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[bookmark: OLE_LINK17][bookmark: OLE_LINK18][bookmark: _GoBack]S1 Fig. Forest plot showing the mean difference (MD) of dry eye symptom parameters comparing small incision lenticule extraction (SMILE) with femtosecond laser-assisted LASIK (FS-LASIK) at 6 months postoperatively. (A) Ocular surface disease index (OSDI; 1-100). (B) Tear breakup time (TBUT; s). (C) Schirmer’s 1 test (S1T) scores (mm).
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