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Abstract

Background: Incision size plays a critical role in the efficacy of cataract surgery, but the available evidence on ideal

incision size is inconsistent. In this study, we conducted a meta-analysis to evaluate the efficacy of coaxial microincisional
phacoemulsification surgery (MICS) compared with that of standard-incision phacoemulsification surgery (SICS) in patients
with age-related cataracts.

Methods: The Cochrane Library (Wiley Online Library), PubMed, Medline, National Knowledge Infrastructure (CNKI), and
VIP databases were searched to identify reports of clinical randomized controlled trials (RCTs) comparing MICS to SICS for
the treatment of age-related cataracts. The outcomes of interest included surgically induced astigmatism (SIA), effective
phacoemulsification time (EPT), central corneal thickness (CCT), endothelial cell count (ECC), endothelial cell count loss
(ECC Loss %), and average ultrasonic energy (AVE).

Results: Eleven RCT studies were included in this meta-analysis. No statistically significant differences were observed in
EPT (Z=129, P>005), CCT (1 day: Z=137,P>005; 7 days: Z=0.75, P > 0.05; 30 days: Z=0.38, P > 0.05; 90 days: Z=0.
29, P >005), ECC (7 days: Z=1.13, P > 0.05; 30 days: Z= 142, P> 0.05) or ECC Loss % (7 days: Z=0.24, P > 0.05; 30 days:
Z=006,P>005;90 days: Z=0.10, P > 0.05) between MICS and SICS. However, statistically significant differences were
found in AVE (Z=4.19, P<0.0001) and SIA (1 day: Z=10.33, P < 0.00001; 7 days: Z=10.71, P < 0.00001; 30 days: Z=10.

95, P < 0.00001; 90 days: Z=2.21- P <0.01) between MICS and SICS.
Conclusion: Compared with SICS, MICS can reduce short-term and long-term SIA, but it does not differ in safety

outcomes or in the time required for surgery.
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Background

Age-related cataracts are a common condition and one
of the most important causes of blindness. With the
population increasing at a rate of more than 10 million
people per year and as life expectancy continues to rise,
0.4 to 1.2 million new cataract patients are expected
every year in China, and the number of cataract-related
blindness cases is expected to increase to 5.0625 million
in 2020 [1]. Due to improvements in medical technology
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and surgical instruments, phacoemulsification has now
become a mainstream treatment for cataracts. Cataract
surgery has gradually evolved from blindness prevention
surgery to refractive surgery, with the aim of not only
restoring vision but also improving visual quality and
quality of life. The choice of surgical incision plays a
crucial role in the efficacy of surgery, as the incision
damages the surrounding tissues and affects the surgical
approach. The size of microincisional phacoemulsifica-
tion surgery (MICS) incisions ranges from 1.8 mm to
2.2 mm, whereas standard-incision phacoemulsification
surgery (SICS) incisions range from 2.8 mm to 3.2 mm
[2]. As the field of cataract surgery has trended towards
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minimally invasive approaches in recent years, some
scholars now hold the view that smaller incisions
contribute to less surgically induced astigmatism (SIA)
[3-5] and hasten healing of the incision, thus leading to
faster post-surgical recovery [6-8]. However, smaller
incisions require high technical proficiency on the part
of the surgeon, as well as sophisticated surgical instru-
ments. Smaller incisions increase the difficulty of surgery
and influence the outcomes, as they limit the range of
movement of the surgical instruments. Research results
on the comparative efficacy of MICS and SICS in
patients with age-related cataracts are inconsistent [9—
11]; while some scholars suggest that MICS can
effectively reduce SIA in both the short term and the
long term compared with SICS [11], other studies indi-
cate no significant difference between MICS and SICS
with regard to long-term SIA [9]. Which has more
advantages? MICS or SICS? Therefore, in this study, we
used meta-analysis methods to examine the advantages
and disadvantages by comparing the efficacy of MICS
and SICS.

Methods

Materials

We collected all existing reports of clinical randomized
controlled trials (RCTs) on MICS and SICS for the
treatment of age-related cataracts published through
January 2016.

Search strategy

We searched the Cochrane Library (Wiley Online
Library, 1999), PubMed, Medline, National Knowledge
Infrastructure (CNKI), and VIP electronic databases.
The databases were searched in October 2015 and an
update was finished at January 2016 without restricting
the publication status, year, language, or methodology.
The search strategy combined terms related to disease
(cataract) with terms related to therapies (phacoemulsifi-
cation, microincisional, and standard incision). The
following search strategy was used: (“cataract” OR “age
related cataract” OR “senile cataract”) AND (“phacoe-
mulsification” OR “ultrasonic emulsification for cata-
ract”) AND (“micro incision” OR “MICS” OR “standard
incision” OR “SICS” OR “Incision”). The details could be
referenced to Additional file 1: Table S1. Once relevant
articles were identified, their references were searched as
additional articles. All the studies included in this meta-
analysis were searched either from the databases or from
references of relevant articles. The assessment of search
results were conducted by two evaluators (W.L.J, Z.Y)
independently. If the evaluators’ opinions differed, they
attempted to reach a consensus and requested help from
the study supervisor (W.Q). If a study was considered
relevant, the full-text of the article was reviewed.
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Inclusion criteria

a) Study type: randomized controlled trials (RCTs);

b) Population: patients with age-related cataracts;

¢) Intervention: microincisional phacoemulsification
surgery (MICS) versus standard-incision
phacoemulsification surgery (SICS), studies with no
difference in the surgical process between MICS
and SICS, aside from the difference in incision size,
and with a clear corneal incision at 9 ~ 12 clock;

d) Outcomes variables: at least one of the outcomes of
interest mentioned below. The outcomes were
measured, at least, at one of the time points
(preoperatively, intraoperatively, 1 day
postoperatively, 7 days postoperatively, 30 days
postoperatively, or 90 days postoperatively).

Exclusion criteria

a) studies with incomplete data and information;

e) studies of patients with other ocular pathology, such
as diabetes, glaucoma, corneal scars, lens dislocation,
age-related macular degeneration, history of eye
surgery, etc.;

f) duplicate reports;

g) conference abstracts;

h) literature reviews;

i) non-clinical experiments or animal studies;

j) studies in which the surgical incision was performed
on the astigmatism axis.

Outcomes measures
The following outcomes were used to compare the effi-
cacy between MICS and SICS.

The primary outcome is surgically induced astigmatism
(SIA), which is an important factor to evaluate the efficacy
of phacoemulsification. The less the astigmatism, the
better the visual quality. The astigmatism was measured
by corneal topography at preoperatively, 1 day postopera-
tively, 7 days postoperatively, 30 days postoperatively, and
90 days postoperatively.

The secondary outcomes are as follows: 1) The effective
phacoemulsification time (EPT) and the average ultrasonic
energy (AVE) were recorded from intraoperative phacoe-
mulsification parameters. 2) The central corneal thickness
(CCT) was measured by corneal topography at preopera-
tively, 1 day postoperatively, 7 days postoperatively, 30 days
postoperatively, and 90 days postoperatively. 3)The endo-
thelial cell count (ECC) was measured by specular micros-
copy at preoperatively, 1 day postoperatively, 7 days
postoperatively, 30 days postoperatively, and 90 days post-
operatively. The endothelial cell count loss (ECC Loss %),
defined as the percentage of endothelial cell count re-
duced from baseline, was calculated on the difference of
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preoperative and postoperative endothelial cell count on
specular microscopy. 4) The incidence of intraoperative
and postoperative complications.

Statistical analysis

RevMan software (Version 5.2, The Nordic Cochrane
Centre, The Cochrane Collaboration, Copenhagen,
Denmark) was used for the meta-analysis. The outcomes
were extracted from the included studies to test the
merged effect. The means and standard deviations of con-
tinuous outcomes were used to calculate the weighted
mean difference (WMD) with a 95% confidence interval
(95%CI). Whereas, odds ratios (ORs) with a 95% confi-
dence intervals (95% ClIs) were calculated for all dichot-
omous outcomes. The statistic significance level was set at
a P-value less than 0.05. According to the Cochrane
Handbook, the potential statistical heterogeneity was
assessed using the x> test. I” index score was used to de-
scribe the percentage of variability of heterogeneity and to
decide whether to use a fixed or random effects model in
the meta-analysis. The statistic significance level was set at
a P-value less than 0.10 and an I” score greater than 50%.
If no significant heterogeneity was detected among the in-
cluded studies (P=>0.10, I><50%), a fixed-effects model
was selected for the remaining analyses. Instead, if signifi-
cant heterogeneity was present among the included stud-
ies (P <0.10, I> > 50%), a random-effects model was used.

Quality assessment criteria

The Cochrane risk and bias assessment tool was used
to assess the quality of included studies. The quality
assessment involved seven components (random
sequence generation, allocation concealment, blinding
of participants and personnel, blinding of outcome
assessment, incomplete outcome data, selective report-
ing and other sources of bias). For each components,
“yes” indicated a low risk of bias, “no” indicated a high
risk of bias, and “unclear” indicated an unclear or un-
known risk of bias. The quality assessment was con-
ducted by two evaluators (W.L.J, Z.Y). If the evaluators’
opinions differed, they attempted to reach a consensus
and requested help from the study supervisor (W.Q).
The information of random method and follow-up was
listed in Table 1. The details of risk of bias assessment
on each study were listed in Table 2.

Results

Selection and description of studies

Initially, a total of 1178 records (193 in Chinese and 985
in English) were identified through the database search.
After screening the titles, 1131 records were excluded
because they were duplicates or unrelated to this meta-
analysis. The full text of the 47 remaining records was
assessed. After the completion of screening, 11 RCT
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studies [9-18] were included in this meta-analysis; 36 re-
cords were excluded because they described studies that
were not randomized, lacked a control group, or did not
report the outcomes of interest for this study. The flow
chart of study selection are shown in Fig. 1. The selected
studies included a total of 550 eyes in the MICS arms
and 548 eyes in the SICS arms. The characteristics of
the included studies are listed in Table 1.

Risk of bias

The results of the risk of bias assessment for the 11
included studies are shown in Figs. 2 and 3. Sequence
generation was appropriate in five studies. While, one
study was assessed a high risk on sequence generation
for the random allocation was carried out according
to registration order. Allocation concealment was
described in three studies. Yet in the other studies, it
was unclear. The outcomes involved in this meta-
analysis were objective, which contributed to the low
risk of bias associated with blinding of participants
and personnel and blinding of outcome assessments.
The outcomes data were complete in two studies, and
other studies were unclear. Two studies avoided
selective reporting, and others were unclear.

Meta-analysis results

Surgically induced astigmatism

A fixed-effects model was selected when analysing SIA
at 1 day, 7 days, and 30 days after surgery, as no signifi-
cant heterogeneity was found among the included stud-
ies. A random-effects model was selected to analyse the
outcomes of SIA at 90 days postoperatively due to sig-
nificant heterogeneity among the included studies(I* =
83%, P=0.003). A total of two studies [13, 16] reported
the prevalence of preoperative astigmatism, and no sta-
tistically significant difference was observed between
MICS and SICS (WMD = 0.01, 95% CI (-0.07, 0.08), Z =
0.18, P>0.05). A total of four studies [9, 11, 12, 15] re-
ported outcomes of SIA at 1 day after surgery and
showed less SIA with MICS than SICS (WMD = -0.72,
95% CI (-0.85, -0.58), Z =10.33, P <0.00001). A total of
four studies [9, 11, 12, 15] reported outcomes of SIA at
7 days after surgery and again showed less SIA with
MICS than SICS (WMD = -0.59, 95% CI (-0.70, —0.48),
Z =10.71, P <0.00001). A total of seven studies [9-13,
15, 16] reported outcomes of SIA at 30 days after sur-
gery and showed less SIA with MICS than SICS (WMD
=-0.31, 95% CI (-0.36, -0.25), Z=10.95, P <0.00001).
Finally, a total of three studies [9, 11, 16] reported out-
comes of SIA at 90 days after surgery and indicated that
MICS is superior to SICS (WMD =-0.22, 95% CI
(=042, -0.03), Z=2.21, P<0.05). These results are
shown in Figs 4 and 5.
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Table 2 Description of bias assessment
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Trial(Author) Random sequence Allocation

Blinding of participants Blinding of outcome Adequate assessment Selective reporting No other

generation concealment and personnel assessment of outcomes avoided bias
1 LAN Yes Unclear Yes Yes Unclear Yes Yes
Jianging
2 TAN Nian ~ Yes Unclear Yes Yes Unclear Yes Unclear
3 ZHANG Unclear Unclear Yes Yes Unclear Unclear Unclear
Jianzhu
4 CHEN No Unclear Yes Yes Unclear Unclear Yes
Yongjun
5QIN Unclear Unclear Yes Yes Unclear Unclear Yes
Xufang
6 LI Unclear Unclear Yes Yes Unclear Unclear Yes
Baojiang
7 YAO Ke Yes Yes Yes Yes Unclear Yes Yes
8 IZZET Can  Unclear Unclear Yes Yes Unclear Unclear Yes
9 JUN Wang Unclear Unclear Yes Yes Unclear Unclear Yes
10 KEN Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Unclear Yes
Hayashi
11 LIXIAO Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Unclear Yes
Luo

Effective phacoemulsification time

A total of six studies were included in the meta-analysis
of this outcome [9, 11, 12, 14, 15]. A fixed-effects
model was selected, as no significant heterogeneity was
found among the studies (I? = 0%, P =0.49). The results
indicated no statistically significant difference between
MICS and SICS for the EPT (WMD =-0.17, 95% CI
(-0.42, 0.09), Z=1.29, P> 0.05), as shown in Fig. 6.

Records Records Records Records Records
identified identified identified identified identified
through through through through through
PubMed: Medline: Cochrane CNKI: 79 VIP: 114
906 57 Library: 22

J

Total records: 1178

l

Records after removal

Excluded records (n =

of duplicates and title |—p
1131)

screening (n = 47)

l Excluded articles (n = 36)
-No control (n = 4)
assessed for eligibility — -Notan RCT (n=6)

Full-text articles

(n=47) -Outcomes not meeting criteria (n =
10)
l - conference abstract (n = 2)
-Not coaxial phacoemulsification
Studies included in this n=2)
meta-analysis (n = 11) -Incision method not meeting criteria

(n=12)

Fig. 1 Flow chart of study selection

Average ultrasound power

A total of six studies were included in the meta-analysis
of this outcome [9, 11, 12, 14, 15]. A fixed-effects model
was selected, as no significant heterogeneity was found
among the studies (I*=19%, P=0.29). The analysis
showed a statistically significant difference in AVE be-
tween MICS and SICS (WMD =-0.28, 95% CI (-0.41,
-0.15), Z =4.19, P<0.0001), as shown in Fig. 7.

Central corneal thickness

A fixed-effects model was selected to analyse this out-
come. A total of four studies were included [9, 10,
16] in the analysis of preoperative CCT, which
showed no statistically significant difference between
MICS and SICS (WMD =2.03, 95% CI (-4.76, 8.83),
Z =0.59, P>0.05). A total of two studies [9] were in-
cluded in the analysis of CCT at 1 day after surgery
and found no statistically significant difference be-
tween MICS and SICS (WMD=1242, 95% CI
(-6.31,30.14), Z=1.37, P>0.05). Similarly, the two
studies [10] that reported outcomes of CCT at 7 days
after surgery showed no statistically significant differ-
ence between MICS and SICS (WMD = -4.10, 95% CI
(-14.74, 6.55), Z=0.75, P>0.05). A total significant
difference of three studies [10, 16] reported outcomes
of CCT at 30 days after surgery and again showed no
statistically difference between MICS and SICS
(WMD =-1.31, 95% CI (-8.16, 5.53), Z=0.38, P>
0.05). Finally, a total of two studies [16] reported out-
comes of CCT at 90 days after surgery and indicated
no statistically significant difference between MICS
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and SICS (WMD =2.09, 95% CI (- 8.22, 12.39), Z=
0.40, P>0.05). These results are shown in Fig. 8.

Endothelial cell count

A fixed-effects model was selected to analyse this out-
come, given the lack of heterogeneity among the in-
cluded studies. A total of five studies [9-12, 15] were
included in the analysis of preoperative ECC, which
showed no statistically significant difference between
MICS and SICS (WMD =22.04, 95% CI (-41.38,
85.46), Z=0.68, P>0.05). A total of four studies [9,
10, 12, 14] reported outcomes of ECC at 7 days after
surgery and showed no statistically significant

difference between MICS and SICS (WMD =49.88,
95% CI (-36.67, 136.34), Z=1.13, P> 0.05). Finally, a
total of three studies [10, 12, 15] reported outcomes
of ECC at 30 days after surgery and again showed no
statistically significant difference between MICS and
SICS (WMD =49.61, 95% CI (-18.92, 118.14), Z=
1.42, P> 0.05). These results are shown in Fig. 9.

Endothelial cell count loss

A fixed-effects model analysis was selected to analyse this
outcome, given the lack of heterogeneity observed among
the included studies. A total of three studies [9, 17, 18]
were included in the analysis of ECC Loss % at 7

Random sequence generation (selection bias)
Allocation concealment (selection bias)
Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)
Selective reporting (reporting bias)

Other bias

|

T T T 1
25% 50% 75% 100%

o
X

| . Low risk of bias

|:| Unclear risk of bias

. High risk of bias

Fig. 3 Risk of bias graph (We could not see the picture of Fig. 3.
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-
Mmics sics Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
1.1.1 preoperative astigmatism
3 ZHANG Jianzhu 2014 0.5 029 84 049 0.31 84 18.9%  0.01[-0.08,0.10]
9 Jun Wang 2009 08 03 43 08 04 44 7.1%  0.00[-0.15, 0.15] 1
Subtotal (95% Cl) 127 128 26.0% 0.01[-0.07,0.08]
Heterogeneity: Chi? = 0.01, df = 1 (P = 0.91); I = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.18 (P = 0.85)
1.1.2 SIA 1 day
1 LAN Jianging 2013 0.86 0.51 23 152 0.97 16 0.6% -0.66[-1.18,-0.14] -
2 TAN Nian 2012 1.05 0.46 28 1.76 0.83 32 14% -0.71[-1.04, -0.38] -
6 LI Baojiang 2014 0.76 0.29 42 155 0.63 42 3.5% -0.79[-1.00, -0.58] -
7 YAO Ke 2011 063 03 40 1.27 0.68 40 29% -0.64[-0.87,-0.41] -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 133 130 8.4% -0.72[-0.85, -0.58] .
Heterogeneity: Chi2 = 0.94, df = 3 (P = 0.82); I> = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 10.33 (P < 0.00001)
1.1.3 SIA 7days
1 LAN Jianging 2013 0.69 0.26 23 1.34 0.64 16 1.4% -0.65[-0.98,-0.32] -
2 TAN Nian 2012 0.92 0.36 28 1.56 0.54 32 2.9% -0.64[-0.87,-0.41] -
6 LI Baojiang 2014 0.54 025 42 1.01 051 42 53% -0.47[-0.64,-0.30] -
7 YAO Ke 2011 0.48 0.28 40 118 06 40 3.7% -0.70 [-0.91, -0.49] -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 133 130 13.3% -0.59 [-0.70, -0.48] ‘
Heterogeneity: Chi? = 3.29, df = 3 (P = 0.35); 12 = 9%
Test for overall effect: Z = 10.71 (P < 0.00001)
1.1.4 SIA 30days
1 LAN Jianging 2013 0.53 0.28 23 092 0.51 16 2.1% -0.39[-0.66,-0.12] -
2 TAN Nian 2012 0.75 0.23 28 1.06 0.28 32 9.3% -0.31[-0.44,-0.18] -
3 ZHANG Jianzhu 2014 0.65 0.35 84 0.85 043 84 11.1% -0.20[-0.32,-0.08] ®
4 CHEN Yongjun 2012 027 041 45 055 0.33 45 15.3% -0.28[-0.38,-0.18] "
6 LI Baojiang 2014 048 022 42 081 0.39 42 85% -0.33[-0.47,-0.19] -
7 YAO Ke 2011 0.46 0.26 40 0.99 0.56 40  4.3% -0.53[-0.72,-0.34] -
9 Jun Wang 2009 05 05 43 09 09 44 1.7% -0.40[-0.71,-0.09] -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 305 303 52.2% -0.31[-0.36, -0.25] ‘
Heterogeneity: Chi? = 9.44, df = 6 (P = 0.15); I* = 36%
Test for overall effect: Z = 10.95 (P < 0.00001)
Total (95% CI) 698 691 100.0% -0.30 [-0.34, -0.26]
Heterogeneity: Chi2 = 137.98, df = 16 (P < 0.00001); I* = 88% §4 ; o ; j
Test for overall effect: Z = 14.74 (P < 0.00001) MICS SICS
Test for subgroup differences: Chi2 = 124.30, df = 3 (P < 0.00001), I> = 97.6%
Fig. 4 Forest plot of the SIA comparison (1 day, 7 days, 30 days postoperatively)

days after surgery, which showed no statistically sig-
nificant difference between MICS and SICS (WMD =
0.18, 95% CI (-1.30, 1.67), Z=0.24, P>0.05). Simi-
larly, the three studies [15, 17, 18] that reported ECC
Loss % at 30 days after surgery showed no statistically
significant difference between MICS and SICS (WMD
= 0.07, 95% CI (-2.03, 2.17), Z = 0.06, P > 0.05). Fi-
nally, a total of two studies [11, 18] reported ECC
Loss % at 90 days after surgery and showed no statis-
tically significant difference between MICS and SICS

(WMD =-0.10, 95% CI (-2.17, 1.97), Z=0.10, P>
0.05). These results are shown in Fig. 10.

Publication bias analysis

As shown in Fig. 11, most of the data bias was within the
95% CI, and this range included the null (zero). The distri-
bution of the plots was symmetric. These results demon-
strate that publication bias had no influence on the
credibility of this research.

mics
SD Total Mean

sics
Study or Subgrou
1.2.1 SIA 90 days

Mean

Subtotal (95% CI)
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.03; Chi? = 11.53, df = 2 (P = 0.003); I* = 83%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.21 (P = 0.03)

106

Total (95% Cl) 106
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.03; Chi* = 11.53, df = 2 (P = 0.003); 1> = 83%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.21 (P = 0.03)

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

Fig. 5 Forest plot of the SIA comparison (30 days postoperatively)

SD_Total Weight

1 LAN Jianging 2013 04 0.16 23 046 023 16 34.5% -0.06 [-0.19, 0.07]
7 YAO Ke 2011 0.37 0.22 40 08 05 40 31.3% -0.43 [-0.60, -0.26] L
9 Jun Wang 2009 04 02 43 06 04 44 343% -0.20[-0.33,-0.07] L

100 100.0%

100 100.0%

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% Cl

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% Cl

-0.22 [-0.42, -0.03]

-0.22[-0.42, -0.03]

I y y Y
k 1 1 1

4100 -50 0 50 100
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Fig. 6 Forest plot of the EPT comparison

Mics sics Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgrou, Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed,95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% ClI
1 LAN Jianqing 2013 6.99 49 23 10.56 9.13 16 0.3% -3.57 [-8.47, 1.33] [
2 TAN Nian 2012 7.23 1.16 28 7.89 2.16 32 8.5% -0.66 [-1.52, 0.20] l
5 QIN Xufang 2014 545 1.01 100 5.51 1.03 100 79.5% -0.06[-0.34,0.22] .
6 LI Baojiang 2014 754 411 42 7.81 4.15 42 2.0% -0.27 [-2.04, 1.50] T
7 YAO Ke 2011 6.71 414 40 6.84 4.01 40  2.0% -0.13[-1.92, 1.66] T
8 izzet Can 2009 1.98 1.91 45 256 246 45 7.7% -0.58 [-1.49, 0.33] 7
Total (95% CI) 278 275 100.0% -0.17 [-0.42, 0.09]
Heterogeneity: Chi? = 4.46, df = 5 (P = 0.49); I? = 0% F t t i
20 10 0 10 20
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.29 (P = 0.20) MICS SIcS

Intraoperative and postoperative complications

The comparisons of complications between MICS and
SICS are shown in Table 1. Corneal wrinkle, anterior
chamber collapse, posterior capsule rupture, and iris
prolapsed through the incision are the commonly
reported intraoperative complications. Corneal edema is
the commonly reported postoperative complications. All
the complications showed no statistically significant
differences between MICS and SICS.

Discussion

Due to the rapid development of phacoemulsification
and the trend towards minimally invasive surgery,
incision size has begun to play a critical role in cata-
ract surgery. Smaller incisions heal more rapidly and
result in improved stability and impermeability of
the anterior chamber, as well as less SIA and faster
recovery of visual quality [6, 17, 19, 20]. However,
research findings regarding the difference between
MICS and SICS for the treatment of age-related cat-
aracts are inconsistent. Some scholars suggest that
MICS effectively reduces the AVE [9], ECC Loss %
[10], corneal oedema [10] and SIA in both the short
term and the long term compared to SICS [11].
However, some studies show no significant difference
between MICS and SICS in the AVE [11], ECC Loss
% [11], corneal oedema [11] and SIA in the long
term [9]. These inconsistent conclusions create con-
fusion for readers and clinicians. A previous study
by Shentu and colleagues compared MICS with
SICS, but it only evaluated outcomes up to 60 days

after surgery. Comparisons of postoperative SIA only
included short-term outcomes. Thus, a need remains
for studies comparing long-term postoperative out-
comes of MICS and SICS. Furthermore, difficulties
in conducting clinical RCTs and limitations in sam-
ple size exacerbate differences among studies due to
random error. To provide credible and conclusive
evidence to readers, this study used meta-analysis
methods, which can overcome the limitations of
traditional clinical RCTs. A total of 11 studies were
included in this meta-analysis. The current study is
representative, as it involves studies conducted in
several regions, and outcomes of SIA, EPT, AVE,
CCT, ECC, ECC Loss %, intraoperative complica-
tions, and postoperative complications were selected
to evaluate the effects of surgery. All selected out-
comes are objective, and the risk of bias was low for
all outcomes.

The results of this meta-analysis showed no statisti-
cally significant difference between MICS and SICS with
regard to EPT, indicating that the duration of surgery
does not differ between MICS and SICS. However, the
AVE was significantly different between MICS and SICS.
The surgical instruments used in MICS are more
delicate, leading to lower AVE than in SICS.

The size and placement of the incision affect corneal
curvature and SIA [21], which is the key factor that
influences postoperative visual acuity [9]. Hayashi’s study
showed that decreasing the size of the incision by
0.5 mm leads to a 0.25 D decrease in SIA [22]. The
results of our study show a significant difference in SIA

mics SICs

Study or Subgroup _Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Weight

Mean Difference
IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Mean Difference
1V, Fixed, 95% CI

1LAN Jianging 2013 17.28 9.55 23 2447 96 16

2 TAN Nian 2012 1725 02 28 17.52 0.32 32
5 QIN Xufang 2014 10.6 233 100 10.82 257 100
6 LI Baojiang 2014 12.87 467 42 1365 503 42
7 YAO Ke 2011 1347 515 40 14.67 4.31 40

8 izzet Can 2009 12.39 8.1 45 1348 7.63 45

Total (95% CI) 278
Heterogeneity: Chi = 6.17, df = 5 (P = 0.29); I2 = 19%
Test for overall effect: Z = 4.19 (P < 0.0001)

Fig. 7 Forest plot of the AVE comparison
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MICS sICs Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD_Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
4.1.1 CCT preoperative
1 LAN Jianging 2013 5541 4347 23 53471 2305 16  3.5%  19.39[-1.66, 40.44] [
4 CHEN Yongjun 2012 551 20 45 551 28 45 154%  0.00[-10.05, 10.05] T
8 izzet Can 2009 543.87 31.48 45 543.82 36.8 45 7.8% 0.05[-14.10, 14.20] T
9 Jun Wang 2009 580 40 43 580 30 44 7.0% 0.00 [-14.88, 14.88] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 156 150 33.6% 2.03 [-4.76, 8.83] {}
Heterogeneity: Chi2 = 2.92, df = 3 (P = 0.40); I>= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.59 (P = 0.56)
4.1.2 CCT 1day
1 LAN Jianging 2013 676.25 131.62 23 629.62 102 16 0.3% 46.63 [-26.80, 120.06] ]
8 izzet Can 2009 577 477 45 566.7 404 45 4.7% 10.30 [-7.96, 28.56] e
Subtotal (95% CI) 68 61 4.9% 12.42[-5.31, 30.14] ’
Heterogeneity: Chi? = 0.89, df = 1 (P = 0.35); I =0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.37 (P = 0.17)
4.1.3 CCT 7days
4 CHEN Yongjun 2012 569 38 45 574 33 45 72%  -5.00[-19.70,9.70] -
8 izzet Can 2009 554.5 34.5 45 557.6 40 45 6.5% -3.10[-18.53, 12.33] T
Subtotal (95% Cl) 920 90 13.7%  -4.10[-14.74, 6.55]
Heterogeneity: Chi2 = 0.03, df = 1 (P = 0.86); 1> = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.75 (P = 0.45)
4.1.4 CCT 30days
4 CHEN Yongjun 2012 553 19 45 554 24 45 19.4% -1.00 [-9.94, 7.94]
8 izzet Can 2009 543.9 334 45 5475 4041 45 6.7% -3.60[-18.85, 11.65]
9 Jun Wang 2009 590 30 43 590 40 44 71% 0.00 [-14.84, 14.84]
Subtotal (95% CI) 133 134  33.1% -1.31[-8.16, 5.53]
Heterogeneity: Chi2 = 0.12, df = 2 (P = 0.94); 1> = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.38 (P = 0.71)
4.1.5 CCT 90days
8 izzet Can 2009 540.7 322 45 546 37 45 7.6% -5.30 [-19.63, 9.03]
9 Jun Wang 2009 590 30 43 580 40 44 71% 10.00 [-4.84, 24.84]
Subtotal (95% CI) 88 89 14.6% 2.09 [-8.22, 12.39]
Heterogeneity: Chiz = 2.11, df = 1 (P = 0.15); I* = 53%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.40 (P = 0.69)
Total (95% Cl) 535 524 100.0% 0.61 [-3.33, 4.55]
Heterogeneity: Chi2 = 9.07, df = 12 (P = 0.70); I> = 0% f f ' f f
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.30 (P = 0.76) 7100 50 0 50 100
MICS SICS
Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 3.00, df = 4 (P = 0.56), I> = 0%
Fig. 8 Forest plot of the CCT comparison

at 1, 7, 30, and 90 days postoperatively, indicating that
MICS causes less SIA than SICS in both the short term
and the long term. We therefore conclude that smaller
incisions decrease SIA, which is consistent with the
results of Kahraman and other authors [3-5]. What’s
more, it is an important evidence that MICS has
more superiority at a low SIA and better visual qual-
ity than SICS.

Corneal oedema is common after cataract surgery,
and it can affect postoperative visual acuity and
quality [11] by reducing the transparency of the
cornea. The CCT reflects the degree of postoperative
corneal oedema. The results of this study show no
statistically significant difference in CCT at 1 7, 30,
or 90 days postoperatively, indicating that MICS is
similar to SICS in its effects on postoperative corneal
oedema. Corneal endothelial cells play an important

role in normal physiological function, and they are
crucial for maintaining the transparency of the cornea
[11]. The duration and energy level of ultrasound
exposure, as well as the infusion of viscoelastic agents
into the anterior chamber during surgery, can damage
endothelial cells [15, 23]. This meta-analysis shows no
significant difference in the ECC at 7 and 30 days,
nor any difference in ECC Loss % at 7, 30, and
90 days postoperatively. Theoretically, MICS could
hasten the closure of the anterior chamber [18] and
decrease endothelial cell damage and loss [7].
However, the results of this study show no significant
difference between MICS and SICS. Thermal damage
associated with surgical instruments and larger energy
consumption may contribute to ECC Loss %; the
specific mechanisms involved require further research.
CCT, ECC, and ECC Loss % are associated with corneal
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mics sics Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD_Total Mean SD_Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed. 95% CI

5.1.1 ECC preoperative

1 LAN Jianging 2013 2,623.45 411.12 23 2,528.54 675.84 16 1.1%  94.91[-276.43, 466.25] ]

2 TAN Nian 2012 2,652.54 266.18 28 2,618.52 301.46 32 7.5%  34.02[-109.61, 177.65] T

4 CHEN Yongjun 2012 2,481 245 45 2,485 370 45 92%  -4.00[-133.66, 125.66] 1

6 LI Baojiang 2014 2,491.5 296.61 42 2,469.95 281.03 42 10.1%  21.55[-102.02, 145.12] T

7 YAO Ke 2011 2,699 248 40 2,670 303 40  10.5% 29.00 [-92.34, 150.34] T

Subtotal (95% CI) 178 175 38.3% 22.04 [-41.38, 85.46] ’

Heterogeneity: Chi? = 0.34, df = 4 (P = 0.99); I = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.68 (P = 0.50)

5.1.2 ECC 7days

1 LAN Jianging 2013 2,057.49 692.55 23 2,292.38 576.76 16 1.0% -234.89 [-634.86, 165.08] [

2 TAN Nian 2012 2,295.73 284.36 28 2,219.75 361.44 32 5.8% 75.98 [-87.65, 239.61] T

4 CHEN Yongjun 2012 2,284 293 45 2,215 399 45 7.4% 69.00 [-75.63, 213.63] T

5 QIN Xufang 2014 2,599.5 5503 100 12,5522 5616 100 6.5%  47.30[-106.81,201.41] T

Subtotal (95% CI) 196 193 20.6% 49.88 [-36.67, 136.43] ’

Heterogeneity: Chi? = 2.11, df = 3 (P = 0.55); I = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.13 (P = 0.26)

5.1.3 ECC 30days

2 TAN Nian 2012 2,326.35 268.82 28 2,274.41 283 32 7.9% 51.94 [-87.80, 191.68] T

4 CHEN Yongjun 2012 2,228 287 45 2,165 395 45 7.6% 63.00 [-79.66, 205.66] T

6 LI Baojiang 2014 2,045.87 211.23 42 2,003.17 229.14 42 17.3% 42.70 [-51.55, 136.95] e

Subtotal (95% CI) 115 119  32.8% 49.61[-18.92, 118.14] ’

Heterogeneity: Chi? = 0.06, df =2 (P = 0.97); I = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.42 (P = 0.16)

5.1.4 ECC 90 days

7 YAO Ke 2011 2,390 287 40 2,463 333 40 8.3% -73.00 [-209.23, 63.23] -

Subtotal (95% CI) 40 40 8.3%  -73.00 [-209.23, 63.23] ‘

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.05 (P = 0.29)

Total (95% Cl) 529 527 100.0% 28.92 [-10.33, 68.18] ‘

Heterogeneity: Chi = 5.28, df = 12 (P = 0.95); I* = 0% t t t t

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.44 (P = 0.15) 500 -250° 0 250 500
MICS SICS

Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 2.77, df = 3 (P = 0.43), I?= 0%

Fig. 9 Forest plot of the ECC comparison

oedema and corneal function, which affect visual recovery
and surgery safety. Thereby, the results provide evidence
that MICS and SICS is similar in surgery safety.

The intraoperative and postoperative complications
play important roles in evaluating the safety of cataract
surgery. The commonly reported complications were
corneal wrinkle, anterior chamber collapse, posterior
capsule rupture, iris prolapsed through the incision, and
corneal edema. As reported in the included studies, the
corneal edema could be resolved by treatment. No s
statistically significant differences between MICS and
SICS on complications indicates that MICS is similar to
SICS on surgery safety.

Endophthalmitis [24] and macular thickness [25] out-
comes are also related to incision size. However, we did
not analyse these outcomes because the number of
relevant RCT reports is limited. The detailed mecha-
nisms underlying the differences in MICS and SICS
deserve further research; health economics evaluations
of these treatments are also needed.

There were some limitations in this meta-analysis.
First, some of the included studies provided no details
on the method of randomization, allocation of

concealment, or the intention-to-treat (ITT) analysis of
patients who were lost to follow-up. The unclear risk of
bias in these studies may affect the credibility of the re-
sults. Second, the presence of significant heterogeneity
between included studies influences the credibility of the
results. A sensitivity analysis was used to assess the
robustness of the meta-analysis results and to analyze
the source of heterogeneity by sequentially omitting
individual studies. However, the sensitivity analysis is not
suitable for SIA at 90 days postoperatively and CCT at
90 days postoperatively. The heterogeneity is obvious
among studies included in analysing SIA at 90 days post-
operatively (I> =83%, P =0.003). The sensitivity analysis
could not ascertain the source of heterogeneity, and the
meta-regression analysis could not be used because the
number of included studies is too few. Thus, a random-
effects model was used to analyze SIA at 90 days postop-
eratively. Regarding CCT at 90 days postoperatively, the
heterogeneity was encountered (I2=53%, P=0.15). A
fixed-effects model was selected for the heterogeneity
show no statistical differences (P = 0.15) and the number
of included studies limits further analysis. Additionally,
the statistical results of the fixed-effects model are
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f MICS sICs Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI 1V, Fixed, 95% CI
5.2.1 ECC Loss% 7days
1 LAN Jianging 2013 22.06 25.39 23 14.38 20.98 16 0.5% 7.68[-6.93, 22.29] T
10 Ken Hayashi 2009 6.67 113 60 5.18 9.5 60 7.8% 1.49[-2.25,5.23] ™
11 Lixiao Luo 2011 7.77 3.76 40 793 367 40 41.3% -0.16[-1.79, 1.47]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 123 116  49.6% 0.18 [-1.30, 1.67]
Heterogeneity: Chi? = 1.65, df = 2 (P = 0.44); I>= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z =0.24 (P = 0.81)
5.2.2 ECC Loss% 30days
10 Ken Hayashi 2009 ~ 7.74 109 60 671 983 60 7.9% 1.03[-2.68,4.74]
11 Lixiao Luo 2011 1178 727 40 1205 931 40 82% -0.27[-3.93,3.39]
6 LI Baojiang 2014 1352 842 42 1401 813 42 87% -0.49[-4.03,3.05]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 142 142  24.8% 0.07 [-2.03,2.17]
Heterogeneity: Chi? = 0.39, df = 2 (P = 0.82); I = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.06 (P = 0.95)
5.2.3 ECC Loss% 90days
11 Lixiao Luo 2011 17.83 5.65 40 1766 526 40 19.1% 0.17 [-2.22, 2.56]
7 YAO Ke 2011 11.78 9.2 40 1269 9.65 40 6.4% -0.91[-5.04,3.22]
Subtotal (95% CI) 80 80 25.5% -0.10[-2.17,1.97]
Heterogeneity: Chi2 = 0.20, df = 1 (P = 0.66); 1> = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.10 (P = 0.92)
Total (95% CI) 345 338 100.0% 0.08 [-0.96, 1.13]
Heterogeneity: Chiz = 2.28, df = 7 (P = 0.94); I = 0% f f j f 1
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.15 (P = 0.88) 0 2 0 B

MICS SICS
Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 0.05, df =2 (P = 0.98), = 0%
Fig. 10 Forest plot of ECC Loss % comparison
A

consistent with that of the random-effects model on SIA
at 90 days postoperatively and on CCT at 90 days post-
operatively. The detection of heterogeneity is related to
the diversity of clinical characteristics which affect the
uniformity of the involved studies. For example, the pa-
tients maybe have different ages or come from different
regions and races. Plus, the surgeries maybe were con-
ducted by different doctors using different equipments

in each included study. Third, as we could not gain ac-
cess to unpublished results, publication bias cannot be
fully excluded.

Conclusion

The results of this meta-analyses show that MICS has
more superiorities than SICS and that the switching
from SICS to MICS is reasonable. Compared to SICS,
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MICS can reduce short-term and long-term SIA but
produces no difference in corneal oedema, endothelial
cell loss, operation time, intraoperative complications,
or postoperative complications. The surgery safety of
MICS is similar to that of SICS. Therefore, MICS has
more advantages than SICS in reducing SIA. We
would like to recommend the clinicians to promote
MICS. Higher-quality randomized controlled studies
are needed to validate these findings.
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