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Abstract

Objective: To compare the accuracy of five intraocular lens calculation formulas (Haigis, SRK I,
Hoffer Q, Holladayl and SRK/T) in shallow anterior chamber patients with normal axial length.
Methods: 45 patients who underwent uncomplicated cataract surgery were involved in this re-
trospective analysis. This study was performed in the Department of Ophthalmology at the Affi-
liated Hospital of Qingdao University from January 2016 to October 2017. The IOL Master was
used to predict the refractive outcomes for five formulas. Actual postoperative refractions were
taken on 3 to 8 weeks after surgery. Refractive error and absolute refractive error were calculated.
The SPSS19.0 was used for statistical analysis to compare the refractive errors, absolute refractive
errors and the refractive error distribution of different IOL formulas. Results: The mean refractive
error of the Haigis formula (-0.13 + 0.76 D) differed significantly from Hoffer Q (-0.34 + 0.74 D, P <
0.01), Holladay1 (-0.33 * 0.73 D, P < 0.01) and SRK/T (-0.31 * 0.72 D, P < 0.01) formulas. The
mean absolute refractive error were 0.58 £ 0.50 D, 0.62 £ 0.50 D, 0.62 £ 0.51 D, 0.61 + 0.51 D and
0.58 * 0.53 D with Haigis, SRK II, HofferQ, Holladay1, and SRK/T formulas, respectively, and there
was no significant differences among them (x2 = 4.027, P = 0.402). There was no significant differ-
ence in the distribution of refractive error between different IOL formulas (2 = 3.782, P = 0.872).
Conclusion: The Haigis formula can predict refraction in shallow anterior chamber patients with
normal axial length with less error.
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HE: S5 AL (Intraocular lens, 10L)3H5H A (Haigis. SRK II. HofferQ. Holladay1lA &%
SRK/T)FETUMI IE 7 BR 8 -& 3R B0 b5 B N B AR5 B L e, BRI & A bR B E MIOLTHE AR,
Frik: B RFIREIFI . IAN20165E1H £20174£10 A TFH B R FME ER IR AL 2 ) IE % Rk
J& (Axial length, AL) & H:IR 50 55 H P9 & B & 35456 (4508) . fEFHIOL Masterit H AR AR AR S JE
KEH, RE3ESARLHERELHFRAFELEL, tEENRE. XN ENIRE. MAH SPSS19.0
BATARIES T, WBNARIOLIFEARKMENRE. X ELRERBENREN M. 45%: Haigis
ARKFHE I IRZE(-0.13 £ 0.76 D)§/)D, SHoffer Q (-0.34 £ 0.74 D, P <0.01). Holladay1 (-0.33
+0.73D,P <0.01) A ZSRK/T(-0.31 £ 0.72 D, P < 0.01) AR L, ZREHF L% E L. Haigis. SRK
II. HofferQ. HolladaylPA & SRK/TA I EIF4EN JE G R Z 4 H180.58 £ 0.50 D, 0.62 + 0.50 D, 0.62 +
0.51D, 0.61+0.51D%0.58 + 0.53 D, ZRLGIT¥E X (x?=4.027,P = 0.402). AFIOLHEARH
BAREDMERTR TR (? =3.782, P = 0.872). 4ik: HaigisARAEEFBRMEIKRITBEAN
R B AR5 DG BE T o v A R, 1 Haigis AR A B T A B IR E .
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1. 51§

BEA& A BE T ARER D, s N TR, AN BEFARCE B EHFR R TFARER[L].
AT RIS PR 5 R iR 22 BN T IRRHER AR 5 R S [ DG A e . R R ER AR A R
TOL 1532 3 I 6 A2 38 Ji A I Ji e 5 22 [ K 2 2T R [2] [3] 1OL Master [ 5 FH A5 Rk /s T A= 0 i
WEZE[4], TIEREEIER 1OL tHE A RE R TN NS EOGIRZE R OGR R R . CAERRERMA, fEIE
WIRA A B EE S, AFE oL tHEA RUEF T[] [6]. A RFFERY, HIRAA IFIE R 75 IR
% 3, Haigis A3, HofferQ A zUHERGTE—L, Xt TR &R 5 &, Haigis A 2E ik
[7]o ThRE IR AR AN A I A s B i Fe /b, B 7t LU 1OL Master I & IE IR & FHR 171 b5 & A
A 1oL tHE AR MUERTE, B NZEEZER 1I0L 1 H A G AR IR

2. MG E
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FrE R G355k B 2016 4F 1 H & 2017 4F 10 A 5 K22 8 B IR EHT B N B 75 LA TR RS
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ANLEREBEAREE . FEWNFEENAGITE: R 22.0~24.5 mm, 5% (Anterior chamber
depth, ACD) <2.70 mm, ARJ5HriEM 71 0.8~1.0 1HE# . HEbRArdE: S IFEAMREA. MR, SR, ol
JEEERAR 28 . HRAME . BRI R IR TFAR LB, &R REHREG SRR, EREA
B A EE . RNk 45 491 45 B, FR P E 4R IS 73.69 £ 8.21 %5 Horh B 17 44(37.8%), L1k 28 44(62.2%)
IR 23.15 £ 0.54 mm, PRI IR 2.49 £ 0.17 mm.

2.2, (UBMEE

AR 101 Master W52 ARl K A 58l 2 | 555 08 B2 S5 AH OGS 48, R 10L Master 1 & 1) SRK/T
AT IOL JEEE . RIEFAREARFRNN IOL 4L, @it IOL Master Py &3 +(Version 7.7.4.0326)
THE AN 10L THH A KR A AR A SRK 1T ALK S =124 SRK/T, HofferQ, Holladay1
FREVIARA K Haigis 2 R)MTINIARG EG iR %E. K5 3 % 8 NS AN, HHAZIKILI(ARK-1a, HA
NIDEK 2 &])ZEAT RN S0 0%, 7RG ERAl B AT 5500t DL E 5050 % (1 45 R B2 FE (SE)E A LB R S5
JEEE

2.3. FRAFEREANR IOL BIEH

FTE FARYH FE— LRGN TFREME M. FARSE 3.0 mm & B AT DTG, ES3M %,
H#AZ) 5.5 mm, KO8, FALSRAE, WERER, 100 ¥WEANFESN, SeEmES Y, KEMEDIO.
AR AR 1IOL 2855 AMO Tecnis 1 ZCBO00. Haigis A3 a0 = -1.302, al = 0.210, a2 = 0.251. Hoffer
Q AU pACD 4 5.80. Holladayl /A 30/ SF N 2.02, SRK/T A3 A &3 119.30.

2.4, EEMBE

1OL 42 20 i 2 52 SOz bR A 5 i 6 505 A S 56 BE 500 2248, Hdand (i W 4a i I
FeiREE, BHELIIEL + FRHERE (X+s) Fom. N SPSS19.0 HEATHET 4007 . AR 10L At %4l
HR AT Shapiro-Wilk IEASPER TS, SRR 10L H5 2 2 10 i 5 2 14 FL AT BEHLIX 40 20k 7
E4HT, R P HR 5K A Bonferroni 5, NI 10L 522 2 1 46 % iR ) 15 2 8 L 45 A7 BE AL IX 41
B ORHE Friedman BERIER 3G R ] 24 2010 i Y615 2 A A AT R 756 . DL P < 0.05 N% R %1
2L,

3. R

31 FE IOL HHARNTHERRE, PREKRE, EARELE

Haigis. SRK II. Hoffer Q. Holladayl P& SRK/IT AXMJEYeiRZE L 1. BT BEAE 10L i H A
DGR ZE W 1o %A 100 T 5 A A~ 35 e iR Z (E 3 A FUE . Haigis 1913 JE a2 i/, 5-0.13
+0.76 Do ANAARE IR ZEZ B 2 7 A Goih %% 2 X (F = 9.951, P =0.000), &2 XM # LA, Haigis
35 Hoffer Q (P < 0.01). Holladayl (P < 0.01)PA K& SRK/T (P < 0.01) AR Z M ZEFA R I2E X, H
& AR R ZE R TG = s

3.2. AR 1IO0L HEARMEHEMERLRE. UL ERIRE. BWNELREER

Haigis. SRK II. Hoffer Q. Holladayl L\ & SRK/T A 4axf it iz % W3 2. Haigis. SRK 11, Hoffer
Q. Holladayl LA f SRKI/T ¥ 34 4655} J i % 53 71 5 0.568 + 0.50 D, 0.62+0.49 D, 0.62 +0.51 D,
0.61+0.51 D % 0.58 +0.53 D #4204 %t i e iR 28 2 8] 1 25 57 e 45 25 7 3L (% = 4.027, P = 0.402).
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Figure 1. Refractive error of the different IOL formulas in all patients
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Table 1. Mean refraction error, medium refractive error and refractive error range of different IOL formulas
F 1 AE IOL WEARMTEHERLIRE, PUELRE. BAXRETCE

Haigis SRKII Hoffer Q Holladayl SRK/IT F P

FEIEGRZED, X+s) —-0.13+0.76 -020+078 -0.34+0.74°> -033£073" -031+072° 9951  <0.01°

i 615 2 (D) -0.155 -0.175 -0.30 -0.37 -0.23
JE 6% 225 (D) —2.05~1.42 -2.10~1.88 —2.20~1.27 —2.17~1.35 ~2.14~1.50

a 7R IE T IR B A R i 5 AR AR 1IOL THE A RE R E ZR A ZH 2 L, a = 0.05 (BHLX A BT 2 087): b 7”45 Haigis 2
KM ERE L2 L o =0.005 (BEHLIX AR 29416 I PiwE £ & L Bonferroni 72)

Table 2. Mean absolute refractive error, median absolute refractive error, and absolute refractive error range for different
I0L formulas

F# 2. AR I0L HEARKFHEMERIRE, PULMELRE, BHUENRECE

Haigis SRK I Hoffer Q Holladayl SRK/T e P

PN E R ZE(D, X+s) 058050 0.62 +0.49 0.62 +0.51 0.61+0.51 0.58 +0.53 4027  0.402°

o iz £ G R 75 (D) 0.42 0.45 0.525 0.495 0.465
i JE 15 2% 95 (D) 0.02~2.05 0.02~2.10 0.08~2.20 0.01~2.17 0.01~2.14

a 7N IE T MR & T 05 B AN 1IOL A RN EOGIR ZZ R LR o= 0.05(FEHLIX A ¥ i) Friedman FRAIK:5)

3.3. AE IOL HHEARKBENIRES T

Haigis. SRK Il. Hoffer Q. Holladayl LAz SRK/T 242X [ i Y6 1R 2 /40 A5 W75 3. LA-0.5~0.5D fEH
1ERL, <-0.5 D fERIEMEGIRZ, >0.5 D BFMEAEME 6 RZEH . Haigis A ARG E R T EM
b B v, A 2 RSN () = 3.782, P =0.872).

4. g

H A R 5 1 i 1R 22 ERVE T AR R AN E (RS A ih 2. IR, A7 p5 IR ESE) R ZEM 10L i
BARIRERTM[2] [3]. BE# 1OL Master 7EIGAK R 2, JLEA RIFR =R R E, X
KU 7 DRIl A 5 e 23 0 ik 22 R BN R 22[8] [9], # 10OL THE A A #k £52 B IR A} =
(VEE AR o BREAE BT 5035 BA Bl AT D5 IR BE /DN i DGR 22 22 BB 3 N[ 7] [10]. RJS 10OL A 2447 & (Effective
lens position, ELP) 245 I10L AR EENOCH AN E, HIGEELARFTNEIRS . £ IEFE§E
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Table 3. Refractive error distribution of different IOL formulas
< 3. AE IOL HEARMBEARRES T

JE IR ZE 546 (%, n)

A <—0.5 DO ML 1% %) ~0.5~0.5 D(iE#1) >0.5 DAL I i 22)
Haigis 24.4 (11) 57.8 (28) 17.8(8)
SRK II 31.1(14) 55.6 (25) 13.3(6)
Hoffer Q 40.0 (18) 48.9 (22) 11.1(5)
Holladay1 37.8(17) 51.1(23) 11.1(5)
SRK/T 37.8(17) 51.1(23) 11.1(5)

¥*=3.782, P=0.872.

REETR, &N 10L tHEA TN ELP RIHERPEI ST . SRRRT D5 A MIRER R & 58, A5 IRE SR
K ER L, 3R T ELP TR PE T % . Eom HIBFFE, 7EMHRAH(AL < 22.0 mm)&#E, 1F
ACD >2.40 mm i}, HofferQ A z0A1 Haigis /A = I HER BT, BEE AT IR AR, £ ACD < 2.40 mm
i5F, Haigis 2 MERPEELF[7]. BT IEE R K E S 5RE 5 SE s, Wik, o FIEs
ARED A HR AT D5 A A B R B A LSRR IOL 1ME A, RATReb ARG kKAEELRE, REEERE
MR, (AR

AW Haigis 2 3715 JE 6% 25 (—0.13 + 0.76 D)#/)y, 5 Hoffer Q. Holladayl PA K SRK/T A3
bR, ZR BEA g E L. %45 R 5 Miraftab A 7 AHFF[11]. 78 Miraftab 4 7241, 72 ACD < 3.00 mm
F 1E R 4 K B (22.0~24.5 mm) 8.3 71, Haigis 24 305 SRK A A JE YR Z 8N, 4371 8-0.18 £ 0.79 D,
-0.09 £ 0.71 D, {HPFHM 2R TG ITFE L. 5 =AA K Hoffer Q. Holladayl P& SRK/T 2 =i it A
B RE L A IS i HOR T ELP [12] [13] [14] [15]. MR =ARAR, MizEPURA R Haigis 2351 AT
ACD. HRHhKJE f a0, al. a2 =AM ECEFIN ELP[15] [16]. #3E T ARET ACD ) 10L 523 Haigis
AR HofferQ. Holladayl. SRKIT ARJERZET /DN, #EMHMETEL . RE SRK I AP EGiR%E
(-0.20 £ 0.78 D)BL/Iy, HMIE 1 ATRLE H, SRK I A RBANEK, REMZ. XAfERYS SRK I A
RFATAEA ELP 15, A FIIR S B T 48— R A8 50E K[17]. AFFid, A 1oL iFH A
(P 465 I 6 1R 2 2 A R 22 S e 8i 27 . 5 Miraftab (R 78 A —2[11]. 7E Miraftab [IRF 72, %
TATERE < 3.0 mm [ 1E 5 HR#(22.0~24.5 mm) 3, Haigis. SRK II. Hoffer Q. Holladayl LA % SRK/T
AP LN JE R 22 2 A 22 S R Fe ik 5

A, &4 I0L 5 A X (Haigis. SRK 11, Hoffer Q. Holladay 1 L} SRK/T A=R)F# &%
RZEAEI N, X R IR T IR IR A B G AT B, AN 1oL tHE AR KA A IS .
7 Kim BB 5T SRR BT N B T, SRK L. SRKIT A RAJE 5 1 B A JE e R [18]. Joo )
WK, 7RI A AR T, Haigis 23U e DGR 280 F 0, 1 HofferQ. SRK/T AU HIE
R RIS [19]. B 3E[20]. FEANAE[21]MBF TE 3R A SRKIT A, SN IEH IRAK FE(22~24.5 mm)
G IFRHT 5 (ACD < 2.7 mm) F N R, RJG-F5 #2450 7+0.73 £0.26 D, +0.73 £0.27 D, it
M . HATE P AMIFFE T — B 4518, X P REAE KRR AT 5 8 B R 555 I S 5 e
JE AR (B K FELS AR AT RE SR AR 1OL AN (MR, 1OL 1 5 AR 5 BUm Bz A0 Y6 iR 22, 10L ek
BE D SEEDE . X RAR SR RS S IR B . BT IREA S BB A
e~y N YA S NSO EE S (EE VS S8

ZE LRTIR, 0T IEH IR A IR AT AN R, Haigis 2 2UFE A G i 6B T R AE R e R, ik
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¥ Haigis A AEE A B FI/0 8 Y6k 2 . ATE VUL &7 4 H SRK 11 A R TZ5 B 11 10L JE)e/E
5. BT IEHRMA IR E AW RS AR L BIRAR, AW RPNGI B D, RILFEE—E M
SR PR o IE W HR B A R AT 5 AN B 1OL A R & Bk FE Tk — 23 KREEA B AT IR R .
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