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ABSTRACT:

Introduction: To report the results of a knowledge, attitude and practice (KAP) study related to diabetes mellitus (DM),
hypertension and diabetic retinopathy (DR) of patient populations in India at different levels (Tertiary (T), Secondary (S)



and Primary (P)) of a pyramidal model of eye health care.

Methods: In total, 202 participants, composed of equal numbers of diabetic and non-diabetic patients at a Tertiary
urban facility (T), a Secondary rural facility (S) and a Primary (P) community-screening program, were surveyed on their
knowledge, knowledge sources, attitudes, practices and factors that motivate use of eye health services.

Results: People with diabetes had a higher mean knowledge and attitude score about DM, hypertension and DR
(67.3% T, 59.4% S, 47.0% P) than non-diabetics (41.8% T, 29.0% S, 23.5% P; p<0.001). Awareness of DR was more
65.3% among diabetics compared with 22.0% among non-diabetics at all locations. Most participants in all locations
were aware of hypertension (84.0% T, 65.3% S, 52.9% P), but few knew it could affect the eyes (30.0% T, 12.2% S,
13.7% P) or be associated with diabetic complications (30.0% T, 32.7% S, 21.8% P). Many participants had never
previously had a dilated eye examination (2% T, 40% S, 50% P). Participants were motivated to visit an eye facility for a
routine checkup (70.6%), poor vision (22.6%) or a glucose/blood pressure test (17.7%) at a Primary-level facility and for
follow-up or poor vision at the other facilities (28% and 42% Tertiary, 50% and 30% Secondary).

Conclusion: Practice-oriented education and advertising of facilities tailored for the relevant populations at each level
of an eye health pyramid and continuation of fundus, glucose and blood pressure screening programs can help in
creating awareness about diabetes, hypertension and diabetic retinopathy.

diabetes mellitus, diabetic retinopathy, eye care, healthcare pyramid, hypertension, India, KAP, preventive health

Introduction

Diabetes mellitus (DM) is a growing health concern worldwide, and a disproportionate increase in prevalence is
expected to occur in India within the next two decades, from 62 million currently — a fifth of the world’s diabetic
population — to 80 million by 2030."° People with DM have high risk of developing diabetic retinopathy (DR), and the
risk is increased when DM is associated with hypertension.4'6 Preventive care through regular eye examinations and
proper management of DM and hypertension can reduce the risk of vision loss from DR, though knowledge of these
conditions is low in the Indian population.4’5’7’8 Previous studies have reported that only about 50% of a rural South
Indian population had knowledge of DM and one-third had knowledge of DR.? The Andhra Pradesh Eye Disease Study
reported that only one-quarter of the urban population of Hyderabad was aware of DR.”?

Previous knowledge, attitude, and practices (KAP) studies have been conducted in either rural or urban populations
and were focused on DM and/or DR.°®"""* There is paucity of KAP information on hypertension, which is a
comorbidity risk factor for DR.’ Additionally, there are no comparative KAP studies of DM and DR across levels of a
pyramidal model of eye care delivery from a village to a metropolis. The L V Prasad Eye Institute (LVPEI) works on a
comprehensive integrated pyramidal model of community-based Primary and Secondary eye care in underserved rural
areas linked to urban Tertiary-level care in four states of India. Diabetes and hypertension screening are integrated into
the LVPEI eye care model as part of comprehensive care for patients with DM and hypertension, and their related eye
complications.13

This study aimed to examine and compare the KAP on DM, hypertension and DR across Tertiary (T), Secondary (S)
and Primary (P) levels of the LVPEI eye health pyramid. Additionally, the study surveyed motivating factors for DM and
DR screening and sources of knowledge about these conditions and eye care services. ldentifying facilitators of good
KAP at each level of an eye health pyramid could help design programs to increase utilization of eye care facilities and
of DM and hypertension screening services.

Methods

Study design



The study locations were two fixed and one mobile (community) location in India. The fixed locations were a Tertiary
facility in Hyderabad and a Secondary facility in Karamchedu, Prakasam District, Andhra Pradesh (300 km from
Hyderabad). The mobile (Primary) location was selected in Prakasam District, where community DR screening
programs were held. In the LVPEI model, the Primary level serves a cluster of villages with a target population of
50 000, and it is part of a network connected to a Secondary facility that serves 500 000. Patients diagnosed with eye
problems at the Primary level were referred to the Secondary facility for follow-up, where services include diagnosis of
all conditions, surgeries and rehabilitation. These are linked to urban Tertiary facilities that provide a comprehensive
range of services, care for complex conditions and training. All participants from the study locations of age 40 years or
above who consented to participate were included in the study. Eligible participants were selected randomly on each
day of the study until adequate participants, 202 in total, and approximately equal numbers of diabetics and
non-diabetics, were surveyed in each location. People who had difficulty in understanding the questionnaire or declined
to participate were excluded. All participants were administered a validated pilot-tested questionnaire (Appendix 1) by a

trained field team in the regional language. Most questions were adapted from previous KAP studies.” ™"

Data analysis

Chi-square tests were conducted to compare demographic and systemic factors between the three locations.
Knowledge and attitude were scored based on percentage of correct answers out of 16 questions (Appendix I:
questions 18-23, 25-29, 31-35) weighted equally, with correct answers scored as 1 and incorrect answers as 0.
Unpaired heteroscedastic t-tests were performed to compare mean knowledge and attitude scores and practice
patterns between groups divided by location and diabetic status, and t-test and one-way ANOVA were used to compare
scores with practice patterns. Multivariate linear regression was performed on the mean scores to identify possible
predictors among the demographic and systemic factors in each location. Significance was assumed at p<0.05 for all
tests.

Ethics approval

The study was conducted after approval from the Ethics Committee of LVPEI (Ethics Ref No. LEC -07-14-067).
Results

Characteristics of study population

Demographic factors and systemic conditions of the survey participants are shown in Table 1 with respect to facility
level and in Table 2 with respect to diabetic status. In total, 202 participants were surveyed, with gender participation
similar at all study locations. Participants at the Tertiary facility tended to be younger, highly educated, of higher
socioeconomic status, had a higher prevalence and longer duration of hypertension, and had longer duration of DM
compared with participants at the Secondary and Primary levels. Participants with DM tended to be more highly
educated and have a longer duration of hypertension.



Table 1: Demographic and systemic factors of participants at Primary, Secondary and Tertiary eye care
facilities in Hyderabad, India

Characteristic Tertiary (n=50) Secondary Primary (n=102)| p
[n=50)
n | % n | % n | %
Sex
Male 29 ] 23 46 45 441 | 0259
Female 21 42 27 hd AT h5.9
Age (years)
4049 15 30 4 a 16 158 | 0.012*
A0-59 15 30 15 30 31 307
6069 11 22 27 b4 a7 36.6
T0-79 g 12 4 a 17 16.3
Religion
Hindu 42 a4 29 ha a1 79.4 | 0.019
Christian i 12 17 34 13 123
Muslim 2 4 4 4 & 549
Other 0 0 0 ] 2 1.96
Education
Mo education T 14 25 50 51 B0 |=0.001*
Primary school 8 16 10 20 23 226G
Secondary school 13 26 10 20 26 2545
Deqgree or postgraduate 22 44 5 10 2 1.96
Occupation
Private/business/government 11 22 8 16 17 16.6 |[=0.001*
Labor 7 14 29 ha a7 559
Home duties/unemployed/retired 32 64 13 26 28 27 4
Income {Indian rupee)
=2500 & 12 17 34 34 333 |=0.001*
2501-10 000 14 28 12 36 39 382
=10 000 21 42 7 14 5 4.94
Dependent 5 10 4 a 7 6.9
Do not know or refused to
answer? 4 8 4 3 17 15.6
Distance from facility (km)
0-5 3 i] 10 20 100 92.0
6-50 13 26 39 78 2 2.0 |=0.001*
=50 34 Ga 1 2 0 0
Duration of diabetes (years)
=5 7 14 11 22 29 284
5—10 2 4 7 14 11 10.8 5
=10 16 32 & 16 12 118 ke
Mon-diabetic 25 &0 24 48 &0 49.0
Duration of hypertension (years)
=5 17 34 12 24 32 314
5-10 1 2 4 a 7 6.9 &
=10 13 26 1 2 5 ig | oo
Mon-hypertensive 19 38 33 a6 1] ha.9

* n=00.05 for ¥° tests
' fge was not recorded for one participant in the Primary group.
Ty test did not include counts for this category.



Table 2: Demographic and systemic factors of diabetic and non-diabetic participants recruited from eye care
facilities in Hyderabad, India

Characteristic Diahetic (n=101) Non-diabetic (n=101)
n | % n HE P
Sex
Male 49 48.5 48 475 0.888
Female 52 215 53 52.5
Age (years)
40-49 15 149 20 200 0.108
50-59 33 327 28 280
6069 43 426 32 320
T0-79 10 99 20 200
Religion
Hindu 74 73.3 78 77.2 0.239
Christian 22 218 14 139
MMuslim ] 5.0 7 6.9
Other 0 0.0 2 20
Education
Mo education 30 297 53 525 0.012*
Primary school 24 238 17 16.8
Secondary school 30 298 19 18.8
Degree or posigraduate 17 16.9 12 119
Occupation
Private/business/government 20 199 14 14.0 0.263
Labar 42 416 53 525
Home duties/unemployed/retired 39 386 34 337
Income (Indian rupee)
=2500 25 277 29 287 0.893
2501-10 000 37 36.6 34 337
=10 000 18 17.8 15 149
Dependent 7 5.9 9 89
Did not know or refused to answer? 11 109 14 13.8
Distance from facility (km)
0-5 59 58.4 54 535 0.626
6—50 27 267 27 267
=50 15 149 20 19.8
Duration of hypertension (years)
<5 38 376 23 228 =0.001*=
5-10 10 9.9 2 20
>10 13 129 5 2.9
Non-hyperiensive 40 39.6 70 69.3

*p=0.05, *p=0.01, **p=0.001
T Age was not recorded for one participant.
2 test did not include counts for this category.

Knowledge and attitude of DM, hypertension and related eye complications

The mean percentage of 16 knowledge and attitude questions related to DM and DR that were answered correctly is
shown in Figure 1 for diabetic and non-diabetic participants at each facility and in Figure 2 for hypertensive and
non-hypertensive participants at each facility. People with DM had a higher mean knowledge score (67.3% Tertiary,
59.4% Secondary, 47.0% Primary) than non-diabetic participants (41.8% Tertiary, 29.0% Secondary, 23.5% Primary;
p<0.001 for all locations). Among people with DM, mean score was higher at the Tertiary and Secondary-level facilities
than the Primary level (p<0.001, p=0.035), and among non-diabetics, mean score was higher at the Tertiary-level
facility than the Primary level (p=0.003). Mean score was significantly higher for hypertensive than non-hypertensive
participants at the Tertiary facility only (p=0.038). Among participants with hypertension, mean score was higher at the
Tertiary-level facility than the Primary level (p<0.001).



Although the majority of participants in each location were aware of hypertension (84.0% Tertiary, 65.3% Secondary,
52.9% Primary), less than a third knew that hypertension could affect the eyes (30.0% Tertiary, 12.2% Secondary,
13.7% Primary) or be associated with diabetic complications (30.0% Tertiary, 32.7% Secondary, 21.8% Primary).
Awareness of DR was higher among people with DM (65.3%) compared with 22.0% among non-diabetics at all
locations. Among the non-diabetics not aware of DR, one-third had never been tested for DM, and half of them knew

nothing about DM.

Multivariate linear regression analysis of influencing factors on KAP across all three facilities showed that education
through secondary school in all locations was associated with significantly higher scores (Tertiary p=0.035,
Secondary p=0.034, Primary p=0.011), as with post-secondary education at the Tertiary location (p=0.003). Diabetic
status was associated with higher scores at the Secondary-level facility (p=0.006) and Primary level (p=0.010).
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Figure 1: Mean knowledge and attitude score of diabetic and non-diabetic participants at each eye care facility
in Hyderabad, India. Mean score, standard deviation and number of participants are noted above

corresponding bars.
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Figure 2: Mean knowledge and attitude score of hypertensive and non-hypertensive participants at each eye
care facility in Hyderabad, India. Mean score, standard deviation and number of participants are noted above
corresponding bars.

Practice behaviors

The fraction of participants who had ever been tested for diabetes was highest at the Tertiary-level facility (94.0%),
followed by the Secondary-level facility (89.8%) and Primary-level facility (77.5%), (p=0.015). The most common
method of diabetes control was the combination of medicine, diet and exercise, practiced by 60.0% of participants at
the Tertiary-level facility, 45.8% at the Secondary-level facility, and 28.8% in the Primary-level facility. Many diabetic
participants in the Primary-level facility reported that they exercised daily through their labor-intensive occupations.

Responses for duration since the last general physician checkup, eye checkup and dilated eye examination for
participants in each location are presented in Figure 3. Difference between locations for duration since last visit to a
general physician was not significant. Duration since last eye checkup and last dilated eye exam were significantly
different between locations, tending to be shortest at the Tertiary-level facility and longest at Primary-level facility. Within
each location, differences were examined between diabetic and non-diabetic participants, and significant differences
were noted only at the Primary-level facility for duration since last visit to a general doctor (p=0.003) and to an eye
doctor (p=0.042), Participants who never had a dilated eye examination previously were 2% at the Tertiary-level facility,
40% at the Secondary-level facility and 50% at Primary-level facility.

Association of knowledge and attitude score with practices is detailed in Table 3. Non-diabetic participants who had
previously been tested for diabetes had a significantly higher mean score. Mean score tended to be higher and was
significantly different between practice responses for participants who had more recently visited an eye doctor
(diabetics p=0.0084, non-diabetics p=0.0173) or had a dilated eye exam (p<0.001 for diabetics and non-diabetics).
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Figure 3: Practice patterns based on eye care location (T=Tertiary, S=Secondary, P=Primary) in Hyderabad,

India. Significant p-values (p<0.05) for x2 tests are marked with an asterisk.

Table 3: Association of knowledge and attitude score and practices for diabetes mellitus, hypertension and
diabetic retinopathy

Question Statistical test Diabetic Response n Mean P
status score
Have you been Unpaired MNon-diabetic | Yes 69 5.3768 0.004**
tested for diabetes? | heteroscedastic f-test No 31 32258
How long ago did One-way ANOVA Diabetic <6 months 86 8.6591 0.780
you visit a general 6 months —1 vear 9 9.7778
doctor? >1 year 3 10.0000
Never 3 8.6667
Non-diabetic | <6 months 58 5.0690 0.248
6 months —1 year | 14 52143
>1 year 13 4 7692
Never 15 2.8000
How long ago did One-way ANOVA Diabetic <6 months 47 9.7660 0.008**
you visit an eye 6 months —1 year | 21 9.3333
doctor? >1 vear 12 7.5000
Never 21 6.8095
Non-diabetic | <6 months 47 5.2979 0.017*
6 months —1 year | 16 57500
>1 year 23 4 6087
Never 13 1.6154
How long ago did One-way ANOVA Diabetic <6 months 36 10.3333 <0.001**
you have a dilated 6 months —1 year | 17 10.3529
eye exam? =1 year 12 8.7500
Never 36 6.5278
Non-diabetic | <6 months 36 6.3056 <0.001™*
6 months —1 year | 12 7.5000
>1 year 15 50393
Never 35 1.9429

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, **p<0.001

Motivating factors and sources of knowledge

Table 4 summarizes motivating factors for eye and diabetes screening and sources of knowledge about eye care
facilities, DR and dilated eye examinations among participants at each level of the LVPEI eye care pyramid.
Participants at Primary screening were motivated to visit the facility for a routine checkup (70.6%), poor vision (22.6%),
or a glucose or blood pressure test (17.7%), while the main motivators at the other facilities were follow-up or poor
vision (28% and 42% Tertiary, 50% and 30% Secondary level). A free eye checkup was the motivating factor for some
who mentioned routine checkup at the Primary level. A new eye problem was the main motivator for most recent past



visit in all locations (40.8% Tertiary, 46.9% Secondary, 48.5% Primary), but 22.4% of participants in the Secondary-level
facility and 22.8% at Primary-level facility had never visited an ophthalmologist previously. The main reason for getting
tested for diabetes was a routine preventive health check at the Tertiary-level facility (38.8%), general physician
suggestion at the Secondary-level facility (40.8%) and experiencing symptoms of vision reduction at Primary-level
facility (50.0%).

Most participants at the Tertiary-level urban facility had learned of the facility through a general physician or
ophthalmologists (34%) or family/friends (32%); family/friends were the most common knowledge source at the
Secondary-level rural facility (60%), and an announcement of the village screening program was the main knowledge
source at the Primary level (72.5%). While ophthalmologists and family/friends were the most common sources of
knowledge about DR and dilated eye examinations, the media and general physicians were not common.

Table 4: Motivating factors and sources of knowledge based on location (Primary, Secondary and Tertiary eye
care facilities in Hyderabad, India)

Questiont Response Tertiary Secondary Primary
n % n Yo n %
Why did you come to | Routine eye check 11 220 7 14.0 72 706
this facility today? Follow-up or need operation 14 | 280 | 25 | 500 B 59
Poor vision, pain, watering 21 420 15 300 23 225
DRY/retina check 13 26.0 2 4.0 3 29
Sugar or BP check 0 0.0 0 00 18 176
Why did you get Routine check/preventive health 19 388 14 286 20 196
tested for diabetes? | Doctor suggestion 12 245 20 408 22 2186
Experienced symptoms or got sick 16 27 16 327 21 500
Family history or suggestion 3 6.1 2 41 2 2.0
Never tested 3 6.1 5 10.2 23 225
Why did you last visit | Routine check/preventive health 16 327 4 8.2 19 18.8
an eye doctor? Operation or monitor condition 13 26.5 13 265 14 10.9
Doctor suggestion 4 82 0 0.0 0 0.0
MNew eye problem 20 408 23 46.9 49 485
MNever previously visited 0 0.0 11 224 23 228
How did you find out Village announcement or passing by 0 0.0 0 0.0 74 725
about this facility? LVPEI facility or known employee 7 14.0 13 | 260 1 1.0
General doctor or other eye doctor 17 340 1 20 0 0.0
Family or friends 16 320 30 60.0 25 245
Famous, local, live nearby 10 20.0 9 18.0 16 157
Source of knowledge | Family or friends 5 100 14 286 15 147
about DR Eye doctor 14 280 11 224 14 13.7
General doctor 2 4.0 2 4.1 4 3.9
Newspaper/media 5 100 3 6.1 2 20
Unaware 24 48.0 25 51.0 64 627
Source of knowledge | Family or friends 4 8.0 5] 122 5 49
about dilated eye Eye doctor 31 620 | 22 | 449 | 34 | 333
exam General doctor 0 0.0 2 4.1 1 1.0
Newspaper/media 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.0
Unaware 15 30.0 20 40.8 62 60.8

t Multiple responses were allowed for each question.
BP, blood pressure. DR, diabetic retinopathy. LVPEIL, LV Prasad Eye Institute

Discussion

The unique features of the present study include a comparison of KAP at different levels of eye care delivery,
examining the socioeconomic factors, health conditions and motivational factors in the same cohort, and collecting the
KAP of DR along with both DM and hypertension. A KAP study in different levels of care — Tertiary, Secondary and
Primary — is key information for modifying healthcare delivery and resource management as appropriate for each
location.

Education was the only demographic factor with significant influence on knowledge and attitude. This was noted in all



non-diabetics in an earlier study in a neighboring rural district (Guntur, Andhra Pradesh), and age and use of spectacles
were additional significant factors among diabetics.” In the present study, diabetic status was tested as an associated
factor and found to significantly influence positive knowledge and attitude. Gender, religion and income were the
significant factors in the neighboring Tamil Nadu state rural population study, but they were not significant in two Andhra
Pradesh studies (the present and earlier published study).G’8 In a study by Dole et al, female participants had accessed
eye care services and free cataract surgery more at a Primary eye care facility than Secondary or Tertiary eye care
facilities. However, in the present study, gender did not play a significant role in utilization/KAP scores at any level."”
Education has been found to be a common indicator of knowledge in studies in other countries too, such as Gambia
and Mongolia.ﬁ‘s‘ﬂ‘12 It is important to promote basic education at least through secondary school as part of health
promotion efforts, as shown in the present and previous studies.

In comparing demographic characteristics based on diabetic status, the finding that education level was higher among
diabetic participants raises the concern that there may be many more participants in the ‘non-diabetic’ group who have
undiagnosed DM, because those who were more highly educated may have been more likely to know to get tested for
DM. It makes sense that diabetic participants had a longer duration of hypertension since it is a common comorbidity.
The distributions of duration of DM and hypertension at each facility directly depend on the frequency of health
screening. This cannot accurately reflect on the health condition of patients using each facility because patients visiting
the Tertiary urban facility may have been screened earlier or more frequently than patients in the other facilities.

The difference in knowledge and attitude was more pronounced between diabetics and non-diabetics at each location
than between locations. This was expected since many questions specific to DM, hypertension or DR may not be
relevant for people without DM. Ideally, diabetics should know the correct answers to all except two questions
(Appendix I: question 26 related to hypertension and question 31 related to DR treatment) and the mean ideal score
should be 87.5%. Unfortunately, the mean knowledge score of diabetics was 55.0% across locations, which was less
than ideal. Similarly, the non-diabetics should know the correct answers to six questions (Appendix I: questions 18, 19,
21, 23 related to DM, hypertension and DR, questions 29 and 35 related to dilated eye examination), and the ideal
score should be 37.5%, but the mean knowledge score of non-diabetics was 29.4% across locations, which was also
less than ideal. This calls for the need to improve education among the entire population in Secondary and
Primary-level facilities and at least the non-diabetic population at the Tertiary-level facility. The low score even for
participants with hypertension at the Primary level (mean 39.13%), presses the need to educate the community of
hypertensive patients, especially in rural areas, about their risks of DM and DR.

In the present study, 31% of non-diabetics and 74% of diabetics knew that DM could affect vision. This was better than
the situation in Mongolia (36.9% of all participants) and Gambia (67.0% of diabetics), but less than the Australian
population (78.5% of non-diabetics and 96.2% of diabetics).m'12 Lack of awareness about DR and risks of hypertension
was prevalent in both urban and rural locations. Awareness of DR in the present study was comparable to an
awareness level of 27% of the general Hyderabad population and greater than in the neighboring rural district, where a
third of diabetics and a tenth of non-diabetics had heard of it.>° Education programs for populations of interest at the
Tertiary urban and Secondary rural facilities should be practice-oriented, since association of knowledge and attitude to
practices was not significant. Knowledge and attitude influenced practices in the Primary-level facility; hence, both
general eye and health information and good practices are important to include in education programs at this level.

The present study showed that a large segment of the rural population has never had a dilated eye examination: 50%
in the Primary level and 40% in Secondary-level rural facilities. Moreover, most participants at Primary-level screening
who had had a dilated eye exam had their latest one more than 6 months prior, longer on average than at the other
locations. Increased use of fundus cameras will greatly facilitate eye examination. The proportions of diabetics in our
Secondary and Primary-level locations having received a dilated eye examination at least once in their lifetime and
once in the past year in this study were greater than in the neighboring rural district in an earlier study (62.5% and
54.1% rural and 50% and 34.7% community versus 41.8% and 28.4% in the earlier study respectively).6 The proportion
of diabetics in our Tertiary-level facility having received a dilated eye examination at least once in their lifetime was



similar to the pattern among Australians and greater than among African Americans (96% versus 100% of Australian
diabetics and 76% of African American diabetics).ﬁ’10

Better advocacy has to match with the motivating factors, the travelling distance and the facilities. Although the majority
of participants at community screening had come for a routine checkup on the day surveyed, that fraction is much lower
for previous visits and about a quarter had never previously visited an eye doctor, yet it seems they would have if they
had better access earlier, since they were motivated to come for a routine checkup on the day they were
surveyed. Glucose and blood pressure screening was a main motivator for 17.7% of Primary-level facility screening
attendees, indicating the value of combining these tests with eye screening. General physicians are a source of health
knowledge promotion in all locations that can be better utilized as previously recommended in the case of diabetes
education in India.””

Limitations

The authors’ observations are only from participants who visited the eye care facilities. It is unknown how much of the
population in the areas of interest did not visit eye care facilities and whether they were aware of the necessity of an
eye examination. Their KAP might be worse than those participants with knowledge or motivation enough to seek eye
care. The present study participants may not be representative of the entire population at each level. Thus, these KAP
results cannot be generalized. Another limitation is that information about systemic health conditions and practices
were self-reported. Participants were advised to report uncertainty if they were unsure of any answer, but some
participants might have guessed correct answers. Despite these limitations, the strength of the study was in identifying
motivating factors and knowledge sources of people who visit eye care facilities, in the hope that they could be used to
promote utilization of services to a wider population.

Conclusion

In a country with fast growing epidemics of DM, hypertension and DR, and with great disparities and inadequacies of
healthcare resources, it is critical to reduce risk of these conditions through increased awareness and screening and to
investigate the best way to do so for diverse populations through studies such as this. The present study revealed
distinctions between Primary, Secondary and Tertiary eye care centers in: socioeconomic and health characteristics;
eye care and general health knowledge, attitudes and practices; motivators for health screening; and sources of
knowledge about eye care and conditions. The findings call for tailored education programs, methods of advocacy and
advertising of eye and healthcare facilities for the relevant populations at each level of a pyramidal model of eye health
care.



Appendix I: Knowledge, attitude and practice questionnaire administered to study participants

L.V.PRASAD EYE INSTITUTE
INTERNATIONAL CENTRE FOR ADVANCEMENT OF RURAL EYE CARE

Oral consent Obtained: 1. Yes. 2. No.

General Information

Interviewers Name: Date of Interview: Subject No:
1. Place of study:

1. Hyderabad 2. Secondary Center 3. Vision Center 4. Community
2. Name: 3. Age: 4. Gender

1.Male: 2 Female

5. Religion:

1. Hindu 3. Muslim 5. Refused to answer

2. Christian 4. Others
6. Education:

1. No Education 7. Refused to answer

2. Primary Education (1-5 Class)

3. High School (6-10t Class or/and other diploma)

4. Intermediate (11 &12th Class or/and other diploma)
5. Degree (or/and other diploma)

6. Post Graduate & above and Professional courses.

T Occupation:

1.  Government Employee 5. Home duties

2. Private Employee 6. Other

3. Business Person 7. Unemployed

4. Laborer 8. Refused to answer
8. Family Income per month:

1. Lessthan Rs.1000/- 4. Rs.5001/-to 10,000/~ 7. More than Rs.50,000/-
2. Rs.1001/ to Rs.2500/- 5. Rs.10001 to 20,000/~ 8 Dependent

3. Rs.2501/- to Rs.5000/- 6. Rs.20,001 — Rs.50,000/- 9. Refused to answer
9. Village name Distance from Facility: km
10. Systemic illness:
1. BiP, 4. Diabetes 7. None
2. Asthma 5. Other 8. Refused to answer
3. Heart complaint 6. Don't know
£ Spectacle wear
1. Yes 2. No
12. Referred 1.Yes 2. No
Place of referral:
13. Any vision conditions (not including refractive error)?
1. Diabetic retinopathy 4. Others
2. Cataract 5. None
3. Glaucoma 6. Refused to answer
14. Duration of diabetes
1. Less than 1 year 4. 10-15 years 7. Refused to answer
2. 1- b years 5. More than 15 years
3. 5-10 years 6. Non-diabetic
1%: Duration of hypertension
1. Less than 1 year 4. 10-15 years 7. Refused to answer
2. 1-5years 5. More than 15 years
3. 5-10 years 6. Not hypertensive
16. Why did you come to this facility today?
1.1 How did you find out about this facility?
1. Relatives 4. Newspaper 7. Refused to answer
2. General doctor 5. Media
3. Community health worker 6. Other
Knowledge:
18. Do you know anything about diabetes?
1. Yes 2. No 3. Refused to answer
19. |s diabetes hereditary?
1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't know 4. Refused to answer
20. How often a person with diabetes should check his/her blood sugar?
1. Every day 5. Once a month 9. Refused to answer
2. 2-3 times / week B. Once in 2 months
3. Once a week 7. Once in 3 months
4 Once in every 2 weeks 8 Don't know
21. Do you know anything about hypertension?
1. Yes 2. No 3. Refused to answer
22 Can hypertension affect risk of diabetic complications?

1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't know 4 Refused to answer



23 Have you heard of diabetic retinopathy?

1. Yes 2. No 3. Refused to answer

24 If yes, what is the source of your knowledge about diabetic retinopathy?

1. Relatives 4. Community health worker 7. Other

2. Eye doctor 5. Newspaper 8. Not applicable

3. General doctor 6. Media 9. Refused to answer
25, Can diabetes affect eyes?

1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't know 4. Refused to answer
26. Can hypertension affect eyes?

1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't know 4. Refused to answer
27 Is decrease in vision due to diabetes treatable?

1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't know 4. Refused to answer
28. How frequently should a diabetic person go for an eye check up?

1. Once in six months 4. Depends on eye condition

2. Once in a year 5 Don't know

3. Once in Two years 6. Refused to answer
29. Have you heard of dilated eye/retina examinations?

1. Yes 2. No
30. If yes, what is the source of your knowledge about dilated eye/retina examinations?

1. Relatives 4. Community health worker 7. Other

2. Eye doctor 5. Newspaper 8. Not applicable

3. General doctor 6. Media 9. Refused to answer
31. What is the treatment available for diabetic retinopathy?

1. Laser Treatment 3. Surgery 5. Refused to answer

2. Good Control of Diabetes 4. Don't know
Attitude:
32. Should a person with diabetes go for regular eye examination?

1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't know 4. Refused to answer
33. Can a person with diabetes with control of their blood sugar avoid visiting an ophthalmologist?

1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't know 4. Refused to answer
34. Is it important for a person with diabetes to control blood pressure?

1. Yes 2. No 3. Don't know 4. Refused to answer
35. What are the benefits of getting a dilated eye/retina examination?

1. Prevent eye disease 3. Other

2. Monitor existing condition 4. Don't know 5. Refused to answer
Practice:
36. How long ago did you visit a general health practitioner (or endocrinologist)?

years months 2. Never 3. Refused to answer

F Have you been tested for diabetes?

1. Yes 2. No 3. Refused to answer
38. If yes, why did you decide to get tested?

1. Routine check 4. Preventive health 7. Other

2. Doctor suggestion 5. Pregnancy 8. Not applicable 9. Refused to answer

3. Family history 6. Experienced symptoms (detail: )
39. How long ago did you visit an eye doctor?

years months 2. Never 3. Refused to answer

40. Did you have dilated eye/retina examination?

1. Yes 2. No 3. Refused to answer
41. If yes, how long ago did you have a dilated eye/retina examination?

1. Yearly 3.Monthly 5. Not applicable

2. Once in six months 4 Other 6. Refused to answer
42. Why did you decide to visit the eye doctor?

1. Routine check 4. Monitor existing eye condition 7. Other

2. Doctor suggestion 5. Diabetic; monitor for retinopathy 8. Not applicable

3. Preventive health 6. Experienced new eve problems 9. Refused to answer
43 What are the treatment methods that you follow to control diabetes?

1. Medicines 4. No treatment

2. Physical Exercise 5. Any other (detail: )

3. Controlled diet 6. Not applicable 7. Refused to answer

To be obtained from clinician file:
44_Vision Record: Right Eye: O Left Eye: O
1.2 6M182 <6M8

45 Clinician diagnosis of vision condition:
1. Diabetic retinopathy 4. Other
2. Gataract 5. None
3. Glaucoma 6. Could not be obtained
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