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Objective: At present there are only two tear substitutes available for the treatment of the dry 
eye, which contain lipids and are supposed to treat the disturbances of the lipid layer of the 
tear film. 78% of the patients with a dry eye have a disturbance of the lipid phase. TEARS 
AGAIN® eye spray (Optima Pharmaceutical GmbH) contains phospholipids (polar lipids) as 
liposomes, whereas Liposic® eye gel (Dr. Mann Pharma) contains Triglycerids (neutral 
lipids). In a comparative study we were trying to find out, both the effectiveness and pro and 
cons of the therapy with the two tear substitutes.  
 
Methods: Since December 2004 a randomized, controlled study with 60 patients was 
accomplished with a crossover Design under blinding of the examiners. All patients suffered 
from dry eye syndrome for several years and all had a disturbance of the lipid phase. Group A 
(n=30) was treated for 6 weeks with Liposic® eye gel while the patients of the group of B 
(n=30) were treated with TEARS AGAIN® eye spray in the same period. Control 
examinations took place at the beginning of the study as well as after 1,6 and 12 weeks, 
considering following parameters: eyelidedge-parallel conjunctival folds (LIPCOF), BREAK 
UP time (BUT), Schimer-I Test, measurement of the tear meniscus, investigation of the edges 
of eyelid, RMS and visual acuity. In addition the subjective feelings of the patients were also 
determined by means of questionnaires. The statistic analysis was performed with the 
statistical program SPSS v.11.5.  
 
Results: The examined parameters such as LIPCOF, BUT, Schirmer and RMS value were 
significantly (p<.05) better in group B than in group A. Also visual acuity improved in group 
B, however not significantly. After the Crossover the results were similar, i.e. group A 
pointed the same significant improvements after the change to Tears Again. The questioning 
of the patients resulted in that Liposic, in the majority of the observed cases, was felt as more 
unpleasant and also led to short or long-term losses of visual acuity. 96% of the patients 
considered the application as a spray altogether more favourably and more pleasantly and in 
81% of the patients we found a clear subjective improvement of the symptomatology.  
 
Conclusions: The liposome tear substitute shows statistically significant clinical advantages 
against the triglyceride tear substitute. This study illustrates the different impact of both tear 
substitutes, leading to the conclusion, that the most crucial criteria for the successful treatment 
of the dry eye is based upon the kind of contents of the medication. 


