1170 CORRESPONDENCE

or light neuromuscular blockade and that a repeat dose of neostigmine
did not improve the situation. We have several concerns about this
study.

First, we wonder if one or possibly two patients skew the results of
this study. We do recognize that patient response is quite variable, but
we are concerned about the range of values reported for recovery to
10% of twitch (t(10)) in the control patients (22-48 min) compared to
the patients receiving a placebo and subsequently neostigmine (17-87
min). If the patient in the latter group who had the prolonged recovery
of 87 min is eliminated, do the statistics change? If so, we feel this is
clinically relevant and should be reported. On the one hand, manip-
ulating and selecting data to draw conclusions is scientifically invalid;
on the other, one patient should not make or break a study.

Even if the statistics do not change, we clinically do not agree with
the authors’ conclusions ‘“‘that there were no differences in recovery
among the three groups of patients who received neostigmine.” In
our practice, reversal of a vecuronium-induced neuromuscular blockade
in 55 min rather than 75 min is a significant difference. The additional
20 min of paralysis can be costly indeed to the patient, hospital, and
anesthesiologist, depending on the circumstances and on what needs
to be done to manage the problem. Furthermore, the study showed
that reversal of neuromuscular blockade with no visible twitch present
results in a prolonged period of partial paralysis (t(10-90)) exactly
when one does not need it—i.e., during emergence of anesthesia, Is
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In Reply—We would like to thank Dr. Bentley and Dr. Lahet for
their careful reading of our paper and for their comments on it. Their
observation that the data in table 2 and figure 4 do not correlate exactly
is correct. We apologize for this, as it is a result of an error in the
plotting of the figure. The data in table 2 are correct with the exception
of a typographic error in the range for 1(10) in the placebo/placebo
group. The range should be 22-63 min and not 22-48 min, as printed.
The concern expressed by Bentley and Lahet about the apparent dif-
ference in variability between the t(10) values for the placebo/placebo
group and placebo/neostigmine was, we think, partly the result of the
error in the published data.

The results of our statistical analysis were not dependent on the
results from any one patient. Our results were based on a prospective
power analysis to determine the numbers of patients we should study,
and the patients were assigned to their group in a randomized manner.
Therefore, we are confident in the statistical validity of our results.
However, to address the particular concern of Bentley and Lahet, we
reanalyzed our data with the patient to which they refer excluded.
Our results were unchanged; i.e., there were no differences in time to
90% twitch height recovery or to the attainment of a train-of-four
ratio of 75% among the three groups who received neostigmine, re-

' gardless of whether neostigmine administration was early, late, or re-
peated.

Because the neostigmine groups were not statistically different, we
must correct the contention of Bentley and Lahet that they were clin-
ically different. They contend that the difference between a mean of
55 and 75 min is clinically significant. However, these particular mean
values represent only our sample and are only estimates of the popu-
lation mean. What the statistics tell us is that the values for the pop-
ulation means are not likely to be different. Therefore, they are un-
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not ventilation and sedation until reversal is rapid and predictable
preferable? In short, we believe that this study demonstrates that re-
versal of vecuronium-induced neuromuscular blockade should not be
attempted until an adequate twitch is present.

Last, we wonder why some of the t(10) and t(90) results represented
in figure 4 of the study do not agree with the data presented in
table 2.

JonN B. BENTLEY, M.D.
BRADLEY S. LAHET, M.D.

Old Pueblo Anesthesia
5700 East Pima, Suite E
Tucson, Arizona 85715
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Jjustified in claiming a clinical difference in recovery times, because
there is in fact no difference.

Also, they comment that the early administration of neostigmine
“results in a prolonged period of partial paralysis (t(10-90)) exactly
when one does not need it”, i.e., during emergence of anesthesia. We
do not understand the point of this comment. The alternative to early
administration of neostigmine and partial paralysis in this situation is
not to administer neostigmine until later, when a twitch response is
present, Consequently, during emergence from anesthesia, the patient
will be paralyzed completely—surely an equally undesirable situation
and one that requires continued endotracheal intubation and ventilatory
support.

They imply by their comments that we recommended the early ad-
ministration of neostigmine at a time when there is no twitch response.
Although we inherently agree that neostigmine should not be given
until a twitch response is present, we were unable to prove any harm
in giving neostigmine when no twitch response was present.

We are pleased that our paper and conclusion stimulated concern
about the important issue of antagonism of neuromuscular blockade.
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