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Table S1. Characteristics of the studies included in the meta-analysis.
	
	CIA Group
	Control Group

	Study
	Ethnicity (n)
	Diagnosis (%)
	Sex
(F:M)
	Mean age in years (SD)
	Mean CLZ dosage in mg/d (SD)
	Duration of treatment in days
	Ethnicity (n)
	Diagnosis (%)
	Sex
(F:M)
	Mean age in years (SD)
	Mean CLZ dosage in mg/d (SD)
	Duration of treatment in days

	Athanasiou 2010
	Cohort 1 (discovery):
Various (33)

Cohort 2 (replication): Non-Jewish German (49)
	Cohort 1:
Schizophrenia (97.0)
Schizoaffective disorder (3.0%)

Cohort 2: Schizophrenia (100%)
	Cohort 1: 16:17

Cohort 2: 21:28
	Cohort 1: 36

Cohort 2: Data not collected
	n.i.
	n.i.
	Cohort 1:
Various (78)

Cohort 2:
Non-Jewish German (54)
	Cohort 1:
Schizophrenia (98.0)
Schizoaffective disorder (2.0%)

Cohort 2:
Schizophrenia (100%)
	Cohort 1: 21:33

Cohort 2: 38:40
	Cohort 1: 35

Cohort 2: Data not collected
	Cohort 1: 250

Cohort 2: 250
	≥730

	Dettling 2001
	Non-Jewish German (30)
	Schizophrenia (100%)
	17:13
	48
	225
	n.i.
	Non-Jewish German (77)
	Schizophrenia (100%)
	40:37
	35
	275
	≥730

	Lahdelma 2001
	Finnish (26)
	Schizophrenia (100%)
	15:11
	34.9 (12.5)
	405.8 (153.2)
	161.4 (342.5)
	Finnish (19)
	Schizophrenia (100%)
	8:11
	35.7 (9.2)
	494 (160)
	n.i.

	Legge 2017
	European (66)
	Schizophrenia (100%)
	26:40
	40.3
	n.i.
	n.i.
	European (5583)
	Schizophrenia (100%)
	1601:4016
	41.9
	n.i.
	≥365

	Mosyagin 2004
	German (81)
	Schizophrenia (100%)
	51:30
	47.5
	n.i.
	n.i.
	German (78)
	Schizophrenia (100%)
	38:40
	35
	n.i.
	≥730

	Mosyagin 2005
	German (80)
	Schizophrenia (100%)
	27:21
	45.5 (15.9)
	n.i.
	76 (66.7)
	German (75)
	Schizophrenia (100%)
	n.i.
	n.i.
	n.i.
	n.i.

	Ostrousky 2003
	Jewish (18)
	Schizophrenia or  schizoaffective disorder (100%)
	n.i.
	n.i.
	n.i.
	n.i.
	Various (80)
	Schizophrenia or  schizoaffective disorder (100%)
	n.i.
	n.i.
	n.i.
	n.i.

	Saito 2016
	Japanese (50)
	TRS (100%)
	24:28
	44.0 (15.6)
	325.5 (160.6)
	≥180
	Japanese (380)
	TRS (100%)
	170:210
	42.7 (11.8)
	418.4 (159.4)
	≥180

	Theodoropoulou 1997
	Non-Jewish (3)
	Schizophrenia (100%)
	n.i.
	33.0 (8.7)
	447.7 (107.4)
	75.8 (46.24)
	Non-Jewish (40)
	Schizophrenia (100%)
	n.i.
	33.0 (8.7)
	447.7 (107.4)
	75.8 (46.24)

	Turbay 1997
	Ancestral Ashkenazi Jewish (12)

Non-Jewish (21)
	Schizophrenia (83.3%)

Schizoaffective disorder (16.7%)
	15:18
	39
	575 (133)
	141 (175)
	Ashkenazi Jewish (18)

Non-Jewish (15)
	Schizophrenia (84.0%)

Schizoaffective disorder (16.0%)
	8:25
	33
	707 (181)
	1023 (504)

	Valevski 1998
	Ashkenazi Jewish (7)

Sephardi (4)
	n.i.
	7:4
	n.i.
	n.i.
	n.i.
	Various and ethnically matched (50)
	n.i.
	n.i.
	n.i.
	n.i.
	n.i.

	van der Weide 2017
	Dutch (31)
	n.i.
	11:20
	46.2 (14.8)
	331 (170)
	n.i.
	Dutch (241)
	n.i.
	76:165
	43.9 (19.1)
	345 (187)
	≥365

	Yunis 1995
	Ancestral Ashkenazi Jewish (11)

Other European (20)
	Schizophrenia and schizoaffective disorder (93.6%)
Obsessive compulsive disorder (3.2%)
Parkinson’s disease (3.2%)
	15:16
	41.6 (12.7)
	n.i.
	n.i.
	Ashkenazi Jewish (33)

Other European (19)
	n.i.
	15:37
	32.7 (6.5)
	n.i.
	≥365


CLZ = clozapine; n.i. = not indicated.



Figure S1. Forest plots for meta-analysis.
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