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[Abstract] Objective To evaluate and compare corneal sensitivity after Femtosecond LASIK
(FS-LASIK) and small incision lenticule extraction (SMILE) from a systematic review of literature.
Methods This was a meta-analysis study. A systematic literature retrieval was conducted in Medline,
the Cochrane Library, CBM disc, and CNKI. Central corneal sensitivity after FS-LASIK and SMILE
was compared by meta-analysis, including pre-operation, 1 week, 1 month, 3 months and 6 months
post-operation. A statistical analysis was performed using RevMan 5.0 software. Weighted mean difference
(WMD) (95%Cl) was used to analyze continuous variables. The quality of the included literature was
scored according to the Jadad scale. Results A total of 4 studies with a total of 198 patients (316 eyes)
in the literature met the inclusion criteria Meta analysis results showed that there was no difference
in central corneal sensitivity between FS-LASIK and SMILE before surgery (WMD=0.28, 95%CI. -0.73~
1.29, P>0.05); however, 1 week, 1 month, 3 months and 6 months after surgery, corneal sensitivity
after SMILE was significantly higher than after FS-LASIK (WMD=-14.56, 95%CI. -23.79~-5.34, P<
001; WMD=-15.29, 95%CI. -2246~-8.11, P<0.01; WMD=-13.12, 95%CI: -18.77~-746, P<0.01;
WMD=-345, 95%Cl: -5.72~-1.18, P<0.01). Conclusion Compared with FS-LASIK, central corneal
sensitivity after SMILE has a smaller decrease and faster recovery. Corneal sensitivity after SMILE is
still higher than FS-LASIK during the 6-month period after surgery.
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FS-LASIK SMILE Mean Difference Mean Difference
Demirok 2013 562 5 28 568 47 28 158% -0.60[3.14,1.94] .
Li 2013a 58 38 42 582 45 32 27.1% -0.20(-2.14.1.74) =
Li 2013b 57.27 626 33 5816 3.37 38 17.8% -0.89[-3.28,1.50] ¥ =
Wei 2013 581 43 54 566 45 61 393% 150[-0.11,3.11) T =
Total (95% CI) 157 159 100.0% 0.28 [-0.73, 1.29] ——
Heterogeneity: Chi* = 3.82, df = 3 (P = 0.28); I* = 22% 2 1 i3 1 2

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.55 (P = 0.58) Favours FS-LASIK Favours SMILE

FS-LASIK SMILE Mean Difference Mean Difference
_Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV. Random, 95% Cl IV, Random. 95%Cl
Demirok 2013 562 5 28 568 47 28 17.6% -0.60[-3.14,1.94] *
Li2013a 58 38 42 582 45 32 27.3% -0.20 [-2.14, 1.74) -
Li 2013b 57.27 626 33 58.16 337 38 19.5% -0.89[-3.28, 1.50] *
Wei 2013 581 43 54 566 45 61 357% 1.50[-0.11, 3.11) T =
Total (95% CI) 157 159 100.0% 0.20 [-0.96, 1.36] "’
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.31; Chi* = 3.82, df = 3 (P = 0.28); I* = 22% 2 _’1 B 1 2
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.34 (P = 0.73) Favours FS-LASIK Favours SMILE
FS-LASIK SMILE Mean Difference Mean Difference
_Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C1 IV, Fixed. 95% CI
Demirok 2013 303 153 28 456 115 28 17.1% -15.30[-22.39,-8.21) -
Li 2013a 154 79 42 232 146 32 275% -7.80([-13.39,-2.21) -
Li 2013b 2061 155 32 2059 17.73 37 14.0%  -8.98(-16.82,-1.14) =%
Wei 2013 221 128 54 475 121 61 41.3% -2540[-29.97,-20.83] =
Total (95% CI) 156 158 100.0% -16.52 [-19.45, -13.58] ]
Heterogeneity: Chi* = 27.51, df = 3 (P < 0.00001); I = 89% ;-100 50 : 50 100:
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Demirok 2013 303 153 28 456 115 28 24.3% -15.30[-22.39, -8.21) -
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Li2013b 2061 15.5 32 29.59 17.73 37 23.5%  -8.98[-16.82, -1.14] b
Wei 2013 221 128 54 475 121 61 26.5% -25.40[-29.97, -20.83] Lo
Total (95% Cl) 156 158 100.0% -14.56 [-23.79, -5.34] L

. pe - Chi? = = 2= L, + t 1
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 78.05: Chi* = 27.51, df = 3 (P < 0.00001); I* = 89% 100 -50 0 50 100

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.10 (P = 0.002) Favours FS{LASIK Favours SMILE

FS-LASIK SMILE Mean Difference Mean Difference
—Study or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Fixed. 95% C| IV. F % Cl
Demirok 2013 31.2 14 28 453 105 28 219% -14.10(-20.58, -7.62] ==
Li2013a 158 95 42 284 139 32 29.2% -12.60[-18.21,-6.99] d
Li 2013b 2145 1534 31 30 16.37 37 16.1% -8.55 [-16.10, -1.00)
Wei 2013 262 17.2 54 511 105 61 32.8% -24.90([-30.19,-19.61] b
Total (95% CI) 155 158 100.0% -16.31[-19.34, -13.28] ‘
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Demirok 2013 312 14 28 453 105 28 246% -14.10[-20.58,-7.62)
Li 2013a 158 95 42 284 139 32 26.0% -12.60[-18.21,-6.99]
Li 2013b 2145 1534 N 30 16.37 37 23.0% -8.55[-16.10, -1.00]
Wei 2013 262 17.2 54 511 105 61 26.4% -24.90[-30.19, -19.61]
Total (95% CI) 155 158 100.0% -15.29 [-22.46, -8.11]
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Heterogeneity: Tau® = 43.42; Chi* = 16.31. df = 3 (P = 0.0010); I* = 82%
Test for overall effect: Z=4.18 (P < 0.0001)

Mean Difference Mean Difference

FS-LASIK SMILE

Demirok 2013 375 148 28 493 99 28 193% -11.80([-18.40,-5.20] -
Li2013a 256 151 42 342 157 32 16.6% -8.60 [-15.70, -1.50]
Li2013b 27.5 1746 30 3792 1542 36 13.0% -10.42(-18.45,-2.39|
Wei 2013 379 144 54 573 51 61 51.1% -19.40[-23.45, -15.35]
Total (95% CI) 154 157 100.0% -14.97 [-17.87, -12.08]
L
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Heterogeneity: Chi* = 9.81, df = 3 (P = 0.02); I* = 69%
Test for overall effect: Z = 10.14 (P < 0.00001)
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FS-LASIK SMILE Mean Difference Mean Difference
% Cl 1V, Fix; % CI
Demirok 2013 53.7 5 28 559 49 28 764% -2.20[-4.79,0.39]
Li 2013a 364 161 42 437 117 32 128% -7.30[-13.64, -0.96] =
Li 2013b 39.17 16.09 30 4694 1173 36 10.7% -7.77 [-14.69, -0.85)
Total (95% CI) 100 96 100.0% -3.45[-5.72,-1.18] |

Heterogeneity: Chi* = 3.81, df =2 (P = 0.15); F=48%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.98 (P = 0.003)
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Heterogeneity: Tau* = 6.25; Chi* = 3.81,df =2 (P = 0.15); I = 48%
Test for overall effect: Z =231 (P = 0.02)
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