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INTRODUCTION:
ComealdiscasesareasigriJicanlcauscofvisualilpairmentandblindncssindevelopingworld.Ashofiagc
oftransplantable comeas is conmton and hlls becn subject ofmuch attcntion.

AINISAND OBJECTIVES :

. To assess the ai1areness ou cyc donation in populaiion ofa city and adjoining areas.

. To assessthc perception on eye donation in popLrlatio[ ola cit.v and adoining areas

N{,{TERIAL,{ND }'IETHODS :

This is a prospective cross-sectional studv including urt,an and slum area populatio and school

going children (>15 years) in clty and adjoillinp areas and rvere w1l1ing for study. -A preLested, se1]i-

struclLlle questionnaire rvas provicled lbr collectiig the llecessary inlbrmation ai'lel obtalning inlonncd

consent in relalion to a\rareness and perception on c,vc donation. Atotalol3876 pcople lvere included in

thestudvfromJamEryl"toDecembcr3l',20L6anddilidedinto4agegroups(15 20).(21 :10). (41

60), (>60).

RESULTSAND CONCLUSION :

A total of3876 subjects $'ere includcd inthe sludy spanning across >15 to >60 !r-s ofage The

maximurn no. ofsubjectwcrc inthe youngand rniddle agcd agc group. rlith21 40)rs. Comprising 32.021%

and 41 -60 yls. Coirprisjng 27.789i ofthe population studied l5 20 yrs Subiccts \\ ere 22.6591, and >60 yrs.

being 11.5 Lit oftotal subjects included in thc study. Geographicatly. urban population $as almost double

(6,1.21');) as compared to thc slum i rural poplrlation (l5.7 E!/o). This data also lighllghts thc poorer access of
sluln i rural population to a medical i heal& profcssional as cornpared to thc urban populalion. Complying
\\ ith thc general seli ratio ofthe country. mates 2117 (54.61'7o) rvcrc more dlan the lemale 1759 (45.38%)

subjects across all age groups andin both urban as u'cll as slum i ruralareas. (Table -l )

Reearding anarencss of eye dot'Iation, the urban populatio[ 2489 (64.21yo) \\'ds marginally ahead

ofrhc slurn population 1387 (35.78'%) with lesser margin in the 21-40 and 41 60 years age gror'rp ln age

!r.rLrp I1-J0.vcars urban popurlation 677 (83.58'7o) is more arvareas comparedto slun i rural population 335
(11.5170). This nlalgin \\.as ho$'ever slightly more in the youngel (15-20) and oldcr (>60 yrs.) age group.

\lass media (T\-/radio) lvas the maj or source olawalencss about cye donation across all age gloups and in
r-.:h:LuIll rural and urban populatioll brit nraximum l significant in age group 41 60 vrs. Urban

5 -1-( '8.16" , ) slum 2-17(69.54%). Organ donation camps were also hclpful in spreading a\vareness aftet
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..,Jio. Althorlgh the younger ( l5-20 -vears) and clderly (>60 "vears)got 
to^1oo\\' aboul lhe eyc donatiotl

::.r-,me throughfliends asrvell Verl1'oung {15-20-veusiand vcry old (>60yexrs) popuiation secmed to

:, lr\\ er deeree ola\tareness as con1p';;io the middie ageLlpopulatjon'.Regarding willingness ior eyc

-a.r";ir,."""rr,.","r.'l"'l,ni-o*-atto"la'Lorlparcdt"l're'lunr ru'ral onn'rl lion(-80oo)

' .r ),'DtllJr,un,rP(!ro.lnJ.r'Lrtt''I'""''"""rrr"inyire"o22tQU'S'ro") 
rl'crc a' ln ''um lnorc

,li]..Pin.a;';il,; i'lot "ttr' z:qttl te %)' This hrglishts thc impo ance of spreading more

' ... ,,' . s,n prpu,r'io,' ro crh|rl ic lhi' p( je' raPe'r Trl'le-l)

Regatding rcligious restriction(-20'%) ol urban populatior and (-20-30%) ol sllun populatioi

. .1cr.d eve donarion as agalnst tterLl"cirgrous beliefi ; as sllown by the rlinority pofulation of thc

'i';il;il;,;:itt'i"iat'"a 
','" 

ao'i"tion a noble deetlurban and slum 
' 
rur.al alike as slgnificant

'.i.:ililfi il1.;.b- ;;;ii'is%) ""; slum 303 (76 e0%) Iro*'c'el the percentage of subjects

.-onsidcred it disligurement ,*r" .oi. i. slum lopulation (-9-19%) than urban popL ation (-'6-

: ' , | \1ost of thc pcople kno'r' rhat the hotpitot ot 
'o"i"tl 

\\ xs iu b( rPproached after death for eye

.:ion but maximum in youngel "g'-gi"*p-2' 
10 1ear" l'brn 6q1 18510%)' as q'ell as rural

::r11.22%)).lhegreatcstmlthaboute;ei;uoi'onu'fitltt'"'""tnrrrbothulbanandslLLmpopulationis
:-r lor transplantation. ttt" no "ot 

tnt" in siLrm (-O'f-UZ"l') sllun than lrban (-61-70%') population

.:\ in slun population behr een age group 21 40--vears307(71 067o) (Table-3)

Table 1. - Age group, Urban or Slum, Nlale /Female

.J ;chool
:J. semi-

:riormed
rlucicd in
:(r). (41

: lge. Thc

rg 12.04%,

J -60 Yrs
..:t dorible
:.tccess of
. onlplying
r(.{5.38"/o)

:-:1ly ahead

tup. ln age
'.rlalion 335

I lge group.
'$Lps andin

1r:. Urban
,'le:s altet

Age

Group

Total

(3876)

878

(22.65-o/o)

1242

(32.04"%)

l0'77

(27.78%)

lirban

(Nlate+Female=21189)

Male 31,1 (53.67%) Malc - 151(52.24%)

Female 271 (:16.01%)

Total 585

Female 352 ('13.'15%)

Total - 810

Male 395 (57.499i,)

Female 292 (42.509/i,)

Total 687

Malc 216 (53.07%)

Female 191 ('16.92%)

Total ,107

Slum

(trIale+Female=1387)

Femalc - 138 ('17.75%)

Total - 289

Female 204 (47.229i,)

Total - 432

rt le - 211 (54.31%)

Female 180 ('15.63'

Total - 39{

Male 458 (56 54%) N'lale 22il (52.77%)

l1 40

41 60

619

( 17.5 I "/0

\ilale I .11 (51. r-i

Female Il1 l-+\ - r'

Total - 211
> 6t)
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DISCUSSION :

This sfudt aims to ilncl our thc arvarcness and pcrception on evc donation 1' a city ofNofth India. Atotal3800 people'ere srudied incrudins hoth urlrcn and srurn pnprri,lon conducted o'cr a pc od ofone
vear liom Jan uarl 2016 to December 2016 agecl> l5 1.ears.

In this studyiruas foundthat males (--53yo) \\.erc more au.are than ftmatc (_4,1-,lgyo) because
males wqe more exposed to outer environment and interestcd more in recent or social activities. Dandona,
et al (1999) assessed in urban popuiation of llyclerabad. India reports males (-'53,3yo) wcr_e awale.
Ronanki' \:R.et al(201,I)a,rcng srakeholdcm in Srikakuhu, district in South tn.lia, 355 subjectsof rhc
subjects inten ie$.cd (5,170) males \\,erc more a\,,,are than females (,16yo).Gupta Arunal20I S) lound that
(567o)males were morc a\r'arc thon fcmales (3,r yo) aboLrt eye donatio,. Gupta Anita'et ar (2009) rcporrcd
thatstudents olNursing College Bangalore aged 18 to 21 ycars. 18ll stuclents inadurationof6 months males
(-56.,1'%), females (.'.13.6,I) u,cr.e ar.ar.e.

In our study arvareness was morc jn urban(g3.5g%) than slums(79.1gyo) prnbabll bccausc of
literacy. They werc morc arvarc abour whom to approach (Societ\ ol Hospitaty in urba[ (g5.13,2,) ard
slnm (72.22"/.). \\,illilgness to dollate cve *.as morc in urfran population (90.53yo). Dandona,ct rt
(1999) assessed in urban population ofHyderabad. Incria a*.areness oi"-ve .ronatron ru"s (73.g%) but or y
(44.9%) we.e uilling to pledge cyes. A ror.rl ot 2S2J 

"Lrbjccrs ageJ i51ears. pri"vadarshani B,.et al(2003) i. ad,it popularion oi So,thcm India. 507 parricipants crro.sen by systemic. random sampriog out of
which (50.697o) rver:c atare betrveen agc35 ll0)ealsh.orn Lrrhcn.rrccr K1-;511u;u6. q."t al (20;4) in a
rural population orAndh,r pradesh sorrrhem Indra, 7775 subjects ofa11 agcs observcd (30.77o) rvere and(32.97o) were oilling to pledgc eye. Bhrrri ru.K.'ct ar 120tt9.1 rrnong rLnir e.srtv students Kualalanrpur
Malaysia out of 400 students (77.1,2,) l\.ere a$.are and (27%) licre rvilling to donate rheir cye.
KaurManpreet'D(2ol5) reports that out of400 medicai students (77,2i) aware abour eve Lloration and
(5170) of them rverc willing to donatc their cJres. Cupta' et al (2015) quoted tha! medical students in
Westem lndia majodty (877o) \!erc willing 10 donate thefu eyes.

Studics \!.hich not supports or l,ariate lrom our stlLdy: Singh y,.M.et al (2007) h 1 
,, yssl nedical

sf,denrs ofM.M.C. Delhi. 180 students pafiicipatc, age bctwecn lg _ 2l ..ear obsen eLl(99.49 
", 

;;;";;;"
::1ill":111*rr%1"'ere 

witlins ro donare eycs. cuptaluita6ct ar 1j009lasses" in r ",dr,,:;ii;;lir..]"i."rd:iji l]:j.rit.\, (96.8%) were aware ibr donating eyes and (85.tyo) \,er.e wi ing. Nrishra
,')k".;;;r;;;.";"

-a in: :., :: :. _:::nt nil\e current al\,aLeness ol-eyc donation hasthrough publicity catnpaigns runs. .:i :r: jt -.. lulran organization supplementedblr media campaigns bl, the govemment

dLrnated atler death ard mostly (82.51/o) werc willing or had ah.ead), donated their.eyes. Ronanki\,,,. R.et al(l0l '{) amorg stakehorders in Srikakururn distdct in south India, j55 subjects r.cre interviel,ed. tbund that.'. errness rcgarding evc donation among stakeholdcrs was (93yo) irnd the rvillingrress lu donatc ele\ $as
r8l o;).rmons them.

. :.:.i i.i pr ctirential horvledgc gai,ed rvas from mass media (T.Vr radio) (7g.16%) i. comparison to::::,..., 1rk:ortollo*edbvfiiends(-8_22yo),organdonationcamps(_4_9%)and(-4 
9%) rvere: - ::: " Dsndona et ar (1ggg) lbund sourcc ofintbnnation 1br au,arencss or eye do.ation [.as mass::r.lir i.'..-i,,r. pri\adarshani B'. (2003) The major source of awarcness was publicity campaigns
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.:cncies. probabl,v not effective illiteratc population.singh Nl.Nf'. et al (2004) rcpots (79.2o1,) mass

media comprise the major soLlrce ofinfonnatlon abollt eyc donation. Singh M.NI'.et al (2007) showed TV (

\lass media) uas thc most cornmon sourcc of inlbnnation on eyc donation (77.87o) tbllowed by news

:-:per(72.87o) andmagazines (54.4yo) ol I 80 students M.M.C., Dclhi.

BhartiM.Ks.et al (2009) reports (76.69'%) utilization ofthemass mediato increasc coverage ofeye

:.lrc education and eye donation campaigns wilt also help to illcrcase the flequency of eye donation.

Ronanki V.R3. et al (201,1) suggcsts that majot source of inlbmration on eyc donalion \\'as thc mass media

,6l yo) approx. all the srakeholders lbllolved by jrlfonnation through thc eye care profcssional rvolking in

::.r area q,ith (24yo). KaurManpreet'! et al (2015) regarding various aspects of e-ve donation TV or media

, irc the ntosl impofiart channel ofgetting inlbnnation lbr majorily (60%) ofthe srudcnts.Gupta Arua' et

rl (2015) ( -70%) T-V was the most common source of information on eye donation followed by (13%)

::.!ors was the soulcc of intbflnatio]1. Gupta Anita'q et al (2009) T.\i ivas the nost comlnon source of
-:.rrrnation on eye donation (77.1olo) follo\!ed by newspaper (72.8y.) arld magazines (50'7o)'Krishnaiah'

. er al (200,1) the source ofinformation for awaleness on eye donation was the mass media (79.2%) and

' :rs (19'lo).

Study $.hich not support us :Nlishra Pankaj'et al (2012) revcals that mass nlcdia was the most

::rmon sour-cc of information on eye donation (92.57o) folloivcd by newspapcr for (55'83%) and

.:.rzines (307o).

ln oLLr study perception about eye donation as nobility / noble lvork (82.38'l/o) 1r'as rnore in urban

,: .lum (76.90%).Singh M.M. et al (2007) nobility in thc act ol eye donatioli w as the ma jn motivational

: l1ccording to (85.5y.) of 180 students.GuptaADita' et al (2009) l1obilit, in thc act ofeye donationwas

. :In motivational force accoding to (85.6yo) of 18 8 students. Ilishra Pankaj' ct al (2012) perceived

. :r tordonating eycs was noblliiy in the act ofeye donation was thc main motivatjonal foroe accor'ding

\:.6y"). orhern1ajor reasols lvere pleasure to help thc blind (70.9%) and donated cyes can give vision to

- .---,n (56.8'/o).Kaurl'Ianpreet" et al (201s)rcgalding pcrceived promoting factor lbr eyc donation by

:,rble causc (577o), pleasure to help theblind (517o).

Greatest myth that whole e-"-e is uscd fol tmnsplantation was more in slum (^-64 - 727') than urban

-- 10ok\. Bharti, NI.K'.et al (2008) (6701) population d'Iink ihat whole eyc is used for

: inration.Cupta Aruna' et at (2015) repofied 32% had the idea that thole eye is used for

ita also lookcd atthe associatio[ ofva rious factors for willingness ro donateeyes as table 6 shows

' .,.! :us factors where urban shows (-ll 21o ) and slum population (17-30t%) but there is no such
_ ,-r rliflerence.

r CLUSION :

j.i from above results it is foLmd tbat slum areapopulation is less a* are ofeye do[ation as comparcd

'- - ..rpLllation so morc effotls should be made to make the alvare regarding eye donation which will
.hanging theirpetccption for eyc donation.
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