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Abstract

e AIM: To investigate changes in tear film stability and
corneal biomechanics after femtosecond laser small
incision lenticule extraction ( SMILE) and femtosecond
laser LASIK (F-LASIK) for one year.

e METHODS ; A total of 43 patients (86 eyes) with SMILE
and 47 patients (94 eyes) with F- LASIK were chosen
from Jun. 2014 to Jul. 2015, whose surgery all
successfully and medical records were complete.
Average tear film break-up time (aBUT), Schirmer |
test (S | t) and Pentacam were obtained before surgery
and at 1, 6 and 12mo after surgery. The paired t- test
were used to analyze the collected data.

¢ RESULTS: There was no significant difference in age,
central corneal thickness ( CCT) and optometry before
surgery. The mean fellow time after surgery was (14
1.92) mo. The values of aBUT and S | t was no
significantly different in before surgery and 1mo after
surgery. There was significantly different in aBUT
between 2 groups in 6 and 12mo after surgery ( P<0.05).
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The S | t value only show different in 6mo after surgery.
After one year, the posterior elevation of the thinnest
point in SMILE and F-LASIK were (4.11£2.35)um, (4.21%
2.09)um. The data of the central point were (1.33+0.94)
um, (1.2320.93)um. Whatever preparation or long time
after surgery, there was no significantly different in 2
groups (P>0.05).

¢ CONCLUTION: SMILE surgeries have superiority over F
- LASIK in tear film stability. There is no change in
corneal biomechanics, the posterior corneal surface is
stable for long- term after SMILE or F-LASIK.

o KEYWORDS: femtosecond laser; LASIK; lenticule
extraction; tear film break - up time; corneal
posterior surface
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Fx1 FAHEEBERRRDEIELE xEs
215 R AER(®) BRBi(D) HEBL(D)  SFROREE(D) AR IR (pm)
SMAIL 2H 86 26.5+4.3 -5.11x1.04 -0.33+0.27 -5.02+1.19 542.3+23.34
F-LASIK 2 94 24.8+5.1 -5.46+1.35 -0.41+0.30 -4.98=+1.75 547.1+20.32
t 0.607 1.043 0.639 1.017 0.753
P 0.561 0.215 0.529 0.296 0.316
*x2 MALREARAEAEREERK aBUT IS |t % X=Es
i AHif ARJ5 1mo ARJG 6mo ARJF la
- aBUT(s) STt(mm) aBUT(s) STt(mm) aBUT(s) STt(mm) aBUT(s) STt(mm)
SMAIL 2 9.17+4.13 14.03+7.24 4.87+4.27 10.21+6.71 7.97+5.14  13.37+6.48 8.93+£3.61 11.46+7.36
F-LASIK 21 9.06+5.44 15.71+8.57 4.11+3.30 9.82+7.09 5.13+4.08 9.12+7.75 6.13+5.59 9.33+7.81
t 0.581 0.961 1.222 1.517 2.011 2.423 2.324 1.789
P 0.526 0.413 0.187 0.132 0.031 0.026 0.021 0.093
*3 MARBERNEAAREAEBESEEANARNARRESENTH xXts
g1 A A AJG 1mo ARJF 6mo ARJG 1a
B S JERmEE A ARmEE S JERmEE WA ARmEE
SMAIL 2H 4.64£2.13 1.57+0.74 4.19£2.13 1.27+1.21 4.13+£2.14  1.30+0.89 4.11£2.35 1.33+0.94
F-LASIK 2H 4.38+£2.11  1.49+0.69 4.11£3.30 1.82+0.89 4.46+2.52  1.62x0.61 4.21£2.09 1.23+0.93
t 0.532 0.603 0.527 1.506 0.423 0.577 0.636 0.734
P 0.536 0.466 0.511 0.121 0.561 0.504 0.451 0.419
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