DB REEE (CRT) 3

H A Bk R 2 2 I RE
ZRE HHMIER

fEREGHH S/ NER R RE
ZHE M w!
ZH AW sk’
e IR

HRH TS

F

HIELAEOGEE DL E LU R (CRT)
DFRMEZE S RBIME N T WS, RIEHEO BIGTHR

SELCIE, [IEREH (dyssynchrony) | DFFFE % FEHA 9
LI ENEETHL, BNLLEKFT RO
THuvy 7 & QRSEAEEM S N/25, THZTT
FEISHEDN T TR R, $ b b AREA R 72
FEBIDEBIRENTLE ) ZEAMEE -7, Th
WxtT aatEE LG, T a— ISR TS
Fa i LIEFRBIOFAE % BEH 3 5 R D% i
Ehz. LaL, FEROFEBMLEEZEORMBEIZZ
TG IEFAP O A THE SN L DI Tld%
WZ EIZL D, B—OfRE TARGEOBIGRE T
) EPHERLZCONPBIRTH L. 2ozl B
L L L OI|ENER SN, HF St T b7
OIZ, TNOZHEEEIRL, WLz 5 2 &2
%t%z%ﬂé ib HABEKEFSHGE - 2
Wrik#ER BT, ERGHEEHLNEESR L LT
F@Mﬁﬁ%%&(ﬂ&)@ﬁ&m@tb@ﬁﬁ%
DfFF] AR L7z, AL, WIS LT T
W5 [EISRED 2O OFEEE] Z/NRES O Rk
HAEIZ LD, 2009 FE ORI THREEEIRL, F &
DETFTHDTHLI LRI THEL. FNFID
TR OB AZ T, %*ﬁﬁ@l@?yzrow
TOBERLTVEDT, TN E2BE RO T
AL T T2 IUEENTH 5.

BICRTE Do DEEIEIRDRER (F)

SPWMD J'

Fig. 1

1. DR

1) ME—RK.pT3O— SPWMD

[#33i] SPWMD (septal-to-posterior wall motion
delay) 13, Pitzalis 512 & ) 218 S 72 481E T,
ME— FLTa—E TSN D LERREEE
BREEDRAREMBE O TH 5 (Fig. 1).

(7> 2] B BT 5 A = IR 2
D 15% UL L DA % responder & EFE L 2% A,
SPWMD O cut-off fifiiZ 130 msec T, ZiLLL LY

Al responder & 72 % Z LTI S LS. Pitzalis 5"
ORETIE, BIFIX 100%, FFEEIX63%TH -7z
A, EOBHOWFETYICB W T, SPWMD OF H
Mm% <, BEIX24-63%, FEFEEIL 48 -
2% LESN T D. WETREEICE L T,
Pitzalis 5" 13 92% & ##i L 724%, Marcus 5712 &

RO B AR M R BEAR A AR, P PRI N A RL AR BE, TR IRBR G N R, O R R E R AR AR
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Fig.3 Eyeballing ® 9. a-c shuffle, d-f HrfEEd
I 2 7 11 C @ swinging motion, g-i /%= 5T
Hil i I C @ swinging motion

ML 45% & &b TV, PROSPECT study” TO
HEMTREERIE 71% C, BraE Wl E RS 24.3%,
MREMIRAEL 72.1% TH - 72.

PLE, SPWMD (&, OREES) O fFHTERAL A IR
LEBEICIESNTCWA I L, QW I3%ED
BESE) O R AKEM ORI ESHE LG H L L, O
2HEDHERTH A, AIEOMBESIZEL TE,
EHIMME— PO a—OMFHIZ LY, WEe
BB 60% 20 5 92% LT 5.

2) ME—RKHAZ—RK7Z SPWMD

(3] ME— FLIZI—KTHL, ME—FP
I — K771 SPWMD % 514 % 173 &
%9 (Fig. 2).

520

[ 7 R] Be& O SPWMD EOHMBIL, Gt
RETEr=0.57512 LT, ME-FZT7—-F7
FEETIE0.929, MENOHBETIE, (ERED =
0.714, ME—F#T7—F77130.967 L
KRR e S sz, 72, CRT#IG (SPWMD
>130ms) (2RI ABE M OAR—FL, HEkED
26%1xLC, ME—FAT7—F7FH132.3%T
Ho7e.

3) EifEB.0IT 30— Eyeballing (P9ER¥RR)

[ai] PWHRCHIWT 2 854 121%, Fig. 312§
SEOORFEEBIERT L. LRIMIUPERTTEH T O
shuffle motion & swinging motion, /=% f5 il ¥ T
@ swinging motion T 4. Shuffle motion 1%, [\
0 170 B 1T 02 Lo 8 ) 220 203 R BE 5 T L T i 9
BETHhY, FEFEMOICHRFENZE) & T, rocking
motion, apical transverse motion, longitudinal
rotation, swinging motion 72 & & IMHINL 2L b H 5.
PUE RN I — R COEPB A MICEER L, €
DRI o < 1) EPHER £ TR E MBS R~
A%z 3 4. Swinging motion (I\WV:b W25 [l L AW
NLdH] OBE T, foEFEWTIE, LA HRIURE T
HOWTITRERERHIR S, D= F I
RS ] /e 2 N E T TN L 72 R R 222 TE ISR A
(septal flash” F 7213 multiphasic septal motion®).
[(EY S RN VA P S S Nl b w3 L B e
JEFTIANZNL S B, o2 RO N TN O# 11X
TEZEROPHERI LD HLEN S ("postsystolic
shortening”). /LASETUPERTTHIIC BV THEKTH
B3, ZOHEINTOHREEF ) OPE & FEEF D O
JEEMEE T 5.

[z ¥ 5 2] Jansen 5%, shuffle motion Hjk
T CRT £ @ reverse remodeling % J& £ 73% 7 &
86%, FEELEE 75% 705 88% T Ml T, eyeballing
FHETY 0T D Lt L7z, 72, shuffle &
UF multiphasic septal motion D\ § LD H 5 & &
£ 87% 7> 5 92%, FFFREE 75% 70 5 81% & Hiky L7z
¥ 72, De Boeck 5213V DEE EENH 5 L
JERE 87%, HRELEE 47 - 52% T reverse remodeling 7%
Roh/z &8 L7z, Jansen & O Tldxf 4 53
%l v 26 B % i ML % T, LVEDV 254.5ml, LVEF
22.0%, 4 TCiA#H o LBBB, De Boeck 5 Dt
RSG5 41 Bl 16 FIASIE M T, LVEDV 238. 4 ml,
LVEF 18. 6%, “TCii#{f® LBBB TH» - 7-.
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*Excludez Sagment 17

4) 3D /I 3— Systolic Dyssynchrony Index

[##i] 3D.LZa—HoEEL T A2 MR
Hi#R % S L dyssynchrony % &FAM 3 2 1%, 3
FED & Z % Philips O iE33 DA TH S (Fig. 4).
NZNOEFE MR/ 72 A ] time to minimum
volume (Tmv) O apical cap (L4G) % B < /L%
16 £ 7 A b TORIERFEZ KD, TNz RRH
FREIZx3 2 %3 L 72 @ % Systolic Dyssynchrony
Index (SDI) &IF5. SDI L RR THilE SN A720,
DB OB Z T v, 265 5 BN (EEOH
DEIEZE L 2\) DOEBSNDLIRETH 575,
M E— FOIa—ERMilk N7 7128 22 oTR
BERRY, FE16v 7 Ay PEKE L TWo A
BRA Y N THA.

[ ¥ 7> A] Kapetanakis 5 '” (&, CRT JE 51 26 1,
JF CRT JER 174 B, #7561 89 24 THE 247\, 71 v
MAZEEHE L T2 b oo, fiiE SDI A,
responder Tl& 16. 1 £ 5. 1%, non-responder Tl& 7. 1
£3.6% (p=0.0005) TdH o7& HE L 7.
Marsan 5 ' % CRT £ 57 B CTHead L, SDI > 6.4%
(LK EE 88 % FFFLE 85% C CRT D L AR ¥ A% Flll
s & L7z, Soliman &' i CRT EBI 90 1 %
L. SDI>10% %3 &HE 96%, ¢ SR 88% T CRT

Jpn ] Med Ultrasonics Vol. 37 No. 4 (2010)

DV ARy AxFHHRSL E LT
2. REDIEIZ

1) ## K> Yu Index (SD of time to peak

velocities of LV 12 segments)

Ua] O RERIU P, RS REErE, (R
HEWTE OV 3 A O W 72134 T ORI T,
Mk 7 — N7 IEEReET 5 (RS - s
Y ==%16cm/s, 7L—AL—F=100Hz, N7
T Y — A ORE (RIEEIR) & DMEE <307,
D 7e L &b ERE 3 LHIOBEIRILY Adk). Hif L7z
I} 15 0D 45 {7 SIS 2 BY L I 2 5ROE L, Fig. 5 O &
IR - SR (R F M oRE#E) iz ko
%. LFEIX D QRS onset 7> 5 [ RHIIA O 7 K H E |
X COFM (Ts) 273 % (Fig. Sa 2°H @D
Ts, b 2MAlEED Ts). NN OWUEFHIK TRD 72
TsZHW2 0, 1) 2056 3) OREIALIEEDO 4
TICHETH L. CEFNE - LEMEE (OSEIUE
WiThi), AOBEHRRE - Ao RRE CLOER RN ), A
BE - MEE COOREPMERTH) o 6 sl %, (LIEEL
NV ERHEBH LNV ENENTHEL, FF12 98
WMo Ts OEH#E(FZE (Ts-SD) A% Yuindex Td 5.

[=v 7> X] CRT #4173 » H#IZ LVESV 15%
VLA LT 585412 CRT responder & 23T 5
&, M OHE TIIEE - FFREL 12 100% TH -
720 hs, BOBE TIRIEE 87%, FFRE8I% T
responder & F#Hl [ 5E & L 72 (Ts-SD = 34. 4 ms %%
cut-off fii)'Y. L 7> L, PROSPECT study” |2 C,
Ts-SD & 50% DIEFIT L 2 MIE T 5 2 L ASHIR T,
intraobserver variability 7% 11.4%, interobserver
variability 33.7% & Z @ R 7 13 K & <, reverse
remodeling Tl 12 BT b JEE 78%, FFEE 31%
(AUC 0.55, p=0.35) L7 )bt ¥ —CHiEE
SNTELHEREFRELSNITHENTZDDTH o 72,
KIFEOMEEYE LTCUThEITFoN 5.

OREHZ IR TS S 2 &

@Ts OMlsE % BREHNIRE L T b 2 &

(dintraobserver & interobserver variability 73K X

w2k

@IEHFNZBVTH Ts-SD>34.4ms & H$ % Bl

REDLIENHL L

ORI &
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2) ## K~7< Bax Index (maximum delay

of peak velocity among basal 4 segments)

[fgai] OEEEB L~V orfE - HIBE (LARFRITPE
Wrim) M OVEITEE - TEE (LASEIEWTTH) o 4 FHIS
D Ts OF/ME & e KAEDO 7 (maximum delay) 2°
Bax index TH 5. w/MEIZHIET, HRAMHEILMHEE
THOLND ZENL W,

[T ¥ 7> A] CRT 173 » H#%IZ LVESV 15%
PLEgEA LT 235412 CRT responder & %E369 5
&, maximum delay = 65 ms (FERE YIRS & Ml
BER] @ delay) % cut-off i & L JEJE 92%, HEsLpEE
92% C responder & FHITHE & i S T2,
Reverse remodeling FllOATIE % <, KRIFEL
T CRT AT OGIE A X > b & E Rl LR %
i E S LT w 5*. PROSPECT study” T I
reverse remodeling Tl 1C 35> T AUC 0. 61 (cut off
fli=60ms, p=0.012), &H#k N7 IHEEH W
TRIEDOHTIRRERKTH 725 DDKE 52.6%, 4
FPE69.2% LD DT, LEXIEREZ EHL b0
Tld o7z, FHmBHIAS 4 & 5T O A TRl 2 )7k
THDHH, FHMEEBA D W2 EDIRIBEDORR A &
DDA,

3) ## K~> Gorcsan Index (delay of peak

velocity between the opposite 2 segments)

(] OETBL OV OFIBE g & 2B (LB
Rl ) 2 50350 Ts D 7£7% Goresan index Td 5.

[ ¥ 7 A] CRT JitifT 48 F§f#412 stroke volume
23 15% VL EXEIN L T 53412 CRT responder &
EFET H &, 65ms & cutoff fili & LIESE 87%, 4F
FLE 100% C responder (ZEERIA) 2 FHlnTaEE L
7220 RIFEEORYE & LT, responder H 52 A5 E %

522

Fig. 5

wCIms)

Si%) -106 ¥
S08% 1123s

Fig. 6

HThy, BHEHDREZ I LRV EA3E
TSNS, 4229 FEFIH 12 BBl (52 7
H) OZFALIZOWT b FFfli & 4, 2812 non-
responder T - 72 7 B+ 5 F128 LVESV 15% L I
DA % 779 responder |27 o 72 EHE I N T WD,

3. Strain DISHE

1) #8# K> Tissue Doppler Radial Strain
Delay Index
[##55i] Speckle tracking |2 & % strain AT A3 —#%

Jpn J Med Ultrasonics Vol. 37 No. 4 (2010)



f9C7% Ao 72EEIZ, Dohi™ & 134k M7 712 & v &t
M L 72 /2 25 BE radial strain 12X ) CRT DL AR Y A
ZTVUTTRETH 5 L i L7z, N5 7o i /o =5 Jdh by
HIZBWTHEEY 7— N7 I xisk L, ALZ=EpikE s
2B ROI % i 72 L, #HEEEHD 5 EH L 72 radial
strain #2153 5. WO Y — 7 ORI %
b o T Radial Strain Delay Index &3 % (Fig. 6).
Fig. 6 CTIZ CRT I L DA EL T 5% (A—B).

[ZE 7 Z] Dohi® &1, ZO¥fEAS 130 ms LL
ETHY, =Y — FORMEBECAE L Twild,
S (CRT M7 H) oLt 15% 2L Lo
BN &L 95%, FFEEFE 88% CTF T e & #iedly L 7-.
L2rL, ik N7 7 RISBE R AG A E OB % iE
CZT B0, ZHDX 7 4~ b OFFlliE T,
KA YED A 72\ speckle tracking 535 LI 1L
Z DI R WA L 725 ST,

2) ANV I NFvF> 7% Speckle Tracking

Radial Strain Delay Index

(et ] W Ao fo /e 2= A0 s i (FLBER) L V)
ARy TV NT v FTETHN L, FEHE - radial
strain B #% % 7%, 0> 7E X © QRS onset 7 5 fx K
strain ff £ TOWRH OFIEEFFE (Fig. 7a) & 28
(Fig. 7b) D#% 53 % (Speckle Tracking Radial
Strain Delay Index). A~Xv» 7 )V T v ¥ 2 7ED
ettt LT, ONEROMIMARIFE 22 X9
rAUVRERITHIZE, @7 L —AL— ME60-

80Hz D22 &, @7 & b3 LD %
WY ABAEATH 2 &, PHEIEI NS, B - radial
strain AR OBEATIZLLT O L 912479 . ORE L7

W7, PR O TONBERO ML — A%

Jpn J Med Ultrasonics Vol. 37 No. 4 (2010)

Fig. 7

1000~

. BRICHEO LA N L= A% THIZT). @0
W b L — 2212, RO A LML & b TRk
ET D, @I — MIFEN S, EER - radial
strain HiARAS 5114, @ QRS onset 2 5 & HIH D
K strain 8 £ TORER 25K, FHIH O RERT 22 %
RKdD.

[ZE7 > A] RIEHEA 130ms TH L, CRT
FEAT 48 FEI 212 W= 15% DL L o¥ing, KA
91%, FFELHEE 75% TTMWRE L #h L2, 7z,
CRT Ji4T 3 # H#I\Z LVEF %% 15% DL B8 L Cw
% ;4 % CRT responder & 3T 5 &, cut off fH
130 ms TIAE 89%, HFSEJE 83% T esponder & Tl
THE & L72Y . KRBT P T 7 3Ic b LA
K A5 254 72 v» 2 &, intraobserver & OF inter-
observer variability 7347\ 2 L 3FI R E L TELT
SNn. —F, WiBOZa—MEGEOEICEE SR
52k, MRLENGET A2 1557 frame rate
155 ZEDWNEELRY G0 H H T L BRI EIET
bih., REEHEE N T 78 E2 BB iAas
b7 45h%, L0 L responder & FilllHik 5 & o
Wit A%, CRT HifT 6 # H 12 LVEF % 15%
VLRSI L T\ w2354 % responder & 2T 5 &,
Hi N 77 3k THIE & HIBE DA 2228 60 ms % cut-
off lH& § 2 LIKEET2%, FMRETT%THY, &
12 IS B 1T 5 e KIFFAHZE 25 65 ms % cut-off fH &
95 EIKE 84%, HEEE 76%, Yu index & H\:7z
&, cut-off il 32 ms TIKEE 80%, FFHEEE78% TH -
7-. Speckle Tracking Radial Strain Delay Index % ]
vy, cut-off fiE 130 ms & 9 % & KL 84 %, FEEEE
3% T o7z, kg & MEEDFHAHZE = 60 ms (AUC
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A % Strain delay index = ¥ (£pesi = 225)
n=16 gegments

162msec

=0.775) & Speckle Tracking Radial Strain Delay
Index = 130 ms (AUC = 80.5) O cut-off fifi & F 27>
BETRETIE, KE88%, FHEEBTHD,
AUC=84.6 L HMIREZH 5 L) bdiE S5
L s .

3) ANy I NZvF> 3%k Speckle Tracking

Longitudinal Strain Delay Index

U#F] CREBMTE 2 2y 7V N T v F 2 7k
THRAT L, #£5HIE DK longitudinal strain fif & JX
#iii AW longitudinal strain D7D /L= 16 FHIH TD

524

Fig. 8

Fig. 9

1

#8 A7 Speckle Tracking Longitudinal Strain Delay
Index (SDI) T & % (Fig.8). #x K longitudinal
strain fHIZ 2GRN AR ET 2 (Thbb, IUEH,
LRI 2 b 7). U R ITIRE @ strain il & &K
strain fEO IS PO BEIZFEH S /o AL F—
(wasted energy) % 2RI U2 5- B % 3 L Cw»
5. FHLTORWEENEZ L, AN LA a0
BREVIZERFEREIIRE 25 (RIZHR K strain H
PETOFIHTPHERINAEONL 2 61X, KIEE
TEu b)), FRIE - BHELHERERAL O strain

Jpn J Med Ultrasonics Vol. 37 No. 4 (2010)



MNormal QRS
Normal PR
| Normal systolic Fx
|Norma] diastolic Fx

DEINEL b2 ens, FERIMEOAL S THE
M LEEDRE S CRT IR TFHICBWT, I
FCOLHIBELD S L) BVISHOTREMEAHIFEH
5.

[ZE7 > X] SDI = 25% Td 1L CRT }itifT 3 »
A OREZNE R 15% 8D % KE 95%,
B 83% CHMITRE & s LT 5%, KiLigA T
DI ANEF =R L, HEOIER M % HEER I
FHliL CWAEEZLNA.

4. MiFEOIEIZE

1) Mm% K75 Interventricualr Dyssynchrony
[##5i] Interventricular dyssynchrony (.0hZ2[HJE[H]
W) IEE RO EFED Y A I ¥ T OTho
2 &, MERTREE L IO o IR I 5
WEOY A I v rZOoThaMERSNS. HL, (L=
DEFNGEM, SR, Femic B3 2 FEI T

W oRETIRES L. BARIZIE, SV A R
TIEIZL ) EEFHEE (OO E B E 72

(ETLEWTIRNC C) RO =GR I (B0 E KEIRT
LA~V ST T 5 720306 S0 MBS TR 1S ) IRk
T 2 Rl8k 3 5. QRS EIED H F NN DB
Mok F oM %55 2 (Fig. 9). 2
57%YLV-PEP & RV-PEP (preejection period : il
Be i) T, W& O # HIVMD (interventricular

Jpn J Med Ultrasonics Vol. 37 No. 4 (2010)

Normal QRS

| Prolonged PR
Normal systolic Fx
|Abnorm diastolic Fx

mechanical delay : ‘LCEM OB TN) TH S
(Fig. 9). IVMD 2"k & WIiL, EZENPHEL DR
CHE - IUHE3 52 L1270, IVMD >40ms %72
1% LV-PEP > 140 ms % interventricular dyssynchrony

LEFRTAHY. ZITENTELRVDIE, PEP A
LENGHRE & BREMORE L 2T 572012, ik
fREEIE, JERI7ZT 2RI L TV LERTIE Wi
TH5.

[T ¥ 5 2] Wiesbauer 52”1 200 5] ® CRT %
BIOFFENT T, LV-PEP K U8 IVMD DA F 4 % FitfE 2
L7z. %7z, Richardson 51X CARE-HF O 7'
HrClad 55, IVMD >49ms 25 CRT |2/ 95 L
AR AOFUMETFTHSH EHmELA (HL,
CARE-HF 2 E#H I N TWLIEHEETH LHED
dyssynchrony = H 3 2 %£HTh ) ZOHfEIZZ D F
FOREERITHTIRO S Z L3RR V). —7,
LN IR TR & i L € LVPEP, IVMD v
INHENLFUATTIE W ETHHE DR
h%) 11, 12)'

2) Mi#K7S  Atrio-ventricular Dyssynchrony

Ugat] A O LE T, JLRE M SR

A (E¥) EHRAM.CEINAE (A¥) OZigEHET
»% (Fig. 10). EW & A WA 5000E L Twiud,
E JEBMAD S A JE#T F TOFmMIER (filling time:
FT) 3R &N 5 (Fig. 10a). PR BMEATE R $
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%FT=0.32

LHe, AWRHELEZ 2720, EdRE ARIEE
3% (Fig. 10b). F 72, A& TILEAREFH
DIERIZL ) EWITEN, AN LEMAEL, LEX
WAt IR DS (Fig. 10¢).  OS4EMR
REHIOIER IZ PR WFRIER DN 2 &, EMRE AWK
DEAITSHICHEFE L %S (Fig. 10d). E¥E A
WORE, S22 & FT O, LR
JER (atrio-ventricular dyssynchrony) T, LEF
AR Y, EERARIRA L TLE).
F 7z, EIEOMIEFSERE L, TR o | fHiE
FTEAT FT A IC L D B S N D WTREE DS D 5
(Fig. 10 ¢,d). RREEIZx$ 2 FT O#E4 (%FT)
WX ) CRTICAT AL AR A% FHIHRS &§
LEEN D 5. HEIRYIZIE CRT HifT % %FT (24
9% (Fig. 11).

[z v 7 > A] Cazeau 5”1 CRT JEH] 66 1T, %
FT # &G IEMOFIRE 2R L, %FT <40%7%°
CRT 12X 5 L AR Y 2% FlH 2 & i L7z
LirL, ZOHBROEDSHOWIETIEIBET OF HE
%9 WigEIE4 7 <, PROSPECT? 125\ T3 ROC
fEHTC AUC=0.57 L W) #ERTH o7z, %FT X
FHMEDE <, Z® AV dyssynchrony OHE& (3 i
T, CRTHITFHI LD b CRT £ optimization |2 &
DEELPMETH S,

5. DE2EOHEEDIER

1) QRS B

A KT A 2Tk QRS K 130 (b L < 1% 120)
ms ML EDLENREREEZ A3 5 2 & 2% CRT #EG
DUBELEMTH D, QRS K &L a—I12k Bk
S REEB) O B R A 2O MU IEAHBE 2 H 5
9, QRS KEMIAS 120 ms i DFEFI DOF 3 E12H

526

3m post CRT
%FT=0.46

WA FEIIA 2520 5, —75 150 ms Ll O fEH]
DK 3 FNZFEIIAREDFRD LN 512,
DT I — |2 X B CRT ORYARHE T 24T - 7278
T, responder & non-responder @ [#] |2 QRS K¢ [ D
EIRBOON o720 Zokw, Lhra—
2 & B L EBEEE) OB R 252 EH S
TE72W, CRT DEMTFRIZET 2T Y Fv—7
N7 A 7 )V T& % Multicenter In Sync Randomized
Clinical Evaluation (MIRACLE) %>, Comparison
of Medical Therapy, Pacing, and Defibrillation in
Heart Failure (COMPANION) 5% J% UF Cardiac
Resynchronization-Heart Failure (CARE-HF) tE#*
IZBWT, LT I—I2 X 2N EIIA SO BIX
WIBFEMEIZ S EN T2, ME— CARE-HF #{5RI(C
BT, QRS HFEAY 120 205 149 ms DFEFNIZBE -
RN R i O T o N O R B AR SERC (A 22N
TH5DH. QRS FEMIZEL LT I —fRIEN M S
TV WHIRTIE, QRS K#fEix CRT #IG 2B 3 %
FEENFEA BT HME—DFHETH 2.

2) EERALFRER E/A

JEEE TR A MG E LT E/A Fel2 & % CRT L AR ¥
F—F U9 % #HiE TIE, CRT R O PEGEA
B DL CRT RO TR THMOBERFTH 5
L E N Tw BT —T), CRT &IZZ2 D&Mk
Je MM RN & o TIGHEREBE D E  5 HEBI Tl
ez A MR BT AR S L < I3BIEwE AL/ ¥
¥ — VPOl E Ny — 2 IZ83E L E/A MK
T 58 L72h o T, CRTIEFIZBIT S LEE
A ML P T @ #5 R 19 72 G 8% 1L CRT 2% 9 5
response X M35 L THHTH 5.

3) Tei Index (Myocardial performance index)

Sutton 5* (X Multicenter In Sync Randomized

Jpn J Med Ultrasonics Vol. 37 No. 4 (2010)



Clinical Evaluation (MIRACLE) trial {221 L 72 E
Bl CRT % 12 » H O BIZ W82 3> T Tei-index

ZEHIL72. CRTI2& D 6 » ARU 12 7 HiED )
SR ERILCRT AL ) T L TH Y, Tei-
index & 1.06£0.65 %5 6 % H0.86+0.33 (p
<0.05vs CRTHI), 12 » H%0.86 £0.34 (p<0.05
vs CRT i) &g L7z, DLkEXY, CRTIZEDAE
BNWEPUHEL TWDE I PRI T 7
Soliman 5*" 1 CRT 2D LA & Tei index &
OB ARG L7z, CRT HIO Tei index 1£0.92 + 0.31
THEICEZ RO L ho72b DD, CRT3 » HAD
Tei index (XA X > MEIEMHFTHEIZAE < (0.92
+0.34 vs 0.64 £0.30 P<<0.001), Tei index DL
EORBDOONBNZ & ARV MEENEEL T
% (Hazard ratio 32.2 p<0.001) Z & %&/RL7-.

Yuasa 5L CRT i, 1 H#%, 6 » HBIZHW.LE
® Tei Index % 51l L, responder (/&Z2 i A7
= 10%78/)) & non responder DML % 4T > 72, L2 -
HE L I Tei index (£ CRT 2L ) 1 HERIZHT & 1
BLARIZEAL, 6 7 ARIZH A RO S 7.
Responder (3D /£ 2 Tei index 7% nonresponder |2
HAHREIZKR (0.77 £0.16,0.58 = 0.22, P = 0.003)
THY, 67 D Tei index A EIZHL L T
72. —7, nonresponder TlX 6 # H %D Tei index
| CRT il & Z2ALAREO bz 7o 72, CRT HID/E
2 Tei index & CRT %O /E RN KA =T RO
AL LR ERT TH o7 F72, A% Tei index
DEALZEIL CRT HOEZNHE A AR TR EH
BEaAOMEERO (r=10.43,p=0.006). —
41 % Tei index (& CRT Hif (2 1d 2 T H TR &5 7227,
CRT #1EVEE 213 responder 1238V T DAL EDTFE
HHNT.

4) EEE

Diaz-Infante 5* 13 /5 ZEILIRAIALE 75 mm DL 12
YLK L 724ERIIZ, CRT non-responder AR HL5E K
%f%étﬁiLt(p:OM6cm=3U i)
WigE TIXMEIEF S5 DFFAE D CRT non-responder O
HERTTHDY, CRT non-responder DLEEL KL
AR & B L 72 ER ) €T © 7O
FLEZONTWA. F72, Gradaus 57 1FEZEIL
#iE A M1E AT CRT non-responder D HER T TH
HEHELZ (p=0.009, OR=7.83). ZDOH%
T AR AR E & BB IRE2 AL b non-responder
DHERFTHo72Z b, EEIRIZL S wall
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stress D AR AS/E 2 1 [
ZRELTWD

5) {&m8 #Euu

CRT |2 & V) BEEeIEMEIE 20 (MR) (&, S
KO IEEE T 5 L s nTw s, a
IWET B AN Z A LT EEIEBIE EO 72
[FHA & URERERBC 5 1 & A IR oK ThH
. —7J5, MRIZCRTAEBID 3 57D 11258 51
7o, BHMECUEL L MR OFLEIXTHRE
B L, CRT DL ARV AHD 50%HEE LK<,
FHABKRTTHLY., ZOFEKNE L TEE)ET
1) ¥ 72 & % tethering DFZENRIZE I N TV D
Sitges M 5*1% 151 1 CRT JEFIIZ BT, CRT
BAaMM, 6 » ARV 12 » HIZMIERERE, A%
VETF) V7, EERPEOEEME MR I KITT
HRBIZOWTHRES L7z ‘ﬂ%ﬁj’ERO()mcmzu
> MR %7872 57 Bl F35 T I H SR LRI 13
SRR 18%, 12 # H12I1238% A L7z, 12 4 H
121213 48 % DEEBI THE 7 MR DR HFRD H 1,
F 12 MR EGEEBNC BT ESV Offi/ls, tenting area
o/, FEEIEFEM (septal-lateral delay) DELEDS
oLz, LaL, MRIESCERFTIX 12 #» Hi%
D7 IR M IEFEREIC CRT A & A B e A%
WERO BN o7z, CRT HiD tenting area | MR
WHOMVHER T TH Y, tenting area > 3.8 cm’
THHEL 95 L CRTICK DA EL MR OYGEENE
DOHNRNT & &R 53%, KRR 89% TTHI L 7.
Febb, fEIEF tethering A3/ T tenting area 7%
IEF TR EZZAERITIE CRT TIXEMOLZED reverse
remodeling 25 FLIAD 22 WITREIED S 5.

9L LT B R

DI E, Hi—®48EE T CRT responder % Fill 92 &
I3 L. RKEBICRENIBREO I LD EZIRTOT,
ZEIZ LT /272& 72\ (Table).
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