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Table 1. General characteristic of subjects (unit: eye)
Characteristic Classification Frequence
(Percentage)
male 88(72.13)
Gender
female 34(27.86)
20~25 86(71.67)
26~30 32(25)
Age
31~35 2(1.67)
36~40 2(1.67)
-0.00<D<-1.00 29(23.7)
—1.25<D<-2.00 27(22.1)
Far Refrative —2.25<D<-3.00 18(14.7)
error —3.25<D<-4.00 20(16.3)
(S-E) —4.25<D<—5.00 10(8.20)
—5.25<D<-6.00 6(4.92)
—6.25<D 12(9.84)

S.E(D): Spherical Equivalent
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics of subjects in monocular

Variable Number Mean Std.D Min Max
S.E 122 -2.85 220 | 9.62 | 0.25
MoAA 122 9.76 1.28 6.96 11.66
MoAR 122 0.69 045 | -1.25 1.5
MoAF 122 13.1 5.03 3 25

S.E(D): Spherical Equivalent,

MoAA(D): Monocular Accommodation Amplitude,
MoAR(D): Monocular Accommodation Response,
MoAF(cycle/min): Monocular Accommodation Facility.
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Fig. 3. The relation between facility and amplitude in mono-
cular.

Table 4. Descriptive statistics of subjects in binocular

Ao}, 87N Avs zAEy 2Aue 2880]4 Variable Number Mean Std.D Min Max
. BoAA 61 9.94 1.52 6.54 11.67
Atelel fo]/de] §IATHFig. 1, 2, 3).
BoAR 61 0.58 0.4 -0.25 1.5
Table 3. The results of Pearson correlation in monocular BoAF 61 12.33 437 3 23
S.E MoAA MoAR MOoAF BoAA(D): Binocular Accommodation Amplitude, BoAR(D):
SE 1 Binocular Accommodation Response, BoAF(cycle/min): Binocular
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MoAA 0.31686* 1
MoAR 0.02856 0.16331 1 3. 2FOLA| AMEHOIAMo] =H3 =HMUIS =M E0|Mo| &
MOoAF —-0.009 0.01913 0.01991 1 Mk
*p<0.05 WA ol A 2T} 2dNg, 280
o] Hit AARGES ZH o] 9.94x1.52D, ZARES-Fo|
=0466x+9.428
g v R2=0x0+27 0.58+0.4D, ZH-go]Ao] 123+4.37 cpme 2 EFGTH
: (Table 4). A& AbA] FejollA thi Z7letgla, =
T 5 A4 2A g0 9L Tk AR i
=L —
s s | ols} ge ATk A 7Fse] ZAAFFL Tels|wA
g7 AAzGA oA Avela Begt w8 2dukgs)
6 [ 1
E . e ZAGOAN e A skt vmE szt
g (Morgan 3%k, Alpert and Zellers 3711 2408

-150 -100 -050 000 050 100 150 200
Accommodative Response(D)

Fig. 1. The relation between response and amplitude in mono-
cular.
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Fig. 2. The relation between response and facility in mono-
cular.
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Table 5. The results of Pearson Correlation in binocular

S.E BoAA BoAR BoAF
S.E 1
BoAA 0.26% 1
BoAR -0.12 -0.02 1
BoAF -0.09 0.03 -0.07 1

S.E(D): Spherical Equivalent,

BoAA(D): Binocular Accommodation Amplitude, BoAR(D):
Binocular Accommodation Response, BoAF(cycle/min): Binocular
Accommodation Facility.

*p<0.05

175 1 y=-0.007x+ 0649
15 R?=p000 * L

125 r ¢ L 4

1 r * » ¢ ¢
075 ¢ o * - *
05 ¢ ¢ [ [ 2 2 2
025 + 4 4 4% < * 400

0 L ¢
0125
_05 ! 1 1 1 J

11

Accommodative Response(D)

7 8 9 10
Accommodative Amplitude(D)

Fig. 4. The relation between response and amplitude in bino-

cular.
=5 . y=-0743x+12.76
E ¢ R¥=0004
9
}__j-’zo + ¢ * *
B | MR :
£ .
g I
£ 10
i. ¢
£
S I D
< 05 025 0 025 05 075 1 125 15 175
Accommodative Response(D)
Fig. 5. The relation between response and facility in binocular.

5. CIOtA| ALEHOIM 7|LiZkTH CHE =R, ZEutS
Hgo|Me| 2Hzk

Teb) Aol 248 Taxe) 28, 2a 8o,
Z2A987HS gt vlmste] ThEA) e gkl
42 Table 60 23T, 7ItiRke} TFE Zgko] e
A 1 7lse] ARE ekl Ae opAR 2agw} 2

=

’

~

02H(32.8%)C.E ©o]5 Fo] ZHHo] 152K12.2%), Z4
HkS-0] 239k(18.8%), 8017} 22H(1.5%) & YR,
297} 2-REgo] FAle YRt A7t 142K(11.4%),

Vol. 14, No. 1, March 2009

1

g - g3

g 5 r y=0.109x+11.24 .

e 2 -

R . R?=0.001 : *,

g5 @ ¢ o0 v '

g

£ 10 $eo o ¢ o322

] ¢ @ &

3 .| ¢ ‘e

: ¢ .

g O L 1 1 1 1 1
6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Accommodative Amplitude(D)

Fig. 6. The relation between facility and amplitude in mono-
cular.

Table 6. Different eyes draw a parallel with expected norm in

Monocular
A A R A
A R F +R +F +F | +R+F T
Eye 15 23 2 14 7 2 9 72
% 122 | 18.8 |1.6] 11.4 5.7 1.6 7.3 58.6

A: amplitude, R: response, F: facility, T: total
A+R: amplitudetresponse, A+F: amplitude+facility,
A+R+F: amplitude+facility-+response.
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Table 7. Different eyes draw a parallel with expected norm in

binocular
A A R A
A R F +R +F +F +R+F T
Eye 12 9 2 4 2 0 0 29
% 19.6 | 14.7 |32 | 6.5 3.2 0 0 37.5

A: amplitude, R: response, F: facility, T: total
A+R: amplitudetresponse, A+F: amplitude+facility,
A+R+F: amplitude+facility+response.
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Purpose: This study has been conducted to know the relation among accommodative amplitude, response, and

facility. Methods: 61 subjects were students without any ocular diseases and presbyopia in a university, Korea.
After far distance visual acuity was fully corrected, the amplitude was measured through Push-Up test, the
response was measured through Jackson crossed cylinder £0.25D and the facility was measured through +2.00/
—2.00D flipper. Results: The relation among accommodative facility, response and amplitude had not indicate
significant level in monocular and binocular. In binocular, 12 eyes (19.6%) had a difference in amplitude, 9 eyes
(14.7%) had a difference in response, 2 eyes (3.2%) had a difference in facility from norm which would be
expected from their age. 4 eyes (6.5%) had difference in both amplitude and response. 2 eye (3.2%) had
difference in both amplitude and facility. In all three of the amplitude, response, facility had not difference.
Conclusions: The evaluation of accommodative functions and a patients accommodative dysfunction is examined

all facets of amplitude, response, and facility.

Key words: amplitude, response (Lag), accommodative facility, norm
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