
m, T 1 2 7 4
n. serious kidney or bladder disense? ... .. 1 2 7 8 n
o. serious trouble with back or spine? .. ... 1 7 8 n
P paralysisof any kind? ... .......... 1 2 7 B »
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Do you presently have diabetes or sugar
diabetes?

a. How many years have you had
diabetes?

b. How is your diabetes currently
treated?

c. Did your medical doctor ever tell
you to have your eyes examined
every year because of your
diabetes?

d. When was your last complete eye
examination, one that included
dilating your pupils, where the
doctor used bright Lights to look
into the back of your eyes?

e. Have you had a complete eye
exam every year for the past 3
years?

£, Why have you not had these
annual exams? Was it because
(READ CATEGORIES)?

Itcoststoomuch? ..................
You didnt know where to go?
You didn"t have a way to get there? . ...

You didn't think the problem was
serious enough?

--------

You didn't have money?

--------

....................

SPECIFY:

g Has a doctor ever told you that
you had diabetic retinopathy or
diabetic eye disease?

h. Has a doctor ever told you that
you needed laser or surgery for
your diabetic eye disease?

i Did you have laser, surgery or
both?

OECK o6
YEBS i e ate it raeaeas e M
NO ......... ..., COTOCH} ....vivieenn ey
BYBARS ......ooviiniinnniinnnannnnn. Li g
INSULIN . vttt niicierare s snvsnnnrnnenss L
ORALDRUGS .. .iviiirnvuaroracronsrocesassnn
DIET ALONE ... . iiuinvimnniinrnnrnarrnnsans
NOTBEING TREATED .....vvvrveucevnrrennnns
- u
L
WITHIN PAST ZMONTHS . ... .t ovevrennnnnns 19
T2 YEARSAGD (.oioiiiviveniirnnrnnsnnnnsann
FEYEARSAGD .0 iiinrrnvnrinecnrvnnninnsnos
OVERS YEARSAGD . ..uvivvniennnnnnnnrrnanns
YBS ... GOTO® . .ovvveeeianiann @
o
YES NO RF DK
1 2 7 8 3]
1 2 7 8 4
1 2 7 3 a
1 2 7 ] “
1 i 7 8 5
1 2 7 4 *
1 2 7 8 7
-
NO ............. GOTOCHY .......cinvent.
1 - 51
NO ... ......... (GOTOC2d) ........centnn
YES, LASER ...... COTOC4) ........evne . 52
YES, SURGERY .... (GOTOCM) ...............
YES, BOTH ....... GoToQL .., ...
L
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Jr What was the reason you didn't
have iaser or surgery for your
diabetic eye disease? Was it
because (READ CATEGORIES)?
Itcoststoomuch? ..................
You didn’t know where to go? ........
You didn’t have a way to get there? . ...

You didn’t think the problem was
serious enough? ...........

You didn’t have insurance? . . .

........

You were afraid of surgery?

----------

Any other reason? . .... (SPECIFY}

.....

SPECIFY:

NO DK

[ =]

MO WM
EC TR TE R

Do you presently have any other serious
health problem that we have not already
mentioned? SPECIEY,

PROBLEM #1

..........

................

PROBLEM #2

DECK %
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SECTION D: Health Services

(12}
D ; .

The next few questions will be about
about your use of eye care services.

Dl.  In the past three years, did you stay in a
hospital as a patient overnight?

ER During that period, how many
different times did you stay in a
hospital overnight?

b. How many were for eye
problems?

DZ. Not counting times when you stayed
overnight in a hospital, in the past three
years did you ever go in and come out of
a hospital on the same day for surgery?

a. During that pericd, how many
different times did you go into a
hospital for one of these
procedures without staying
overnight?

b. How many were related to an eye

problem?

D3.  During the last three years, did you ever
have surgery done in a special surgery

center outside of a hospital?

a. How many times did you have
surgery at such a center?

b. How many of these surgeries
were for eye problems?

D4.  During the past three years, did you stay
int a nursing home, convalescent home or

similar place?
a, How many times were you
admitted to such a place?

D5.  During the past three years, how many
times have you seen a medical doctor
{(not counting any doctors seen during
hospital stays you already mentioned)?

your use of health services in general and then more specifically

YES .o, T 1
NO ... ©cotom ... 2
NUMBER OF TIMES .. .. .. ."veenrnsnnn.. (I
NUMBER OF TIMES . . .. <o vevvnrennnnnn.. [
YBS e e, 1
NO .ol GOTODD) oovnrnnrins 2
NUMBER OF TIMES - . ... vvevrieennnnnns, L1l
NUMBER OF TIMES . .. . evnnrnnnnnnn. .. |
> SRR 1
O O (GOTODE oovonrrii 2
NUMBER OF TIMES . ... v euvennnennnnssn. L
NUMEER OF TIMES . .« . voenenrnnnnsnns L1
YES e e 1
NO oo, (GOTODE) voeerrrininss 2
NUMBER OF TIMES . . -« v envenrensnnnnns L
NUMBER OF TIMES . ... ...oovevnnnnn. . Ly

DECE 06

n

T

T
END &6

]

1%

1%

12
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How long has it been since you last saw a WITHIN PAST12ZMONTHS . ........ooveiienn 1
doctor? T2YBARS ©.vnevenensenernneennenniinnann. 2
FEYBARS ... . i i 3
MORETHANSYEARS .............coovivnn.. 4
DK ooiiiitiiiie i e ]
For what reason did you last see a ROUTINE CHECK-UBR/SHOTS . ...oovnnnnnvane |
doctor? CODE ONE. SHORT TERM ILLNESS/INJURY ............... g3
CARE OF A CHROWIC MEDICAL PROBLEM . ..... o
SURGERY OR AFTERCARE ..........¢c0vveunn. o4
PRECNANCY/CGYNEXAM ..........cc.onvnuns 05
DENTALSERVICES . ... .......c0iiitiianeen, 06
EYEEXAM ....oovviviiniiiniiiiieenrennninn. o7
8 23 £ S 08
OTHER ........... (SFECIFY) . ..ovvnvrivnan. 09
DK i e et .0 98
SPECIFY: I [ I
QFFICE
Where do yon generally go for health .
care? COD?ONE. go for ana‘e MD ............................................. 01
Emergency ROOM .......cccooieeinnirens 02
Hospital Cnic ......ccocevimriinieieeieenee 03
Community CHniC ...ecvvveeermiini e ieereveeeees 04
Nowhere..........oo 05
Other .......cc.o.e.... (Specify)....c.cevvrerinnnn, 06
DK et 07
OFFICE
During the past three years, were there 1> 1
anyhmyuu mughtyousm“ld&a NO ............. {CoTOmI) ...l el 2
doctor but did not?
a. What prevented you from going for care?

Was it because (READ CATEGORIESY? YES NO RF LS
Ttcosttoomuch .........civiiinnniiinninnanaa, 1 2 7 3
You didn’t know where to go? ....... Cereaaaaaes 1 2 7 8
You didn‘thave a way to getthere? ................ 1 2 7 8
There wasn't a health professional or medical center

closeenough ...... ... i i 1 2 7 8
It was too difficult to get an appointment ............ 1 2 7 5
Office hours were not converdent .................. 1 2 7 8
You didn’t think the problem was serious encugh? ... .. 1 2 7 8
Any other reason? ... .... +(SPECTFY) ............ 1 2 7 3
SPECTFY: { l I

an

7

11

4

45
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The next few questions are about eye care Tale 147 oy 1
you may have received from an eye %%%%MT Ry (}‘F—"D DEFINITION) . ... ... ... 2
doctor. People often confuse the different
ESNT KNOW . .. D DEFINITION) . ......... 3
types of eye doctors. Just to be sure i am po REA "
being clear, could you please tell me the
difference between an ophthalmologist
and an optometrist?
[F R IS INCORRECT OR DOESN'T KNOW,
READ: DEFINITION - An ophthalmologist
is an M.D. who can perform surgery and
issue prescription medication. An
optometrist can do visual eye exams and
prescribe only eye glasses.
hﬂupast&u'eeyurs,haveyouseenan - i
eye doctor, eye specialist or sameone else B ox %‘ -------------- 2
for any type of eye care of routineeye DK trieeeeeeee ( O
examnination?
a.  How many visits have you made NUMBER OF VISITS . ..« e vvveerennnnnss L1
for eye care in the past three
years?
b. How many of these times were to # OF TIMES TO OPHTHALMOLOGIST ... ... 11
an ophthalmologist?
c. How many were to an # OF TIMES TO OPTOMETRIST . ........... [
optometrist?
When was the last time you went for eye WITHIN PAST I2ZMONTHS .. .ovviveennnannnnns 1
care? T2YBARS . .oiieoin i miaatanieanaasnares 2
BSYEARS ... .. iiiiiiiiiiiiii it 3
MORE THANSYEARS ....ooveciernnecaannnass 4
NEVER ......... (GOTODIT . coeiiainnrnnns $
DK iiiiiett i rnnnaa it iaanertnsarareers 3
a What was the main reason for Rmfg%-grp ......... T.E.l.) ........... g;
your last visit for eye care? ACUTE/SHORT-TERM PROBLEM .............. @
CHRONIC/LONG-TERM PROBLEM .......-.... 04
SURGERY OR AFTERCARE ............c.cuc.-. 05
FAILED VISTON TEST ......c.tuvenvunsrancns 06
FAILED GLAUCOMA TEST ...0eunnrnniannans o7
OTHER ........... GPECEFY) o vvevvcrnnnes 08
.1~ 98
SPECIFY: l i

DECK 7
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10 S
<. What prevented you from going for care?

Was it because (READ CATEGORIES)? YES NO RF DK
Itcosstoomuch? .. ... it 1 2 7 s
You didn't know where to go7 ...........oiiniunne. 1 2 7 3
You didn't have a way toget there? .................. 1 2 7 8
There wasn't an eye care professional or center

closeenough? ........ et aheransiiriaaacataeaan 1 2 7 a
It was too difficult to get an appointment? ............. 1 2 7 8
Office hours were not convenient? ......... Craensas 1 1 ? 3
You didn't think the problem was serious enough? . ... .. . 1 2 7 8
Any other reason? .. ....,. (SPECIFY) .....ccvvvnvernn 1 2 ? 8
SPECIFY: _-{j
dDi';ﬂ;\Dsum past 3 yeass, ‘;ﬂw :fnggg&:r NUMBER OF TIMES ... ...evnne. ... L

contact lenses?
IF 06, GO TO SECTION E.

a. How much have you spent en DOLLAR AMOUNT .............. st 1 1 1
glasses and contact lenses in the

past three years?

DECK M

I3

15
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SECTION E: Medications

(16)

ID . - -

Now, I'd like to ask you some questions about different medications that you may be using now or may

have used in the past.

El.  Have you ever taken aspirin or aspirin
containing drugs, not including Tylenol,
et., on a vegular basis for a month or
more?

a On the average how many aspirin
did you take per week?

b. How many months did you take
(it/them) regularly?

¢ Are you taking aspirin or aspirin
containing drugs now?

d. Why were you taking (it/them)?

NO o oonrnis COTOED . 2
DK ooooerninninnn (COTOED ..o 8
BPILLS © oo Ll
BMONTHS . o veeeeeeemeenenennnn, (I I
YES oo e 1
NO oo 2
DK oo, 3

DESCRIBE EACH: E]]
E2. Have you ever taken an anti- LES(GOTDB) ................ ;
inflammatory drug ona regular basis for ~ NO ... {GOTOBE) L.
a month or more? These include DK coviinnnnnnnns GOTOB) ..evvvennnnnn.. 8
ibuprofen, naprosynand others. Please
indude both prescription and non-
prescription drugs.
3. Onthe average how many pills BPILLS . .oooianeee e L]
did you take per week?
b. How many months did you take AMONTHS «...oveneeeneeenannnnen. L1 !
{it/them) regularly?
<. Are you taking any of these YNEOS ........................................ ;
drugs now? DK et B
d. Why were you taking (it/them)?
DESCRIBE EACH: I I |
E3.  Have you ever taken steroids, such as ;Egtcoma ................. ;
i regular basis fora =~ MO ... ) S
Prme:;u‘sg:e n’mog; basis for a ) (COTOED ...ccvvvnrrnnsas 8
a. On the average how many pills BPILLS ..ottt ie e Ll
did you take per week?
b. How many months did you take BMONTHS .. vveenevnevnenrannnnn Lt 1]
{it/them) reguiarly?

DECK o8

L

<7

49
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< Are you taking steroids now?

d. Why were you taking (it/them)?

DESCRIBE EACH:

M. Roy Wilson

Have you ever taken medicines for high
blood pressure, such as lasix, reserpine,
aldomet, HCTZ, inderal or others, on a
regular basis for a month or more?

a. Are you taking pills for high
blood pressure now?

Have you ever taken medicines for heart
disease, such as digoxin, isordil,
nitroglycerine or others, on a regular
basis for a month or more?

a, Are you taking pills for heart
disease now?

Have you ever taken medicines for poor
circulation, such as vasodilan or others,
on a regular basis for a month or more?

a Are you taking pills for poor
circulation now?

(17)
D .

L1 - T 1
NO i e 2
[ a
B 12 2 1
NO .oovvverennnn. (GOTOES) ....oeeennnn.... 2
11, S (GOTOES) . .oevenrennnnnn. 3

.......... [GOTOSECTIOND ............ 8




Progression of Visual Field Loss in Untreated Glaucoma Patients and Suspects in St Lucia, West Indies

SECTION G: Tobacco/Alcohol

!D - -

Gl.  I'd like now to ask about smoking and
drinking of aleoholic beverages. Have
you ever smoked more than 100 cigarettes
{5 packs) in your entire life?

a. How old were you when you first
started smoking cigarettes
regularly?

b. On the average for the entire time
you smoked, how many cigarettes
did you smoke per day? '
20 CIiG =1 PACK

c. Did you ever stop smoking for a
year or more and then start
again?

d. For how many years did you
stop?

e Da you smoke cigarettes now?

£ How old were you when you
stopped?

G2, The next questions are about alcoholic
beverages such as beer, wine, and liquor.
During the past month, on about how
many different days did you drink any
alcoholic beverage?

a. On the days that you drink, how
many drinks do you have on the
average day?

Pint = 16 oz.
Quart = 32 oz.

1 pint liquor = 16 drinks
1 quart beer = 4 beers
1 bottle wine = 6 glasses

1 oz. liquor = 8 0z beer = 6 0z. wine = 1 drink

b. Now think back over the past
month and remember the time
you had the most to drink.
About how many drinks did you
have at that time?

<. During the past month, about
how many days did you have 5
or more drinks?

AGE oot e, il
FPERDAY - ooveneeeens e L1 1|
YES ¢ e e
NO oo, COTO®) «ovrnennvnnn
DK oo (COTO vrvvrvrninnin,
BYEARS ..ot Li g
YES .oivvnnnn... GOTOG) «ovevrnnn..
NO e e
BYEARS ..\ oeniineanienrannmanannnnsn. Ll
BOAYS oot e it |
NONE........... GOTOGY) oo, 00
# DRINKS/BEERS /GLASSES OF WINE . ... . . bl |
# ORINKS/BEERS /GLASSES OF WINE ... . ... L1
BDAYS ..ottt e 1

31
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d. Nowadays, what do you usually
drink? READ CATEGORIES.

e Are you currently drinking more,
less or about the same amount as
you were ten years ago?

Was there a time in the past when you
drank any aicoholic beverages or have
you always been a non-drinker?

M. Roy Wilson

GECK 08
e i e e had
Beer. . ... e
Liguor ..o
Combinations ..........ovciriernnnnne...
4.
MORE............... {GOTO SECTIONH) ..... 49
LESS ....... frirerans (GOTOSECTIONH) .....
SAME AMOUNT ...... (GO TO SECTION H) . ...
DK cervvriieeannnns (GO TO SECTION H) ... ..
NON-DRINKER . ...cintirenininrnannarssneenn 50
DRINKERIN PAST ... voiivnennnnrmnnncnnn.n
DK

........................................




