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19 Abstract

20 Aim: To investigate reasons for delayed presentation in patients with proliferative 

21 diabetic retinopathy (PDR).

22 Methods: A questionnaire was designed to investigate consecutive PDR patients with 

23 delayed presentation who visited our center between January 2021 and December 

24 2021. The questionnaire was divided into four sections: knowledge regarding diabetic 

25 retinopathy (DR), attitude toward DR treatment, difficulties adhering to follow-up 

26 plans, and medical care. The systemic disease status and severity of DR were 

27 recorded. Logistic analysis was undertaken to investigate DR treatment refusal and 

28 delay factors.

29 Results: A total of 157 patients were included in this study, with an average age of 

30 50.0 ± 11.6 years. The overall glycemic control was poor, with a median glycated 

31 hemoglobin level (HbA1c) of 7.8% (IQR 2.5%). Among the 157 eyes, most required 

32 vitrectomy intervention (144, 91.7%); 17 developed neovascular glaucoma (NVG), 

33 while only 13 required additional photocoagulation. Among the 36 patients with 

34 undiagnosed DM, the reason for delayed DR presentation was a lack of awareness of 

35 DM status among these patients (36 cases, 100.0%). Most of the patients with a known 

36 history of DM exhibited inadequate DR knowledge (29, 24.0%), believed their good 

37 visual acuity did not require DR screening (98, 81.0%), and had poorly controlled 

38 diabetes (113, 93.3%). Factors related to refusing DR treatment were patients with an 

39 inability to receive regular diabetes treatment in internal medicine clinics (OR 6.78, 
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40 95% CI 1.73-26.59, p=0.006), patients who could not tolerate discomfort during 

41 ophthalmic examination and treatment (OR 15.15, 95% CI 2.70-83.33, p<0.001), and 

42 patients who did not have any retinal abnormalities detected and were not informed 

43 about the need for regular screening (OR 2.05, 95% CI 1.36-3.09, p<0.001).

44 Conclusions: This study investigated the factors contributing to delayed presentation 

45 among patients with PDR. Many individuals in the delayed population were found to 

46 have undiagnosed DM. Among patients already aware of their DM status, reasons for 

47 delay included insufficient knowledge about DR, negative attitudes toward screening 

48 and treatment, and difficulties seeking medical care in real-life situations.Furthermore, 

49 there needed to be more improvements in the detection, treatment, and follow-up of 

50 DR by internal medicine practitioners and ophthalmologists.
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52 Introduction：

53  Diabetic retinopathy (DR), one of the complications of diabetes, is also the leading 

54 cause of blindness in the working-age population [1]. Early detection and prompt 

55 treatment of PDR play a crucial role in reducing the risk of diabetes-related blindness 

56 [2, 3]. In countries implementing comprehensive screening programs for diabetic 

57 retinopathy, the annual incidence of blindness resulting from diabetic retinopathy has 

58 declined  [4, 5].

59 However, despite the availability of national DR screening in some countries, many 

60 patients still do not receive timely treatment. This issue is not exclusive to specific 

61 regions, as highlighted by a national survey that revealed alarming statistics. A survey 

62 found that 70.1% of DR patients identified through retinal photography were unaware 

63 of their DR condition, while 23.1% of patients with known diabetes were unaware of 

64 their DM status [6]. In China, the lack of a national DR screening program and data on 

65 delayed DR presentation further exacerbates the problem. However, the increasing 

66 number of cases of DR-related blindness in the country indicates a pressing need for 

67 prompt action. Between 1999 and 2019, the annual incidence rate of DR-related 

68 blindness in China skyrocketed from 0.06 to 0.23 cases per million population, and the 

69 rate of visual impairment rose from 0.3 to 0.86 cases per million population [7]. 

70 Examining regional data sheds further light on the extent of the issue. For instance, a 

71 survey conducted among elderly residents in Beijing communities discovered that 

72 87% of patients with DR were unaware of their condition. Moreover, only 28% of 
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73 diabetic patients had undergone DR screening within the past year [8]. Similarly, an 

74 epidemiological survey conducted in rural northern China revealed that 12.1% of 

75 known diabetic patients had vision-threatening DR but had not received the necessary 

76 treatment [9]. These regional findings emphasize a significant delay in diagnosing and 

77 treating PDR within the diabetic population in China.

78 Various factors contribute to the delay in the diagnosis and treatment of DR. In 

79 countries where national DR screening programs have been implemented, research 

80 indicates that reasons for the patient delay or nonparticipation in screening include 

81 insufficient social support  [8], poor patient compliance  [8], inadequate awareness of 

82 DR  [8], lack of DR-related visual symptoms [9], limited opportunities for dilated fundus 

83 examination [9],  restrictions on seeking medical care due to systemic diseases [10], 

84 economic factors [11], racial differences [12] pain during treatment [15], and inability to 

85 achieve expected visual outcomes [13, 14].

86 The prevalence of diabetes among Chinese patients has increased annually, from 

87 10.9% in 2013 to 12.4% in 2018 [18]. Investigating the reason for the delayed 

88 presentation of PDR is crucial for preventing DR-related blindness.

89 Therefore, we planned to study a group of PDR patients who had not received timely 

90 treatment by using a questionnaire survey to investigate the reasons for delaying DR 

91 diagnosis and treatment and evaluate the control of diabetes, treatment of eye diseases, 

92 and severity of eye diseases. Finally, we aimed to analyze the relevant factors and 

93 reasons for delaying diagnosis and treatment in these PDR patients.
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94 Material and Methods:

95 Questionnaire design (Appendix 1) :

96 In this study, a questionnaire survey method was used to investigate patients. The 

97 questionnaire gathered information about the patient's medical history, medication 

98 usage for systemic diseases, and ocular treatment history. The questionnaire then 

99 focused on understanding the reasons for delayed PDR presentation among the patients 

100 and was divided into four distinct sections:

101 a. Knowledge about DR section: This part assessed the patients' understanding of DR-

102 related knowledge before their PDR diagnosis. The assessment utilized a yes/no 

103 question format to evaluate the patients' knowledge.

104 b. Attitude toward DR treatment section: This section aimed to gain insights into the 

105 patients' attitudes toward the diagnosis and treatment of DR. It also aimed to identify 

106 subjective reasons for treatment delay by providing a list of various reasons for patients 

107 to choose from. Additionally, patients were asked whether they had ever refused DR 

108 treatment.

109 c. Difficulties in real-life section: This section investigated the social, economic, and 

110 systemic factors that patients believed could impact their willingness to seek DR 

111 diagnosis and treatment. It included questions related to insurance coverage, financial 

112 income situation, level of family support, and whether the patients were influenced by 

113 factors such as work, caregiving responsibilities, or other systemic diseases. Multiple-

114 choice selection was utilized in this section.
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115 d. Medical processes section: This section explored the patients' experiences with 

116 different medical processes, explicitly focusing on interactions with internal medicine 

117 physicians and ophthalmologists. It included inquiries about whether the internal 

118 medicine physicians or ophthalmologists provided DR education and informed their 

119 patients about the importance of regular fundus examinations or check-ups.

120 By structuring the questionnaire into these four sections, the study aimed to 

121 comprehensively investigate patients' knowledge, attitudes, obstacles, and experiences 

122 with medical processes related to DR diagnosis and treatment.

123 Cross-sectional survey:

124 The population to be surveyed in this study consisted of consecutive patients 

125 diagnosed with PDR during outpatient visits to our hospital between January 2021 and 

126 December 2021 who did not receive timely treatment. The study followed the tenets of 

127 the Declaration of Helsinki and the protocol and was approved by the Institutional 

128 Review Board of Beijing Tongren Hospital. Patients were required to sign an informed 

129 consent form and written informed consent was obtained from each participant prior to 

130 commencing the survey.

131 Inclusion criteria: 1) patients had to be between 18 and 70 years of age; 2) patients 

132 must have been diagnosed with PDR requiring photocoagulation or vitrectomy in at 

133 least one eye; 3) patients had to show a delayed PDR presentation, defined as those who 

134 were diagnosed with PDR but did not receive treatment during their initial outpatient 

135 visit or those who received treatment but did not undergo timely follow-up, failing to 
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136 detect disease progression; 4) patients must have completed all laboratory tests 

137 (including routine blood, urine, and renal function tests) or have had a precise diagnosis 

138 of systemic complications; 5) patients must have completed the questionnaire survey; 

139 6) patients must have agreed to participate in the study.

140 Exclusion criteria: 1) patients with severe vitreous hemorrhage (VH) for which it 

141 could not be determined if PDR was the cause; 2) patients in whom both eyes had 

142 undergone vitrectomy due to PDR, making it impossible to determine if PDR was 

143 delayed before the surgery; 3) patients who currently did not require laser or PPV 

144 surgery but only needed close follow-up observation; 4) patients who were unable to 

145 complete the survey questionnaire; 5) patients with comorbidities such as glaucoma, 

146 optic nerve disease, or macular detachment, as these conditions may cause irreversible 

147 vision loss; 6) patients who were in lockdown during the COVID-19 pandemic in 

148 Beijing and were excluded from the study due to the limited availability of appointments 

149 for DR patients, which could have resulted in delays in their treatment.

150 The selected patients underwent a comprehensive ophthalmic examination, including 

151 a corrected visual acuity test, intraocular pressure test, and slit-lamp assessment to 

152 evaluate the presence of neovascularization of the iris (NVI) and indirect 

153 ophthalmoscopy and vitrectomy if needed to determine the severity of PDR. PDR 

154 patients were diagnosed as those who required only photocoagulation or required 

155 vitrectomy. In addition, the presence of combined NVI or NVG was recorded.

156 The patients then completed the questionnaire survey. The general condition, overall 

157 health status, and history of ocular treatment details were recorded as follows: the 
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158 diagnosis of combined hypertension; combined diabetic complications; history of 

159 participating in a DR screening program; the time between the last screening and 

160 diagnosis if they participated; the refusal of DR screening or PDR treatment 

161 recommendations; history of phacoemulsification cataract extraction, intravitreal 

162 injection (IV) of anti-vascular endothelial growth factor (VEGF) agents, or pan-retinal 

163 photocoagulation (PRP) treatment; and whether the patients were followed up on time 

164 after examinations or treatments. The results of the four-section questionnaire on 

165 reasons for delayed presentation of PDR were recorded.

166 The laboratory examination on HbA1C and questionnaire items on controlling blood 

167 glucose were recorded for further analysis of glucose control status. The renal function 

168 test result was recorded to determine the presence of chronic kidney disease (CKD) with 

169 impaired renal function.

170 Incomplete laser treatment was defined as adding 500 or more laser spots during 

171 outpatient photocoagulation or surgical procedures.

172 PDR patients with neovascularization elsewhere (NVE) but without high-risk PDR 

173 were only treated with PRP.

174 PDR that required vitrectomy was defined by the presence of any of the following 

175 conditions: 1) VH that hinders further examination of the fundus, confirmed as PDR 

176 during surgery, 2) fibrovascular membranes involving or threatening the macula or 

177 associated with recurrent vitreous hemorrhage, and 3) VH due to PDR combined with 

178 NVI or NVG.

179     In cases where treatment was required for both eyes, the eye with better visual acuity 
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180 and a milder disease condition was selected as the study eye.

181 Grouping:

182 The patient's acceptance of their DR diagnosis and treatment is directly related to 

183 their awareness of having DM. Therefore, there are inevitably differences in the reasons 

184 for delayed presentation, DR-related knowledge, and DM control between PDR patients 

185 with undiagnosed DM and those with a clear history of DM who did not receive timely 

186 PDR diagnosis and treatment. The former group has never received diabetes treatment 

187 before being diagnosed with PDR, while the latter often faces issues causing delays in 

188 PDR diagnosis and treatment during the DM treatment process, despite being diagnosed 

189 with diabetes early on. In the subsequent investigation of the population known to have 

190 DM, we further classified them based on the following question in the survey 

191 questionnaire: "Have you ever refused the doctor's recommendation for DR diagnosis 

192 and treatment?" This latter group was divided into a non-compliant group (refusing DR 

193 diagnosis and treatment) and a compliant group (accepting DR screening or therapy). 

194 The compliant group included patients who underwent screening but were 

195 misdiagnosed as not having PDR and patients who received photocoagulation treatment 

196 but still had worsening conditions.

197 1. PDR patients with undiagnosed DM: Defined as patients who sought ophthalmic 

198 care due to ocular symptoms, where retinal abnormalities were discovered, leading 

199 to a diagnosis of DR, but who had not previously undergone DM screening or 

200 treatment were unaware of having DM during initial ophthalmic consultation.
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201 2. PDR patients with a clear history of DM at the time of PDR diagnosis: This group 

202 of patients was further divided into two subgroups:

203 2.1. Patients who were able to complete DR screening and treatment as required: 

204 Defined as patients who have previously undergone DR screening and treatment 

205 as instructed by their doctor before the current visit, including one of the three 

206 following conditions:

207 2.1.1. Patients with underdiagnosed PDR: Defined as patients with a confirmed history 

208 of DM who underwent eye DR screening within the last six months as required 

209 but had negative findings and were diagnosed with PDR during the current visit.

210 2.1.2. Patients with PDR progression despite previous PRP treatment: Defined as 

211 patients with a confirmed history of DM and DR who had previously undergone 

212 PRP treatment as required but whose condition progressed to the extent that extra 

213 photocoagulation or surgical treatment was needed.

214 2.2 Patients who refused to participate in DR screening and treatment: Defined as 

215 patients previously advised to undergo DR screening or treatment but refused.

216 Statistical analysis:

217 Statistical analysis was performed using R version 3.20 (http://www. R-project.org). 

218 Patient characteristics were retrieved from their medical charts and recorded in Epidata 

219 Entry Clientversion2.0.3.15 (http://epidata.dk). The mean and standard deviation (SD) 

220 were calculated for continuous variables with a normal distribution. The median with 

221 quartiles was calculated for continuous variables with nonnormal distribution. The t-test 
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222 or Mann‒Whitney U test was carried out for continuous variables. The chi-square or 

223 Fisher's exact test was carried out for discrete data.

224 To investigate the factors related to patients refusing to undergo DR screening or 

225 treatment, two independent-sample comparisons were carried out on characteristics 

226 between patients who could complete DR screening and treatment as required and 

227 patients who refused to participate in DR screening and treatment. Variables with a p-

228 value less than 0.3 were further enrolled in a binary backward stepwise logistic 

229 regression model. Each time, one variable was included or excluded from the model by 

230 comparing the Akaike information criterion (AIC) value; the model with the lowest AIC 

231 was chosen.

232 Results:

233 General Characteristics：

234 A total of 157 patients, with a mean age of 50.0 ± 11.6 years and including 84 male 

235 patients (53.5%), were included in this study. The overall glycemic control was poor, 

236 with a median HbA1c of 7.8% (IQR 2.5%).

237 Most 157 eyes (144, 91.7%) required vitrectomy intervention; 17 developed NVG, 

238 while only 13 required additional PRP.

239 PDR was confirmed in most contralateral eyes (154, 98.1%), with 3 cases of blindness 

240 due to trauma. Most of these eyes did not receive timely and effective treatment, 

241 resulting in 18 cases of blindness due to PDR, five patients treated with vitrectomy, 42 
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242 cases treated with PRP, and 10 cases treated with intravitreal injection (IV) of anti-

243 vascular endothelial growth factor (VEGF) agents (details in Table 1).

244 Table 1 Characteristics of Diabetic patients in different groups

Patients with a history of DM (121)

Patients who were able to 

complete DR screening and 

treatment as required

Patients 

with 

undiagno

sed DM

（36）

Patients who 

refused to 

participate in DR 

screening and 

treatment (75)

underdiagnos

ed PDR (30)

Progressed after 

PRP (16)

age (y, 

mean±S

D)

46.3±11.

0

51.6±11.0 47.5±11.8 54.9±13.3

DM 

duration 

(y, 

median, 

IQR)

0.6, 1.1 13.0, 6.5 15,7.8 20, 4.5

HbA1c 

(%, IQR)

7.2, 2.5 7.6, 2.6 8.6,2.7 7.5, 2.1

herb 2 2 1 1
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without 

other 

medicati

on (n)

HTN (n) 25 35 18 9

CKD (n) 11 17 20 5

coronary 

heart 

disease 

(n)

9 10 9 4

stroke (n) 3 6 5 3

Ocular 

symptom

（m, 

median, 

IQR）

3.5, 9.3 3.0, 7.0 4.0, 4.0 4.5, 10

Cataract 

extractio

n without 

6 1 1 0
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DR 

screening 

(n)

IV-anti 

VEGF 

(n)

3 4 3 2

incomple

te PRP 

(n)

6 7 5 7

complete 

PRP (n)

2 4 2 3

Further treatment

required 

PRP (n)

3 6 1 3

required 

vitrectom

y without 

NVG (n)

30 42 27 12

required 

vitrectom

3 7 2 1
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245 SD: 

246 standard 

247 deviation, IQR: interquartile range, HbA1c: glycated form of hemoglobin, HTN: 

248 hypertension, CKD: chronic kidney disease, IV: intravitreal injection, VEGF: vascular 

249 endothelial growth factor, PRP: pan retinal photocoagulation, NVG: neovascular 

250 gluacoma

251

252 Patient-related reasons for delayed presentation：

253 Patients with undiagnosed DM at the diagnosis of PDR:

254 We identified 36 patients who were unaware of their DM diagnosis at the time of 

255 PDR diagnosis. The primary reason for delayed DR presentation was that these patients 

256 were unaware they had DM (36 cases, 100.0%). Additionally, some patients believed 

257 that ophthalmic examination was only necessary when visual acuity significantly 

258 declined or had a noticeable impact on their daily lives (14 cases, 38.9%). Furthermore, 

259 a few patients believed traditional Chinese herbal therapy could cure DM and did not 

260 undergo systematic evaluation even after receiving suggestions to rule out DM (4 cases, 

261 11.2%). Notably, 14 (38.9%) did not have medical insurance, seven (19.4%) had 

262 economic difficulties, six (16.7%) had caregiving responsibilities, five (13.9%) had 

263 trouble taking time off from work, and 5 (13.9%) had concurrent management of other 

264 systemic diseases. These factors were identified as contributing to delayed medical 

y with 

NVG (n)
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265 attention. None of the patients had undergone a physical examination in the past year. 

266 Due to patients' lack of awareness of their DM diagnosis, we did not investigate their 

267 compliance with blood glucose control and knowledge of DR.

268 Patients with a clear history of DM at the diagnosis of PDR:

269 We surveyed 121 PDR patients with a known history of diabetes to explore the 

270 reasons and personal factors contributing to their delay in DR treatment. The survey 

271 included patients' acknowledgment of DR, compliance with DM management, and 

272 attitudes toward DR diagnosis and treatment. Some patients were not opposed to DR 

273 treatment but had other issues, while others directly resisted DR treatment. We 

274 conducted separate investigations for these two groups.

275 First, we identified common issues among patients with a known history of DM who 

276 experienced delays in PDR diagnosis and treatment:

277 In terms of DR awareness, the patients generally exhibited inadequate knowledge. 

278 Only 29 (24.0%) individuals knew that diabetic patients require regular DR screening, 

279 and only 33 (27.3%) knew that untreated DR could lead to blindness.

280 In terms of behavior, patients attributed the primary reason for the delay to their 

281 excellent visual acuity, leading them to believe that DR screening was unnecessary. 

282 Ninety-eight (81.0%) patients thought their good visual acuity was the main reason for 

283 delaying DR diagnosis and treatment.

284 Regarding compliance with DM management, most patients (113/121, 93.3%) 

285 reported regular use of diabetic medication, but their glycemic control was poor. Among 
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286 them, 22 patients (18.2%) had an HbA1c level above 6.5% at their visit.

287 Furthermore, we revealed the characteristics of patients who refused DR screening or 

288 treatment and the reasons for the refusal.

289 The two groups of patients showed similar levels of DR awareness in the survey 

290 regarding reasons for delay (p=0.41, p=0.83), and there were no significant differences 

291 in social support (p=0.98) or insurance coverage (p=0.99).

292 Compared to diabetic patients who did not refuse the recommended DR screening 

293 and treatment, those who refused exhibited the following characteristics: a lower 

294 proportion of regular visits to internal medicine clinics (43/75, 42/46, p<0.001), a 

295 shorter duration of diabetes (13, 16, p=0.005), a higher proportion of patients with no 

296 abnormalities detected during screening but no regular follow-up recommended (49/75, 

297 14/46, p<0.001), and a lower proportion of patients able to tolerate discomfort during 

298 DR examination or treatment (17/75, 3/46, p=0.02). Furthermore, logistic regression 

299 analysis revealed three factors associated with the refusal of DR diagnosis and treatment:

300 A. Inability to receive regular diabetes treatment in internal medicine clinics (OR 6.78, 

301 95% CI 1.73-26.59, p=0.006),

302 B. Inability to tolerate the discomfort during ophthalmic examination and treatment 

303 (OR 15.15, 95% CI 2.70-83.33, p<0.001),

304 C. Patients who did not detect any retinal abnormalities and were not informed about 

305 the need for regular screening (OR 2.05, 95% CI 1.36-3.09, p<0.001) (AIC=118.88, 

306 AUC=0.861).
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307 Patient-perceived reasons for delayed presentation related to medical, family, and 

308 social aspects:

309 After investigating the reasons for the delay as perceived by themselves, we further 

310 examined the difficulties that could lead to delays, including financial problems, work 

311 distractions, family caregiving responsibilities, inability to seek medical attention 

312 independently, and the need to treat other systemic diseases. The ranking of these 

313 reasons varied among different patient groups (Figure 1).

314 1. For individuals who were unaware of their DM diagnosis at the time of PDR 

315 diagnosis, the factors influencing their DR treatment were as follows: financial 

316 difficulties (16.7%), being occupied by work (16.7%), family caregiving 

317 responsibilities (14.9%), and the need for treatment of other systemic diseases 

318 (11.9%).

319 2. For the PDR patients who refused DR treatment suggestion, the factors influencing 

320 their participation in DR screening were as follows: the need for treatment of other 

321 systemic diseases (16.0%), being occupied by work (12.0%), lack of accompanying 

322 during medical visits (8.0%), and financial difficulties (5.3%).

323 3. For the PDR patients with underdiagnosed DR, the factors influencing their situation 

324 were as follows: the need for treatment of other systemic diseases (26.7%), being 

325 occupied by work (13.3%), financial difficulties (10.0%), and lack of accompanying 

326 during medical visits (2.9%).

327 4. For the PDR patient experiencing disease progression after PRP treatment, the 
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328 factors influencing their situation were as follows: the need for treatment of other 

329 systemic diseases (31.3%), lack of accompanying during medical visits (25%), 

330 financial difficulties (25%) and being occupied by work (30%).

331

332 Figure 1 The radar chat for the patient-perceived reasons for delayed 

333 presentation among different groups.

334

335 Deficiencies in the healthcare services in response to the delayed presentation:

336 In addition to the patients and their support system, we identified deficiencies in 

337 DM screening, the management of diabetic patients by internal medicine physicians, 

338 and the treatment for DR provided by ophthalmologists, all contributing to delays in 

339 DR management.

340 Inadequate DM screening among the general population:

341 Our study identified 36 patients diagnosed with DM only when PDR was detected 

342 in the ophthalmology clinic. These patients had not undergone DM screening 

343 previously. For them, the main issue contributing to treatment delay is why DM was 

344 not detected promptly.

345 Issues with internal medicine physicians in DR management:

346 After being diagnosed with DM, patients most frequently interact with internal 
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347 medicine physicians. Among patients with a known history of DM but who 

348 experienced treatment delays, we identified problems related to guidance on regular 

349 visit, education on DR, and the sensitivity of DR screening by internal medicine 

350 physicians.

351 Internal medicine physicians did not emphasize the importance of regular follow-up 

352 visits for DM patients. Our study found that among individuals with known history of 

353 DM, 36 patients (29.75%) did not have regular visits to internal medicine physicians. 

354 Furthermore, the proportion of patients who did not have regular visits and underwent 

355 DR screening was lower. This was evident in the following aspects: 1) a lower 

356 proportion of patients who received information from internal medicine physicians 

357 about the potential blindness caused by DR, compared to those with regular visits 

358 (4/36, 29/85, p=0.01); 2) a lower proportion of patients with irregular visits who 

359 underwent DR screening, compared to those with regular visits (11/36, 67/85, p=0.01).

360 We found a lack of DR education among internal medicine physicians. Among the 

361 121 patients known to have DM, only 18 individuals (14.9%) received DR education 

362 from internal medicine physicians, which was significantly lower than the proportion 

363 of patients receiving DR education from ophthalmologists (18/121 vs 62/121, 

364 p<0.001). Even among the 85 patients with regular visits, only 25 individuals were 

365 aware of the importance of regular fundus examinations. The majority of patients 

366 obtained knowledge about DR through ophthalmic DR screening, and those who 

367 underwent DR screening had better awareness of DR compared to those who did not 

368 undergo screening (DR screening necessary: 40/66 vs 81/91, p<0.001; DR can cause 
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369 blindness: 46/66 vs 80/91, p=0.008).

370 During the initial visit for DM, internal medicine physicians did not sufficiently 

371 emphasize the potential for blindness due to DR and the importance of regular 

372 asymptomatic DR examinations. Among the 55 patients who refused retinal screening, 

373 87.3% believed that good vision meant they did not need screening, which was the 

374 primary reason for their refusal. Additionally, we found that 14.5% of patients delayed 

375 DR screening out of fear of detecting retinal abnormalities.

376 We observed a low sensitivity of DR screening initiated by internal medicine 

377 physicians. This could lead patients to mistakenly believe that their fundus are normal 

378 and overlook the importance of regular follow-up examinations. Our study identified 

379 30 patients who underwent DR screening within the past six months without detecting 

380 any retinal abnormalities. However, within the subsequent six months, 29 patients 

381 developed PDR retinal lesions requiring surgical intervention, including two 

382 individuals who developed NVG. Among them, 20 patients had undergone DR 

383 screening initiated by internal medicine physicians, while ten had undergone screening 

384 initiated by ophthalmologists. The rate of missed diagnosis in DR screening initiated 

385 by internal medicine physicians was 20/21, significantly higher than that of 

386 ophthalmologists, which was 10/45 (p<0.001).

387 Internal medicine physicians did not adequately emphasize the need for regular DR 

388 screening when DR was not detected. Our findings demonstrated that among patients 

389 who underwent initial screening without detecting DR, those who were not informed 

390 about the importance of regular follow-up had fewer opportunities for PDR treatment 
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391 compared to those who were notified. Among the 30 patients with negative retinal 

392 findings during the initial screening, 14 individuals were not informed about the need 

393 for follow-up, and 12 were not informed by internal medicine physicians. These patients 

394 did not receive PDR treatment during the subsequent six months. On the other hand, 16 

395 patients were informed about the need for regular follow-up. During the subsequent 

396 examinations, they were diagnosed, with two individuals receiving the opportunity for 

397 complete PRP treatment and five individuals completing partial PRP treatment before 

398 the onset of vitreous hemorrhage (0/14, 7/16, p=0.007).

399 Our investigation revealed that 28 patients experienced delays in DR treatment due 

400 to hospitalization for systemic diseases. These patients did not receive ophthalmic 

401 consultations or treatment during their hospital stay, nor did they receive any 

402 educational information about DR from internal medicine physicians.

403 We identified 8 PDR patients who regularly sought treatment from traditional 

404 Chinese medicine (TCM) practitioners. These patients were of working age, ranging 

405 from 33 to 62 years old, with a median age of 59 (standard deviation 7.75 years). 

406 However, these patients relied solely on TCM instead of receiving systematic glucose-

407 controlling medicine (6/8), resulting in poor blood glucose control (elevated glycated 

408 hemoglobin levels, with an average of 7.1±1.1) and severe systemic complications 

409 (8/8). Prior to their diagnosis of PDR, these patients lacked awareness of DR, unaware 

410 of its potential to cause blindness and the need for regular examinations (8/8). 

411 Furthermore, none underwent ophthalmic DR screening (8/8), leading to the 

412 development of PDR complications requiring surgical intervention.
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413 Insufficiencies in the Diagnosis, Treatment of DR by Ophthalmologists:

414 Ophthalmologists are responsible for treating DR, particularly in emphasizing the 

415 importance of regular follow-up for early-stage DR that does not affect vision. 

416 However, we found that DR patient education inadequately emphasizes this 

417 importance. Only 62 out of 121 patients received DR education from 

418 ophthalmologists. Additionally, a considerable proportion of patients who received 

419 DR treatment falsely believed that having good VA meant they did not require 

420 ophthalmic care and postponed seeking medical attention. This behavior was similar 

421 to that of patients who did not comply with the recommended DR treatment (39/46, 

422 59/75, p=0.55).

423 Ophthalmologists have shown insufficient efforts in educating and encouraging 

424 patients who exhibit resistance and pain-related concerns during DR treatment. 

425 Alternatively, the understanding of patients may have needed to be improved despite 

426 information from ophthalmologists. We discovered that discomfort experienced during 

427 fundus examinations and PRP therapy became the primary reasons for delayed 

428 presentation of DR. When investigating the reasons behind delayed medical 

429 intervention among different patient groups, we found that 65% of patients who refused 

430 PDR treatment did so out of fear of pain associated with PRP therapy. Similarly, among 

431 patients who experienced disease progression after PRP treatment declined and refused 

432 to complete the treatment due to pain related to PRP therapy. Furthermore, four 

433 individuals who refused fundus examination within the group declined PRP treatment 
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434 due to discomfort. In the group where improper PRP treatment resulted in DR 

435 progression, three patients declined subsequent follow-ups due to discomfort during eye 

436 examinations post-PRP treatment. These patients exhibited insufficient awareness 

437 regarding the risk of blindness associated with DR and the necessity of regular follow-

438 up examinations (10 patients, 50%, among those who refused treatment, and four 

439 patients, 66.7%, among those who completed treatment but did not undergo follow-up 

440 examinations). As a result, they lacked the necessary determination to overcome 

441 discomfort and complete the required examinations and treatment.

442 We found that ophthalmologists needed to adequately emphasize the possibility of 

443 disease progression and the importance of regular follow-up examinations after PRP 

444 treatment, as demonstrated by the patient's lack of knowledge. Among the 16 patients 

445 who completed PRP therapy, 11 were unaware of the need for regular follow-up 

446 examinations after treatment. Despite relatively stable vision in these patients (11/16), 

447 factors such as being occupied by work, systemic illnesses, family responsibilities, 

448 financial difficulties, and discomfort with examinations and PRP treatment contributed 

449 to their failure to attend follow-up appointments. As a result, ten patients experienced 

450 disease progression to a stage requiring vitrectomy.

451 Furthermore, we found that some ophthalmologists performed PRP treatment with 

452 inadequate coverage, leading to delays in disease management. Six patients were 

453 informed of completing PRP treatment, and their condition progressed to PDR requiring 

454 vitrectomy. However, during the surgery, it was discovered that the PRP coverage was 

455 insufficient. These patients did not attend follow-up examinations promptly after 
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456 completing PRP treatment.

457 Some ophthalmologists overlooked DR screening when performing cataract 

458 extraction surgery on diabetic patients. Among the ten patients who underwent cataract 

459 extraction surgery before receiving DR treatment, seven individuals with improved 

460 vision underwent no retinal screening. In comparison, only one out of the three patients 

461 whose vision did not improve underwent DR screening, leading to a missed diagnosis. 

462 The improvement in visual acuity following cataract extraction surgery may have 

463 contributed to the delay in the diagnosis and treatment of DR.

464 Discussion:

465    Early detection and intervention can prevent blindness caused by DR [4, 5], so delayed 

466 treatment may result in severe and regrettable consequences. In China, the incidence 

467 of blindness caused by DR is rapidly increasing, becoming an essential factor in the 

468 rise of the blindness rate [7]. The factors leading to the delayed presentation of DR in 

469 Chinese diabetic patients are complex and diverse; however, there are currently no 

470 reports on the reasons for it. Investigating the reasons for the delayed presentation of 

471 DR in diabetic patients is significant for preventing and treating blindness caused by 

472 DR.

473 The specific DM population that the ophthalmologist should pay more attention 

474 to:

475 1. Patients with poor diabetes control:
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476 Our investigation revealed that this group of diabetic patients commonly exhibited 

477 poor blood glucose control, which may lead to rapid DR progression. Specifically, we 

478 observed that patients had elevated HbA1c (with a median of 7.8%), and only 18.2% 

479 had their HbA1c controlled below 6.5% at their visit. It is established that poor blood 

480 glucose control is associated with microvascular complications in diabetic patients [15]. 

481 Studies have shown that individuals with HbA1c between 6.5 and 6.9 have a 2.35 times 

482 higher risk of developing DR within three years than those with HbA1c between 5 and 

483 5.4 [16]. Therefore, based on our inference, poor blood glucose control is an essential 

484 factor contributing to the rapid progression of DR in the population with the delayed 

485 presentation in our study. Ophthalmologists should pay special attention to and provide 

486 education specifically for this population.

487 2. Patients with a high possibility of refusing DR treatment:

488 We compared patients who refused DR treatment suggestions with those who 

489 accepted them to investigate the factors associated with refusal. Ophthalmologists 

490 should be attentive to patients with the following characteristics, as they are more likely 

491 to be less engaged in DR treatment. Targeted education and follow-up should be 

492 provided to these patients to slow the progression of DR. Patient information leaflets, 

493 or website education may also allow patients to review and revise the issues.

494 A. Patients who do not visit internal medicine regularly are more prone to refuse DR 

495 treatment. Compared to patients who do not visit internal medicine regularly, those 

496 who have regular visits have a 6.78 times higher chance of receiving timely DR 

497 treatment. This could be attributed to regular patients receiving more DR education 
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498 (29/85, 4/36) and more DR screening opportunities (67/85, 11/36).

499 B. Patients who exhibit intolerance to pain and discomfort during examinations and 

500 treatment are more likely to refuse DR treatment. The likelihood of refusing DR 

501 treatment increased by 15.15 times for patients who strongly resisted pain and 

502 discomfort compared to those who were less resistant. This resistance is particularly 

503 evident among patients who refuse DR treatment (13/20), whereas factors related to 

504 delays in PRP treatment due to hospitalization for systemic diseases accounted for 

505 only 5/20 cases. Furthermore, previous studies have shown that fear of discomfort 

506 during ophthalmic examinations is a primary reason patients refuse DR screening 

507 [10,24]. Surveys regarding satisfaction with PRP treatment indicate that insufficient 

508 knowledge about laser treatment [17], discomfort caused by pupillary dilation [17], pain 

509 during laser treatment [17] [18], and failure to achieve expected visual acuity [13, 14]  may 

510 lead to patient reluctance towards PRP treatment, thereby affecting compliance with 

511 laser treatment and subsequent follow-up examinations. The results of our study 

512 align with previous research.

513 C. Patients unaware of the need for regular follow-up after DR screening and with no 

514 positive DR finding were more likely to refuse visits for DR screening. Compared to 

515 patients advised of timely treatment and had DR detected during screening, those 

516 who did not receive regular follow-up advice and had no evidence of DR during 

517 screening were 2.05 times more likely to refuse DR screening or treatment. 

518 Guidelines recommend annual retinal examinations for diabetic patients without DR 

519 [3]. In our study, a group of patients (30/121) had no DR detected during their initial 
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520 screening but progressed to PDR within the following six months. Most of these 

521 patients' DR screenings were conducted by internal medicine doctors (20/30), 

522 indicating the possibility of missed diagnoses. However, these patients shared the 

523 common characteristics of f long time of poor blood glucose control, with a median 

524 HbA1c of 8.6 and a median duration of DM of 15 years. It was suggested that 

525 individuals with a long duration of DM and poor blood glucose control might 

526 experience rapid progression of DR, even if abnormalities are not initially detected. 

527 Annual follow-up examinations may delay the diagnosis, indicating the need to 

528 shorten the interval for DR screenings.

529 Reducing delays requires joint efforts from society and healthcare professionals:

530 Practical difficulties:

531 After investigating the self-perceived factors contributing to delays in our study, we 

532 referred to common reasons reported in previous studies, such as economic difficulties 

533 [11], lack of nearby medical facilities, other commitments, and hospitalization [8, 10], to 

534 examine the barriers identified by patients that hindered their adherence to regular DR 

535 treatment.

536 We identified several social factors that can influence the timely receipt of DR 

537 treatment among diabetic patients. These factors should receive greater attention and 

538 improvement in receiving similar diabetic patients in the future to provide timely DR 

539 treatment for diabetic patients.

540 Some low-income or uninsured patients did not have the opportunity to undergo 
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541 diabetes screening. Among patients unaware of their diabetes diagnosis when diagnosed 

542 with PDR, a considerable portion consisted of low-income individuals without health 

543 insurance. These patients are typically younger, with 14 (38.9%) lacking health 

544 insurance and 7 (19.4%) stating they could not seek medical care due to economic 

545 difficulties. Many patients missed medical visits due to obligations such as caring for 

546 family members or work, and these patients had not undergone regular health check-

547 ups in the past year. Therefore, efforts should be made to enhance diabetes screening 

548 for individuals without health insurance or facing economic difficulties to identify 

549 individuals with diabetes at an early stage and facilitate subsequent DR screenings for 

550 these patients.

551 The absence of a companion may pose a barrier for diabetic patients to attend DR 

552 treatment. Patients consider the lack of a companion during medical visits a primary 

553 challenge in receiving DR treatment. This situation is particularly prominent among 

554 patients who refuse DR treatment (6/20) and those who have completed PRP treatment 

555 but have no regular follow-up examinations (4/16). PDR can impact patients' 

556 independent living abilities  [19], causing inconvenience in their daily lives. Therefore, 

557 for diabetic patients with visual impairments, family members are encouraged to 

558 accompany them during medical visits to help provide them with more opportunities to 

559 receive DR treatment.

560 The inability to take time off from work may hinder diabetic patients from attending 

561 DR treatment. According to our research, 10.9% of patients who refuse DR screening 

562 stated that the inability to take time off work was the reason for not being able to undergo 
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563 timely screening. Similarly, 13% of patients with missed DR diagnoses and 18.7% of 

564 patients who completed PRP treatment believed that the inability to take time off work 

565 was the reason for not being able to attend scheduled DR follow-ups. It is crucial to 

566 identify their concerns about needing help to take leave during the initial consultation 

567 and provide individualized guidance and support. It is essential to be cognizant that 

568 patients with end-stage DM disease, such as PDR, are likely to have numerous medical 

569 appointments, and the impact on their work can be extensive. Physicians or 

570 ophthalmologists should provide adequate patient education to enhance treatment 

571 compliance.

572 Medical care: 

573 Our investigation found that the reasons for treatment delay among patients are 

574 attributed to the patients and the factors related to the treating physicians. The 

575 treatment process for DM involves a complete chain of care, starting from the initial 

576 diagnosis of DM to DM follow-ups, to DR screening, and finally, the diagnosis and 

577 treatment of DR. However, if any link in this chain encounters issues, it can delay 

578 patient treatment. Therefore, physicians and ophthalmologists need to strengthen their 

579 attention and management at each stage of the treatment chain to ensure that patients 

580 receive timely care.  

581 a. There are deficiencies in the DM patient education provided by physicians and 

582 ophthalmologists, primarily regarding dispelling the misconception that regular DR 

583 screening is unnecessary as long as their vision is not deteriorating. Our research 
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584 revealed that 81.0% of delayed patients believed that good vision meant they did 

585 not need medical attention. This misconception was prevalent among patients 

586 receiving regular internal medicine care (60/85) and those undergoing ophthalmic 

587 DR treatment (59/75). It reflects a need for more emphasis on the importance of 

588 early DR screening by the physicians and ophthalmologists attending to these 

589 patients. Studies have shown that patients' understanding of the potential blindness 

590 caused by the delayed detection of DR directly influences their adherence to DR 

591 treatment [9]. Insufficient awareness of the need for DR screening and the 

592 misconception that good vision eliminates the need for ocular examinations are 

593 associated with the severity of proliferative diabetic retinopathy (PDR) when 

594 diabetic patients seek ophthalmic care [20]. Therefore, patient education for diabetic 

595 patients should focus on the importance of regular follow-ups for early DR 

596 detection, irrespective of visual symptoms. During consultations with diabetic 

597 patients, every opportunity should be seized to emphasize that early-stage DR may 

598 not affect vision, the need for regular DR screening, and the significance of early 

599 detection and treatment.

600 b. Some errors made by the physicians:

601 When diagnosing and treating systemic diseases, internal medicine physicians 

602 should also pay attention to diagnosing and treating DR. We found that 28 patients 

603 had delayed DR presentation due to treating their systemic conditions. Previous 

604 studies have indicated that hospitalization in internal medicine is a major factor 

605 contributing to delays in PRP treatment  [10], which aligns with our research findings. 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted August 28, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.27.23294689doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.27.23294689
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


33

606 Therefore, while treating systemic diseases, internal medicine physicians should 

607 promptly seek ophthalmic consultations when feasible to ensure timely diagnosis 

608 and treatment of DR.

609 During internal medicine follow-ups for DM, attention should be given to patients 

610 with psychological issues. In this study, 14.5% of patients refused DR screening due 

611 to concerns about discovering retinal abnormalities. This reason was not mentioned 

612 in previous research. The majority of these patients do not actively seek ophthalmic 

613 screenings, even though they have some understanding of DR and its screening. They 

614 experience excessive anxiety about potential positive test results. The prevalence of 

615 depression (25%) and anxiety (13.5%) is relatively high among DR patients in our 

616 country, and social support can alleviate anxiety and depression in these patients [21]. 

617 Internal medicine physicians should promptly identify patients with abnormal 

618 psychological emotions and provide positive guidance, such as informing them that 

619 having DR does not inevitably lead to blindness and that timely treatment can slow 

620 down disease progression and stabilize vision. It is also essential to seek the 

621 cooperation and support of family members and encourage patients to undergo DR 

622 diagnosis and treatment.

623 The sensitivity of DR screenings initiated by physicians needs to be improved. In 

624 this study, physicians' missed DR diagnosis rate was 20/21, which is relatively high. 

625 Previous research has shown that the sensitivity of non-mydriatic single-field fundus 

626 photography and DR interpretation initiated by internal medicine physicians is 86.6% 

627 with a specificity of 78.6% [22], indicating their potential role in DR screenings. 
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628 However, our study's sensitivity of DR screenings was much lower than the above 

629 data, meaning there is still room for improvement among our physicians. Recent 

630 studies have demonstrated that fundus photography initiated by physicians and 

631 remote image reading can enhance the accuracy of DR screening  [23]. Therefore, 

632 improving the sensitivity of  DR screening by physicians or implementing reliable 

633 remote network image reading guidance may play a crucial role in the timely 

634 detection of DR in DM patients who do not seek ophthalmic care. Alternatively, 

635 trained nonphysician graders have been demonstrated to be highly successful. In the 

636 UK, this has reduced the impact of diabetic eye disease-related blindness [24].

637 Additionally, we found that among the 20 PDR patients with missed diagnoses in 

638 DR screenings initiated by physicians, 14 needed to be made aware of the need for 

639 regular follow-up visits. These patients did not pursue further ophthalmic care due 

640 to their excellent vision. It suggests that physicians and other health care 

641 professionals involved in their care needs must further strengthen patient education 

642 and urge patients to undergo ophthalmic follow-up visits.

643 There are also issues with TCM regarding DR screenings and patient education. 

644 We identified eight patients receiving treatment in TCM internal medicine who opted 

645 for traditional Chinese medicine instead of glycose-controlled medicine. This 

646 resulted in poor blood sugar control (HbA1c 7.1 [1.1]), no DR screenings, and 

647 delayed treatment until severe PDR developed. Additionally, they had uncontrolled 

648 systemic complications (high rates of HTN (6/8), CKD (4/8), and a high proportion 

649 of CAD (3/8) that were not addressed by internal medicine treatment. These patients, 
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650 aged between 32 and 62, belong to the working-age population. Once life-

651 threatening and vision-threatening complications occur, they will burden society 

652 significantly. Previous studies have shown that traditional Chinese medicine (TCM), 

653 as a benefit as an adjunct to conventional treatment for DM, including medication, 

654 exercise, and dietary control, may affect controlling HbA1c levels and improving 

655 vision [25, 26]. Therefore, it is essential to enhance the understanding of TCM 

656 physicians regarding DR screenings. When diagnosing DM, patients should be 

657 informed about the importance of medication, diet, exercise, blood sugar control, 

658 and glycose-control medicine treatments. Simultaneously, patients should be 

659 encouraged to undergo DR screenings to minimize treatment delays caused by solely 

660 focusing on vision changes.

661 c. The ophthalmologists should make some improvements:

662 Ophthalmologists' failure to remind patients who have undergone cataract 

663 extraction about the importance of DR-related fundus examination can delay 

664 treatment for diabetic patients who experience improved vision post-surgery. Ten 

665 patients with a history of cataract extraction were included in this study, of which 

666 eight did not undergo DR screening. Among these eight patients, seven reported 

667 improved vision after the surgery, and five of them did not receive a fundus 

668 examination because they believed their vision was already good. Previous research 

669 has indicated that vision improvement following cataract surgery in diabetic patients 

670 can potentially mask vision symptoms caused by DR. Additionally, cataract surgery 

671 in diabetic patients can contribute to the progression of PDR, necessitating 
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672 perioperative intravitreal anti-VEGF agents and vigilant postoperative follow-up [27, 

673 28]. Therefore, ophthalmologists should prioritize strengthening DR screening and 

674 follow-up for diabetic patients undergoing cataract surgery. This approach is crucial 

675 to identify DR promptly and prevent further deterioration of vision due to DR.

676 Ophthalmologists must prioritize regular follow-ups and effectively communicate 

677 to patients undergoing PRP treatment about ongoing examinations' importance. Our 

678 study observed that 16 patients with PDR had completed PRP treatment, but their 

679 condition continued progressing. Among these patients, 11 were unaware of the 

680 necessity for regular post-PRP examinations, and ten believed that their vision had 

681 stabilized, leading them to forego further treatment. Unfortunately, this delay in 

682 disease detection hindered early intervention. Furthermore, we discovered that six 

683 patients needed complete PRP treatment and were frequently required to pay more 

684 attention to follow-up examinations. Consequently, their condition progressed, 

685 ultimately requiring vitrectomy surgery. Previous research has demonstrated that 

686 effective PRP treatment can prevent 50% of PDR progression and mitigate 50% of 

687 severe vision damage caused by PDR  [29]. However, despite PRP treatment, 42% of 

688 PDR patients still experience disease progression [30]. Patients who initiate PRP 

689 treatment after experiencing vitreous hemorrhage and retinal detachment are more 

690 likely to encounter DR progression following PRP treatment [30, 31]. Therefore, for 

691 diabetic patients who have completed PRP treatment, ophthalmologists should 

692 strengthen education regarding the effectiveness of PRP treatment and stress the 

693 need for regular follow-up examinations. It is crucial to adhere to standardized PRP 
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694 treatment protocols meticulously.

695 Limitations:

696 This study is a cross-sectional survey that focused on PDR patients who delayed 

697 seeking medical treatment. The study specifically excluded patients with well-

698 controlled glucose levels and those compliant with DR treatment, and we could not 

699 investigate the delayed presentation in those patients. Notably, this study's proportion 

700 of patients receiving intravitreal anti-VEGF agents was relatively low. Furthermore, 

701 most patients who received this treatment did so after experiencing vitreous 

702 hemorrhage or NVG. Therefore, the reasons for the delayed progression of PDR 

703 following intravitreal anti-VEGF agents remain unclear, indicating a need for further 

704 research. Additionally, it is worth mentioning that the number of patients who 

705 underwent PRP received intravitreal anti-VEGF agents or cataract surgery was 

706 relatively small. This may have resulted in a selection bias among the study 

707 population. Furthermore, regarding retinopathy assessment, this study did not include 

708 the measurement of VA. Instead, the patient's ocular condition was evaluated solely 

709 through fundus examination. Consequently, the study failed to demonstrate any visual 

710 acuity impairment within this group of patients. Regarding systemic examination, the 

711 study exclusively recorded the patient's medical history of coronary artery disease 

712 (CAD), cerebral infarction, and other diseases and the results of kidney function tests. 

713 However, urine albumin-to-creatinine ratio (ACR) examinations were not conducted, 

714 leading to a deviation in evaluating the systemic condition.
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715 Conclusions:

716 This study investigated the factors contributing to delayed presentation among 

717 patients with PDR. A significant proportion of individuals in the delayed population 

718 were found to have undiagnosed DM. As a result, it is crucial to enhance DM 

719 screening efforts and promote education about the condition. Among patients already 

720 aware of their DM status, reasons for delay included insufficient knowledge about DR, 

721 negative attitudes towards screening and treatment, and difficulties seeking medical 

722 care in real-life situations. Furthermore, there needed to be more improvements in the 

723 detection, treatment, and follow-up of DR by both internal medicine practitioners and 

724 ophthalmologists. It is imperative to strengthen education regarding the importance of 

725 regular DR screening, especially when it still needs to impact vision. Particular 

726 attention should be given to patients with irregular visits to internal medicine 

727 specialists and those concerned about discomfort during DR treatment. Additionally, 

728 patients who undergo cataract surgery, participate in DR screening conducted by 

729 physicians, utilize traditional Chinese medicine treatments, complete PRP, and have 

730 negative screening findings should also receive regular follow-up examinations. 

731 Finally, vigilance to patients' challenges during the diagnosis and treatment process is 

732 crucial. Patients should be encouraged to cooperate and receive support from family 

733 members throughout their treatment journey.

734

735
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