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helps the users to assimilate the information presented
and act accordingly. (http://www.mca.gov.uk/
inforesources/publications/bpglabpack.pdf. Accessed on
March 12, 2004). Since the primary label is pasted on the
container, it is a valuable spot for information especially
to those willing to read it.
A label is a written, printed or graphic matter on or
attached to a container to identify its contents and inform
the consumer about its qualities, uses and hazards. (http:/
/www.mca.gov.uk/inforesources/publications/
*For correspondence
E-mail: ptiwari@niper.ac.in
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to optimal therapeutic outcome and helps to avoid
medication errors.
The legibility of the labels is, often, a problem
encountered in the labeling of small containers. The
users find difficulty in reading a label, as the letter size(s)
is very small. Apart from small letter size, other factors
such as narrow letters, poor printing and inappropriate
colour contrast also contribute towards decreased
legibility of information on the label (http://
pharmacos.eudra.org/f2/edu/g1981002.pdf; Accessed on
April 5, 2004). Eye drops are widely utilized for the
treatment of various ocular diseases and this is especially
relevant as many of the users are elderly patients. This
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study aims not only to evaluate the legibility of
information on the primary label of the eye drops but
also to identify the problem(s) pertaining to its legibility.
This questionnaire-based study covered the top ten selling
eye drops as per the ORG-IMS data (Table 1). The ten
products were randomly assigned to five groups, each
having two products. A total of 100 subjects (comprising
two-third respondents from community and one-third from
pharmacy/healthcare background) were asked to evaluate
each pair of eye drops. Since the labels were in English,
the working knowledge of English was a prerequisite for
all the respondents.

The product name (brand name) was printed in large and
bold letters on most of the products. All the respondents
could easily read brand name on products such as
Ciplox, Dexcin, Iotim, Locula and Refresh Tears.
However, 10-15% respondents had difficulty in reading
the brand name on Flur and Betnesol-N. Approximately
two-third of the respondents either had difficulty or could
not read the composition on Genticyn label whereas
nearly 40% of the respondents faced difficulty reading
the compositions on Pyrimon, Timolol, Flurbiprofen and
Betnesol-N.
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The respondents identified Locula and Refresh Tears
Th a
eye drops to be the two best labels studied. A majority of
The respondents from age group of 15 to 60 y
(average±SEM; 33.41±0.54 y) participated in this study.
TABLE 1: TOP TEN SELLING EYE DROPS
Product name

Manufacturer

Ciplox
Pyrimon
Iotim
Flur
Dexcin
Betnesol-N
Genticyn
Itone
Locula
Refresh tears

Cipla Ltd.
FDC Ltd.
FDC Ltd.
Allergan India Ltd.
Syntho pharmaceuticals Ltd.
GlaxoSmithkline
Allergan India Ltd.
Dey’s medical stores Ltd.
East India pharmaceuticals Ltd.
Allergan India Ltd.
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Nearly two-third of the respondents found it difficult to
read the storage conditions on the labels of Pyrimon,
Ciplox, Timolol and Flur. It is important to mention that
storage condition was missing from Dexcin and Genticyn
label. Between 52-80% of the respondents faced difficulty
in reading the directions for use/instruction on Pyrimon,
Timolol, Flur and Betnesol-N.

the respondents had no difficulty in reading their brand
name, composition, storage condition, and directions for
use/ instruction on these two labels. The number of the
respondents who identified small letter size as reason for
difficulty in reading the Locula and Refresh Tears labels
was very small. It is equally important to note that none
of the respondents found difficulties with narrow letters,
poor quality of printing and poor colour contrast on these
two labels.
Similarly, Genticyn and Pyrimon were identified as the
two poorest labels in this study. The respondents had
difficulty in reading information on these labels and most
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TABLE 2: LABEL LEGIBILITY SCORES FOR EYE/EAR DROPS
Letters and
appearance

Colour
contrast

Quality and texture
of paper/foil

Printing
quality

Quality of
ink used

Proportion of
unused space

Total
score

2
1
1
1
1
2
1
0
2
2
2

1
1
0.5
1
0.5
1
0
0
1
1
1

1
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
NA
1
0.5

1
1
0.5
1
0
1
0.5
0
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
0.5
0
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
1
1

7
5
3.5
5
3.5
6
3.5
2
5.5
7
6.5

Weightage
Ciplox
Pyrimon
Iotim
Flur
Dexcin
Betnesol-N
Genticyn
Itone
Locula
Refresh Tears
NA- Not applicable
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