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Haigis 2> 2T AR 5 TOL JE DGR B viERA 1, 15 3 ik B
Haigis ANE IR R B Haigis 25 Barrett true K.
Haigis—L Shammas—PL A 2 i85 AR J5 0L J# G EE 1Y
HERRTE

ZE R .4.0mm EKR B4 Haigis 232035 2 AR 5 o0 8o
XoF IR 2% ( MedAE ) FIF- 2446 %6F JT Y615 2% (MAE) B A%
T 4.5mm EKR 1 5.0mm EKR (¥ P<0.01) , H ARG G1R
#(PE)7£+0.50 ,+1.00 . +2.00D I B 4 19 #8344 et i
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Abstract

¢ AIM: To compare and modify the accuracy of the Haigis
formula calculates for intraocular lens (I0OL) refraction
after myopic excimer laser surgery.

¢ METHODS:: The clinical records of 31 patients (31 eyes)
who firstly accepted myopic corneal refractive surgery
(LASIK/PRK) and then underwent phacomulsification was
combined with 0L implantation in Tianjin Eye Hospital
between February 2014 and March 2019 were finally
enrolled in this study. Postoperative refraction was
performed at least 6mo after cataract surgery. To compare
the accuracy of equivalent keratometry readings (EKR) of
different corneal radius (2.0, 3.0, 4.0, 4.5, 5.0mm)
combined with the Haigis formula to calculate the IOL
diopter after myopia, obtain the modified Haigis formula,
and then compare the modified Haigis formula with the
accuracy of Barrett true K, Haigis-L and Shammas-PL
formulas for calculating I0L diopter after myopia.

¢ RESULTS: The median absolute error ( MedAE) and
mean absolute error (MAE) of 4.0mm EKR Haigis formula
was significantly lower than that of 4.5mm and 5.0mm
EKR (all P<0.01). And the refractive prediction error ( PE)
also had a higher percentage of eyes in £0.50D, +1.00D
and £2.00D than that of 4.5mm EKR and 5.0mm EKR (all
P<0.05). Thus, 4.0mm EKR Haigis formula was considered
as the modified Haigis formula. The Postoperative MedAE
of modified Haigis, Barrett true K, Haigis - L and
Shammas-PL were 0.58 (0.27, 1.12), 0.51 (0.30, 1.15),
1.26 (0.67, 1.72), 0.77 (0.36, 1.45) D respectively.
Moreover, the percentages of eyes with postoperative PE
in £0.50D and +1.00D of the above formulae were 42% and
74%, 52% and 71%, 22% and 42%, 32% and 61%
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respectively. In eyes with axial length (AL) <27mm and
27mm<AL<30mm, the postoperative PE value of Haigis-
L formula was higher than that of modified Haigis (P=
0.019, 0.0142) and Barrett true K formula ( P=0.002, <0.001 ).
In patients with 27mm<AL<30mm, the postoperative PE
value of Haigis - L formula was higher than that of
Shammas - PL formula (P=0.003), and there was no
significant difference among the other groups (P>0.05).

e CONCLUSION: Haigis formula combined with the
4.0mm EKR can be used to calculate the IOL power in eyes
after myopic LASIK/PRK, and its accuracy is comparable
to the Barrett true K formula. However, the longer the AL
is, the higher the possibility of hyperopic drift
postoperatively might occur with the modified Haigis.

e KEYWORDS: intraocular lens refractive calculation;
myopia; refractive surgery; Haigis; equivalent
keratometry
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[ 40 LASIK ( laser — assisted in situ keratomileusis ) , PRK
( photorefractive keratectomy) %) % BRAEL IR & FH P F&
FAR, MBEECT ARG 1y B E X B R AR S 15D
ROCRA T e I B, X e DG i 22 i A AL BE TG, £
i JE 6 F ARG A TR K (intraocular lens, TOL) Ji Y6 EE i1
TR ZE FEAPIARTR, BI A R 8 (keratometry , K) I 5
1R 2% FA B AR R AL B (effective lens position, ELP) Ak
PR DAL PR R 22 S BOR MLUE D' TR ARG 1oL
Jei D6 BE T e e Y T AR S5 W Ay TOL Je S BE

R AR 1 2 AR B R — A W TR ()R, H R
PR 1 0 T 3 A B 631 R TOL Master 5 {335 % 1E
B S A DTS rhoO AR i 23 X SR ER R % &
HESTFBOGC DI HI S #f IS w2 1 il 2 2 42 W AH (back to
front corneal radius ratio, B/F Ratio) FJZ8fk |, 4515 % FHAS
A A IR SRR O A R G Ty, ARk B AL
X% Pentacam AR FT 20 HT U FHAE— @ FE B2 Lt/ T
JEEA S A AR R 2. FIER R E ECT AR
B/F Ratio FJ 7 fk, Pentacam $2 {1 T %5 2 i1 B iy %
(equivalent keratometry reading, EKR) WO Al R o
EKR =2 0PAl A M5 Al 2% 10 b e ffy 22 ) 0 A8 S & A F- 3
NHE AN 2wl 2y 22 5, Wtk Al LS F 2 5K
(Holladay 1T ,Haigis) Z5 &M . BEAEC A BFFEITAA
[ £ B A2 Y R Y EKR FETHE A BB 6 TR 5 i i 32
MR SR MR 25 R — 8

ELP il 15 25 76 1 5 R vt B Pk (B AR
ST T HOCYTHIAR J5 23 BN BK  Fe 512 7 fi FH A
JIES Jiy 2R AS 2 7 55 R B (anterior chamber depth, ACD) T
fli ELP B IOL A H, 5158058 =R AKX AE , Haigis
i —AUR O % 4L (a0 al il a2) A ACD 431 ELPY
PR 2 A RS 6 TR S TOL J )6 B 153 i A e

Xz BRI W] Haigis 5 ERK 254 7T DL & 3F
WA REEDCT ARG 10L 8 EETHAE a1V, (H 2k = 5
For AR Rk, ARSI B 7E T R R
FABEEAE R EKR 15 Haigis 255 THE T 90 7> 506 M K
VIHIAR G TOL JE G BE i vEwf o4 , 3 175 2 2 R /Y Haigis 24
2, H 5 Barrett true K, Haigis—L  Shammas—-PL NS
FeA

1 & FFTE

1A% FBPERFST. L 2014-02/2019-03 76K H
T HRFFEEBE A B rh a2 Wy B SR 31 4] 31 TR
Ho 515 i, % 16 91 A7 HR 14 R, 7R 17 R 5 4F 8 29~ 70
(°F#4 52.00£8.94) % ; R fill K & (axial length, AL) 4
25.11~33.63(F14 28.52+2.48) mm; ACD 4 2.56 ~4.08 (°F
¥73.41+0.42) mm; B HPR A 31.88 ~41.67 (~F44 37.75+
2.49) D; 2% LASIK FAR# 20 I, 52 PRK F A& 11
IR T B R 5 e B IE L 7 (LogMAR) =0 % 14 IR
(45%) ,7 M2 (23%) M 0.1,4 HR(13%) M 0.3, D AFRUE.:
(1) BRAE 2 o 3 MR UE 43 F O M TR 5 (2) R
R H 10L Master 3% Pentacam HR i 15 53471, 46 A5 iz
O OK” AR >95% 5 (3) A AR AT EAE
KA (M ARG EDREV 6mo HEAT & MEE G, e A5 B
J1(LogMAR) =0.3, HEBRARUE: (1) A ™ E L2 MR H ;
(2) A FAREEp s T GIR IRREB s B R 38 37 3 1k o 2 45
MR AT 5 (3) KE AT A 2wk P BCEE A R ol e 5 . AR F
TG O/RERE F) B A BRI ZE A e, irf
BE BT AR I I R

1.2 Fi&

121 RETKEERFARFGZE HAARTIRBG 2 40 450
J1 MR Hs BTR AT IR BB | S IR A A AR K
LT RO A T W R A EOR SE e A &
(TOL Master 500) F1ff I 11 JE 5] ( Pentacam HR) K 2% H [7]
— R A N, AT AR i F— AL 250 4 5 TR
P VTR R TH RR B T 2647, SR A3 E U7 2. 2mm 3% W £ 5]
F1EA T P 2L A 1 PN e 4 I B B £ SR 3K T TOL A
AR ARG B 25T AR BT R 250097

122 IOL BAEHTEREHML AHARELLKETA
[Fl ff B A2 B (2.0.3.0,4.0.,4.5.5.0mm ) Y EKR B4
Haigis A 25 L E 4> 7 R S5 TOL Ji o't B2 19 E ff 7
BB EKR #i A IOL Master A] DL B #2854 Haigis A 20T
B IOL JEYGRE . RZAE AN T0L JE L EEBESE 4.0mm EKR
WG Haigis 22T HRRIZE R, HARE DGR i BAR 1 8 3
H IR 29 A6 K B JRE 1% &0 M 7€ . ASCRS W | 1 53 2%
(http://www.ascrs.org) il T Barrett true K''"'  Haigis—L'"

il Shammas—-PL'"™ A X A5, TOL 9 A HECRHFA
B i B AR AGAE , Haigis 7% (a0, al \a2) iz J1] ULIB
vl (http ://www. augenklinik. uniwuerzburg. de/eulib/) W1
ICALTE . AW AEF AR IOL JE OGN 12,5~
25.5(F-# 18.45+3.35)D.,

1.2.3 WEIERE KRG 183 ~2102d (F ) 1.28 +
1.93a) , MEEAR ST 6mo JEYEIR 2 (prediction error, PE)
4246 % Jit iR 22 ( mean absolute error, MAE ) FT 43 54 Xt
Ji 1% 7% ( median absolute error, MedAE) , H:#f PE & XN
SEBRA S SRR BE 5 AR I TR SRR B 1Y 22 {8 ; MAE Fl
MedAE 7353684 AR J5 PE B XE 5 74 3 09 7 B A
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k42 EKR 3K 6 Haigis A IHEIE S CAR S TOL JE G
B HERTE & B, 4.0mm EKR BXA Haigis 220 A SRR
Jii MedAE Fl MAE B %4 F 4.5mm EKR F1 5.0mm EKR
(¥ P<0.01) , Hat 5438 AR5 PE #££0.50D( P=0.021,
0.006) ,+1.00D (] P<0.001) ,+2.00D ( ¥] P<0.001) 7 [l
WA HRE E o L 25 F 4.5mm EKR A1 5.0mm EKR,
JL4 4.0mm EKR B64 Haigis A2 THE15 3 A9 AR S JE LR
FEUET 2.0mm EKR 1 3.0mm EKR,{H 2 2% 4 1t
HE X (P>0.05) , WE 1,

REATA R 4.0mm 3 [l P 19 #f 5 4 08 22 30 3 R D'
A S5 ERE R LS A B 3 AR ST A 4.0mm EKR BX A
Haigis 28 3B 36 F T30 00 A B YR 5 TOL J o't B i i
AWK a4 N R Haigis A3, R Haigis A3
5§ Barrett ture K . Haigis , Shammas — PL ARG E R
RJG TOL JE 6 BE () W PE & B, i B Haigis 2 X AR J5
MedAE B S T Haigis—L A3 ( P<0.001) , i 55 Barrett
true K, Shammas -PL A XML ER LR ITHFE X (P=
1.000.0.764) ,{H Barrett true K .Shammas-PL AR A5
MedAE X T Haigis—L 230 (¥ P<0.001) ., 534, R
Haigis AR JF PE ££+0.50 ,+1.00 ,+2.00D 7 Fil 4 /Y
FHH4 L5 Barrett ture K Haigis . Shammas —PL 24 3 A L
2R TG %2 L (P>0.05) ,{H Barrett true K 2221
ARJ& PE 7£+0.5 ,£1.0D i [l P (4 £ % E 43 LR T Haigis—
LAR(P=0.048.0.035) , L% 1,
22 AEAAXITERE AL 25 IOL EXERERYE M
AW R E O AL B 8K T H Al AR A
SRR AL 22 76 /B35 00 3 4. A 4110 f41] 10 R, AL<
27.0mm;B 2H 13 %1 13 IR ,27.0 < AL<30.0mm; C 4 8 1
8 M, AL>30.0mm'*"' KA AL H 3% 4 #F IOL J& 6 T
BAXMARIE PE S ffE oL ILE 1,665 AL (35, e R
Haigis A ARG PE A MUT U EEAS ) 72 00 B RS 6 AR 14 4
WOOAHMBAHEE Haigis-L ANRBA)E PE {H5 Tk
B Haigis A3 (P=0.019.,0.0142) F Barrett true K 235
(P=0.002.<0.001) ; B £H # # Haigis-L A ARG PE
7T Shammas—PL AR (P=0.003) ;C 4 # 4 MR
ARJG PE HZEFTLLHIT#E X (P>0.05) , WA AL f#
H 4 B IOL JECE AKX B ARG MedAE MAE } PE AN
JE G BBl R A b 25 SR R 2 R RS R X
(P>0.05) ,W5& 2,
3itit

IR AA S D F AR S TOL JE G R B 3133 T 1 7 i
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FARBE A — EE— kR, FEid BB 2
MIFEEE T - JLRD 5 2 i o3l A0 £ e O TR 5 TOL i
JGRE A B AT TN M R, 3y v R A A S
(1) FeT AT A m REE 5 (2) A 7 52w PR &
SR, R T 1T I 30 R0 AR I PR ke 2 B T {5 4 [l
R, BRI PR b 32 B R FHAS S sl s R Rl 1 1 15
SRS IR YC TR )G B 1% TOL JE 6 , Hirp Barrett true
K Haigis—L Shammas—PL 23 23T JLAF 2 7 32 1) i K B2 i
Y R

P T 30 A S DG TF A RO T A B v e i R
R I A R R0 5 RS 8 X TOL JEE D' B 350 1) ME B 2k 52
AR A, M Scheimpflug W2 41 A AL IA) TH LUK, #)K
TR L B 5 1 S 3 v T | L A I A
JE G TF AR G A R A ) A b e, SRR 3 T
Scheimpflug W )2 i AHHLAY Pentacam HR fiAS Jo vk I &
BER AL, A B4 0L JECE R ThaE, A5
PEPEN Pentacam HR Ml 513 2% EKR BX 4 IOL Master 500
IES Y F ) Haigis 24 3000 A R DE AR 5 85 1
IOL JE Y6, EKR 23T Snell &, I H.% 8 T 5L Fx
B/F Ratio {B A 5 il 2%, HH AT DL 3 AL 408 3
T IOL JE G RE M35, Haigis 202Uk 7% J& AL )
2ok A% T ACD Xt ELP BYSZIR 33 AT LI A R0k
ARJ5 ELP Fifli4%,

FEAEBFSE 56T EKR TH30E ML IR JE Y6 AR 5 10L JE b
BEUE B PR 09 2598 R AFAE I, Ng % R, O
LASIK AJ5 B34 4.0mm 24275 R EKR 55 B S B
Y677 (true net power, TNP) Sz & £ 5@ 5% 77 (total corneal
refractive power, TCRP) SEAFAE 22 S0, R 56 PR 5
DT EAS 2 B B il 0 B X, 5 A A AR TR
PVEHEAY EKR ' TNP [ TCRP BEA AN R 23 20 155000 40 £ Ji
JEYEAR ST 0L i 6 BE 6 PR Bt & B 4.0mm EKR BX A
Shammas—PL /& Haigis N AR AXET TNP
TCRP MM & , EKR B iG G A5 = UL G A T 5
I 43 SO SO IR A BT AR E AN IE B Y
TOL JEYERE T AR 5T AE HL A AS ) A B2 42 1Rl
(2.0.3.0.4.0.4.5.5.0mm) EKR B¢ & Haigis A 80
FAPEE YT ARG TOL JE DGR MERTPERT & B 4.0mm 24270
Fil Y EKR 1815 2 0 AR 5 i EsOR fefd, o Hdr 24 8
MK Haigis A0, FRATAZ IR Haigis 2 2809 HE#PE =
T Haigis—L NG ,{E%'—? Barrett true K fll Shammas—PL 2
FAHIF T 2% 5% . Wong 25 35 JH| Haigis—L 233
$3E AL LASIK/PRK A J5 10L JH G (AR 5 MAE 50.77+
0.74D, M AWFFE M 1.30£0.95D, iR 2E F A HEEH Wong
LBV REDT 2 ARG 1mo e S Haigis - L VNS W1
Barrett true K AZUT4EZ #7322 IR B E W HF B, B4
I R AR B S F R I 10L JiE % BE Y TR
Abulafia ZEU BFSY B 7R Barrett true K A3 AR JG MedAE
k. Haigis—L Fll Shammas—PL AZ/NMRZ | I H AR5 PE &
+0.50,+1.00D T P9 B9 5 H 7 H (63.3% .80% ) i T4
WFIE(52% T1%) , HJF A BE & LR AR5 a0 A (B3
30 5] 30 HR A% AL & 25.69+1.25(23.22~28.93) mm, Jf- H.1
KIAT A WEARAL T B AWFR A R Haigis 2220
FIARJG PE 7££0.50 . +1.0D i [ N /9 525 A 73 5 Barrett
true K ARIEIE, XN E Haigis N5 Barrett true K
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x1 AEAKITE IOL BEXEABEMNLE

st Y x]SR E (D) PE(HR,%)
MedAE[ M(P,s,P,5) ] MAE(Xx%£S) +0.5D +1.0D +2.0D
Haigis
2.0mm EKR 0.62(0.37,1.30) 0.96+0.92 10(32) 21(68) 28(90)
3.0mm EKR 0.61(0.24,1.11) 0.86+0.88 11(35) 19(61) 29(94)
4.0mm EKR 0.58(0.27,1.12) 0.80+0.75 13(42) 23(74) 29(94)
4.5mm EKR 2.31(1.06,2.93) 2.05+1.25" 5(16) " 7(22) " 14(45) "
5.0mm EKR 2.46(1.06,3.02) " 2.21+1.30" 3(10) " 7(22) " 15(48) "
Haigis—L 1.26(0.67,1.72) 1.30+0.95 7(22) 13(42) 27(87)
Shammas—PL 0.77(0.36,1.45) 0.90+0.60 10(32) 19(61) 29(94)
Barrett true K 0.51(0.30,1.15) 0.69+0.55 16(52) 22(71) 31(100)
7 * ;Bonferroni #¢1EJ5 5 4mm EKR Haigis AR LB Z R A FITHE X,
®2 AEAAXITERRE AL £ IOL EXEH AL
3 PE(R£5.D) 7%} DGR ZE (D) ] PE(HR,%)
’ MedAE[ M(P,s,P,s5) ] MAE (X+s) +0.5D +1.0D +2.0D
2K Haigis
A (n=10) -0.67+1.30 0.46(0.12,1.006) 0.80+1.08 5(50) 80(80) 9(90)
B4 (n=13) -0.10+£1.05 0.73(0.39,1.20) 0.82+0.53 4(31) 10(77) 13(100)
C#4l(n=8) 0.18+1.19 0.49(0.25,1.15) 0.75+0.64 4(50) 5(62) 7(88)
Haigis—-L
A #H(n=10) -1.27+£0.62 0.53(0.08,1.50) 0.94+1.27 5(50) 7(70) 9(90)
B4 (n=13) -0.53+£1.37 1.26(0.96,1.61) 1.29+0.52 1(8) 4(31) 12(92)
C#H(n=8) -0.78+2.05 1.67(1.07,2.75) 1.78+0.95 1(12) 2(25) 6(75)
Shammas—PL
A #H(n=10) -0.53+£0.55 0.48(0.33,0.86) 0.62+0.41 5(50) 8(80) 10(100)
B4 (n=13) 0.16+1.09 1.31(0.54,1.53) 1.08+0.62 3(23) 6(46) 12(92)
C#(n=8) 0.41+1.44 0.70(0.42,1.65) 0.95+0.72 2(25) 5(62) 7(88)
Barrett true K
A4l (n=10) -0.34+0.66 0.43(0.30,0.88) 0.52+0.32 5(50) 9(90) 10( 100)
B4 (n=13) 0.21£1.00 0.50(0.36,1.50) 0.81+0.61 8(62) 8(62) 13(13)
C4(n=8) 0.08+0.96 0.54(0.11,1.34) 0.72+0.68 3(38) 5(62) 8(100)

A 4 AL<27mm; B 4 . 27mm < AL<30mm;C 4 : AL>30mm,

+PEV#ME
= AZ4{(AI<<27mm)
5 - = BZ(27<AL<30mm)
Al = C4(AI>30mm)
3 b b
A 2r a
S/ 1Fa b
q_ O - " pp— .| hy o ol "
B4t ?
® 2t
3F
4t
e
& &P % &
> & & o
tua & @
2 N
BN <

E1 AEALEE4HIOL EXEITEANXMARE PE 2
M “P<0.05,"P<0.01 vs [A]4H Haigis—L 233X,

ISEAE AT LASIK/PRK AR J5 TOL Ji Y6 1 HAT A1
RIS i 12

AN AR KB, Y AL<30mm, ¥ K Haigis 23331
B LASIK/PRK AR J5 B34 TOL Ji J6BE 1 MER 5 B AR
T Haigis—L 30, (HAFFEERZE, AL 8K, i R Haigis 2>
AR S5 i SR A B ) T LB RS AT RE Y A LA
TP (1) AL 8K 3 00 % B BORE =5, o 4> T 306 TE

S FEC T 2 T U0 1) ) P8 0 S A OB g 3R 0 R R
fik. EKR & TACALL A R 32 ( SimK ) 2 28 15 T i PR 5 5
LTI ) £ S 3 DR e R R AL T 2R 5 BRAE AL
MRRE T (2) AT LR RO, A A Bk K (O
QHF/R) . WFFEHE AT A LASIK A J f B IF Bk i v 1
Mes 2 % TOL i 6 B AY 13! Minami 251 il
Savini 45 Y HIFSE K B, A IS AH IR 1 R R B Y TOL JE i
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