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Fig. 3 Histogram of the number of errors made on stimulus
pairs 1-9, for (a) normal control subjects, (b) diabetic
patients with and (c) without retinopathy.

The data for control subjects and patients were
collected over the same period of time (about one
year), and so any degradation of the plates that may
have occurred could not have accounted for the
differences between groups.

Results

In Fig. 3 the errors made by each group of subjects
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~ are shown separately for the nine pairs of test plates.

From these histograms it is evident that on the pair of
plates with the lowest contrast stimulus (pair number
9), subjects were not responding to the grating but to
some aspect of the blank stimulus that resembled a
grating (see Details of test). Were subjects respond-
ing at random, that is, appropriately for a grating
they could not see; an error rate of about 50% would
have been expected. Both normal subjects and
patient groups responded with an overall error rate of
about 75%, a rate significantly above chance. The
responses to this pair of stimuli have been included in
the analyses that follow because when they were
removed the findings were not appreciably
changed.

An initial set of analyses was performed on the
total number of errors made by the two eyes on the
three presentations of the test. Preliminary analyses
of the data for normal subjects failed to reveal any sex
diiferences but indicated an increase in errors with
age, maximal over the age of 50. On the basis of these
analyses the normal subjects were divided into three
groups: 40 young (14-29, mean 22): 30 middle-aged
(31-48, mean 40); 14 older (50-68, mean 59). The
total error scores for both eyes averaged: 5-2 (SD
2-5),7-3(SD 5-2), and 11-0 (SD 7-6) for the three age
groups respectively. On the basis that the percentage
correct responses to plates 7 and 8 were respectively
slightly more and slightly less than 75%, the mean
contrast sensitivity (reciprocal of contrast threshold)
for the group was between 250 and 330. For the
patients the total error scores were converted to z
scores by comparison with the appropriate age
matched control group. Six of the 20 patients with
retinopathy and nine of the 22 without had total error
scores more than 2 standard deviations above the
mean for the normals (see Table 3). There were no
differences between the error scores for patients with
type I and type II diabetes or those with and without
retinopathy. The lower proportion of older patients
with poor z scores is presumably because of the

Table 3 Number of patients in each age group (size n) with
and without retinopathy, whose error scores were more than
2 standard deviations above the mean for age matched
controls. The scores were calculated on the basis of the total
errors for both eyes on all trials, total errors for the worst eye
on all trials, and errors for both eyes on the first trial only

Age range With retinopathy n  Without retinopathy  n
Total Worst First Total Worst First
10-29 1 1 1 25 5 N 7
30-49 4 4 4 63 4 2 5
50+ 1 1 2 12 1 1 1 10
Total 6 6 7 20 9 10 8 22
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greater variability between normal individuals in the
older age group.

Similar analyses were also performed using the
scores for the eye with the highest error score, and
these produced closely comparable results (see
Table 3).

In both of these analyses the correlation between
the number of errors and the length of the disease was
positive (Spearman rank correlation between 0-2 and
0-3) but did not approach significance, regardless of
the presence or absence of retinopathy.

When the error scores for the two eyes on the first
presentation of the test were considered separately,
they were highly correlated with the total errors on all
presentations (normals: r;0-85; patients: r0-93). As
can be seen from a comparison of the data in Table 3,
a single presentation of the test to each eye (taking
about one minute per eye) would have been sufficient
to have detected all but one of the nine patients
without retinopathy who had an impaired contrast
sensitivity.

Discussion

All the patients had a Snellen acuity of 5/5 or better,
corrected if necessary. Nevertheless, nine of the 22
without retinopathy and six of the 20 with retinopathy
had contrast test scores more than 2 standard devia-
tions below the norm. No comparable figures are
available from previous studies, although Ghafour et
al.® report a significant difference between normals
and diabetic patients without retinopathy as well as
those with. In neither the present study nor those
previous to it was impairment in contrast sensitivity® #
or other visual function® related to observable retinal
pathology (except when the pathology was gross’),
possibly because the retinopathy is often very
localised. The test we have described measures visual
function within the central 1-5° of the visual field. If
impaired function precedes clinically evident
anatomical changes, it is likely that those patients
whose contrast sensitivity was impaired may later
show background retinopathy.

Despite its simplicity and the speed with which it
could be administered our test was sensitive enough
toshow the expected decline in sensitivity with age™'-*
and to reveal an impaired sensitivity in certain
diabetic patients.®’? There is a high test-retest
reliability, perhaps because the forced choice pro-
cedure reduced variation due to changes in the
subjects’ strategy and criterion.**% The test is in-
expensive, portable, and easy to score, and it can
examine contrast sensitivity in any orientational
meridian. Although it can measure contrast
threshold at only one spatial frequency, the fre-
quency chosen is that at which the visual system is
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most sensitive?® and which has been shown to dis-
criminate diabetic patients from normal subjects.®
The test is designed to be administered only to
patients who have normal Snellen acuity, but this
restriction is less of a disadvantage than it might
seem, given that the test is useful in detecting deficits
that are not measurable by other clinical methods.*

The authors thank J G Robson and I Nimmo-Smith for their advice,
P Hall, G Plant and their colleagues in thc EEG department at
Addenbrookes Hospital, Cambridge, for trying out a preliminary
version of the test, M Barrett for assistancc with the contrast
measurements, and C D Binnie for the use of computing resources.

NotE. A new version of the test, using letters, is currently in prepara-
tion in collaboration with Dr J G Robson. Copies of this test, and of
the test described here, can be obtained for a nominal charge by
writing to the last-named author.
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