- AZEEH -
RS AL LHAR BB ML PEE TROAKH

2 L4 A
o246 % % F A
BIR 2 B 2LEKA3,5 #H ARV AEERG¥Y EXLEEFF0 VEHEFR R EE
EH LR AET o RAG S MR TN ELLRE(EER),LE 100730)

FE5ES  R98S. 1 XHkERERE A NXERS  1672-2124(2021)05-0577-07
DOI  10. 14009/j. issn. 1672-2124. 2021. 05. 016

M E BN AAPFNEASRERSEBRMET P EETRGA Mok, ALGRSE S AREIEIEIESE, & ik,

F ALk & the Cochrane Library PubMed . .EMBase ., ¥ B %n W | 7 7 $( 3 A fe P B A 4 B 5 LRI | AN R I8 35 TR 635 35 B 40
EIT P EE TR A BRI (A RAB LML F EARBS R BRI IBRANH IR, T B85 ik A BB ER),
MR AT ANERZ 2021 F2 A, W2 LA F IR 5H ok Uk BRI RN AN R 691488 R I& 5 |, KA RevMan 5. 4 244
AT R 5 (Meta 247) , 4R AN 8 B Uik, 645 771 1 &5 (1 416 RIR) , P AF 048 %% 387 41 (710 RIR) , xFiB 2 &
# 384 4 (706 RBL) , Meta LR R T , AKMLFT @ AFRMEEZFHERALE(OR=3.14,95%CI=1.81~5.45,P<0.000 1) ,F
IR R IE A (MD=-9.49,95%CI=-9. 94~ 9. 04,P<0. 000 01) .75 77 2 J& J& /8 ek 2wt 1] (BUT) (MD=1.92,95%CI=1.72~2. 12,
P<0.000 01) .3&6%F 4 )& BUT(MD=3.56,95%CI=3.22~3.91,P<0.000 01) .35 %F 6 J§ /5 BUT(MD=4.40,95%CI=3.97~4. 83,
P<0.000 01) 7457 8 JAJ& BUT(MD=5.14,95%CI=4.81~5.48 P<0.000 01) %65 2 A G ARE L E L EF5 (MD=-2.27,
95%CI=-2.58~-1.97,P<0.000 01) .7657 6 B JG AR A EZ L EF 5 (MD=-2.42,95%CI=-2.77~-2.06,P<0.000 01) .7 7
8RB AMERELEIE S (MD=-2.67,95%CI=~2.94~-2.40,P<0.000 01) F= 8 i& %~ ik X3 (Schirmer [ ) %% (MD=0.20,
95%CI=0.11~0.29,P<0.000 01) 3 2 F K TR, ZFHALTFEL;ZoBFT 0, BABERRBR L AR £ L%t
F &L (OR=0.76,95%CI=0.37~1.57,P=0.46>0.05) , 4 . WA EHEELA, %*é:)ii%ﬂi&ﬁ%&ﬁ%iéﬁ PEEFRELS K
B, AW BRI BB T R, BARIEHBZ AN RGBEFRRERS, LR EEAFE S R BT ARIE,
XEH KBKIE,; HIBBRM,; FEE TR, Meta 547 ; MAL BRI

Systematic Review on Efficacy and Safety of Loteprednol Combined with Sodium Hyaluronate
in the Treatment of Moderate-Severe Dry Eye*

ZHENG Zihui, LI Qiong, LI Wenying, ZHANG Baige, MA Lin, JIN Pengfei ( Dept. of
Pharmaceutical , Beijing Hospital; National Center of Gerontology; Institute of Geriatric Medicine,
Chinese Academy of Medical Science ; Beijing Key Laboratory of Assessment of Clinical Drugs Risk and
Individual Application ( Beijing Hospital ) , Beijing 100730, China)

ABSTRACT OBJECTIVE: To systematically review the efficacy and safety of loteprednol combined with sodium
hyaluronate in the treatment of moderate-severe dry eye METHODS; Randomized controlled trials on loteprednol
combined with sodium hyaluronate in the treatment of moderate-severe dry eye ( the research group was given
loteprednol combined with sodium hyaluronate for eye-dropping, while the control group was given sodium hyaluronate
alone) were retrieved from the Cochrane Library, PubMed, EMBase, CNKI, Wanfang database and CBM from base-
building to Feb. 2021. After independently literature screening, information extracting and bias evaluation by two
researchers, RevMan 5. 4 was adopted to conduct Meta-analysis. RESULTS; Totally 8 studies were involved, including
771 patients( 1 416 eyes) , of which 387 patients( 710 eyes) were in the research group, and 384 patients( 706 eyes)
were in the control group. Results of Meta-analysis indicated that in terms of effectiveness, the total effective rate

(OR=3.14,95%CI=1.81-5.45,P<0.000 1), score of dry eye symptom(MD=-9.49,95%CI=-9.94--9. 04, P<
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0.000 01) , breakup time of tear film ( BUT) at 2 weeks after treatment (MD =1.92,95% CI =1.72-2.12, P<
0.000 01), BUT at 4 weeks after treatment( MD =3.56,95% CIl=3.22-3.91,P<0.000 01), BUT at 6 weeks after
treatment (MD=4. 40,95%CI=3. 97-4. 83,P<0.000 01) , BUT at 8 weeks after treatment( MD=5. 14,95%CI=4. 81-
5.48,P<0.000 01), score of corneal fluorescein staining at 2 weeks after treatment( MD=-2.27,95%CI=-2. 58-
-1.97,P<0.000 01), score of corneal fluorescein staining at 6 weeks after treatment( MD=-2.42 95%CI=-2.77-
-2.06,P<0.000 01), score of corneal fluorescein staining at 8 weeks after treatment( MD =-2. 67 ,95% CI=-2. 94-
—-2.40,P<0.000 01) and result of Schirmer test( Schirmer [ ) (MD=0.20,95%CI=0.11-0.29,P<0.000 01) of
research group were significantly higher those of the control group, with statistically significantly differences; in terms
of safety, there was no statistical significance in the difference in incidences of adverse drug reactions between two
groups( OR=0.76,95%CI=0.37-1.57,P=0.46>0.05). CONCLUSIONS: Present evidence shows that loteprednol
combined with sodium hyaluronate is safe, effective and quickly effected in the treatment of moderate-severe dry eye,

which has obvious advantages over sodium hyaluronate alone. The result evidence is limited by the quantity and quality

of involved studies, and the above conclusions need to be verified by more high-quality studies.
KEYWORDS Loteprednol; Sodium Hyaluronate; Moderate-severe dry eye; Meta-analysis; Randomized controlled

trial
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Fig 4 Meta-analysis of comparison of scores of dry eye symptom between two groups
Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95%C/ IV, Fixed, 95Y% C/
§(2014%F) 09 271 142 40 282 154 40 1.9% -011[0.76,054]
20174) M 276 223 112 272 247 112 24% 004 [054,062) —
9% (2019%) W1 282 037 92 261 0.25 97 958% 0.21(012,030 It
Total (95%C7) 244 249 100.0% 0.20[0.11,0.29] <>
Heterogeneity: Chit = 1.22,df= 2 (P= 0.54), = 0% [1 anﬁ 0%5 1:
Testfor overall effect: 2= 4.43 (7 < 0.000 01) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
5 WHEEHEBE®RS WX (Schirmer 1 ) &R ILEH Meta 9 7x K E

Fig 5 Meta-analysis of comparison of results of Schirmer test( Schirmer 1 ) between two groups
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Fig 6 Meta-analysis of comparison of BUT at 2 weeks after treatment between two groups
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Fig 7 Forest plot of Meta-analysis on the comparison of BUT at 4 weeks after treatment between two groups
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Fig 8 Meta-analysis of comparison of BUT at 6 weeks after treatment between two groups
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Fig 9 Meta-analysis of comparison of BUT at 8 weeks after treatment between two groups
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Fig 10 Meta-analysis of comparison of scores of corneal fluorescein staining at 2 weeks after treatment between two groups
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Fig 11 Meta-analysis of comparison of scores of corneal fluorescein staining at 6 weeks after treatment between two groups
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Fig 12 Meta-analysis of comparison of scores of corneal fluorescein staining at 8 weeks after treatment between two groups
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Fig 13 Meta-analysis of comparison of non-contact IOP between two groups
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Fig 14 Meta-analysis of comparison of incidence of adverse drug reactions between two groups
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