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Appendix

Figure Al. Postoperative uncorrected near, intermediate, and far visual acuity

(@) Dominant eye. Subgroup analysis showed that at 33cm near distance, the EDOF group had

significantly worse monocular visual acuity than the Trifocal group at three months (p=0.001). (b)

Non-dominant eye. At 43cm near distance, EDOF group had significantly worse monocular visual

acuity than the Mix-and-Match group at three months (p=0.012).

All outcomes were compared among the three groups. Bonferroni correction for multiple
comparisons: significant p-values (p < 0.017) in bold with symbols.

*: Mix and Match vs EDOF §&: Mix and Match vs Trifocal : EDOF vs Trifocal

Figure A2. Defocus curves for the three groups

(@) Dominant eye. The Trifocal group had better defocus curve at near distance (-2.0 ~ -4.0D),
significantly better at -2.5D (p=0.002 vs Mix-and-Match, p=0.001 vs EDOF) and -3.0D (p=0.003
vs Mix-and-Match, p=0.001 vs EDOF), respectively, at three months (p=0.001). (b) Non-dominant
eye. Mix-and-Match group showed worse at -1.0D (p=0.001 vs EDOF, p=0.009 vs Trifoal), and
EDOF group had significantly lower defocus curve at near distance at three months (-2.5D;
p=<0.001 vs Trifocal, -3.0D; p=0.006 vs Trifocal).

All outcomes were compared among the three groups. Bonferroni correction for multiple
comparisons: significant p-values (p < 0.017) in bold with symbols.

*: Mix and Match vs EDOF §&: Mix and Match vs Trifocal : EDOF vs Trifocal



Appendix

Reading speed of the three groups

<Table>

Mix-and-Match EDOF Trifocal
Mean reading speed (wpm) 84.78+17.08 68.11+10.02 85.12+13.72
Critical print size (logRAD) 0.29+0.13 0.37+0.14 0.28+0.14
Threshold size (logRAD) 0.14+0.12 0.34+0.11 0.23+0.08

wpm: words per minute, logRAD: logarithm of the reading acuity determination




