Supplementary figures

Figure S1. Subgroup analysis of average pRNFL thickness in patients with PPG and
OHT according to the type of OCT.

Figure S2. Funnel plot of average and sectoral pRNFL thickness in patients with PPG
and EG. (A) Average. (B) Superior. (C) Nasal. (D) Inferior. (E) Temporal.

Figure S3. Funnel plot of average and sectoral mGCC thickness in patients with PPG
and EG. (A) Average. (B) Superior. (C) Inferior.

Figure S4. Funnel plot of average and sectoral pRNFL thickness in patients with PPG
and OHT. (A) Average. (B) Superior. (C) Inferior.

Figure S5. Funnel plot of average and sectoral mGCC thickness in patients with PPG
and OHT. (A) Average. (B) Superior. (C) Inferior.

Figure S6. Funnel plot of average and sectoral mGCIPL thickness in patients with PPG
and EG. (A) Average. (B) Superior. (C) Inferior.

Figure S7. Sensitivity analysis of pRNFL thickness in patients with PPG and EG. (A)
Average. (B) Superior. (C) Nasal. (D) Inferior. (E) Temporal.

Figure S8. Sensitivity analysis of mGCIPL thickness in patients with PPG and EG. (A)
Average. (B) Superior. (C) Inferior.

Figure S9. Sensitivity analysis of mGCC thickness in patients with PPG and EG. (A)
Average. (B) Superior. (C) Inferior.

Figure S10. Sensitivity analysis of pRNFL thickness in patients with PPG and OHT.
(A) Average. (B) Superior. (C) Inferior.

Figure S11. Sensitivity analysis of mGCC thickness in patients with PPG and OHT. (A)
Average. (B) Superior. (C) Inferior.

Figure S12. Average mGCIPL thickness in patients with PPG and EG after excluding
the study of Kim et al.

Figure S13. Funnel plot of average GCIPL thickness in patients with PPG and EG after
excluding the study of Kim et al.

Figure S14. Average mGCC thickness in patients with PPG and EG after excluding the
study of Aydogan et al.

Figure S15. Average mGCC thickness in patients with PPG and OHT after excluding
the study of Aydogan et al.



PPG OHT Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgrou Mean SD_Total Mean SD_Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
1.1.1 SD-OCT

Aydogan 2017 1025 58 94 1122 63 77 507% -9.70[11.53,-7.87] -

Garas 2011 949 123 46 1027 107 36 68% -7.80[12.79,-2.81] -

Hollo 2014 944 1248 33 1026 834 28 61% -8.20[13.46,-2.94]

Sazenoz 2020 88.04 847 28 9288 1106 18 47% -4.84[10.84,1.16] —_——1
Subtotal (95% CI) 201 159 68.4% -9.04 [-10.62, -7.46] <

Heterogeneity: Chi*= 2.72, df= 3 (P = 0.44), F= 0%

Test for overall effect: Z=11.24 (P < 0.00001)

1.1.2TD-OCT

Pomorska 2012 84 128 27 951 754 33 57% -11.10[16.57,-5.63)

Taliantzis 2009 9012 528 42 969 752 54 259%  -6.78[9.34,-422] 7

Subtotal (95% CI) 69 87 31.6%  -7.56[-9.88,-5.24] >
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.96, df=1 (P = 0.16), F= 49%

Test for overall effect: Z= 6.38 (P < 0.00001)

Total (95% Cl) 270 246 100.0%  -8.57[-9.88,-7.27] <&

Heterogeneity: Chi*= 5.75, df= § (P = 0.33); F= 13% 0 - 1 & a9
Test for overall effect: Z=12.88 (P < 0.00001) PPG OHT

Test for subaroun differences: Chi*=1.07. df=1 (P =0.30). F=6.6%

Figure S1. Subgroup analysis of average pRNFL thickness in patients with PPG and
OHT according to the type of OCT.
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Figure S2. Funnel plot of average and sectoral pRNFL thickness in patients with PPG
and EG. (A) Average. (B) Superior. (C) Nasal. (D) Inferior. (E) Temporal.



Figure S3. Funnel plot of average and sectoral mGCC thickness in patients with PPG
and EG. (A) Average. (B) Superior. (C) Inferior.



uuuuuuu

Figure S4. Funnel plot of average and sectoral pRNFL thickness in patients with PPG
and OHT. (A) Average. (B) Superior. (C) Inferior.
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Figure SS. Funnel plot of average and sectoral mGCC thickness in patients with PPG
and OHT. (A) Average. (B) Superior. (C) Inferior.
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Figure S6. Funnel plot of average and sectoral mGCIPL thickness in patients with PPG
and EG. (A) Average. (B) Superior. (C) Inferior.
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Figure S7. Sensitivity analysis of pRNFL thickness in patients with PPG and EG. (A)
Average. (B) Superior. (C) Nasal. (D) Inferior. (E) Temporal.
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Figure S8. Sensitivity analysis of mGCIPL thickness in patients with PPG and EG. (A)
Average. (B) Superior. (C) Inferior.
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Figure S9. Sensitivity analysis of mGCC thickness in patients with PPG and EG. (A)
Average. (B) Superior. (C) Inferior.
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Figure S10. Sensitivity analysis of pRNFL thickness in patients with PPG and OHT.
(A) Average. (B) Superior. (C) Inferior.
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Figure S11. Sensitivity analysis of mGCC thickness in patients with PPG and OHT. (A)
Average. (B) Superior. (C) Inferior.



PPG EG Mean Difference Mean Difference

or Subgrouyj Mean _SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Hwang 2015 725 69 48 702 77 110 143%  230[0.13,473 T
Kim 2015 789 55 79 728 65 83 204%  6.00(4.157.85 =
Kim 2017 7575 745 26 6509 882 26 00% 10.66(6.22,15.10)
Kim KE 2014 773 66 103 735 69 111 210%  3.80(1.99,561) —
Kim YJ 2014 6643 536 68 6236 655 72 188%  4.13[2156.11] —a—
Park 2015 76 72 50 718 72 106 144%  4.10[1.68,6.52 —
Sung 2014 7824 655 37 7221 842 70 110%  6.03(3.14,892 =
Total (95% C1) 385 552 100.0%  4.39[3.30,5.47] A 4
Heterogeneity: Tau*= 0.61; Chi*= 7.53, df= 5 (P = 0.18); F= 34% 0 = ; T
Test for overall effect Z= 7.91 (P < 0.00001) PPG EG

Figure S12. Average mGCIPL thickness in patients with PPG and EG after excluding
the study of Kim et al.
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Figure S13. Funnel plot of average GCIPL thickness in patients with PPG and EG after
excluding the study of Kim et al.



PPG EG Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean _ SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Arintawati 2013 8382 985 32 8334 959 81 109%  0.48[3.52 448 —r—
Aydogan 2017 939 66 94 87 67 66 0.0% 12.90[10.80,15.00]

Cennamo 2016 9258 499 66 9027 11.74 41 11.4%  2.31[1.48,6.10) e

Hou 2019 986 865 68 933 636 162 150% 5.30(3.02, 7.58) e
Kim YJ 2014 10053 917 68 91.24 1098 72 124%  9.29(5.95 12,63 —r—
Kumar 2016 909 7.35 28 849 747 83 129% 6.00[2.84,9.16) —
Lu 2020 90.2 7.22 44 8286 1076 42 11.2%  7.34([3.45,11.23 —
Sezenoz 2020 10433 848 28 92092 1604 31  66% 11.41(4.9517.87)

Wang 2020 924 78 26 807 108 22 81% 11.70[6.23,17.17)

Yamada 2014 961 87 30 898 57 31 116%  6.30(2.60,10.00] _—
Total (95% CI) 390 565 100.0%  6.28[4.20,8.37] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 6.19; Ch*= 22.37, df = 8 (P = 0.004); = 64% R R T

Test for overall effect: Z=5.91 (P < 0.00001)

Figure S14. Average mGCC thickness in patients with PPG and EG after excluding the
study of Aydogan et al.



PPG OHT Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgrouj Mean _SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl

Aydogan 2017 939 66 94 1005 49 77 00% -060[2.33,1.13)

Garas 2011 918 7 46 953 7 36 444% -3.50[6.55,-0.45) ——

Hollo 2014 9112 7.08 33 9755 629 28 36.7% -6.43(979,-307) — #——

Sazenoz 2020 10433 848 28 10764 749 18 18.9% -3.31[-7.98,1.36) —_—

Total (95% CI) 107 82 100.0% -4.54[-6.57,-2.51] <

Heterogeneity: Chi®= 1.93, df= 2 (P = 0.38); F= 0% PP t ) : T
Testfor overall effect: Z= 4.38 (P < 0.0001) PPG OHT

Figure S15. Average mGCC thickness in patients with PPG and OHT after excluding
the study of Aydogan et al.



