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Fig S1 The difference of AL between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S2 The difference of AL between hyperopic and emmetropia group 

  [image: image3.jpg]Study

Jiangnan He
Xiaoyan Bian

Jingfeng Mu

Xiaolei Wang

Inmaculada Bueno-Gimeno
Ui, Junmeng

JET

Guan, X H

U KR

Lin, TaiNan

LY.

Sun, Yunyun

Wan —Peng Wang

Overall (I-squared = 73.0%, p = 0.000)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

WMD (95% Cl)

091(0.84,0.98)
064(0.29,0.99)
0.41(007,075)
037 (0,06, 0.80)
079 (053, 1.05)

092(051,1.33)

'
| e 133(094,172)

070 (0.44, 0.96)
088 (069, 1.07)
093 (067,1.19)
050 (020, 1.20)
067 (060,0.74)
078 (067, 0.89)

078 (0.68, 0.88)

Weight

14.03
552
574
407
7.49
442
474
765
1002
755
188
1414
1275

100.00

T
72

172



 FigS3 The difference of AL between low myopia and emmetropia group 
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 Fig.S4 The difference of AL between moderate myopia and emmetropia group 
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 Fig.S5 The difference of AL between high myopia and emmetropia group 
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 Fig.S6 The difference of CC between myopia and emmetropia group 
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Fig S7 The difference of CC between  moderate myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S 8 The difference of AL/CR between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S9 The difference of AL/CR between hyperopic and emmetropia group
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Fig S10 The difference of AL/CR between low myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S11 The difference of CC between moderate myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S12 The difference of AL/CR between high myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S13 The difference of CR between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S14 The difference of CR between high myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S15 The difference of ACD between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S16 The difference of ACD between hyperopic and emmetropia group
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Fig S17 The difference of ACD between low myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S18 The difference of ACD between moderate myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S19 The difference of ACD between high myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S20 The difference of LT between high myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S21 The difference of CCT between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S22 The difference of CCT between low myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S23 The difference of CCT between moderate myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S24 The difference of SFCT between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S25 The difference of SFCT between hyperopic and emmetropia group
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Fig S26 The difference of Foveal ChT (temporal region)between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S27 The difference of Foveal ChT (nasal region)between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S28 The difference of Foveal ChT (superior region)between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S29 The difference of Foveal ChT (inferior region)between myopia and emmetropia group
[image: image30.jpg]o}





Fig S30 The difference of para ChT (mean)between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S31 The difference of para ChT (superior region)between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S32 The difference of para ChT (inferior region)between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S33 The difference of para ChT (nasal region)between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S34 The difference of para ChT (temporal region)between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S35 The difference of para ChT (superior region)between hyperopic and emmetropia group
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Fig S36 The difference of para ChT (inferior region)between hyperopic and emmetropia group
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Fig S37 The difference of para ChT (nasal region)between hyperopic and emmetropia group
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Fig S38 The difference of para ChT (temporal region)between hyperopic and emmetropia group
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Fig S39 The difference of peri-ChT (superior region)between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S40 The difference of peri-ChT (inferior region)between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S41 The difference of peri-ChT (temporal region)between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S42 The difference of peri-ChT (superior region)between hyperopic and emmetropia group
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Fig S43 The difference of peri-ChT (inferior region)between hyperopic and emmetropia group
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Fig S44 The difference of peri-ChT (nasal region)between hyperopic and emmetropia group
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Fig S45 The difference of peri-ChT (temporal region)between hyperopic and emmetropia group
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Fig S46 The difference of peri-ChT (superior region)between high myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S47 The difference of peri-ChT (inferior region)between high myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S48 The difference of peri-ChT (temporal region)between high myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S49 The difference of average macular retinal thickness between high myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S50 The difference of para-RT(superior region) between low myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S51 The difference of para-RT(inferior region) between low myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S52 The difference of para-RT(temporal region) between low myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S53 The difference of para-RT(superior region) between moderate myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S54 The difference of para-RT(inferior region) between moderate myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S55 The difference of para-RT(superior region) between high myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S56 The difference of para-RT(inferior region) between high myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S57 The difference of para-RT(nasal region) between high myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S58 The difference of para-RT(temporal region) between high myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S59 The difference of peri-RT(superior region) between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S60 The difference of peri-RT(inferior region) between myopia and emmetropia group [image: image61.jpg]sty
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Fig S61 The difference of peri-RT(superior region) between low myopia and emmetropia group
[image: image62.jpg]sty

Tl

Dang. Junje

LT

ren s

Otnman, 5. £

Overal (-sauares = 57.6%, p = 0.051)

NOTE: Weights are from random efects analysis

WD (85% C))

400(075,002)

570(827, 513

030701851

082(530,412)

285 (18,02, 330)

482(703,170)

Weight

w74

um

1045

22

1875

10000

-0 o

o




Fig S62 The difference of peri-RT(inferior region) between low myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S63 The difference of peri-RT(temporal region) between low myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S64 The difference of peri-RT(superior region) between moderate myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S65 The difference of peri-RT(inferior region) between moderate myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S66 The difference of peri-RT(temporal region) between moderate myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S67 The difference of peri-RT(superior region) between high myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S68 The difference of peri-RT(inferior region) between high myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S69 The difference of peri-RT(nasal region) between high myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S70 The difference of peri-RT(temporal region) between high myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S71 The difference of pRNFL (mean) between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S72 The difference of pRNFL (superior region) between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S73 The difference of pRNFL(inferior region) between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S74 The difference of pRNFL(nasal region) between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S75 The difference of pRNFL(mean) between hyperopic and emmetropia group
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Fig S76 The difference of pRNFL(nasal region) between hyperopic and emmetropia group
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Fig S77 The difference of pRNFL(mean) between low myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S78 The difference of pRNFL(inferior region) between low myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S79 The difference of pRNFL(nasal region) between low myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S80 The difference of pRNFL(mean) between moderate myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S81 The difference of pRNFL(inferior region) between moderate myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S82 The difference of pRNFL(nasal region) between moderate myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S83 The difference of pRNFL(mean) between high myopia and emmetropia group
[image: image84.jpg]



Fig S84 The difference of pRNFL(superior region) between high myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S85 The difference of pRNFL(inferior region) between high myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S86 The difference of pRNFL(nasal region) between myopia and emmetropia group
[image: image87.png]
Fig S87 The difference of study type(AL) between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S88 The difference of study type(AL) between hyperopic and emmetropia group
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Fig S89 The difference of study type(AL) between low myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S90 The difference of study type(AL) between moderate myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S91 The difference of study type(AL) between high myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S92 The difference of study type(SFCT) between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S93 The difference of study type(para-CT temporal region) between myopia and emmetropia group
 [image: image94.jpg]Study

cross-sectional

Chang, Xuejiao —

Geun Young Lee
Kristian Lundberg
June Deng
Bulut, Asker
PEIYAO JIN

‘Subotal (squared = 81.9%, p = 0.000)

conort design
Lee, Chun On
Lee, Chun On

‘Sublotal (squared = 0.0%, p = 0.437)

ol

case-control
Bayrakesken, Kemal

Subtotal (-squared = %,

Al

Overall (i-squared = 92.7%, p = 0.000)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

|

WND (95% CI)

5091 (-56.55, -45.27)
9.9 (:30.94, 10.96)
2000 (4212,212)
-41.00 (59.61,-22.39)
-31.90 (5282, -10.98)
23.00(40.12, 5.88)

3075 (45,92, 15.58)

28745299, -4.49)
1398 (4222, 1426)

2243 (4087, -4.08)

161(7.05,1027)
161(7.05,1027)

24.44(42.30,6.58)

Weight

1260
1085
1067
"

1086
na

6761

1033
967

2000

1239
1239

100.00

5956 0

506




Fig S94 The difference of study type(para-CT nasal region) between myopia and emmetropia group
[image: image95.png]
Fig S95 The difference of equipment type(AL) between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S96 The difference of equipment type(AL) between hyperopic and emmetropia group
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Fig S97 The difference of equipment type(AL) between high myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S98 The difference of equipment type(ACD) between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S99 The difference of equipment type(ACD) between hyperopic and emmetropia group
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Fig S100 The difference of equipment type(SFCT) between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S101 The difference of equipment type(para-CT temporal) between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S102 The difference of equipment type(para-CT nasal region) between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S103 The difference of ETDRS gride use or not(para-CT temporal region) between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S104 The difference of ETDRS gride use or not(para-CT nasal region) between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S105 The difference of geographic region(AL) between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S106 The difference of geographic region(AL) between hyperopic and emmetropia group
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Fig S107 The difference of geographic region(AL) between low myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S108 The difference of geographic region(AL) between high myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S109 The difference of geographic region(ACD) between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S110 The difference of geographic region(ACD) between heperopic and emmetropia group
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Fig S111 The difference of geographic region(SFCT) between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S112 The difference of geographic region(para-CT temporal) between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S113 The difference of geographic region(para-CT nasal region) between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S114 The difference of mydriasis or not (AL) between myopia and emmetropia group[image: image115.jpg]Study %
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Fig S115 The difference of mydriasis or not (AL) between hyperopic and emmetropia group
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Fig S116 The difference of mydriasis or not (AL) between low myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S117 The difference of mydriasis or not (AL) between moderate myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S118 The difference of mydriasis or not (AL) between high myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S119 The difference of mydriasis or not (SFCT) between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S120 The difference of mydriasis or not (para-CT temporal region) between myopia and emmetropia group
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Fig S121 The difference of mydriasis or not (para-CT nasal region) between myopia and emmetropia group
[image: image122.jpg]Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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Fig S122 The funnel plot of AL between hypertropic and emmetropia group
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Fig S123 The sensitivity analysis of hypertropic and emmetropia group
 [image: image124.jpg]Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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Fig S124 The funnel plot of AL between myopia and emmetropia group
[image: image125.jpg]Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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Fig S125 The funnel plot of AL between low myopia and emmetropia group
  [image: image126.jpg]Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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Fig S126 The funnel plot of AL between moderate myopia and emmetropia group
[image: image127.jpg]Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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Fig S127 The funnel plot of AL between high myopia and emmetropia group

 [image: image128.jpg]Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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Fig S128 The funnel plot of ACD between moderate myopia and emmetropia group
[image: image129.jpg]Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits





Fig S129 The funnel plot of ACD between hyperopic and emmetropia group
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Fig S130The funnel plot of SFCT between moderate myopia and emmetropia group
