EiRRRIZE 2016 FE 128 F16%HE F12H
B335 :029-82245172 85263940

http://ies. ijo. cn
BB {57%8:1J0.2000@163. com

L EELIT SMILE FARGH

BT R A, FAL RTTE, G %

It

- MEEDFSE -

EiRE

G

ELW B . X ARBFESTHFRL ) H (No. 81200664 )
YEH A . (450003 ) H TR g 48 KM T, VT e 44 MR B 92 e 3T
A SLIRBHER MR A A RERIRB G

YEF RN ATREDL B Bol T B K2 IRBL2E 1 IR R,
ST 7 ) - F BB SR BB

WIRFEE IR, B Bl T rg BE R R 2, EALE IR, A58 07
]« FA B ', pangcj999@ sohu. com

Wk H Y. 2016-08-07 B H Y. 2016-11-07

Satisfaction survey of myopic patients
after SMILE

Sheng—Wei Ren, Chen-Jiu Pang, Zhi—Hong Meng,
Li—Juan Dai, Chuan-Qin Lu

Foundation item: National Natural Science Foundation of China
(No. 81200664 )

Department of Ophthalmology, Henan Eye Institute; Henan Eye
Hospital ; Henan Provincial People’s Hospital, Zhengzhou 450003,
Henan Province, China

Correspondence to; Chen—Jiu Pang. Department of Ophthalmology,
Henan Eye Institute; Henan Eye Hospital; Henan Provincial
People’s Hospital, Zhengzhou 450003, Henan Province, China.
pangcj999@ sohu. com

Received :2016-08-07 Accepted :2016-11-07

Abstract

e AIM. To investigate the satisfaction and satisfaction
score of myopic patients after small incision lenticule
extraction( SMILE).

e METHODS:. Myopic patients treated with SMILE were
enrolled from Jan. to Dec. 2013 in Henan Eye Institute.
The patients were divided into different myopia groups
according to spherical equivalent, and were divided into
low age group and high age group according to age. The
satisfaction survey was performed 18-30mo after SMILE.
The differences of response rate and satisfaction score
among different myopia groups were performed by Chi-
square test and One - way ANOVA, respectively. The
differences of satisfaction score between different age
groups were performed by sample t-test. The differences
of satisfaction score between postoperative symptomatic
group and asymptomatic group were performed by
sample t-test.

e RESULTS:. A total of 239 eyes of 120 patients were
enrolled. A total of 183 eyes of 92 patients replied, the
response rate was 76.6%. The average age was (25.6+
5.3) years, the mean preoperative spherical equivalent
was (-4. 87 +£1.37) D. The response rates were not
statistically significant among different myopia groups (¥
=12.00, P>0.05). The percentage of patients that were
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very satisfied with surgery was 98. 9%, and they would
like to recommend the surgery to their families or friends.
The satisfaction score of moderate myopia group was
significantly higher than that of low myopia group and
high myopia group (P<0.05). The satisfaction score of
low age group was higher than that of high age group (t=
2.95, P<0.05). The incidence of dry eyes, poor night
vision, glare and eye discomfort was 15. 3%, 9. 8%,
7.7% , and 7.1% after operation. The satisfaction score of
dry eye was lower than that of asymptomatic patients ( P<
0. 05). There were no significant differences between
asymptomatic patients and poor night vision, glare or eye
discomfort patients ( P>0.05).

e CONCLUSION: The satisfaction extent of myopic
patients after SMILE is very high. The satisfaction score of
moderate myopia group and low age group was high,
and the postoperative satisfaction score of dry eye is low.
* KEYWORDS : myopia; small incision lenticule extraction;
satisfaction; survey
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