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Table 1. IOL model characteristics
Optic/total . .
Group Model ) Optic Haptic Angle
Diameter(mm)
1 S140NB 6/13 Silicone PMMA 10°
2 L161U 6/13 Silicone PMMA 5
3 C31UB 6.3/12.5 Silicone Polyimide 10°
4 MA60BM 6/13 Methylacrylate PMMA 10°
PMMA: Polymethylmethacrylate.
Table 2. Patient data (Mean+S.D.)
Group Eyes Age (years) Sex (M:F) Axial length (mm) K' -value(diopter)
1 191 68.5110.7 65 : 126 23.2+0.8 44.34%1.56
2 180 69.81£10.1 49 : 131 232%1.0 44.19*+1.64
3 105 71.8£7.8 31 : 74 23.5%0.9 44.19+1.50
4 204 67.0112.2 52 : 152 23.2£0.9 4405144
Total 680 68.91+10.8 197 : 483 23.3%0.9 44,19+ 1.54

" S.D.: Standard deviation.
'K Keratometry.

No group showed statistical difference in age, axial length and keratometric value. (ANOVA, P>0.05).

Toble 3. Preoperative and postoperative BCVA'(MeaniS.DT)

Preoperative 2 Mo-postoperative
Group
BCVA BCVA

1 0.341:0.21 0.87+0.14

2 0.26%0.18 0.81£0.15

3 0.28%0.20 0.81+0.14

4 0.27£0.20 0.80+0.18
Total 0.29%£0.20 0.83+0.16

"BCVA: Best corrected visual acuity.

"S.D.: Standard deviation.

AR QIFSAA Y F70 wWe} 47082 EESY
. 17(Groupl)¥ PhacoplexII SI40NB (AM
0%, 2%(Group2) LI61U (Bausch & Lomb),
32 (Group3)& Soflex® C31UB (Chiron) 21
4F(Group4)& Acrysof® MAG0OBM (Alcon)& A}
&3 #o& dqgrt. €39 AAAZ(Biometry)e
Gl A AlEAT A4S A scan ultrasono-
graphy (PARADIGM®, UK)Z, Zet288e Ke
-ratometer (CHAROPS® Japan)2 ZA34c}.
T HAAHE AlgEHG e detEfe o] &R
A keratome& ©]&3}d SI4ONBE 3.2 mm, ThE

Al FAME 3.5 mmE Al 3Rt

AYHAGENEE AT 229h73les HAE
Hor, AFFHAE U AAsET 524 A
&< SRK-IIZ Aetgon SHHAE &3 o 270
Yol HAAEHT. FAPANEYE TR g E
Fikste 7t o] £ EEFHESN «F SHAAY
2tolE Z+Zt Paired t-testZ SAAZ3IHoH 2
] zlel= ANOVAE #A3 A

2 I

F 5573 (680%H)F A 1748 (197, 29%),
A} 3837 (4832, T1%) 01U, BHL BT 68.9.0*
10.8A4I% T}, 12 191t 2 9=} 65, o3&} 126¢F
ojplery, gate] AHL W 68.5.010. 74Kt 2
T2 18092 |3l 499k, o4&} 131te|d o, &
o] AR W 69.8C10. 14K 3L 1059
Z 97 31, o3 74 ojRen, ate] dHe ¥
T 71.8E7. 84} 432 20422 A} 52¢, o
A 152¢te1Ren, Eate] A& Hit 67.0+12.24)
Aot 2z T ABL BAHLE o7k YAt (A
NOVA, P)0.05) dAgAY F&d 453 B
23.310.850I1e 7} w3l §AHORE Aolr)
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Table 4. Postoperative differences between goal diopters (GD) and spherical equivalents (SE) (Mean+S.D.)

Group Goal diopter (D) Difference between GD and SE | t| (P value)
1 -0.22£0.14 0.01+0.30 0.23 (0.82)

2 -0.05+0.26 -0.011+0.58 0.25 (0.80)
3 -0.1310.25 -0.45+0.79 6.06 (0.00)

4 -0.2910.36 0.0510.40 0.55 (0.62)
Total -0.181+0.28 -0.05+0.30

“In group 3, GD and SE was statistically different (paired t-test, p<0.01).
(No statistical difference among groups 1,2 and 4 (ANOVA, P>0.05))

UATH(ANOVA, P)0.05) &4 H7 ZAU(ge
44.19%=1.54 YgEGey Zt Fddle BAHeR
zto] 7 Atk (ANOVA, P)0.05) (Table 2) &4
BHEAEE 0.290.201000 &F 29 nAAE
< Bt 0.83+0.16 ©|AH Table 3).

FxEdge 4794 44 -0.21£0.14018).
-0.04*£0.26(28), -0.12%+0.25(31%), -0.29=*
0.36(47) YFEHEA HAFTL -0.18+0.288 A
o] BE BAolA HAlQte 7hkE SAR g @
WadE AFsAA E4e He 20.8+11.9 YUREH
o &3 29X AA3 2EAAS FHIAZ QX
4 % ExFAYAY] Aole 47 +0.01(1
), -0.01(2¢), -0.45(37), +0.05(47) HU_EH=
A 3EE ERIZHEYRY JF -0.45 UREH HHY
A wWEtE RYor(Paired t-test, P value
0.01) 17, 2%, 479X FAZYLE Aot I
o} T3 17, 2T, 4F Tele BAZCE AJo)E B
o]Z] U (ANOVA, P)0.05) (Table 4).
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A3 e}, o)#F AFFRAY W2 7582
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] Zolgh A9l ® IOLo|t® Crystalline lens? %
Ae bmmolil IOLY A& Immeol2g AYw
IOLE 2 A9} Awe) Zojol 8L FA Hol

Acrysof® (Alcon)& 244 944 A olad Az
A (hydrophobic soft foldable acrylic IOL)
22X, Methylacrylate®2 ® #3RE 2 80] 6.0
mme|i 7R AA A os A glen, 23|
F+ modified C-shaped monofilament PMMA
AAZ o]Fo]A three piece IOLEA A AL
13.0 mmeo|3 F3h5et 10 ° 9 Z+8 o] F 1 Qi) o]
Az A FHL PMMASL £33 EXE 7R BEA
AANFFAA e Aeg, A& JFsFART &
2 d(elastic property)e]l Ao} A& A oA
F vnRAA gn FHAS(refractive index)7}t
1.552 o} ¢S BRE 7MAT’ B dge Alg
g HYE AF,FA 5 SI40NBe A7y e A
AHeg Acrysof® (MAGOBM)St SUshvt #atn
VA7) TR RYLR Hojon FERe o|F =
zrol 5° ¢l LI61USH A AAH7F PMMA A2&
Hojglth, & tiE HE AFFAAY C31UBE A
257t Polyimide AE&Z 107 9] Z4+& o] 1 glon
B8R A7) 6.3 mmol FAFAL 12.5 mmo]
123

FEE Qo] EXZEH) JFS F 5 v 84
2 4¥9A3ANRe #2527 g QF5HH 7t
F25E¢ 5 5 A’ Nagata 5° 2 8 5% 25
A Acrysof®E $4A 9 o] AaiA B A o)
ol #AHA Y F4olgg ety #3819t Ha-
vashi §''& ddA77} & & 3HL7AA M2 Bas
I 99 F20 A 44 o3 AFFAAED A
YT AFFAANM ¢ A3k 2EEHA3, Rus-
sell B2 o] Ag& AFFAAMET Acrysof
AFFAAANA AFe] rAHoIRtk 3Pk, Joo
FPe Ay AR AEo] 5.5mm ojae) A Mg
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Fo] & dojdtin 3|}, Au B AFojA, gL
silicone #&F-E HolloWA C31UBMA T 4]
3} Ago] Yelixn SI40NBY LIG1UNME e}
A ¥ FeE ¥A BRI} Aoe] FgE 7XA
UNSE AT = d2 B, o7 AdF2e 2
ARt 4AI3E 4od)7] i B AFdre
olT AgsFo] FFE FA %%E M54l ok,
ol ol ATVt &% 271¥ vlmH FL 717 o]
FAR) HEY ZolH o @77t A 9] Felo] B
8% ol g€t ARFHo s B dRdME B3
5 A zolr} ERFHEY x84 vXe JFL
g 2oE BHHoy ol HI&o olmdes @
FEE Aol Bl HL B L vA g T B
3 Byl A7A gethe ojd e dFARY e
Fgshs Aotk 199495 H 19999747 34¢kel M
C31UBE A8 + 5% H2d7d oad % 2
AEA 0.0198HY d&FHge 2olg Holx
orm B AFATs} xo|F B oJFEA FEF7,
A AZ(Biometry), AZAY] AAFaES] o)A
< A3 E § A

Blotnick $'%2 silicone &4 A 9 ALE 23
BEZF AT T4H18T loopd W] Utk AR
A4 loopd] A B @ W3} gloy wgo] gl
© &9 AAR-FEE A4Re Zo] FolA e R
€ 2939} ¢ s AF5AA ] 2oy 9
21& loopd] #2 H4471% wFo)7|x A5 o] A
iAle AAH-FER dFARI F2H o o3y
o Folgt1 3¥.2H, Menapace'® € loopd AEE
Ewol& Aol FHolgd u&l o fI¥ Aol N
o 2 d7¢ AMO® SI40NBE o]l SI3ONBE
Polypropylene AA®-E PMMAZ thx]3 Aoy
ojx¢] AFATte tF =FA, FAolgg nad
Y F8E AAF= £33 SI30NBS v w sl
2ol 7} YAk

£ Aol B C31UBZAA T A1 87} o] 8=
31 SI40NB, LI61U dM & dAaZd 8y Aol dx%
AHRE B AL ¥A FAAY 120 & dFdR
&, 283 AAF A@EFo] o]HF xjolE FElY
& Aolga 3 4 Ut 1zak 2L jn vitro &
FAGNA FE-AAEI} silicone-PMMA )
(CeeOn®912, Pharmacia & Upjohn Co.: ove
rall diameter 12 mm, angulation 6° )%
Silicone-polyimide #He](AQ-2003, Starr Sur-
gical, Inc.: overall diameter 12.5 mm, angu-
lation 10 * )& w#elle B4719% 90 21e)7} givkn
3 A ol gt AAH Aolo} wrE YA4U|Y%F

T8N BR0M HE g 2 Gis¥E —

< A 0 FYY Felge 2o Ay A
o, 4¥FeE FYT 9L AuigE 94
FoE WEA] 2 38 E4E /HAYL 8 & o
LEZ ol ¥ A7= daste e} AlgEt

Z&3 22 MA60BM, SI40NB, LI61U 4F43
Ae &l BEYAYA 3¢ SRK-1I 4o &
< A=Y FHF YL 3%+ Adned,
C31UBeM ERZHEHRT 2A37} Ydehd o4&
A AR R Aot H{E, FHHY AojFE 9
L2 F5Y & 3loH, AzAM Z AzxEdd g
AR BE GF Folof AT, dovE AFFH
A AART ofgt tAle] AE o B A7)
Huztol stela At
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=ABSTRACT=

Evaluation of the Difference between the Predicted and Actual
Refraction Among Different Types of Intraocular Lenses.

Sang Hoon Kim, M.D., Sung Jun Lee, M.D.,
Hae Song Park, M.D.%, Kyoung Yul Seo, M.D.'

The Institute of Vision Research, Department of Ophthalmology
Yonsei University College of Medicine, Seoul, Kored'
Siloam Eye Hospital’

Purpose: To evaluate the difference between the predicted and actual refraction among the intraocular lenses
having different materials and shapes of optic and haptic.

Methods: We retrospectively analyzed the cases of 680 eyes with normal range of axial length (21-26mm),
which underwent phacoemulsification and posterior chamber IOL implantation, and had at least 2 months
follow up period, divided by 4 groups according to the types of 10L used.

Results: Mean age of the subjects was 68.9110.8 years with 197 eyes (29%) of male and 483 eyes (71%)
of female. The difference between the predicted and 2 month-postoperative refraction was +0.01 (SI40NB),
-0.01 (LI61U), -0.45 (C31UB), +0.05 (MA60BM) diopters, respectively. C31UB group represented the
myopic shift of -0.45D range and other groups showed no statistically significant difference.

Conclusions: There was no effect of optic materials on the acquisition of goal diopter. MA60BM, SI40NB,
LI61U showed high accuracy of predictiveness. The cause of myopic shift represented in C31UB group might
be the differences of the haptic material, optic-haptic junction, or overall diameter.

J Korean Ophthalmol Soc 44(5):1066-1071, 2003

Key Words: Goal diopter, Haptic material, Intraocular lens, Optic material
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