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Abstract

e AIM: To compare the efficacy of and without small
incision lenticule extraction ( SMILE ) with cyclotorsion
compensation for astigmatism correction.

e METHODS:. PubMed, Web of Science, EMBASE,
Cochrane and CNKI, VIP, CBM, and Wan Fang Data were
searched for clinically controlled studies from January
2010 to August 2022, including an experimental group with
cyclotorsion compensation during SMILE and a control
group without cyclotorsion compensation during SMILE.
After literature screening, quality evaluation, and data
extraction by two researchers independently, the Meta-
analysis of uncorrected distance visual acuity ( UDVA),
residual astigmatism, vector analysis indicators for
measuring the astigmatism correction including absolute
value of angle of error (| AE |) and magnitude error
(ME), and post-operative total higher order aberrations,
spherical aberration and coma was carried out with Stata
16.0 software.

« RESULTS: Seven studies with a total of 846 eyes (442 in
the experimental group, 404 in the control group) were
finally included. The Meta - analysis showed that there
were significant differences in the percentage of eyes with
residual astigmatism =1.00D ( OR=0.17, 95% CI. 0.06 ~
0.49, P<0.01), |AE| (WMD=-1.56, 95%CI. -2.68~-0.45,
P<0.01), the coma ( WMD=10.06, 95%CI. -0.08~-0.04, P<
0.01), and the total higher order aberrations ( WMD =
-0.04, 95%ClI. -0.06~-0.02, P<0.01). However, there were
no differences in the postoperative UDVA ( WMD=0.00,
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95%ClI. -0.02~0.01, P=0.54), residual astigmatism ( WMD
=0.08, 95%CI. -0.02~0.18, P=0.10), ME ( WMD=-0.01,
95%ClI. -0.14~0.12, P=0.85), and the spherical aberration
(WMD=0.03, 95%Cl. -0.07~0.13, P=0.52).

e CONCLUSION: Cyclotorsion compensation in SMILE
can reduce the angular error caused by eye rotation
during astigmatism correction. It also decreases
postoperative residual astigmatism. Overall, the SMILE
with cyclotorsion compensation is superior in clinical
efficacy of the precise correction of astigmatism.

o KEYWORDS: small incision lenticule extraction;
astigmatism; cyclotorsion compensation; Meta analysis
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ABHOR/N I T £ I8 T35 BECAE AR (small incision
lenticule extraction, SMILE) H 2011 45 ¥k F T 1l FR LA
o, HARH IE AL RE I HOG R B0 R AF iy 2 2k A
RO R B SR AN E T E TR 280 Tk
HEF AR5 I 30 A 19 i L 3 238 5 sk B E 0 S5 ) fE
VisuMAX KFEMEOC R Go bk = IR BRI R 46, Toikxf &
TET ARG AR bl AR AL Bk A A2 A BT 5 RS 1) 1R BR i 2 2
A X — SN 2 SMILE F R i R PR M, #F 52
R, YR ER RS AT 2° HIF R IEATRMERT, TTRE S 7
HO™ B R  80FA BR AR 25 A R 0 DR ]
FMEE IR 3R A e 152 2 LA S BOKS i R HIOGHF IE 475 2 SMILE
TR — 5L, TERBKRUN RS I/, AT
JES 2 bR T4 B A R M2 L 20 7 1 0 7 BTG I AL o B
R (laser—assisted in situ keratomileusis, LASIK) P47 T
HE O Bl ] X 5 ATBORHET IE, IF AR B PR AL T A7y
PAERLR . Ganesh %™ 7E 2017 4R § RPFAL T 3% — e
FMEETE SMILE FARH I, IR & a3, (|
HR R ST AR WM SMILE X IR 4H R 47 LAt . A< S0k
il It Meta 7387, 37— 25 B A Ji@ 2 422 09 2 HTE SMILE T
ARS8 IEBOCRYIF R, Al R TAE T B FARIGT I S 42 fit
2%
1 BT %
1.1 F
1.1.1 KRR M ZEK PubMed Web of Science , EMBASE |
Cochrane 545 J& 51 () 9 3 3CHik, DL & CNKI, VIP ,CBM Al
Wan Fang Data 4 72 (%) v SCSCHR , W diE B N A0 ) &
TR T SMILE Hv A T # MR HOGET IE 57 80 I R
Xif BT, K R IR R 2010-01/2022-08 , 3 3¢ 4 il
“SMILE” “ astigmatism” “ cyclotorsion compensation” “limbal
making” , H1 SCOCHHETR] R TRARNEOG/INIT 11 A R T2 5 R
R “HOL” “ e A" “ FABE SR ARIC” . &R 58 U 1
FECVIASCHE I S5 SR #FE I AR ORI 5T
112 MANRRE (1) X 4 HOE B ORATEOE
FER=-0.25DC) ; (2)4E# =18 %5 (3) iX K 4H . SMILE R
FR Rl A X FRAH . SMILE AR Hp % oE 47 @ 5 4%
(4) WFFR T BEALXT BRI 5 (randomized controlled trails,
RCT) 8% BRIR I (controlled trails, CT) 3 (5) HFsEh & /04
WU TSR 2 — RFHERGE M S (uncorrected
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distance visual acuity, UDVA) ; RJGFRATHOEEEL; 85 & 47
B T 5 HOGH IERSCR B bR, 645152 22 £ BE 1Y 48 %
{H (angle of error, | AE 1) : TR K7 1E 5O 19 Hl 17 5 7 19
IRELE ; R 2 K/ (magnitude error, ME) ; F AR % IEH#L
65 T A SR 25 {8 ; R JE S R B 1R 22 (higher — order
aberrations, HOAs) ARJ/FEk2ZE ARJFE 2,
1A HEBRARAE (1) 2B L35 s 1] 12 15 25 AH OC SCHiR 5
(2) WA AHTRI Y SCHR 5 (3) DFFE Th AR B X B4 5 (4) R
YESCCHR 5 (5) 45 R br To kS Ol 5
1.2 Fi%
1.2 XEIFIERRETEM RIS T R A SR AEFI
HEBR AR AEA N7 58 BT AT SCHR A9 5 5 0 BT B P4 > BB
SCEF 38 2 (58 12 4 SOOI Ik B — B i 56 3 2 W58 3 i
TTPEHAL, XFAHESE th B BEALXGT B GE6 {8 H “ Cochrane fli fAF
DB E AR T HL 7 3F 47 B3 i A, X X B 58
Newscaster Ottawa Scale ( NOS) T ZFE AT FEAL W44 9 47,
BTt :0~3 43 A BT i 4~ 6 3 W BT .7~ 9 45
1.2.2 BEREN W44 W5 10 ST 58 U A SR B 19 £2
BOF AR, WAL AR — 1 R RN E | E R
X WG T GRS B SRR AR | T TR e A G
2 Jmyfabn BT ] 0 B IR AR AR LR IR IR £
it 38 S HBG A AEAE ST B 26 3 A WFo0 5 DM R A 3
Biitef 3 M Al Statal6.0 HEAT G240 0T, LR
A 35N R AL 3% $1 2 ( weighed mean difference,
WMD) , — 4y 2578 & i A He {8 1 (odds ratio, OR) , 1T &
95% & 15 IX 8] ( confidence intervals, CI) FF-HIVERFARE ,
FH PR30 R 2 2 PFAl 40 AE 98 19 5 e, 6 S MR AR
(PP<50% ,P=0.1) W)W 5% it [ 5 2500 458 20 39E 17 43 A7
Xt S RER (P >50% , P<0.1) B 5 il FH B AL A5 5
BT WA — 25 Hr e BRI . Egeer £550 FH T- P14
I A SCHR ) K e far . K3 K T : =005,
2HR
2.1 XHATRIETRAE Wi e LT B 142 G S0k, &
G R4 86 i o Del bR AN 2L J5 HERR 54 58 ASH DG C
BRo R T SCHRIEAT 2SO R | HERR 25 i SCHR, e 25 3
7%k, SCERI R AR LA 1,
2.2 WA ERFEMREITN AR 9%
ARHE UL 1, XA 4 5 BV A Cochrane
2 RURS: EA T HL AT BT PP Al B B e i, L
K2, XTI 3 R AEBEHLXT BRAF 5T R H NOS & E k17
B AL, 4 R B, WK 2,
2.3 Meta M T 46 R
2.3.1 WMABEARRE UDVA L) Meta FHER A
() 7 B Scik Y HR I UDVA , Meta 50745 52 W oR & 09T 45
B A S R s (P =57.24% ,P=0.03) , % BE ALY
WEm W20 B R 5 UDVA L #8225 JE e i 2% 3 X
(WMD=0.00,95%CI.—-0.02~0.01,P=0.54) , I FEit
[ AS 5] 43 M BET 3mo! '™V FIBE T 6mo W2H " R AT 4y
Mr, Bt N, Bfii 3mo 4R [A]V " LR (1 =
20.97% ,P=0.28) , 4B H AR5 UDVA HE2E 5 L5t
L (WMD=0.00,95%CI.-0.01~0.02,P=0.46) , B
6mo WA ] T T (1P = 0% ,P=0.59) , Meta 4} H74%
R RIS A ARG UDVA L TR, 2 R HA SR
X(WMD=-0.05,95%CI:-0.08 ~-0.01,P=0.01) , WLI¥ 3,
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1 MNTEBIEREFE
. i Ejjaﬁj ‘ AR % _ () ﬁﬁﬁ*ﬁ%ﬁrﬁ%ﬁz@m,m Fﬁlﬁ L P g
Wit REeA WA WA A I 4H XPHRZH A (mo)
Chen %) fiE RCT 54 30 242426 23.5:43  -1.72:0.71 -1.67:0.54 6 123
Kang 20107 i ] cT 55 55 27.5+6.2 28.6+6.4  -1.09£0.97 -0.90:0.66 3 12456
Kose 2" +HHK  cr 62 62 26.7+3.6 24.8:38  -1.87£090 -1.97:1.02 6 123
Wang %1% i RCT 120 120 2244 23+5 ~1.55£0.61 -1.57+0.66 3 123
Xu %1 #iE  RCT 66 66 18~39 ~1.52+0.81 -1.57:0.82 3 1234
) o ] cT 34 24 20.2+3.3 214255  -2.03:0.41 -1.84:035 3 123
ARz P RCT 52 47 18~45 N/A N/A 3 1.4.5.6
TE B0 2H  SMILE AR AT eSS A2 ; Xt BREH  SMILE AR HORHEATHERE /M2 1. UDVA; 2 SR AR BOL R 3. KRBT AR R HOL S 4L
4.8k7%;5. 5 2%,6. HOAs,
%2 NOSEREEITH A
YE& IR+ H 8] T Le SR 1 Ry
Kang 21" 3 2 3 8
Kose 251" 3 2 3
L 1 2 3
T Ty 0.01) , R FHREHLAK B HEHY  Meta 4347 45 5% R W0 40 0 %
HE(n=141) HE(n=1) ARG B BGRB8 22 R IE G2 3 L (WMD = 0.08,
| J, | 95%CI:-0.02~0.18, P=0.10) , A4 bt 5 i 1] A< [/ 43y
FREEXHER || ARGERRERR BLyf 3mo: " B 6mo WAL HEATSMAT, S R
BXHEE(n=86) Xk B (n=54) Wt B 3mo W 41 i) 1012 S R A A S (P = 51.41% ,
P=0.10) , ML B H ARG RARABOC BRI B2 7 LG i
o W B (WMD=0.02,95%CI; -0.05~0.09, P=0.55) , Ffiljj
SXEEXR o 6mo WA ] Je R Fi bk (P = 0% ,P=0.69) , Meta 43 Hr&h
L ol SRR RS B A HOCIE T ARG, 2% 5 LA S
ey R e B X (WMD=0.27,95%CI:0.17~0.37,P<0.01) , ILIEl 4,
(0=7) 2322 MABREREHRRHHN =1.00D B& L HI LK1
1 XHIEERRE, Meta TR 94A 5w ik HGE AR 5 5 AR 180 =

= | Allocation concealment (selection bias)

w . Random sequence generation {selection hias)

® ® | ® | ® | Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)
w~ (@ | ® | @ | selective reporting (reporting bias)

® | ® | ® | @ | Blinding of participants and personnel (performance hias)
® | ® | ® | ® Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

w

o

=0
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Boyuan Wang 2022 .
Jiping Xu 2019 ? ?
PeiChen2019| 2 | 2 +
FH2021 |2 |2 .

2 RCT x#tiREREE,

2.3.2 MARBREARBHRRNHALLILEH Meta FITER

2321 MABERBFHRREALELHLLERH Meta 517
HER AT 6 ST R AR R A B0
JER, S5 R R A WE R 2 8] S B B (1P =78.77% , P<

1.00D 8 ], 25 5 WoR - WF 9 2 fal o5 it (1P = 0%,
P=0.74) , R ERVALEL  Meta 5387 25 5 8 75 3856 41
RJGFRARBOE=1.00D B L FIMKF X A, 22 51 Gt
2L (OR=0.17,95%CI:0.06~0.49, P<0.01) , WLIK 5.
233 MARERFREN TN ILEH Meta HITER
2.3.3.1 HAHBEAREIAEI LK Meta SITER A
SCHRA S RS SCER T ARGE T AR, 25 2R R & WS
Z I SR (P =62.51% ,P=0.03) , % FH B AL 52
B GRS VAR /N T X IR, 22 R A G2 B X (WMD =
-1.56,95%CI.-2.68 ~—-0.45 ,P=0.01) , M4/ B 15 s} ] A
)43 A BT 3mo " FNBi 1 6mo WLH " BEAT A0 HT , S IR
PEFFE, BT 3mo W.4H 18" B R EM (P =0%,P=
0.46) ,Meta ZrHr 45 R /s i 50 40 | AE | /N T X R4, 2 7
HAES %2 X (WMD=-0.85,95%CI ;. ~1.44~-0.25 ,P=
0.01), Bfiihi 6mo W4 A" R FE M (F =0%, P =
0.61) ,Meta 7345 5 BRI 4H | AE | /N T XTI 4, 4
HAS 8 X (WMD=-2.67,95%CI.-3.71~-1.63, P<
0.01), WL 6,

2332 MAEREARE ME thBH Meta HHFLER A
SCHRH A 4 R SCERY T RIE T ME, 25 R BOR B R 2
] S B PR A (1P = 83.15% , P<0.01) , 5K FH BE ML B 1 |
PR A ARG ME U 2E 5 o8t i 2 L (WMD =-0.01,
95%CI.-0.14~0.12,P=0.85) , WLI® 7,
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A Xy 824 WMD Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 85% CI (%)
3mo
= 34 -04 .02 24 -062 .043 - 0.02[ 0.00, 0.04] 19.94
KangDSY 55 -11 .07 655 -1 .08 -0.01[-0.04, 0.02] 14.64
Wang BY 51 -042 089 47 -039 .091 -0.00[-0.04, 0.03] 11.38
ps 3% 3 120 -05 .06 120 -05 .07 0.00[-0.02, 0.02] 21.12
Xu JP 66 R -1 07 66 -1 .07 0.00[-0.02, 0.02] 16.83
Heterogeneity: 7 = 0.00, I* = 20.97%, H' = 1.27 »> 0.00[-0.01, 0.02]
Test of 6, = 6; Q(4) = 5.06, p=0.28
Testof 8=0:2=0.74,p=0.46
6mo
ChenP 54 -04 09 30 .02 .16 — -0.08[-0.12, 0.00] 5.20
Kose B 62 .02 1 B2 .08 M —i— -0.04 [-0.08, -0.00] 10.90
Heterogeneity: = 0.00, I =0.00%, H* = 1.00 . -0.05 [-0.08, -0.01]
Test of 8; = 6;: Q(1) =0.29, p=0.58
Testof8=0:z2=-2.79, p=0.01
Overall < -0.00[-0.02, 0.01]
Heterogeneity: T = 0.00, I* = 57.24%, H* = 2.34
Test of 8 = 6: Q(6) = 14.03, p = 0.03
Testof 06=0:2=-061,p=0.54
05 0 65 1
Random-effects DerSimonian—Laird model
3 WABEARRE UDVA LLER Meta K4 R,
ek i Sfi=te] WMD Waight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
3mo
SHBE 34 -06 .35 24 -07 .44 0.01[-0.20, 0.22] 11.31
KangDSY 55 -33 24 55 -32 24 -0.01[-0.10, 0.08] 20.35
Wang BY 120 -08 .15 120 -16 .24 B 0.08[ 0.03, 0.13] 23.10
XuJP 66 -38 .28 66 -34 3 -0.04[-0.14, 0.08] 19.60
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I’ = 51.41%, H* = 2.06 <& 0.02[ -0.05, 0.09]
Testof 8,=6;: Q(3) =6.17, p=0.10
Testof 8=0:z2=0.59, p=0.55
6mo
Chen P 54 -05 81 30 -38 8 [—&@—— 0.33[ 0.00, 0.88] 8.40
Kose B 62 -18 .17 62 -45 .38 - 0.26[ 0.18, 0.36] 19.23
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I* = 0.00%, H’ = 1.00 <> 0.27[ 017, 0.37]
Testof 6,=86,:Q(1) =0.16, p=0.69
Testof 8=0:2=5.28, p=0.00
Overall i 0.08[-0.02, 0.18]
Heterogeneity: 7° = 0.01, I’ = 78.77%, H’ = 4.71
Test of 8, = 6;: Q(5) = 23.55, p =0.00
Testof 8=0:z=164,p=0.10
-IS éS 0 2'5 5
Random-effects DerSimonian—Laird model
B4 WHEBEREERRECELHILEN Meta 5ER,
HHA  XNRA OR Weight
Study Yes No Yes No with 95% CI (%)
Chen P 0 54 2 28 — 0.10[0.00, 2.25] 14.79
KangDSY 0 55 1 54 — 0.33[0.01, 8.21] 6.94
Kése B 0 62 9 53 B 0.05[0.00, 0.79] 44.00
Wang BY 0 120 2 118 —®——— 0.20[0.01, 4.14] 11.62
Xu JP 2 64 5 61 —— 0.38[0.07, 2.04] 22.64
Overall . 0.17 [0.06, 0.49]
Heterogeneity: I° = 0.00%, H” = 1.00
Test of 6, = 6;: Q(4) =2.00, p=0.74
Test of 6 = 0: z =-3.25, p = 0.00
11256  1/32  1/4 2

Fixed-effects Mantel-Haenszel model

B 5 MABERBHKENE=1.00D BELLEH Meta FTER,

234 MABREREENEELLER Meta HITER

2341 MABERFIKELEH Meta RIFER HA
SCHR A 3 R Sk IR R S Bk 2, & AT 22 A ST
FPERE R (1P =98.40% , P<0.01) , 5 FHBEALALCN AR | 5 20
BARGERE L E S RG22 L (WMD=0.03,95%
CI1:-0.07~0.13,P=0.52) , WLIK 8, it & — A kAR X
RIEA T R 43 BT, 25 SR S /s I BRAT — SCHR S P 4 a] 25 57
WG IR X (P>0.05) , W3k 3, /A H 57 Bd: R i mT

800

RESRE R ARA L,
2342 MABEREEEILRH Meta DIER A
SCHRH AT 2 R SClk O IR IE R B 22 A5 R B OR 0 A
ZIE T FFTNE(F=0%,P=0.56) , % I [F & SUs AR 3R
BHBERFEEZNTHUBA ERAESIT¥EX
(WMD=-0.06,95%CI . -0.08 ~—0.04,P<0.01) , ULIK 9,
2343 FHHBERGEENMEELLRE Meta FTER
ASCHR AR A 2 R SCHRY O IREE TR S B B R 22
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| pagic’s| WMD Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% ClI (%)
3mo
=i 34 206 26 24 353 3.02 —— -1.47[-2.96, 0.02] 22.82
Wang BY 120 .878 1.947 120 1.653 3.132 B -0.77 [-1.43, -0.12] 34.00
Xu JP 66 7.85 11.47 66 6.83 121 ——®— 1.02[-3.00, 504] 640
Heterogeneity: 1 =0.00, I = 0.00%, H’ = 1.00 © -0.85[-1.44, -0.25]
Test of 6, = 6;: Q(2) = 1.54, p=0.46
Testof 6=0:z=-2.78, p = 0.01
6mo
Chen P 54 32 59 30 67 82 —— -3.50[-6.83, -0.17] 8.68
Kése B 62 118 223 62 376 338 B = -2.58[-3.68, -1.48] 28.09
Heterogeneity: T° = 0.00, I = 0.00%, H’ = 1.00 4 -267[-3.71, -1.63)
Test of 8 = 6;: Q(1) = 0.26, p = 0.61
Testof ®=0:z2=-5.02, p=0.00
Overall < -1.56 [-2.68, -0.45]
Heterogeneity: = 0.84, P= 62.51%, H =267
Test of 6, = 6;: Q(4) = 10.67, p = 0.03
Testof 6 =0:2=-2.75,p=0.01
5 0 5
Random-effects DerSimonian-Laird model
6 WHEBEAREIAEILLEH Meta HTER,
wH¥A pugihil WMD Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
Chen P 54 05 61 30 -38 8 —#@— 0.43[ 0.10, 0.76] 10.71
Kose B 62 .18 17 62 .37 .37 R B -0.19[-0.29, -0.09] 28.46
Wang BY 120 .016 .113 120 .054 .235 -0.04[-0.08, 0.01] 32.98
Xu JP 66 .05 3 66 .02 .33 } 0.03[-0.08, 0.14] 27.85
Overall -0.01[-0.14, 0.12]
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.01, I = 83.15%, H* = 5.94
Testof 8, = 6;: Q(3) = 17.81, p = 0.00
Testof 6=0:z=-0.18, p=0.85
-,|5 -.és 0 .és 5
Random-effects DerSimonian-Laird model
7 WHBEARE ME ELEH Meta &R,
ezl bagch| WMD Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
Kang DSY 55 3 13 55 34 14 —— -0.04 [-0.09, 0.01] 31.58
I 51 -36 .04 47 -49 .07 - 0.13[ 0.1, 0.15] 33.89
Xu JP 66 .02 .01 66 .02 .01 : 0.00[-0.00, 0.00] 34.53
Overall 0.03[-0.07, 0.13]

Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.01, I = 98.40%, H’ = 62.32
Test of 6 = 6;: Q(2) = 124.64, p = 0.00
Testof 6 =0: z=0.64, p=0.52

-1 0 #
Random-effects DerSimonian—Laird model
8 MALBERFHKELRE Meta SHTER,
g i i ER4H WMD Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
KangDSY 55 .31 .16 55 .35 .18 —&%——— -0.04[-0.10, 0.02] 11.40
ES 51 35 .04 47 41 07 W -0.06 [ -0.08, -0.04] 88.60
Overall < -0.06 [ -0.08, -0.04]
Heterogeneity: I = 0.00%, H’ = 1.00
Testof 6, = 6;: Q(1) = 0.34, p = 0.56
Testof 8 =0:z=-5.27, p=0.00
-1 0 A

Fixed-effects inverse-variance model

9 MABERFEEZLLERH Meta FTER,

LR RS TE Z M5 5k (12 = 0%, P=0.53) , >R [
TE RO XS 2 AR AR B R 22/ T A 22
SAGHF R L (WMD =~-0.04,95%CI: ~0.06 ~ —0.02, P<
0.01), W14 10,

235 RS ELZREE A STIRE- L 2 Y
WEFEHEATRUE M 0 BT, 45 R R RS UDVA R HOG B
B BRARHOE=1.00D M E /T TAEI ME Bk 197 IF 3
R 45 AL SR SCHRTI e Gt 27 8 SRR — B, $m Bk 6
T IR EE R BA B IR E I, W 3. R AT Egger
A 960 Xk 2 A SR I 2 35 PR TS HEA T 2 3 i e R 6, B

ARG UDVA FAAE—E 10 & Ly, 1% A 800 & 75 5 Bt
FEME— A AIE S, H A48 AR A7 78 & 2 Db 13 19 T BEPE /DN, L
%3,
3 itit

AW TGN 7 55 SCER X SMILE A oz Fié
BEAMET T RO IE A7 R AT IEH | 85 51 R 5 %) IR
AR, ARJG UDVA FRATHOE RS0 o0 8 22 5 60X i
Tk Ry e AR L BE VK HEA T 450 #r 2 B0, S e [ A
o ARJG 3mo P H] JC 25 5%, M 7E ARG 6mo B 355 41 A
FXIHRAL 4578 SMILE A i i #h ] £ 5 UDVA FTRE
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e pofebe| WMD Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% ClI (%)
KangDSY 55 55 .14 55 .57 .18 —_— -0.02[-0.08, 0.04] 8.21
EE 51 35 04 47 39 .05 I -0.04 [-0.06, -0.02] 91.79
Overall <@ -0.04 [ -0.06, -0.02]
Heterogeneity: I = 0.00%, H’ = 1.00
Test of 8, = 6: Q(1) = 0.39, p = 0.53
Testof 6 =0:2=-4.35p=0.00 ‘
-1 0 1
Fixed-effects inverse-variance model
E 10 FWHEBEERERSMEELEN Meta SHTER,
#3 ETFE Meta S HTHE B ED AL FRREFRIE
Meta MBS R SR Sk OB HEI BT LSl
WMD/OR 95%CI Z P Egger 45 (P)
UDVA Chen %1 0.00 -0.02~0.01 0.17 0.87 0.044
Kang %5110 0.00 -0.02~0.01 0.51 0.61
Kose 251 0.00 -0.01~0.01 0.08 0.94
Wang %112 -0.01 -0.03~0.01 0.75 0.45
Xu &3 -0.01 -0.03~0.01 0.72 0.47
[ A -0.01 -0.02~0.00 1.33 0.18
T -0.01 -0.02~0.01 0.64 0.52
FRARBOGEEEL Chen %) 0.06 -0.03~0.16 1.28 0.20 0.788
Kang %11 0.11 -0.01~0.22 1.77 0.08
Kose 2501 0.03 -0.04~0.11 0.83 0.40
Wang %1% 0.09 -0.06~0.23 1.20 0.23
Xu &3 0.11 -0.00~0.22 2.00 0.05
e Ll 0.09 -0.02~0.20 1.67 0.10
FRATHOEGEE S =1.00D ) Chen £ 0.18 0.06~0.56 2.94 0.003 0.272
IR 43 L Kang 21 0.16 0.05~0.49 3.18 0.001
Kose 250 0.26 0.08~0.88 2.17 0.03
Wang %1% 0.16 0.02~0.46 3.08 0.002
Xu 11 0.10 2.17~42.11 2.99 0.003
AE| Chen %1 -1.38 -2.53~-0.24 2.36 0.02 0.636
e L -1.60 -3.11~-0.10 2.08 0.04
Kose 2501 -1.06 -1.97~-0.15 2.28 0.02
Wang 251" -2.02 -3.19~-0.84 3.36 0.0008
Xu &3 -1.74 -2.89~-0.59 2.96 0.003
ME Chen %51 -0.06 -0.17~0.04 1.19 0.24 0.615
Kose 2511 0.05 -0.09~0.20 0.72 0.47
Wang 25112 0.04 -0.21~0.29 0.32 0.75
Xu &3 -0.01 -0.20~0.17 0.12 0.91
Bk Kang %11 0.06 -0.06~0.19 0.99 0.32 0.624
T -0.01 -0.05~0.02 0.64 0.52
Xu &3 0.05 -0.12~0.21 0.55 0.58

RFR A O, ARG KW AT BEAL T oA UE 4T #ME2 1Y SMILE,
182 & W20 20 M1 5 B9 A0 A SCRR B D | 145841 7
ZRIFITFFEHATIALE

H AT, SMILE TF- A J& — 0045 o s i) 1 B e AR B
A, ZIFE E ZE A H AT T 55 15 30 90 R 3 B0 i A 5%
PERIZE A1 SR, AR 1E BIOG 7 5 IE A 2
A ], EL 24 AR FHO6 B K I R R R B o B
BOGHR IEAS L 10 S5 IR 55 R R e e S 25 0 B0 Bl 7 i 7% A
5, YA ST B BMSE I TR E R SRR B Th e 4
GIERARERA [ EBHER:  FRZ N ERSHER: | Ganesh 25
FE A 82% M B ERN AR fb T 2 X — P4, I
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A RETC I SO R R BT IE

TEAUR Meta 731 Hf, AT 43 % B 70 7 HH ) | AE 1T
FEROEHT IE I A BE R 25 K/ R BLZ i e A2 e SMILE
BITAE I/INF X BR2H U0 B 35 gl e % A7 2ok s 1 IR
BRERE 5 16 A OGN O 59 D 22 . SRTTER 22 K/ ME LA K
FRANHOC B 2 Z 8] 9 R R B 25 57, Wang 55 fF
FEAIFEREIN g SAR SMILE Hh kAT Jie % + M2 RE % s /b 5k Ax
RO, [H IS B IEBEAR /DN FATTHEDN 2 th T IR Bk e 15
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