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S1. Data extraction form.
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	Information to be extracted, whenever available
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	Publication information
	Authors
	 

	
	Year
	 

	
	Title of publication
	 

	
	Source (Database)
	 

	
	Abstract
	 

	
	Date of publication
	 

	Eligibility checklist
	Title & abstract screening date
	 

	
	Full article screening date
	 

	
	Eligible for systematic review (PICO)?
	 

	
	Eligible for meta-analysis?
	 

	Study information
	Aim(s) of study 
	 

	
	Name & country of study
	 

	
	Study setting & recruitment strategy
	 

	
	Total sample size
	 

	
	Study design (case-control, population, intervention, longitudinal)
	 

	
	Duration of follow-up
	 

	
	Drop out rate
	 

	Population (P)
	Participant groups & sample sizes
	 

	
	Inclusion & exclusion criteria
	 

	
	Instrument used to assess UHR/patient status
	 

	
	Instrument used to assess healthy control status
	 

	
	Instrument used to assess transition to psychosis
	 

	Exposure (E) 
	Childhood adversities measured
	 

	
	Instruments used to measure childhood adversities
	 

	Outcome (O)
	Outcome measure(s)
	 

	Demographics
	Matching of variables
	 

	
	Age
	 

	
	Gender (% female)
	 

	
	Comorbid psychiatric disorders
	 

	
	Rate of transition to psychosis
	 

	Findings
	Key conclusions from authors
	 

	
	Conclusions relevant to our review
	 

	Quantitative data (raw data, effect size, error estimates, etc.)
	Prevalence (e.g., % or frequency or odds ratio) or severity (e.g., continuous score) of childhood trauma
	 

	
	Prevalence (e.g., % or frequency or odds ratio) or severity (e.g., continuous score) of childhood trauma subtypes
	 

	
	Prevalence (e.g., % or frequency or odds ratio) or severity (e.g., continuous score) of childhood bullying 
	 

	
	Prevalence (e.g., % or frequency or odds ratio) or severity (e.g., continuous score) of parental loss/separation
	 

	
	Odds ratios/ hazard ratios/ risk ratios/ frequency tables of transition to psychosis given exposure to childhood trauma
	 

	
	Odds ratios/ hazard ratios/ risk ratios/ frequency tables of transition to psychosis given exposure to childhood trauma subtypes
	 

	
	Odds ratios/ hazard ratios/ risk ratios/ frequency tables of transition to psychosis given exposure to childhood bullying
	 

	
	Odds ratios/ hazard ratios/ risk ratios/ frequency tables of transition to psychosis given exposure to parental loss/separation
	 

	Other variables
	Confounding variables that were controlled for
	 

	
	Other variables measured
	 

	Contacting of authors
	What is needed from authors?
	 

	
	Date of contact
	 





S2. Forest plot comparing the severity of childhood trauma between UHR and controls, stratified into the risk of bias of each study. Higher trauma scores reflect higher severity. 
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S3. Forest plot comparing the prevalence of trauma subtypes between UHR and controls. Higher odds reflect higher prevalence. 
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S4. Forest plot comparing the prevalence of bullying victimization between UHR and controls.
[image: C:\Users\Oonhim\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\INetCache\Content.Word\S3.png]

S5. Forest plot of the association between childhood trauma and TTP among UHR.
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S6. Forest plot of the association between childhood trauma subtypes and TTP among UHR.
[image: C:\Users\Oonhim\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\INetCache\Content.Word\S5.png]
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Test for overall effect: Z = 7.35 (P < 0.00001)
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Study or Subgroup log[Odds Ratio] SE_Weight 1V, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Emotional Abuse :
Addington, 2013 2115 0.3442 20.8% 8.29 [4.22, 16.27] —
Appiah Kusi, 2017 0.0119 01117 22.1% 1.01[0.81, 1.26] -
Kraan, 2017b 1.4868 0.3492 20.7% 4.42[2.23,8.77] —
Reininghaus, 2016 1.9095 0.4599 19.7% 6.75[2.74, 16.62] -
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Subtotal (95% Cl) 100.0% 5.06 [1.55, 16.58] i
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 1.65; Chi? = 69.10, df = 4 (P < 0.00001); I* = 94%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.68 (P = 0.007)
Physical Abuse
Addington, 2013 1.6917 0.3647 21.7% 5.43[2.66, 11.10] —
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Subtotal (95% CI) 100.0% 3.19 [1.05, 9.75] i
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 1.36; Chi2 = 34.81, df = 4 (P < 0.00001); I* = 89%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.04 (P = 0.04)
Sexual Abuse
Addington, 2013 25926 0.7281 13.6%  13.36[3.21, 55.68] -
Appiah Kusi, 2017 0.2295 0.1714 31.6% 1.26 [0.90, 1.76] i
Kraan, 2017b 0.0271 0.3454 25.5% 1.03[0.52, 2.02] —
Reininghaus, 2016 0.4432 0.4293 22.4% 1.56 [0.67, 3.61] T
Tikka, 2013 1.981 1.1606  7.0% 7.25[0.75, 70.51] .
Subtotal (95% CI) 100.0% 1.95 [0.99, 3.84] o
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.35; Chi? = 12.86, df = 4 (P = 0.01); I = 69%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.94 (P = 0.05)
Emotional Neglect
Addington, 2013 2.1373 0.3301 25.5% 8.48 [4.44, 16.19] -
Appiah Kusi, 2017 0.2852 0.1072 27.4% 1.33[1.08, 1.64] -
Kraan, 2017b 1.9445 0.3438 25.3% 6.99 [3.56, 13.71] —
Tikka, 2013 -0.6931 0.5916 21.8% 0.50[0.16, 1.59] - 1
Subtotal (95% CI) 100.0% 2.62 [0.80, 8.58] e
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 1.32; Chi? = 50.09, df = 3 (P < 0.00001); 1> = 94%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.60 (P =0.11)
Physical Neglect
Appiah Kusi, 2017 -0.1497 0.161 79.3% 0.86 [0.63, 1.18]
Kraan, 2017b 0.0511 0.3153 20.7% 1.05[0.57, 1.95]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 100.0% 0.90 [0.68, 1.19]
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chiz = 0.32, df = 1 (P = 0.57); 1= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.75 (P = 0.45)
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Bullying No bullying
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight

Odds Ratio
IV, Random, 95% CI

Odds Ratio
IV, Random, 95% CI
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Study or Subgroup log[Hazard Ratio] SE_Weight 1V, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
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