
Proc. Nati. Acad. Sci. USA
Vol. 89, pp. 11249-11253, December 1992
Neurobiology

Multiple growth factors, cytokines, and neurotrophins rescue
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ABSTRACT Recent demonstrations ofsurvival-promoting
activity by neurotrophic agents in diverse neuronal systems
have raised the possibility of pharmacological therapy for
inherited and degenerative disorders of the central nervous
system. We have shown previously that, in the retina, basic
fibroblast growth factor delays photoreceptor degeneration in
Royal College ofSurgeons rats with inherited retinal dystrophy
and that the growth factor reduces or prevents the rapid
photoreceptor degeneration produced by constant light in the
rat. This light-damage model now provides an efficient way to
assess quantitatively the survival-promoting activity in Wivo of
a number of growth factors and other molecules. We report
here that photoreceptors can be significantly protected from
the damaging effects of light by intravitreal injection of eight
different growth factors, cytokines, and neurotrophins that
typically act through several distinct receptor families. In
addition to basic fibroblast growth factor, those factors pro-
viding a high degree of photoreceptor rescue include brain-
derived neurotrophic factor, ciliary neurotrophic factor, in-
terleukin 1fl, and acidic fibroblast growth factor; those with
less activity include neurotrophin 3, insulin-like growth factor
II, and tumor necrosis factor a; those showing little or no
protective effect are nerve growth factor, epidermal growth
factor, platelet-derived growth factor, insulin, insulin-like
growth factor I, heparin, and laminin. Although we used at
least one relatively high concentration ofeach agent (the highest
available), it is still possible that other concentrations or factor
combinations might be more protective. Injecting heparin
along with acidic fibroblast growth factor or basic fibroblast
growth factor further enhanced the degree of photoreceptor
survival and also suppressed the increased incidence of mac-
rophages produced by either factor, especially basic fibroblast
growth factor. These results now provide the impetus for
determining the normal function in the retina, mechanism(s) of
rescue, and therapeutic potential in human eye diseases for
each agent.

Pharmacological treatment is presently unavailable for most
inherited and degenerative disorders of the central nervous
system (CNS), particularly for the prevalent yet relatively
poorly characterized groups of retinal degenerations known
collectively as retinitis pigmentosa and macular degenera-
tion. In the past several years, a number of neurotrophic
factors have shown survival-promoting activity in a wide
range of neuronal systems both in vitro and in vivo (1-16). We
recently explored the survival-promoting activity of basic
fibroblast growth factor (bFGF) on degenerating photorecep-
tor cells in the Royal College of Surgeons (RCS) rat with
inherited retinal dystrophy (17). The intravitreally and sub-

retinally injected bFGF dramatically delayed photoreceptor
degeneration in this inherited disorder (17). Injection of
bFGF was not without its side effects, however, since it
resulted in an increased incidence ofretinal macrophages (17)
and cataracts (ref. 18; E. G. Faktorovich, R.H.S., and
M.M.L., unpublished data) in RCS rats (although an in-
creased incidence of cataracts is not seen following bFGF
injection in light damage experiments on albino F344 or
Sprague-Dawley rats; M.T.M., D.Y., R.H.S., and M.M.L.,
unpublished data). Moreover, bFGF is a powerful mitogen
and angiogenic factor, and it has been shown to increase the
proliferation of some retinal pigment epithelium (RPE) and
Muller glial cells in the retina (19). Thus, we cautioned against
the therapeutic use of bFGF until more could be learned of
its potentially harmful side effects (17).
We subsequently demonstrated that intravitreally injected

bFGF also reduces or prevents photoreceptor degeneration
produced by constant light in the rat (20, 21). With its rapid
photoreceptor degeneration, the light-damage model seemed
an efficient way to assess quantitatively the survival-
promoting activity of other potential neurotrophic agents,
some of which, hopefully, would not have the potentially
harmful side effects of bFGF. Therefore, we have now
examined the protective role in the light-damage model of
many of those growth factors, neurotrophins, and cytokines
that either are present in the eye, stimulate biological activity
in the retina or RPE, or have demonstrated survival-
promoting or survival-potentiating activity in other parts of
the nervous system (1-4, 6-16, 22-27). We report here that
eight different agents that typically act through several dif-
ferent receptor families can rescue photoreceptors from the
damaging effects of constant light, and most do so without
obvious side effects. The findings also illustrate that the
light-damage model is perhaps the most efficient bioassay
thus far described for testing quantitatively the survival-
promoting activity ofneurotrophic agents in an in vivo model.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
Animals, Injection, and Histological Procedures. We in-

jected the various agents individually into the vitreous of the
superior hemisphere of one eye (17) of anesthetized, 2- to
3-month-old, male Sprague-Dawley rats 2 days before they
were placed into constant fluorescent light at an illuminance

Abbreviations: aFGF, acidic fibroblast growth factor; BDNF, brain-
derived neurotrophic factor; bFGF, basic fibroblast growth factor;
CNS, central nervous system; CNTF, ciliary neurotrophic factor;
EGF, epidermal growth factor; IGF-I, insulin-like growth factor I;
IGF-II, insulin-like growth factor II; IL-1f, interleukin 1,; NGF,
nerve growth factor; NT-3, neurotrophin 3; ONL, outer nuclear
layer; PDGF, platelet-derived growth factor; RCS, Royal College of
Surgeons; RPE, retinal pigment epithelium; TNF-a, tumor necrosis
factor a.
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of r115-200 footcandles (1 footcandle = 10.76 lux) for 1 week
(28). For buffer control experiments, the other eye ofeach rat
was injected with the same volume of phosphate-buffered
saline (PBS) or other appropriate buffer. The volume of
injection was 1 jul in all cases. After 1 week of light exposure,
the rats were killed by overdose of carbon dioxide followed
by vascular perfusion of mixed aldehydes, the eyes were
embedded in epoxy resin, and 1-pm=-thick histological sec-
tions were taken along the vertical meridian to allow com-
parison of all regions of the eye in the superior and inferior
hemisphere, as described elsewhere (21). Retinas from un-
injected rats kept in cyclic light and in constant light for 1
week were also examined with each group of experiments.
All procedures involving the rats adhered to the Association
for Research in Vision and Ophthalmology Resolution on the
Use of Animals in Research and the guidelines of the Uni-
versity of California, San Francisco, Committee on Animal
Research.

Factors Iajected. All of-the agents were injected at a
concentration of 1 pg/Al, unless otherwise indicated. The
agents injected were the following: human recombinant
brain-derived neurotrophic factor (BDNF) (Amgen/Regen-
eron Partnership, Tarrytown, NY), rat recombinant and
human recombinant ciliary neurotrophic factor (CNTF) (0.5
Ag/l; Regeneron Pharmaceuticals), human recombinant
neurotrophin 3 (NT-3) (Amgen/Regeneron Partnership),
acidic fibroblast growth factor (aFGF) (two sources: bovine
brain, R & D Systems, Minneapolis; human recombinant,
Upstate Biotechnology, Lake Placid, NY), human recombi-
nant bFGF (a gift of D. Gospodarowicz, University of
California, San Francisco); heparin (8.2 units/pl; Kabi Phar-
macia Hepar, Franklin, OH), nerve growth factor (NGF)
(two sources: a gift of W. Mobley, University of California,
San Francisco; Bioproducts for Science, Indianapolis, IN),
human recombinant epidermal growth factor (EGF) (Upstate
Biotechnology); platelet-derived growth factor (PDGF) (two
sources: 0.05 pgIA1, Boehringer Mannheim; 0.25 ug/ Al,
Upstate Biotechnology), insulin (bovine pancreas, Sigma),
human recombinant insulin-like growth factor I (IGF-I) (two
sources: 0.1jug/fl, Boehringer Mannheim; 1 Ag/ul, Upstate
Biotechnology), human recombinant insulin-like growth fac-
tor II (IGF-II) (two sources: 0.1 pgld, Boehringer Mann-
heim; 1,Ag/l, Upstate Biotechnology), laminin (Boehringer
Mannheim), human recombinant interleukin 1p (IL-1(3) (0.5
pug/,l, Upstate Biotechnology), and human recombinant
tumor necrosis factor a (TNF-a) (two sources: 0.1 and 0.5
ug/Il, Upstate Biotechnology; 0.5 ;Lg/Al, R & D Systems).
The number of controls and animals injected with each agent
is given in Fig. 2. Where 10 or more rats were tested with a
given factor, the experiments were done at least twice with
5 or more rats each time.

Quantification of Photoreceptor Rescue and Macrophage
Incidence. We used two methods to quantify photoreceptor
rescue. With the first, a measurement of mean outer nuclear
layer (ONL) thickness for each retina provided an index of
photoreceptor cell number (21, 28). Fifty-four measurements
were made in the two hemispheres ofeach section in order to
sample representative regions of almost the entire retinal
section, so that a single mean ONL thickness was obtained
for each eye as described (28). In pilot experiments, we found
that the two eyes of a given rat showed statistically indistin-
guishable degrees of light damage to the retina in control
(uninjected and PBS-injected) animals. There was, however,
a moderate degree of interanimal variability, even within the
samelitter andlight-exposure cage. Therefore, in almost all
cases we compared the experimentally injected eyes with
control eyes in the same rats. As found in RCS rats (17), when
intravitreal bleeding occurred, an irregular and often exten-
sive photoreceptor rescue was observed; this occurred sev-

eral times in the present study, and those animals were
omitted from further analysis.
For the second method of quantifying rescue, we assigned

a relative score to the eye receiving the factor by comparing
it to the opposite control eye. This method considered not
only ONL thickness but also the integrity and organization of
the inner and outer segments, as well as the distribution and
extent of rescue and degeneration within the eye. For as-
sessing the overall degree ofphotoreceptor rescue, four ofus
compared each experimental section with its contralateral
control eye and scored the degree of rescue 0-4+. Zero
indicated no rescue and 4+ was maximal, with at least some
regions of the retina appearing almost normal. The score for
degree of rescue was relative to the degree of degeneration of
the contralateral eye, because those rats that showed less
damage to the control eye inevitably showed greater rescue
in the experimental eye for a given agent. Those that showed
greater damage to the control eye inevitably had less rescue
for a given agent.

For macrophage counts, all cells in the photoreceptor,
inner plexiform, and ganglion cell layers that had the appear-
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FIG. 1. Plastic-embedded sections of Sprague-Dawley rat reti-
nas. (A) Normal retina ofrat reared in cyclic light. The photoreceptor
outer segments (OS) are apposed to the RPE; distinctphotoreceptor
inner segments (IS) are seen; and the ONL consists of 9-10 rows of
photoreceptor cell nuclei. (B) Retina of rat exposed to 1 week of
constant light beginning 2days after intravitreal PBS injection. In this
superior posterior region of the retina, the ONL is reduced to 2-3
rows of nuclei; the inner segments are missing or are reduced to very
shortstumps; and the few remaining outer segments are abnormally
rounded and are shorter and larger indiameter than normal (compare
with A). (C) Retina from the same rat as B, but in which BDNF was
injected intravitreally 2 days before the 1-week light exposure. The
same region of the retina as in B is shown, and the retina appears
almost normal (compare with A; same labels of retinal laminae
apply), except for the loss of some photoreceptor nuclei, somewhat
shorter inner and outer segments, and somewhat disorganized outer
segments. (Toluidine blue; bar = 20 Asm.)
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FIG. 2. Measurements of ONL thickness (A), degree of photo-
receptor rescue (B), and number of presumptive macrophages (C) in
the retinas of rats exposed to 1 week of constant light or maintained
in cyclic light (CyL). Two days before the onset of light exposure,
each rat received an intravitreal injection of one of the listed factors
in one eye and a buffer control (usually PBS) injection in the other
eye. Uninjected controls were also exposed to light (CL). In each
case, the bars represent the mean value, and the error bars are the
standard deviation. (A) ONL thickness of eyes injected with bFGF,
aFGF, bFGF or aFGF with heparin, BDNF, CNTF, and IL-1p
showed the significantly greatest difference in numbers of photore-
ceptor nuclei surviving (shaded bars) compared to their control eyes
(solid black bars). NT-3, IGF-ll, and TNF-a produced less photo-
receptor rescue, but still significantly greater numbers of photore-
ceptor nuclei survived than in control eyes (*, P < 0.05; **, P < 0.01;
***, P 0.0001). The remaining agents failed to show significant
differences from controls. The number ofrats injected (with an equal
number of control eyes) was 17 for bFGF, 13 for bFGF plus heparin,
14 for aFGF, 11 for aFGF plus heparin, 14 for heparin, 12 for NGF,
6 for NT-3, 16 for BDNF, 11 for CNTF, 6 for EGF, 14 for PDGF, 6
for insulin, 10 for IGF-I, 5 for IGF-II, 5 for laminin, 8 for IL-1.8, and
10 for TNF-a. Although we did not compare agents in the same

animal, the bFGF plus heparin value is significantly greater than that
for bFGF alone (P < 0.0025), as is aFGF plus heparin over aFGF

ance of macrophages (21) were tabulated in a single section
from each rat. We omitted any cells that were obvious
neurons or glia or that were directly associated with blood
vessels. Statistical comparisons ofthe macrophage counts, as
well as the ONL measurements and scores for degree of
rescue, were made using the Student t test between the eyes
that received the agents and the opposite eyes from the same
rats that received buffer control injections.

RESULTS
After 1 week in constant light, uninjected rats or those
injected with,PBS showed a loss of most photoreceptor cells
in the most sensitive (superior posterior) region of the retina
(21). The ONL was reduced from the normal 9-10 rows of
photoreceptor nuclei (Fig. 1A) to 1-3 rows (Fig. 1B). In this
region, virtually no photoreceptor inner segments survived,
and only a few fragments of outer segments remained. The
remainder of the central retina was somewhat less damaged,
and even more photoreceptors survived in the far peripheral
retina, where the ONL consisted of 3-6 rows of nuclei in
some regions. Overall, light-damaged retinas of control eyes
showed only very small inner segments, if any at all, and
almost no outer segments of normal caliber, length, or
organization, with no obvious damage to the RPE. When the
various agents rescued photoreceptors, not only were more
cell nuclei present, but also the surviving photoreceptors had
greater integrity, with inner and outer segments present,
sometimes appearing almost normal in structure and organi-
zation (Fig. 1C). With all factors that rescued photorecep-
tors, both rods and cones were saved.
Those agents producing the greatest rescue, as determined

by ONL thickness (Fig. 2A), were bFGF, aFGF, bFGF or
aFGF with heparin, BDNF, CNTF, and IL-1.3. In these
retinas, the ONL was at least 70% the normal thickness and
was about twice (in some cases more) as thick as in the
contralateral light-damaged control eye that received only
buffer injection (Fig. 2A). Combining heparin with bFGF or
aFGF gave a substantially greater rescue than either growth
factor alone (Fig. 2A). NT-3, IGF-II, and TNF-a produced
less rescue, but ONL thicknesses were statistically greater
than controls (Fig. 2A). None of the other factors rescued
photoreceptors by the criterion ofONL thickness. We should
emphasize that, in most cases, only one, relatively high
concentration of each agent was used, so it is possible that
those that failed to rescue might do so at a higher concen-
tration (in some cases not available), at a lower concentra-
tion, or in combination with other factors.

alone (P < 0.05). We excluded results from additional rats injected
with different lots of three of the agents in order to demonstrate the
maximal rescue effect with each agent. These were NT-3 (11 rats with

two earlier lots ofNT-3 that showed less potency; however, the mean
of the 17 eyes still was siicantly greater than controls; P < 0.015)
and EGF and IGF-li (6 and 4 additional eyes, respectively, with lots
from different vendors, which showed no rescue effect). (B) The
scores for the degree of rescue are based on the same number of
animals (i.e., the same histological slides) given in A. The results
closely parallel the ONL measurements shown in A. The bar
representing IL-1i8 is hatched to represent the presence of retinal
folds, rosettes, and inflammatory cells, in addition to the significant
rescue of photoreceptors (see text). (C) The counts of macrophages
are also based on the same number of animals given above inA. Only
bFGF (P = 0.0001) and IL-1 (P < 0.0025) produced significant
increases in the incidence of macrophages over control values. Most
of the control values ranged from 85 to 100 per section and are
omitted for clarity. The striking reduction in macrophage incidence
with bFGF plus heparin compared tobFGF alone is highly significant

(P = 0.0001), as is the reduction using aFGF plus heparin (P <
0.0015). The low number seen after BDNF injection is significantly
less than control values (P = 0.0001).
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Overall, the results of scoring the degree of photoreceptor
rescue (Fig. 2B) closely paralleled those with ONL thickness
(Fig. 2A). Retinas with agents producing the most rescue
(BDNF, CNTF, and bFGF and aFGF with or without hep-
arin) showed extensive regions that were almost devoid of
damage after 1 week of constant light exposure. Retinas with
agents that gave very low scores (heparin, NGF, EGF,
PDGF, and IGF-I) showed mostly no rescue, with only one
or two eyes in which photoreceptor integrity appeared
slightly greater than in the control eye for each factor; thus,
we assume these factors had little or no rescue activity.
Of the agents producing the highest scores, only two gave

complications, IL-13 and bFGF. While IL-113 consistently
produced one of the thickest ONL measurements and inner
and outer segments were almost normal in some regions,
these retinas also showed variable numbers of photoreceptor
rosettes, retinal folds, and other focal disruptions of the
ONL. Also, inner and outer segments were significantly
shorter than normal in some regions, and there were signs of
inflammation, as noted in other studies where IL-1,8 was
given intraocularly (29).

In the case of bFGF, we previously found an increased
macrophage incidence in retinas ofRCS rats treated with this
growth factor, particularly in the inner plexiform layer (17).
Although blood-derived macrophages are known to invade
the retina during light damage (Figs. 2C and 3A) (30), the
bFGF-exposed retinas showed more than twice the number
of presumptive macrophages compared to uninjected or
PBS-injected eyes (Figs. 2C and 3B). Significantly, the ad-
dition of heparin to bFGF suppressed the increase in number
of macrophages (Fig. 2C), and the same held for heparin
combined with aFGF (Fig. 2C). Surprisingly, BDNF reduced
the incidence ofmacrophages from that seen in light-damaged
retinas (Figs. 2C and 3C).

DISCUSSION
We have shown that eight different agents, which use several
different receptor families (31-34), can rescue photorecep-
tors from cell death and reduce injury from the damaging
effects of constant light. Of these agents, bFGF was shown
previously to rescue photoreceptors in vivo (17, 20, 21);
aFGF (35) and bFGF (16) prolong photoreceptor survival in
vitro; and BDNF (2, 7) and CNTF (36) have been found to
promote retinal ganglion cell survival in vitro. However, none
of the other agents, to our knowledge, have previously been
shown to have survival-promoting activity in the retina. In
other regions of the nervous system, BDNF, NT-3, CNTF,
bFGF, and aFGF have been shown to rescue neurons in vitro
and in vivo (1-4, 6-11, 13-15), but as far as we are aware,
IL-1,B, TNF-a, and IGF-II have not yet been shown to do
this. Our finding of rescue by this diverse group of agents
raises obvious questions about the mechanism of cell injury
and death in light damage, the cellular location and molecular
mechanisms of the protective and rescue effects, and which
mechanisms (if any) are shared by the different agents.

Light damage is thought to result from the generation of
oxygen free radicals and the ensuing peroxidation of lipids
(37), and when viewed in the microscope, outer segments
usually are the first part of the photoreceptor cell to exhibit
damage (38, 39). Preservation, by the injected factors, of
some intact outer segments in most of the rescued retinas
indicates that these agents actually protect the cells from
damage at an early stage in the injury event. Although the
nature of the protective effect against injury and its relation
to protection from cell death remain to be worked out for each
factor, it has been shown recently that BDNF appears to
protect against oxidative stress in an in vitro system by
increasing the activity of glutathione reductase (40). In the
same system, however, bFGF (and NGF) also offered pro-
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FIG. 3. Plastic-embedded sections of Sprague-Dawley rat reti-
nas. The micrographs were taken to illustrate the relative number of
presumptive macrophages (arrows) in the inner plexiform layer (IPL)
under different conditions. Different regions of the retina (central or
peripheral) were selected, resulting in different thicknesses of retinal
layers in the micrographs. (A) Constant light for 1 week, uninjected.
(B) bFGF injected 2 days before 1 week of constant light resulting in
a high incidence of macrophages. (C) BDNF injected 2 days before
1 week of constant light; no macrophages are present in the field.
INL, inner nuclear layer. (Toluidine blue; bar = 20 A&m.)
tection but did not increase the level of this enzyme (40),
indicating probable different mechanisms of protective ac-
tion. It remains to be determined how these protective
mechanisms relate to other ways of ameliorating light dam-
age, including antioxidants, hyperthermia (heat shock pro-
teins), calcium channel blockers, age, prior lighting history,
and as yet undefined genetic factors (see refs. 28, 41, and 42
for further references).
The actions of the growth factors, neurotrophins, and

cytokines that show rescue potential are complex, since
many of them inhibit or induce the expression of others, or
of themselves, in paracrine, autocrine, and inhibitory feed-
back loops in various biological processes. Moreover, in
other CNS systems, even the general issue of direct action of
survival-promoting agents on neurons versus glial-mediated
action ofthe factors is unresolved. In the retina, we must also
take into account the special nature of interactions thought
necessary for normal photoreceptor function and viability,
interactions between photoreceptors, RPE, the intervening
interphotoreceptor matrix, and the Mfiller glial cells (43).
These cells and the interphotoreceptor matrix either contain,
synthesize, or respond to many growth factors and cytokines.
For instance, some of the agents examined here cause
biological responses in RPE cells (24, 26); a few of them are
known to be synthesized or secreted by RPE cells (16, 25, 27,
44, 45); and receptors for some have been demonstrated on
RPE (16, 27) or photoreceptor (46, 47) cells. The interpho-
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toreceptor matrix has also been shown to contain bFGF (48),
IGF-I (27), and an IGF binding protein (27), as well as an
undefined (non-bFGF) survival-promoting factor (49). Mailer
glial cells have both high- and low-affinity binding sites for
aFGF and bFGF (16, 50), and IL-1 is expressed in Miller
cells (51).

In light damage, as in most neuronal degenerations, there
is the additional complication of invading macrophages.
More than 30 growth factors and cytokines have been de-
tected in macrophages (52), including at least three that
rescue photoreceptors (bFGF, IL-1,f, and TNF-a), and these
cells are known to respond to some growth factors and
cytokines by releasing various factors (52). Most of the
rescuing agents did not increase the macrophage numbers,
and BDNF actually reduced the number of invading cells
from that usually seen in light damage, indicating that the
increased incidence of macrophages is not responsible for
photoreceptor rescue. Nevertheless, the macrophages typi-
cally present following light damage (30) cannot be excluded
from participating in the rescue process.

Light damage in the rat retina provides a relatively simple,
fast, and efficient system for the in vivo assessment of the
photoreceptor survival-promoting activity of various agents.
The importance of such an in vivo model vs. an in vitro model
is underscored by the failure of CNTF to rescue ciliary
neurons from programmed cell death during development in
vivo, whereas CNTF clearly rescues these neurons in vitro
(15). The utility of the light-damage model as an in vivo
bioassay system is highlighted by the present study-an in
vivo assay of the survival-promoting activity of a wide range
of growth factors, cytokines, and neurotrophins on a single
CNS tissue. Although our findings pertain to only one class
of neurons in the vertebrate retina, photoreceptor cells, they
may have significance for neurons in other regions of the
CNS.
The ultimate therapeutic potential of each agent for use in

any inherited or acquired human retinal disease remains to be
determined. The rationale for such use should come from
further study of each agent's mechanism of action in the
normal retina, as well as in the diseased retina. Most impor-
tantly, it will be necessary to evaluate the ability ofeach agent
to rescue photoreceptors or other retinal neurons in animal
models that are directly relevant to human retinal disease.
Our present findings now provide the impetus for undertaking
such studies.

The authors thank Dr. D. Gospodarowicz for the gift ofbFGF; Ella
G. Faktorovich for some of the initial injections of neurotrophic
agents; and Nancy Lawson, Cathy Lau, and Gloria Riggs for
technical and secretarial assistance. This work was supported by
National Institutes of Health Research Grants EY01919, EY06842,
and EY01429; Core Grant EY02162; and funds from the Retinitis
Pigmentosa Foundation Fighting Blindness, Research to Prevent
Blindness, and That Man May See, Inc. M.M.L. and R.H.S. are
consultants to Regeneron Pharmaceuticals.

1. Adler, R., Landa, K. B., Manthorpe, M. & Varon, S. (1979) Science 2J4,
1434-1436.

2. Johnson, J. E., Barde, Y.-A., Schwab, M. & Thoenen, H. (1986) J.
Neurosci. 6, 3031-3038.

3. Kalcheim, C., Barde, Y. A., Thoenen, H. & Le Douarin, N. M. (1987)
EMBO J. 6, 2871-2873.

4. Sievers, J., Hausmann, B., Unsicker, K. & Berry, M. (1987) Neurosci.
Lett. 76, 157-162.

5. Carmignoto, G., Maffei, L., Candeo, P., Canella, R. & Comelli, C. (1989)
J. Neurosci. 9, 1263-1272.

6. Otto, D., Frotscher, M. & Unsicker, K. (1989) J. Neurosci. Res. 22,
83-91.

7. Rodriguez-T6bar, A., Jeffrey, P. L., Thoenen, H. & Barde, Y. A. (1989)
Dev. Biol. 136, 296-303.

8. Arakawa, Y., Sendtner, M. & Thoenen, H. (1990) J. Neurosci. 10,
3507-3515.

9. Hohn, A., Leibrock, J., Baijey, K. & Barde, Y.-A. (1990) Nature
(London) 344, 339-341.

10. Maisonpierre, P. C., Beliuscio, L., Squinto, S., Ip, N. Y., Furth, M. E.,
Lindsay, R. M. & Yancopoulos, G. D. (1990) Science 247, 1446-1451.

11. Sendtner, M., Kreutzberg, G. W. &Thoenen, H. (1990) Nature (London)
345, 440-441.

12. Tuszynski, M. H., U, H. S., Amaral, D. G. & Gage, F. H. (1990) J.
Neurosci. 10, 3604-3614.

13. Hyman, C., Hofer, M., Barde, Y. A., Juhasz, M., Yancopoulos, G. D.,
Squinto, S. P. & Lindsay, R. M. (1991) Nature (London) 350, 230-232.

14. Ip, N. Y., Li, Y., Stadt, I., Panayotatos, N., Alderson, R. F. & Lindsay,
R. M. (1991) J. Neurosci. 11, 3124-3134.

15. Oppenheim, R. W., Prevette, D., Qin-Wei, Y., Collins, F. & MacDonald,
J. (1991) Science 251, 1616-1618.

16. Hicks, D., Bugra, K., Faucheux, B., Jeanny, J.-C., Laurent, M.,
Malecaze, F., Mascarelli, F., Raulais, D., Cohen, Y. & Courtois, Y.
(1991) in Progress in Retinal Research, eds. Osborne, N. & Chader, G.
(Pergamon, Oxford), Vol. 11, pp. 333-374.

17. Faktorovich, E. G., Steinberg, R. H., Yasumura, D., Matthes, M. T. &
LaVail, M. M. (1990) Nature (London) 347, 83-86.

18. Perry, J., Du, J., Avakian, A., Roh, J. & Gouras, P. (1992) Invest.
Ophthalmol. Visual Sci. 33, Suppl., 1027 (abstr.).

19. Lewis, G. P., Gu6rin, C. J., Erickson, P. A., Anderson, D. H. & Fisher,
S. K. (1991) Invest. Ophthalmol. Visual Sci. 32, Suppl., 754 (abstr.).

20. LaVail, M. M., Faktorovich, E. G., Hepler, J. M., Pearson, K. L.,
Yasumura, D., Matthes, M. T. & Steinberg, R. H. (1991) Ann. N.Y.
Acad. Sci. 638, 341-347.

21. Faktorovich, E. G., Steinberg, R. H., Yasumura, D., Matthes, M. T. &
LaVail, M. M. (1992) J. Neurosci. 12, 3554-3567.

22. Edgar, D., Timpl, R. & Thoenen, H. (1984) EMBO J. 3, 1463-1468.
23. Lipton, S. A., Wagner, J. A., Madison, R. D. & D'Amore, P. A. (1988)

Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 85, 2388-2392.
24. Burke, J. (1989) Curr. Eye Res. 8, 1279-1286.
25. Campochiaro, P. A., Sugg, R., Grotendorst, G. & Hjelmeland, L. M.

(1989) Erp. Eye Res. 49, 217-227.
26. Leschey, K. H., Hackett, S. F., Singer, J. H. & Campochiaro, P. A.

(1990) Invest. Ophthalmol. Visual Sci. 31, 839-846.
27. Waldbillig, R. J., Pfeffer, B. A., Schoen, T. J., Adler, A. A., Shen-Orr,

Z., Scavo, L., LeRoith, D. & Chader, G. J. (1991) J. Neurochem. 57,
1522-1533.

28. LaVail, M. M., Gorrin, G. M., Repaci, M. A., Thomas, L. A. & Gins-
berg, H. M. (1987) Invest. Ophthalmol. Visual Sci. 28, 1043-1048.

29. Martiney, J. A., Litwak, M., Berman, J. W., Arezzo, J. C. & Brosnan,
C. F. (1990) Am. J. Pathol. 137, 1411-1423.

30. O'Steen, W. K. & Karcioglu, Z. A. (1974) Am. J. Anat. 139, 503-518.
31. Czech, M. P., Clairmont, K. B., Yagaloff, K. A. & Corvera, S. (1990) in

Peptide Growth Factors and Their Receptors I, eds. Sporn, M. B. &
Roberts, A. B. (Springer, Berlin), pp. 37-65.

32. Dionne, C. A., Jaye, M. & Schlessinger, J. (1991) Ann. N. Y. Acad. Sci.
638, 161-166.

33. Meakin, S. 0. & Shooter, E. M. (1992) Trends NeuroSci. 15, 323-331.
34. Davis, S., Aldrich, T. H., Valenzuela, D. M., Wong, V., Furth, M. E.,

Squinto, S. P. & Yancopoulos, G. D. (1991) Science 253, 59-63.
35. Hicks, D. & Courtois, Y. (1988) FEBS Lett. 234, 475-479.
36. Lehwalder, D., Jeffrey, P. L. & Unsicker, K. (1989) J. Neurosci. Res. 24,

329-337.
37. Wiegand, R. D., Jose, J. G., Rapp, L. M. & Anderson, R. E. (1984) in

Free Radicals in Molecular Biology, Aging, and Disease, eds. Arm-
strong, D., Sohal, R. S., Cutler, R. G. & Slater, T. F. (Raven, New
York), pp. 317-353.

38. Kuwabara, T. & Gorn, R. A. (1968) Arch. Ophthalmol. 79, 69-78.
39. Grignolo, A., Orzalesi, N., Castellazzo, R. & Vittone, P. (1969) Oph-

thalmologica 157, 43-59.
40. Spina, M. B., Squinto, S. P., Miller, J., Lindsay, R. M. & Hyman, C.

(1992) J. Neurochem. S9, 99-106.
41. Barbe, M. F., Tytell, M. & Gower, D. J. (1988) Science 241, 1817-1819.
42. Edward, D. P., Lam, T. T., Shahinfar, S., Li, J. & Tso, M. 0. (1991)

Arch. Ophthalmol. 109, 554-562.
43. Steinberg, R. H. (1986) Exp. Eye Res. 43, 695-706.
44. Schweigerer, L., Malerstein, B., Neufeld, G. & Gospodarowicz, D.

(1987) Biochem. Biophys. Res. Commun. 143, 934-940.
45. Sternfeld, M. D., Robertson, J. E., Shipley, G. D., Tsai, J. & Rosen-

baum, J. T. (1989) Curr. Eye Res. 8, 1029-1037.
46. Plouet, J., Mascarelli, F., Loret, M. D., Faure, J. P. & Courtois, Y.

(1988) EMBO J. 7, 373-376.
47. Plouet, J. (1988) in Molecular Biology of the Eye: Genes, Vision and

Ocular Disease, eds. Piatigorsky, J., Toshimichi, S. & Zelenka, P. S.
(Liss, New York), pp. 83-92.

48. Hageman, G. G., Kirchoff-Rempe, M. A., Lewis, G. P., Fisher, S. K. &
Anderson, D. H. (1991) Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 88, 6706-6710.

49. Hewitt, A. T., Lindsey, J. D., Carbott, D. & Adler, R. (1990) Exp. Eye
Res. 50, 79-88.

50. Mascarelli, F., Tassin, J. & Courtois, Y. (1991) Growth Factors 4, 81-95.
51. Roberge, F. G., Caspi, R. R. & Nussenblatt, R. B. (1988) J. Immunol.

140, 2193-2196.
52. Rappolee, D. A. & Werb, Z. (1992) Curr. Top. Microbiol. Immunol. 181,

87-140.

Neurobiology: LaVail et A

Administrator
Highlight

Administrator
Highlight

Administrator
Highlight

Administrator
Highlight

Administrator
Highlight

Administrator
Highlight




