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Study Characteristics and Psychometric Properties of Tests from Studies on Test Development
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	Author, year
	Study aim
	Measurement properties

	Airlangga Emotional Intelligence Test (Tes Kecerdasan Emosi Airlangga (TKEA)). Subtest 1: Emotional Appraisal
	Fajrianthi & Zein, 2017
	To develop an emotional intelligence test that is suitable to the Indonesian workplace context
	Structural validity: Categorical CFA; The subset fits unidimensional model, RMSEA = 0.06, CFI = 0.7, TLI = 0.6

	Airlangga Emotional Intelligence Test (Tes Kecerdasan Emosi Airlangga (TKEA)). Subtest 2: Emotion Recognition
	
	
	Structural validity: Categorical CFA; The subset fits unidimensional model, RMSEA = 0.03, CFI = 0.9, TLI = 0.9

	Chinese Eyes Test (included pilot, and content validity)
	Lee et al., 2023
	To develop the Chinese Eyes Test and assess its psychometric properties
	Content validity: words were initially extracted from the original Eyes Test and the Chinese Circumplex Model of Affect. Five local Chinese clinical psychologists then independently rated the target words on their faces’ expressivity and relevance in Chinese culture in a binary forced choice, namely “yes” or “no.” Words were rated as “yes” on both aspects that were included.  Photos were then taken of a group of Chinese volunteers who mimicked the emotions of the targeted words. they were asked to recall a specific moment in their lives that could facilitate their expression of the target words. After editing, the cropped photos were presented to four judges in a forced binary choice task, in which they were asked to choose between the target word and a distractor word that has the opposite meaning of the target word to represent best the emotions/cognitive state associated with the eyes. Photos that all four judges considered to be identical with the correct target were included in the subsequent analyses. Photos were then matched with target words (and distractors), and a team of eight judges were asked to match one of the words with each photo of eyes. The following criteria were used to determine if an item was to be included: 1) At least five judges picked the target word, and 2) no more than two judges selected the same distractor word. After items were filtered, another team of eight judges underwent the same testing procedure for these revised items, and then a final set of stimulus items was agreed upon. Computerised and paper-pencil versions of the test were created. The consistency of both versions of the test were examined with 15 participants and examined using a two-way mixed ICC, and revisions were made accordingly
Structural validity: EFA conducted, and a single-factor solution was not identified. The 3-factor solution with 30.7% of the total variance explained was preferably determined as the final solution by the authors (CFA also used)
Internal consistency: Cronbach’s alpha of 0.67 (one item was excluded after item difficulty/consistency was examined)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Convergent; Pearson’s correlation r was 0.666 with the Strange Stories Test, 0.335 and 0.312 with the Faces Test ‘mental states recognition’ and ‘primary emotions’ subcomponents respectively, and 0.294 for the mindreading factor of the Autism-Spectrum Quotient. Divergent; Pearson’s correlation r was -0.245 with the Rapid Automated Reading Task, and -0.156 for the Stroop-Colour Test

	Core Relational Themes of Emotion (CORE) Test (included pilot, and content validity)
	Floman et al., 2023
	To develop and present validity evidence for the CORE test
	Content validity: study 1; following a literature review and selection of core relational themes, the authors developed and refined the CORE item pool using a multistage process (e.g., using a confusion matrix, further item pruning). A panel of 5 experts then assessed the selected items’ accuracy, diversity, differentiation, and readability, followed by discussing which items to retain. The CORE test was then tested on a sample of 684 individuals with equal representation across the major demographic groups in USA, and looked into their responses on further questions on the tests’ characteristics (e.g., clarity of instructions)
Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.9 (study 1), 0.94 (study 2), and 0.9 (study 3)
Structural validity: Study 2, a one-factor CFA showed a good model fit (with the weighted least squares mean values (WLSMV) estimator), X2(665) = 726.80, p = .05; RMSEA = 0.02; CFI = 0.99; SRMR = 0.06. Standardized factor loadings were moderate to high and ranged from 0.40 to 0.87
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Using factor scores (study 2), the CORE’s correlation with MSCEIT-Understanding (Mayer–Salovey–Caruso Emotional Intelligence Test-Understanding subtest) was r 0.82 (p<0.001), and r 0.85 (p<0.001) with STEU (Situational Test of Emotion Understanding). After adjusting for verbal intelligence, the correlations were r 0.7 (p<0.001) with MSCEIT-Understanding, and r 0.73 (p<0.001) with STEU
Criterion Validity: Study 2, CORE latent factor score association with relational conflict was r -0.42 (p<0.001). In a regression model that predicts relational conflict, and includes demographic variables and verbal intelligence scores, when CORE was added, the R2 increased, R2 = 0.20, F(6,269) = 11.52 p < 0.001. The R2 change (269) = 0.06, p < .001, and the total model adjusted R2 = 0.19. The CORE association with relational conflict was (b = -0.35, p < 0.001). Study 3, multiple regression analyses with CORE as a predictor, including demographic covariates in the model, showed the following relationships: adaptive coping (b = 0.18, p < 0.01), job satisfaction (b = 0.24, p < .001), meaning and purpose (b = 0.40, p < 0.001), and a malleable emotion mindset (b = 0.43, p < 0.001), maladaptive coping (b = -0.46, p < 0.001), compassion fatigue (b = -0.38, p < 0.001), emotional exhaustion (b = -0.04, p>0.05), and emotional labor (b = 0.27, p < 0.001). Adding the CORE to a multiple regression model with demographics and the STEU-B (Situational Test of Emotional Understanding-Brief) produced a significant R2 increase for five of eight outcomes. CORE’s associations; meaning and purpose (b = 0.41, p < 0.001), a malleable emotion mindset (b = 0.54, p < 0.001), maladaptive coping (b = -0.39, p < 0.001), and compassion fatigue (b = -0.37, p < 0.001). The effect for emotional labor for the CORE was b = 0.22 (p = 0.04)

	Cross Cultural Test of Face Recognition (CCTFR)
	O'Bryant & McCaffrey, 2006
	To create and validate CCTFR
	Cross-cultural validity, measurement invariance: Experiment 1: One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) to examine the main effect of ethnicity on overall CCTFR: F (3, 117) = 2.05 (p = 0.11) despite the presence of own-race bias. Linear regression also showed that ethnicity does not predict the total score: F (1, 119) = 1.15 (p = 0.29, standardized B = 0.34, unstandardized B = 0.34
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Experiment 2: ANOVA to examine the main effect of group (clinical vs. non-clinical) on overall CCTFR: F (1, 32) = 15.12 (p = 0.0001). A cut-off score of -1 standard deviation yielded 77% sensitivity and 76% specificity

	Dokuz Eylül Theory of Mind Index (DEZIKÖ, includes 3 factors)
	Değirmencioğlu et al., 2018
	To examine the validity and reliability of DEZIKÖ; the first Turkish-language theory of Mind index, in healthy volunteers and in patients with Schizophrenia (the authors adapted several tasks)
	Internal consistency: KR-20 HC = 0.64; factor 1: representation KR-20 = 0.6, factor 2: meta-representation KR-20 = 0.55, factor 3: empathy KR-20 = 0.66
Reliability: Inter-rater reliability: Kendall’s W = 0.99; test-retest reliability Pearson’s r = 0.9 (after 4 weeks, HC)
Structural validity: EFA; PCA with varimax rotation, 3 factors were extracted which accounted for 31.7% of total variance. Factor 1: representation (KR-20 = 0.6), factor 2: meta-representation (KR-20 = 0.55), factor 3: empathy (KR-20 = 0.66)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Pearson’s correlations, patient group; Empathic Skill Index-B Form (EBÖ-B) and DEZIKÖ total score r = 0.43, with DEZIKÖ’s representational factor r = 0.35, meta-representation factor r = 0.31, empathy factor = 0.4
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Independent t-tests, differences in scores between patient group and HC: DEZIKÖ total score t (285) = 8.74, p < 0.01; DEZIKÖ’s representation factor t (285) = 14.25, p < 0.01; meta-representation factor t (285) = 4.81, p < 0.01, empathy factor t (285) = 7.75, p < 0.01

	Emotion Recognition Software
	Rajan Menon et al., 2020
	To develop and validate a set of images of Indian actors portraying the seven emotions, to understand the trend in responses of healthy volunteers on the emotion recognition software, and to establish a culturally sensitive tool
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.43

	Emotional Intelligence Test for Adolescents (A-EIT). Measure: Emotion Perception (included pilot)
	Wang et al., 2021
	To develop and validate the emotional intelligence test for adolescents (A-EIT) using a Chinese sample
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.643, McDonald’s ω = 0.666
Content validity: Relevance: initial 42 stimuli from Taiwan Corpora of Chinese Facial Expressions Database. 154 adolescents (similar to the target group) were asked to label the stimuli; 16 stimuli were then retained. Four response options were generated, and then their intensity evaluated by 18 experts; ICC was 0.963. Then 608 adolescents (similar to the target group) evaluated the stimuli intensities. Results were reviewed, and 8 stimuli were selected which showed consistencies in ratings
Structural validity: To confirm a three-factor structure (based on study 1 within the same paper), CFA was used (emotion perception was one-factor, emotion understanding was another, and emotion regulation was the last); X2 (737) = 1659.47, p < 0.001, RMSEA = 0.025, CFI = 0.953, TLI = 0.95
Cross-cultural validity, measurement invariance: Multigroup CFAs (age, and sex); configural invariance model (M1), metric invariance model (M2), and scalar invariance model (M3) were built across age groups and sexes. The intercepts and factor loadings were both invariance across sex and age groups (ΔRMSEA < 0.015, ΔCFI < 0.010)
Criterion validity: Pearson’s correlations; intrapersonal: r = 0.066 happiness (Index of Well-Being Scale (IWB)), r = -0.008 depression (Children’s Depression Inventory (CDI, 10-item version)). Interpersonal: r = 0.179 friendship quality (Friendship Quality Questionnaire (FQQ)), r = 0.112 peer popularity, r = 0.122 prosocial behaviour (Prosocial Behaviour Scale (PBS), r = - 0.006 externalizing (Child Behaviour Checklist (CBCL)) and r = 0.012 internalizing CBCL. Academic adaptation: r = 0.105 (academic performance)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Pearson's correlations; Convergent: Mayer-Salovey-Caruso Emotional Intelligence Test - Youth Version (MSCEIT-YV) Emotion Perception measure r = - 0.129, Schutte’s Self-Report Emotional Intelligence Scale (SSEIS) Emotion Perception subtest r = 0.214, EI rated by teacher r = 0.087, Basic Empathy Scale (BIS) cognitive empathy r = 0.199, BIS affective empathy r = 0.107, Raven’s Standard Progressive Matrices (RSPM, fluid intelligence) r = 0.302. Discriminant: Adolescent Personality Scale (APS); extraversion r = 0.029, openness r = 0.067, agreeableness r = 0.103, conscientiousness r = 0.043, neuroticism r = - 0.011

	Emotional Intelligence Test for Adolescents (A-EIT). Measure: Emotion Understanding (included pilot, and content validity)
	
	
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.71, McDonald’s ω = 0.711
Content validity: Relevance: using open questionnaires and focus group interviews, 200 adolescents (similar to the target group) reported separate emotional events during which they experienced: A specific emotion, two different emotions at the same time, and changing emotions from one to another. They also reported emotional events where they tended to hide real feelings; 116 nonrepetitive situations were collected. 103 situations were retained and then evaluated by 318 adolescents (similar to the target group); 68 items were subsequently retained. Twenty experts were then invited to evaluate the rationality of each option (ICC = 0.965). In parallel, 639 adolescents (similar to the target group) selected the most reasonable options for each item. Results were reviewed, and 28 stimuli were selected which showed consistencies in ratings
Structural validity: To confirm a three-factor structure (based on study 1 within the same paper), CFA was used (emotion perception was one-factor, emotion understanding was another, and emotion regulation was the last); X2 (737) = 1659.47, p < 0.001, RMSEA = 0.025, CFI = 0.953, TLI = 0.95
Cross-cultural validity, measurement invariance: Multigroup CFAs (age, and sex); configural invariance model (M1), metric invariance model (M2), and scalar invariance model (M3) were built across age groups and sexes. The intercepts and factor loadings were both invariance across sex and age groups (ΔRMSEA < 0.015, ΔCFI < 0.010)
Criterion validity: Pearson’s correlations; intrapersonal: r = 0.124 happiness (Index of Well-Being Scale (IWB)), r = -0.184 depression (Children’s Depression Inventory (CDI, 10-item version)). Interpersonal: r = 0.213 friendship quality (Friendship Quality Questionnaire (FQQ)), r = 0.184 peer popularity, r = 0.164 prosocial behaviour (Prosocial Behaviour Scale (PBS), r = - 0.17 externalizing (Child Behaviour Checklist (CBCL)) and r = - 0.149 internalizing CBCL. Academic adaptation: r = 0.312 (academic performance)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Pearson's correlations; Convergent: Mayer-Salovey-Caruso Emotional Intelligence Test - Youth Version (MSCEIT-YV) Emotion Understanding measure r = - 0.286, Schutte’s Self-Report Emotional Intelligence Scale (SSEIS) Emotion Understanding subtest r = 0.26, EI rated by teacher r = 0.155, Basic Empathy Scale (BIS) cognitive empathy r = 0.177, BIS affective empathy r = 0.155, Raven’s Standard Progressive Matrices (RSPM, fluid intelligence) r = 0.53. Discriminant: Adolescent Personality Scale (APS); extraversion r = 0.113, openness r = 0.046, agreeableness r = 0.169, conscientiousness r = 0.086, neuroticism r = - 0.168

	Famous Faces Doppelgangers Test (FFDT)
	Pozo et al., 2023
	To develop and examine the reliability and validity of FFDT
	Internal consistency: Spearman’s Brown split-half reliability = 0.8 (all trials corrected scores, all participants), 0.78 (African/Black), 0.79 (American Indian/Alaskan Native), 0.79 (Asian), 0.8 (European/White), 0.81 (Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander), 0.8 (Hispanic/Latino) (measurement property not rated)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Spearman’s Brown correlation of all trials score with the Cambridge Face Memory Test (CFMT) rs = 0.5 (adjusted score rs = 0.59), Cambridge Face Memory Questionnaire-7 item version (CFMQ-7) rs = 0.48 (adjusted scores rs = 0.63), four questions on face recognition ability from CFMQ-7 rs = 0.47 (adjusted scores rs = 0.61), TestMyBrain Digit Symbol Matching (a processing speed measure) rs = 0.1 (adjusted scores rs = 0.11)

	Faux Pas Recognition Test (FPRT) - Short Turkish Version (included pilot, and content validity)
	Şandor & İşcen, 2023
	To evaluate the psychometric properties of the FPRT on a healthy Turkish sample and to develop a shorter form with adequate psychometric properties
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.92 (FP stories), 0.92 (control stories)
Structural validity: Stories retained within the FP factor were used in an EFA: KMO = 0.7, significant Bartlett’s test of sphericity, X2 (10) 183.603, p < 0.0001. This one factor explained 38.5% of the total variance. For the control stories, stories which had the highest factor loadings under the first factor, and one story which had the highest factor loading under the second factor were used in the analysis: KMO = 0.627, significant Bartlett’s test, X2 (10) = 104.944, p < 0.0001, 33.16% of the total variance was explained by the factor

	Irony Comprehension Task (included content validity)
	Walia et al., 2022
	To assess content and “known‑groups” validity of an Indian, comic‑based, computerized‑Irony Comprehension task
	Content validity: Eleven professionals from the departments of psychiatry, clinical psychology, and psychiatric social work (having experience of working in cognitive neurosciences; mean experience in mental health = 9.36 years and proficiency in spoken as well as written Hindi language) rated the 15 task stories on whether the stimulus (1) tested the construct of irony comprehension as in the original, (2) depicts “Indianness” of characters and situations, and (3) is ideal for computerized experiments on a Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree). Stories that received a score of < 4 (agree) from > 25% of the experts were deemed excluded
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): independent samples t‑test and Fisher’s exact test showed significant differences in performance between groups (percentage of correct responses: irony stimuli t=9.92, and logical stimuli t=2.56. For reaction time it was t=8.51 and 7.28 for the type of stimuli respectively). Discriminant functional analysis showed similar results (percentage of correct responses: irony stimuli X2=41.46, and logical stimuli X2=5.8. For reaction time it was X2=35.1 and 30.2 for the type of stimuli respectively

	Japanese and Caucasian Brief Affect Recognition Test (JACBART)
	Matsumoto et al., 2000
	To develop a new test designed to measure individual differences in emotion recognition, and to examine its reliability and validity
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α; study 1: version 1 = 0.86 (0.76 Caucasian, 0.76 Japanese), version 2 = 0.87 (0.77 Caucasian, 0.76 Japanese), version 3 = 0.92 (0.84 Caucasian, 0.85 Japanese). Study 2, version 3: 0.82 (0.75 Caucasian, 0.59 Japanese). Study 3, version 3: session 1 = 0.87 (0.8 Caucasian, 0.75 Japanese), session 2 = 0.89 (0.81 Caucasian, 0.77 Japanese). Study 4, version 2: 0.9 (0.83 Caucasian, 0.77 Japanese). Study 5, version 3 = 0.87 (0.72 Caucasian, 0.78 Japanese)
Reliability: Test-retest reliability study 3 (version 3, after 3 to 4 weeks): Pearson’s r = 0.78 (0.75 Caucasian, 0.67 Japanese)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Pearson’s correlations with Big Five Inventory-54 (BFI): study 1 r = 0.21 openness (0.2 Caucasian, 0.2 Japanese), 0.11 conscientiousness (0.11 Caucasian, 0.1 Japanese). Study 2, version 3 r = 0.38 openness (0.37 Caucasian, 0.34 Japanese), 0.15 conscientiousness (0.12 Caucasian, 0.17 Japanese). Partial correlations in study 5 while controlling for visual acuity, version 3 r = 0.31 openness (0.28 Caucasian, 0.3 Japanese), 0.35 conscientiousness (0.37 Caucasian, 0.31 Japanese). Correlations with Eysenck Personality Inventory (EPI): study 4, version 2 r = 0.47 extraversion-introversion (0.52 Caucasian, 0.28 Japanese), -0.45 neuroticism (-0.4 Caucasian, -0.42 Japanese). Correlations with the Revised Neo Personality Inventory (NeoPI-R): study 5 (controlling for visual acuity), version 3 r = 0.33 openness (0.3 Caucasian, 0.34 Japanese), 0.24 conscientiousness (0.22 Caucasian, 0.23 Japanese)

	Korean Facial Emotion Discrimination Task (K-FEDT)
	Bahk et al., 2015
	To develop two novel Korean facial emotion recognition tasks (i.e., facial emotion identification and differentiation tasks) using valid Korean facial emotion stimuli, and to evaluate their psychometric properties
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.95
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Pearson’s r with K-FEIT = 0.667, Social Behavior Sequencing Task (SBST) = 0.508, Hinting Task = 0.466. Discriminant: TMT-A = 0.01, TMT-B = 0.161

	Korean Facial Emotion Identification Task (K-FEIT)
	
	
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.82
Criterion validity: Pearson’s r with Facial Emotion Identification Task (FEIT) = 0.53
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Pearson’s r K-FEDT = 0.667, Social Behavior Sequencing Task (SBST) = 0.59, Hinting Task = 0.506. Discriminant: Trail Making Test (TMT) A and B; TMT-A = - 0.198, TMT-B = 0.049

	Korean Reading the Mind in the Eyes Test (K-RMET) (included pilot)
	Koo et al., 2021
	To develop a Korean version of the RMET (K-RMET) by using Korean eye stimuli an to examine the psychometric properties of the Korean-translated version of the RMET and the K-RMET
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.54
Reliability: Test-retest reliability (after 1-year): Wilcoxon Signed Ranks test Z = - 1.87 (p = 0.062). ICC = 0.758 with a 95% CI (0.462, 0.892). Bland-Altman plot: mean difference = - 1.04 (95% CI - 2.34 to 0.26; upper limit of agreement = 5.12 with 95% CI ranging from 2.87 to 7.37; lower limit of agreement = - 7.20 with 95% CI ranging from - 9.45 to -4.95
Structural validity: Full-scale single-factor: CMIN/df, RMSEA, and SRMR had satisfactory fit [χ2 (594) = 694.63; p = 0.003; CMIN/df = 1.17; RMSEA = 0.029; 90% CI = 0.018 - 0.038; SRMR = 0.067], as opposed to CFI and TLI (CFI = 0.532; TLI = 0.504). Emotional valence 3-factor model: CMIN/df, RMSEA, and SRMR had excellent fit [χ2 (591) = 686.47; p = 0.004; CMIN/df = 1.16; RMSEA = 0.029; 90% CI: 0.017 -0.038; SRMR = 0.067], as opposed to CFI and TLI (CFI = 0.556; TLI = 0.527)

	Meso-Expression Test (MET) (included content validity)
	LaPalme et al., 2023
	To develop and validate a novel measure of naturalistic emotion perception for diverse individuals in USA
	Results are on the total score
Content validity: Study 1; film-clips of racially diverse actors were recorded as stimuli that include emotionally induced expressions (following specific techniques and approaches). The stimuli were then validated by a large racially diverse individuals who provided several ratings (e.g., which emotions the actor was trying to express, how authentic the expressions were (on a Likert-scale)). Confusion matrices, hit rates and proportion indices were then examined. In study 2, the authors selected candidate stimuli based on the quality of the display and only included displays that were recognized above chance in study 1 (with additional rules, such as racial representation). Distractor items were also selected based on item-level confusion-matrices, and employed a Graded Response Model for scoring. Final items were then selected based on item information and misfit
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Study 3 (MET total score); convergent validity r with Diagnostic Analysis of Nonverbal Accuracy (DANVA) total score = 0.59 (p<0.05), faces = 0.39 (p<0.05), and voices = 0.55 (p<0.05). With the short Geneva Emotion Recognition Test (GERT-S) r = 0.68 (p<0.05). Divergent validity r with Wonderlic Personnel Test (WPT-Q) = 0.36 (p<0.05)
Criterion validity: Study 4 (MET total score); correlations r with Positive Relationships subscale of the Psychological Well-Being (PWB) scale was 0.16 (p<0.05), Empathic Concern subscale of the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI) 0.38 (p<0.05), Social Connectedness Scale (CSC) 0.28 (p<0.05), Toronto Alexithymia Scale (TAS) -0.42 (p<0.05), Perceived Stress Scale (PSS) -0.13 (p<0.05), PROMIS Anxiety and Depression scales; depression -0.33 (p<0.05), anxiety -0.33 (p<0.05), Network of Relationships Inventory (NRI; short version) – positive relationships -0.1 (p<0.05), negative relationships -0.54 (p<0.05)

	MET Concealed Emotion Subtest
	
	
	Internal consistency: Study 2; Cronbach’s α = 0.71 and McDonald’s Omega = 0.71
Cross‐cultural validity\measurement invariance: Study 2 (total score); DIF-d ranged between 0.12 and 0.23 for the racial groups, and 0.08 for differences in the score between genders
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Study 3; convergent validity r with DANVA total score = 0.41 (p<0.05), faces = 0.26 (p<0.05), and voices = 0.4 (p<0.05). With GERT-S r = 0.53 (p<0.05). Divergent validity r WPT-Q = 0.27 (p<0.05)
Criterion validity: Study 4; correlations r with PWB (social well-being) was 0.06 (p>0.05), Empathic Concern subscale of IRI 0.24 (p<0.05), CSC (social connectedness) 0.17 (p<0.05), TAS (Alexithymia) -0.24 (p<0.05), PSS (stress) -0.05 (p<0.05), PROMIS depression -0.19 (p<0.05) and anxiety -0.2 (p<0.05), NRI short version; positive relationships -0.07 (p<0.05) and negative relationships -0.34 (p<0.05)

	MET Non-verbal Subtest
	
	
	Internal consistency: Study 2; Cronbach’s α = 0.81 and McDonald’s Omega = 0.81
Cross‐cultural validity\measurement invariance: Study 2; Differential Item Functioning effect sizes (DIF-d) ranged between 0.1 and 0.14 for the racial groups, and 0.12 for differences in the score between genders
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Study 3; convergent validity r with DANVA total score = 0.5 (p<0.05), faces = 0.34 (p<0.05), and voices = 0.45 (p<0.05). With GERT-S r = 0.59 (p<0.05). Divergent validity r WPT-Q = 0.34 (p<0.05)
Criterion validity: Study 4; correlations r with PWB (social well-being) was 0.19 (p<0.05), Empathic Concern subscale of IRI 0.38 (p<0.05), CSC (social connectedness) 0.29 (p<0.05), TAS (Alexithymia) -0.42 (p<0.05), PSS (stress) -0.17 (p<0.05), PROMIS depression -0.35 (p<0.05) and anxiety -0.34 (p<0.05), NRI short version; positive relationships -0.09 (p<0.05) and negative relationships -0.53 (p<0.05)

	MET Verbal Subtest
	
	
	Internal consistency: Study 2; Cronbach’s α = 0.71 and McDonald’s Omega = 0.71
Cross‐cultural validity\measurement invariance: Study 2; DIF-d ranged between 0.11 and 0.4 for the racial groups, and 0.12 for differences in the score between genders
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Study 3; convergent validity r with DANVA total score = 0.55 (p<0.05), faces = 0.34 (p<0.05), and voices = 0.52 (p<0.05). With GERT-S r = 0.52 (p<0.05). Divergent validity r WPT-Q = 0.29 (p<0.05)
Criterion validity: Study 4; correlations r with PWB (social well-being) was 0.12 (p<0.05), Empathic Concern subscale of IRI 0.31 (p<0.05), CSC (social connectedness) 0.23 (p<0.05), TAS (Alexithymia) -0.37 (p<0.05), PSS (stress) -0.09 (p<0.05), PROMIS depression -0.27 (p<0.05) and anxiety -0.27 (p<0.05), NRI short version; positive relationships -0.1 (p<0.05) and negative relationships -0.48 (p<0.05)

	Mind Reading in Films Task (Films Task) (included pilot)
	Tahazadeh et al., 2020
	To develop an Iranian culturally sensitive test to assess complex emotions and mental states (Films Task), and to examine the test’s validity, predictive power, and sensitivity of the test
	Internal consistency: Experiment 2: Cronbach’s α = 0.85 (0.69 emotion recognition questions, 0.78 mental state recognition questions)
Reliability: Experiment 2: test-retest reliability (after 6 weeks): Spearman's correlation rs = 0.89, and A Wilcoxon Signed-ranks test p > 0.05 (Z = 1.08, r = 0.78)
Criterion validity: Pearson's correlation with the Reading the Mind in the Eyes Task (RMET): experiment 1 r = 0.56, experiment 2 r = 0.75. Experiment 2: AUC = 0.90, p < 0.01 (exceeded RMET (0.7), and AQ (0.82))
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Pearson’s correlations in experiment 2: Autism Spectrum Quotient (AQ) r = - 0.63, Empathy Quotient (EQ) cognitive empathy r = 0.77 (mental state recognition questions r = 0.74), EQ affective empathy r = 0.52 (emotion recognition questions r = 0.36), EQ communication skills r = 0.23
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Independent t-test experiment 2, with ASC: t (38) = 9.78, p < 0.01, Cohen’s d = 3.1

	MMER app Face-word Matched Test
	Yu et al., 2022
	To develop MMER app
	Criterion validity: RMET Pearson's r = 0.54

	MMER app. Face-face Emotion Mated Test 
	
	
	Criterion validity: RMET Pearson's r = 0.47

	MMER app. Face-prosodic Matched Test 
	
	
	Criterion validity: RMET Pearson's r = 0.41

	MMER app. Facial Feature Discrimination Test
	
	
	Criterion validity: Pearson's correlation with the Reading Mind in the Eyes Test (RMET): r = 0.23

	MMER app. Prosodic-face Matched Test
	
	
	Criterion validity: RMET Pearson's r = 0.43

	MMER app. Prosodic-word Matched Test
	
	
	Criterion validity: RMET Pearson's r = 0.4

	MMER app. Word-face Matched Test
	
	
	Criterion validity: RMET Pearson's r = 0.43

	Motion Picture Mind Reading Test (MPMR, revised 30-item version)
	Wakabayashi & Katsumata, 2011
	To develop a measurement tool for assessing individual differences in mind-reading ability in the general population, and to examine the reliability and validity of the test
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.72 (initial 40-item version = 0.64), split-half reliability Spearman's Brown r = 0.71 (initial 40-item version = 0.63)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Spearman’s Brown correlations (assumed): Reading the Mind in the Eyes Test (RMET) rs = 0.31, Empathy Quotient (EQ) rs = 0.27, Systemizing Quotient (SQ) rs = - 0.22

	Multi-Modality Emotion Recognition Mobile Application (MMER app, 7 subtests) (included pilot with all subtests)***
	Yu et al., 2022
	To develop MMER app
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.94
Reliability: Test-retest reliability (after 3-4 months): Pearson's r = 0.87
Structural validity: CFA; several models tested. Model 1 examined unidimensionality: X2 = 45.282, df = 14, RMSEA = 0.115 (90% CI 0.079, 0.153), CFI = 0.958, TLI = 0.936, AIC = 7425.075. Model 4, multidimensional, oblique (3 factors): X2 = 10.787, df = 12, RMSEA = < 0.001 (90% CI 0.000, 0.072), CFI = 1, TLI = 1.003, AIC = 7394.58. The factors and loadings for model 4 were: facial recognition (subtest #1 = 1), facial emotion recognition (subtests #3 = 0.861, #4 = 0.858, #5 = 0.84), and prosody emotion recognition (subtests #7 = 0.846, #8 = 0.891, #9 = 0.807)
Criterion validity: Pearson's correlation with the Reading Mind in the Eyes Test (RMET): r = 0.53

	Persian Affective Voices (PAV) (included pilot)
	Saffarian et al., 2019
	To establish the preliminary psychometric properties of the Persian version of the Montreal Affective Voices (MAV) test, as well as to investigate the effect of Parkinson Disease (PD) on vocal emotion perception
	Internal consistency: Part 1; Cronbach’s α = 0.8
Reliability: Part 2; test-retest reliability (1-month interval): ICC = 0.815
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Pearson's correlation with the Prosody Comprehension Test (SPC) r = 0.57
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Part 3; significant differences between both groups (t = - 6.434, p < 0.001)

	Social Shapes Test - Short Version (included pilot)
	Brown et al., 2019
	To develop and validate a new measure of social intelligence (Social Shapes Test)
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.67 (study 2)
Structural validity: Study 2 CFA (used for discriminant validity too); several models were run. The most fitting one included 3 cognitive tests and Social Shapes Test (four-factor model): χ2 = 720.13, df = 554, p < 0.001, RMSEA = 0.024, CFI = 0.906, SRMR = 0.042
Cross-cultural validity, measurement invariance: Multiple Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) to examine differences based on race/ethnicity (study 2): F(4, 500)=3.42, p < 0.001, Wilks' Lambda = 0.92. There were no significant differences in Social Shapes Test scores between White and either Black, Hispanic, or Asian participants (differences were between White and the ‘other’ category)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): RMET r = 0.47, Situational Test of Emotion Understanding - Brief (STEU-B) r = 0.48, Social Stories Questionnaire (SSQ) r = 0.29, verbal ability r = 0.35, Cognitive Reflection Task (CRT) r = 0.39, abstract reasoning r = 0.48, Wong-Law Emotional Intelligence Scale (WLEI) r = - 0.05, agreeableness r = - 0.05, conscientiousness r = - 0.06, extraversion r = - 0.17, openness r = 0.17, neuroticism r = 0.04

	Social Shapes Test (included pilot)
	
	
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.66 (study 1)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Study 1; Reading the Mind in the Eyes Test (RMET) r = 0.55, Social Stories Questionnaire (SSQ) r = 0.22, verbal ability r = 0.36, Cognitive Reflection Task (CRT) r = 0.34, trait anxiety r = 0.02, positive affect r = - 0.02, negative affect = - 0.06

	Tool for Recognition of Emotions in Neuropsychiatric Disorders (TRENDS)
	Behere et al., 2008
	To develop an advanced tool for emotion recognition appropriate to individuals who are Indian
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.669 (static images), 0.447 (dynamic images)

	Yonsei - Cambridge Mindreading Face Battery (Y-CAM) (included pilot, and content validity)
	Chung & Chung, 2021
	To develop and test the psychometric properties of a complex emotion recognition task for Korean adults (Y-CAM)
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.68
Reliability: Test-retest reliability after 2 weeks; Pearson's correlation r = 0.81
Content validity: Relevance; phase 2: rating the emotional words’ acceptability and prototypicality as facial expressions in Korea, filtered in 18 emotions that obtained more than 80% agreement. Comprehensibility; phase 3: rating if the screened emotions can be understood and are experienced among adults. All 18 emotions showed an agreement level of 99% or higher
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Autism Spectrum Quotient (AQ) r = − 0.17, State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI) r = − 0.16, College Bullying Experience Scale (CBES) r = − 0.23


Legend:
CFA: Confirmatory Factor Analysis; CFI: Comparative Fit Index; CMIN/df: Minimum Discrepancy Function divided by Degrees of Freedom; EFA: Exploratory Factor Analysis; EP: Emotion Perception; HC: Healthy Control; ICC: Intraclass Correlation Coefficient; KMO: Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin; NS: Not Specified; PCA: Principal Components Analysis; RMSEA: Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; SRMR: Standardised Root Mean Residuals; TLI: Tucker‐Lewis Index; ToM: Theory of Mind.
































Supplementary Table 2-B
Study Characteristics and Psychometric Properties of Tests from Studies on Test Validation

	[bookmark: _Hlk142812817]Test name
	Author, year
	Study aim
	Measurement properties

	African Neuropsychology Battery (ANB). Subtest: African Facial Perception Test
	Ikanga et al., 2022
	To examine the reliability of the ANB in three samples of participants of African descent
	Internal consistency: Data from S1; Cronbach’s α = 0.82 total sample (subgroups: AA = 0.37, AI = 0.42, AS = 0.66)
Reliability: Data from S2; Test-retest reliability after 7 - 13 months: Pearson's r = 0.67, ICC = 0.67

	AIHQ - Aggression Bias
	Lim, et al., 2020
	To evaluate the psychometrics of measures indexing the four core social cognition domains
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = patients 0.683 (time 1) and 0.667 (time 2), HC 0.545 (time 1) and 0.752 (time 2)
Reliability: Test-retest reliability (after 4 weeks): patients Spearman’s rho = 0.514, ICC = 0.486, HC rho = 0.747, ICC = 0.739
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Mann-Whitney U test p = 0.57, Cohen’s d = - 0.18

	AIHQ - Blame Score
	
	
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = patients 0.936 (time 1) and 0.952 (time 2), HC 0.933 (time 1) and 0.947 (time 2)
Reliability: Test-retest reliability (after 4 weeks): patients Spearman’s rho = 0.632, ICC = 0.634, HC rho = 0.78, ICC = 0.786
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Mann-Whitney U test p = 0.29, Cohen’s d = - 0.1

	AIHQ - Hostility Bias
	
	
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = patients 0.626 (time 1) and 0.688 (time 2), HC 0.541 (time 1) and 0.428 (time 2)
Reliability: Test-retest reliability (after 4 weeks): patients Spearman’s rho = 0.662, ICC = 0.694, HC rho = 0.615, ICC = 0.644
Structural validity: PCA was performed to investigate the dimensional structure of those social cognitive tasks that showed significant association with case-control status (tested using the SZ sample only): PCA indicated presence of two components in SZ, as indexed by eigen>1 and scree plot explaining 45.44% and 25.19% of the variance. The BLERT, ER40, and TASIT-3 loaded on the first component (Social Cognitive Skills), while the second component consisted of AIHQ-HB only (Hostile Attribution Style). Factor scores computed by the summation of raw items loaded onto each component indicated that both components were not inter-correlated (r = 0.00, p > 0.05)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Mann-Whitney U test p = 0.21, Cohen’s d = 0.16. Logistic regression model significantly identified four tasks (BLERT, ER40, TASIT-3, and AIHQ-HB) that best discriminated case control status, X2 (4, n = 183) = 65.01, p < 0.001, Nagelkerke R2 = 0.404. The positive and negative predictive values are 76.4% and 70.3% respectively. The sensitivity and specificity of model classification are 82.7% and 61.6% respectively. AIHQ - Hostility Bias had a B = - 0.39, SE = 0.19, OR = 0.67

	BLERT
	
	
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = patients 0.701 (time 1) and 0.747 (time 2), HC 0.544 (time 1) and 0.548 (time 2)
Reliability: Test-retest reliability (after 4 weeks): patients Spearman’s rho = 0.727, ICC = 0.727, HC rho = 0.513, ICC = 0.525
Structural validity: PCA was performed to investigate the dimensional structure of those social cognitive tasks that showed significant association with case-control status (tested using the SZ sample only): PCA indicated presence of two components in SZ, as indexed by eigen>1 and scree plot explaining 45.44% and 25.19% of the variance. The BLERT, ER40, and TASIT-3 loaded on the first component (Social Cognitive Skills), while the second component consisted of AIHQ-HB only (Hostile Attribution Style). Factor scores computed by the summation of raw items loaded onto each component indicated that both components were not inter-correlated (r = 0.001, p > 0.05)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Mann-Whitney U test p < 0.01, Cohen’s d = 0.91. Logistic regression model significantly identified four tasks (BLERT, ER40, TASIT-3, and AIHQ-HB (Ambiguous Intentions and Hostility Questionnaire)) that best discriminated case control status, X2 (4, n = 183) = 65.01, p < 0.001, Nagelkerke R2 = 0.404. The positive and negative predictive values are 76.4% and 70.3% respectively. The sensitivity and specificity of model classification are 82.7% and 61.6% respectively. BLERT had a B = - 0.43, SE = 0.21, OR = 0.65

	CFMT - Chinese
	McKone et al., 2017
	To provide large-sample norms for East Asian observers on an Asian-face version of the Cambridge Face Memory Test (CFMT-Chinese), and to demonstrate methodological suitability of the CFMT-Chinese for prosopagnosia diagnosis
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.86 (samples = 0.82 (G1), 0.87 (G2))

	CFMT - Chinese Version (CFMT - Chinese) (adapted)
	McKone et al., 2012
	To introduce a Chinese face version of the Cambridge Face Memory Test (CFMT), and to demonstrate that the CFMT format provides a robust method of tapping the other-race effect and pick up a more subtle other ethnicity effect within a race
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α: CFMT-Chinese = 0.9 (Asian subsample), 0.89 (European subsample); CFMT-original: 0.94 (Asian), 0.86 (European)
Criterion validity: Two-way ANOVA: no main effect of Test Version (F (1, 42) = 0.261) (i.e., CFMT-Chinese well matched in overall difficulty to the CFMT-original). Follow-up tests: Asian sample performed significantly better on the CFMT-Chinese than on the CFMT-original (t (23) = 5.21, p < 0.001). The reverse was true for the European participants (t (19) = 4.44, p < 0.001)

	Chinese Facial Emotion Identification Test (C-FEIT) (adapted, included pilot, and content validity)
	Lo & Siu, 2018
	To develop and validate two social cognitive tests, C-FEIT and C-SCSQ, that assess three key domains of social cognition and to evaluate preliminary psychometric properties of the two assessments
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.776
Reliability: Test-retest within 1-week ICC = 0.85
Content validity (relevance, and comprehensiveness) See entry per subtest
Criterion validity: Pearson’s correlation Brief Psychiatric Rating Scale, Expanded Version (BPRS-E) r = - 0.1 (paranoia scale = - 0.07), Chinese Work Personality Profile (CWPP; functional measure, n = 30) r = - 0.11 (task orientation), - 0.00 (social skills), 0.11 (self-control), - 0.02 (attitude toward supervision), 0.2 (personal presentation)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Pearson’s correlation Trail Making Test (TMT) Part A (processing speed) r = - 0.45, Hopkins Verbal Learning Test, Revised Version (HVLT-R; verbal learning) r = 0.22, Categorical Fluency Test (animal naming; verbal fluency) r = 0.29
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): T-test: t = - 1.72, p = 0.094, d = 0.56

	CSB - Chinese Version (CSB-C). Subtest SECT
	[bookmark: RANGE!B10]Zhong et al., 2013
	To examine the reliability and validity of CSB-C in Chinese patients with Schizophrenia
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.81 (CSB-C composite score). Correlation with CSB-C composite score = 0.62. Inter-subtest correlations of SECT in patients: Detection Task (DET, speed of processing) = 0.24, Identification Task (IDN, attention/vigilance) = 0.15, One Card Learning Task (OCL, visual learning and memory) = 0.37, Two Back Task (TWOB, working memory) = 0.55, International shopping List Task (ISLT, verbal learning and memory) = 0.24, the Groton Maze Learning Task (GML, problem solving/error monitoring) = 0.37, Continuous Paired Association Learning Task (CPAL, spatial working memory) = 0.46 (measurement property not rated)
Reliability: Test-retest reliability after 1-month, Pearson’s r = 0.5 (in HC)
Structural validity: EFA with patients' data; a two-factor-solution appeared and accounted for 60.92% of the total variance (Bartlett’s test of sphericity p < 0.001). SECT loaded on the ‘memory and executive function’ factor (loading 0.52), alongside OCL, TWOB, GML, CPAL, and ISL. The other factor was composed of subtests that needed speed (DET, and IDN)
Criterion validity: Pearson’s correlations with the Repeated Battery for the Assessment of Neuropsychological Status (RBANS) index scores: immediate memory r = 0.54, visuospatial/constructional r = 0.37, language r = 0.32, attention r = 0.36, and delayed memory r = 0.51. Authors reported that there was no correlation between SECT and the Social Adaptation Self-evaluation Scale (SASS) (data not provided)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Magnitude of impairment relative to matched healthy controls: CSB-J composite score Z = - 1.09 (p < 0.001), SECT Z = - 0.7 (p < 0.001) (further information on SECT not provided)

	CSB - Japanese Version (CSB-J). Subtest SECT (adapted)
	[bookmark: RANGE!B11]Yoshida et al., 2011
	To evaluate the criterion and construct validity of CSB-J in Japanese patients with Schizophrenia
	Content validity: Stimuli customized to only include faces with a Mongoloid countenance
Structural validity: EFA with patients' data; a three-factor-solution appeared and accounted for 53.8% of the total variance (Bartlett’s test of sphericity p < 0.001). SECT (without other subtests) loaded on a single factor (loading 0.908). The other two factors were memory, and speed (further information on SECT not provided)
Criterion validity: CSB-J composite score Pearson’s correlation with BACS-J r = 0.709 (patients), 0.483 (HC), and 0.76 for all participants (Box 8 not rated)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Magnitude of impairment relative to matched healthy controls: CSB-J composite score Z = - 0.99 (p < 0.001), SECT Z = - 1 (p < 0.01) (further information on SECT not provided)

	C-SCSQ - Jumping-to-Conclusions (JTC) (adapted, included pilot, and content validity)
	Lo & Siu, 2018
	To develop and validate two social cognitive tests, C-FEIT and C-SCSQ, that assess three key domains of social cognition and to evaluate preliminary psychometric properties of the two assessments
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.63 (total scale score, not subtests)
Reliability: Test-retest within 1-week ICC = 0.8
Content validity (relevance): 75% of experts agreed that the tool was culturally relevant after the modifications. The experts rated most (over 90%) items as having satisfactory content relevance
Content validity (comprehensiveness): All the experts agreed that the task was representative of social cognition
Criterion validity: Pearson’s correlation BPRS-E r = - 0.18 (paranoia scale = 0.08), CWPP (functional measure, n = 30) r = 0.22 (task orientation), 0.28 (social skills), 0.35 (self-control), 0.1 (attitude toward supervision), - 0.13 (personal presentation)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Pearson’s correlation TMT Part A (processing speed) r = - 0.07, HVLT-R; verbal learning r = 0.02, Categorical Fluency Test (animal naming; verbal fluency) r = - 0.04
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): T-test: t = - 2.05, p = 0.047, d = 0.67

	C-SCSQ - Paranoid/hostile Attributional Style (PAS) (adapted, included pilot, and content validity)
	
	
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.63 (total scale score, not subtests)
Reliability: Test-retest within 1-week ICC = 0.85
Content validity (relevance): 75% of experts agreed that the tool was culturally relevant after the modifications. The experts rated most (over 90%) items as having satisfactory content relevance
Content validity (comprehensiveness): 75% of the experts agreed that the task was representative of social cognition. Modifications were then made
Criterion validity: Pearson’s correlation BPRS-E r = 0.09 (paranoia scale = 0.05), CWPP (functional measure, n = 30) r = - 0.46 (task orientation), - 0.28 (social skills), - 0.43 (self-control), - 0.4 (attitude toward supervision), - 0.38 (personal presentation)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Pearson’s correlation TMT Part A (processing speed) r = 0.22, HVLT-R; verbal learning r = - 0.12, Categorical Fluency Test (animal naming; verbal fluency) r = - 0.34
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): T-test: t = 10.07, p < 0.001, d = - 3.27

	C-SCSQ - ToM (adapted, included pilot, and content validity)
	
	
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.63 (total scale score, not subtests)
Reliability: Test-retest within 1-week ICC = 0.76
Content validity (relevance): 75% of experts agreed that the tool was culturally relevant after the modifications. The experts rated most (over 90%) items as having satisfactory content relevance
Content validity (comprehensiveness): All the experts agreed that the task was representative of social cognition
Criterion validity: Pearson’s correlation BPRS-E r = - 0.13 (paranoia scale = - 0.11), CWPP (functional measure, n = 30) r = - 0.38 (task orientation), 0.22 (social skills), 0.33 (self-control), 0.33 (attitude toward supervision), 0.29 (personal presentation)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Pearson’s correlation TMT Part A (processing speed) r = - 0.25, HVLT-R; verbal learning r = 0.1, Categorical Fluency Test (animal naming; verbal fluency) r = 0.33
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): T-test: t = - 3.89, p < 0.001, d = 1.26

	ER40
	Lim, et al., 2020
	To evaluate the psychometrics of measures indexing the four core social cognition domains
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = patients 0.656 (time 1) and 0.752 (time 2), HC 0.508 (time 1) and 0.602 (time 2)
Reliability: Test-retest reliability (after 4 weeks): patients Spearman’s rho = 0.585, ICC = 0.606, HC rho = 0.575, ICC = 0.589
Structural validity: PCA was performed to investigate the dimensional structure of those social cognitive tasks that showed significant association with case-control status (tested using the SZ sample only): PCA indicated presence of two components in SZ, as indexed by eigen>1 and scree plot explaining 45.44% and 25.19% of the variance. The BLERT, ER40, and TASIT-3 loaded on the first component (Social Cognitive Skills), while the second component consisted of AIHQ-HB only (Hostile Attribution Style). Factor scores computed by the summation of raw items loaded onto each component indicated that both components were not inter-correlated (r = 0.001, p > 0.05)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Mann-Whitney U test p < 0.01, Cohen’s d = 0.98. Logistic regression model significantly identified four tasks (BLERT, ER40, TASIT-3, and AIHQ-HB (Ambiguous Intentions and Hostility Questionnaire) that best discriminated case control status, X2 (4, n = 183) = 65.01, p < 0.001, Nagelkerke R2 = 0.404. The positive and negative predictive values are 76.4% and 70.3% respectively. The sensitivity and specificity of model classification are 82.7% and 61.6% respectively. ER40 had a B = - 0.55, SE = 0.21, OR = 0.57

	Face Task (FT) - Chinese Version (translated)
	Ma et al., 2010
	To examine the reliability and validity for Taiwan-ese populations of three Chinese-version tasks of the Mayer-Salovey-Caruso  Emotional  Intelligence  Test  (MSCEIT):  FT,  emotional-management  task  (EMT)  and emotional-relations task (ERT)
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.84 (S1), 0.57 (S2), 0.75 (S3)
Criterion validity: G3 data; Wong and Law Emotional Intelligence Scale (WLEIS) ICC = 0.31
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Differences in the 3 samples; F-test = 9.77, p < 0.001, with the patient group performing the worst

	[bookmark: RANGE!A17]False Belief Task (Indian) (adapted, included pilot)
	Agashe et al., 2018
	To validate an Indian, colour-comic based False Belief task by using an online-electroencephalogram (EEG) paradigm discriminating schizophrenia patients and healthy controls
	Content validity (relevance): 11 professionals asked if the 15 stories depict ‘Indianness’ of characters and situations, and if it is ideal for EEG/event-related potential (ERP) experiments (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree): average ratings = 4.64 and 4.45 respectively
Content validity (comprehensiveness): 11 professionals asked if the 15 stories tested the construct of FB as in the original (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree): average rating = 4.73
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Discriminant function analysis (DFA): number of correct responses showed 78.56% sensitivity and 92.27% specificity. Reaction times showed 74.98% sensitivity and 82.35% specificity of 74.98%. Both were able to correctly classify 76.7% (Wilks’ Λ = 0.64; χ2 = 12.47; p < 0.001) and 86.7% (Wilks’ Λ = 0.43; χ2 = 23.25; p < 0.001) of originally classified participants

	Faux Pas Task (unclear if adapted through this study)
	Chen et al., 2017
	To validate the psychometric properties of 3 advanced Theory of Mind measures in patients with schizophrenia
	Reliability: Test-retest after 4 weeks ICC = 0.76. Bland-Altman plot < 0.3. Practice effects: paired t-test p = 0.309, and Cohen's d = 0.11
Measurement error: MDC = 7.8 (36.7%)
Criterion validity: Pearson’s r: between Faux Pas Task and RMET in 1st assessment = - 0.08 and 2nd assessment 0.07, with Strange Stories Test it was 0.29 during 1st assessment and 0.17 during 2nd assessment. Between RMET and Strange Stories Test it was - 0.01 in 1st assessment and 0.24 in 2nd assessment
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Ecological validity: Pearson’s r R-SFST, subscales social engagement/withdrawal, social activity, interpersonal, recreation, independence (competence), independence (performance), and employment (Spearman's Rho) in 1st assessment = 0.2, 0.11, 0.17, - 0.06, 0.12, - 0.01, and 0.16 respectively; in 2nd assessment = 0.17, - 0.08, 0.13, - 0.22, 0.17, - 0.03, and - 0.04 respectively

	FPRT - Brazilian Portuguese Version (adapted, included pilot, and content validity)
	Watanabe et al., 2021
	To translate and cross-culturally adapt the FPRT, assess the psychometric properties of the Brazilian version of the FPRT in a normal reference sample, and analyse the test scores according to sociodemographic factors and other healthy populations from different countries, according to previously published data
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.719
Structural validity: EFA; principal component extraction (with varimax rotation with Kaiser normalisation): two-component structure, component 1 were the “faux-pas” questions which explained 66% of score variance, component 2 were the control questions and explained 13% of score variance. Both factors explained 80% of score variance

	FPRT - Reduced, Culturally-adapted, Portuguese Version (translated (unclear how adapted))
	Negrão et al., 2016
	To validate a reduced, translated to Portuguese and cultural-adapted version of FPRT as a reliable tests to discriminate Mental State Attribution between Schizophrenia patients and matched healthy controls
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.933 (Schizophrenia), 0.944 HC
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Logistic regression controlling by age and economic status: p = 0.003, OR 1.2 with 95% CI for OR 1.06, 1.35 (Faux Pas Question p = 0.003, OR 1.21; Control Question p = 0.081, OR 1.88). Individuals with Schizophrenia had lower scores versus HC

	FPRT - Turkish Version (adapted, included pilot, and content validity)
	Şandor & İşcen, 2023
	To evaluate the psychometric properties of the FPRT on a healthy Turkish sample and to develop a shorter form with adequate psychometric properties
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.937 (FP stories), 0.92 (control stories). Split-half reliability (Spearman-Brown coefficient) = 0.78 (FP stories), 0.85 (control stories)
Reliability: Inter-rater reliability; ICC = 0.88 (FR stories, boot-strapped 95% CI: 0.88 - 0.92), 0.96 (control stories, boot-strapped 95% CI: 0.93 - 0.97)
Structural validity: EFA; PCA (with varimax rotation) showed 47.5% of the total variance was explained by three factors (KMO = 0.735, X2 (45) = 403.434, p < 0.0001, significant Bartlett’s test of sphericity), FP stories loaded on one-factor, control stories on another, and one item on the 3rd (negative value). A parallel analysis was run which revealed that only the first factor can be retained for FP stories. Similar analysis for the control stories: KMO = 0.655, significant Bartlett’s test, X2 (45) = 206.389, p < 0.0001. Four-factors appeared which explained 52.31% of the total variance, and the parallel analysis suggested a one-factor solution

	Hinting Task
	Lim, et al., 2020
	To evaluate the psychometrics of measures indexing the four core social cognition domains
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = patients 0.64 (time 1) and 0.616 (time 2), HC 0.479 (time 1) and 0.294 (time 2)
Reliability: Test-retest reliability (after 4 weeks): patients Spearman’s rho = 0.573, ICC = 0.608, HC rho = 0.505, ICC = 0.551
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Mann-Whitney U test p < 0.01, Cohen’s d = 0.46

	Hinting Task - Polish Version (translated, pilot study)
	Krawczyk et al., 2020
	To adapt and validate the Hinting Task in Polish language
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.62 (10 items), 0.64 (9-items)
Reliability: Inter-rater reliability, Kappa values (consecutively per item): 0.696, 0.7, 0.73, 0.73, 0.698, 0.476, 0.507, 0.633, 0.73, 0.404
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Pearson's r with RMET = 0.3
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): SCZ group scored significantly lower than HC group: full 10-item scale (t (94) = - 4.049; p < 0.001; Cohen’s d = 0.81), shortened 9-item scale (t(94) = - 3.04; p < 0.006; Cohen’s d = 0.61)

	Indian Empathic Accuracy Task (I-EAT) (adapted, included content validity)
	Sinha et al. 2023
	To adapt the Empathic Accuracy Task paradigm to Indian culture and languages for both young adults and older adults and test its feasibility and validity
	Content validity: Three experts were asked to rate all 64 initially recorded videos independently for their ability to evoke an empathic response to the said emotion appropriately and suitability to Indian culture and young and older age groups. The rating was carried out on a Likert scale of 1 to 5, from ‘very poor’ to ‘very good’, and videos which received a rating of ≥3 by at least three of the five evaluators were selected. These experts were mental health professionals with postdoctoral experience of >10 years in their field. The videos were created through recordings of 22 volunteers
Internal consistency: Cronbach’s alpha = 0.73. The Guttman split-half reliability coefficient was 0.84 when splitting the negative emotion videos from the positive ones
Convergent validity: Questionnaire of Cognitive and Affective Empathy (QCAE), total scores p coefficient 0.29 (QCAE total score p coefficient 0.19 for EAT-Negative, and 0.25 for EAT-Positive). EAT total score p coefficient 0.29 with QCAE-Cognitive, and 0.21 with QCAE-Affective. QCAE-Cognitive and EAT-Negative p coefficient 0.09, and 0.28 with EAT-Positive. QCAE-Affective and EAT-Negative p coefficient 0.24, and 0.33 with EAT-Positive. Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI), total scores p coefficient 0.11 (IRI total score p coefficient 0.02 for EAT-Negative, and 0.2 for EAT-Positive). EAT total score p coefficient 0.09 with IRI-Perspective, 0.45 with IRI-Empathic Concern, 0.03 with IRI-Total Distress, and -0.18 with IRI-Fantasy. IRI-Perspective and EAT-Negative p coefficient -0.02, and 0.17 with EAT-Positive. IRI-Empathic Concern and EAT-Negative p coefficient 0.34, and 0.49 with EAT-Positive. IRI-Total Distress and EAT-Negative p coefficient 0.04, and 0.02 with EAT-Positive. IRI-Fantasy and EAT-Negative p coefficient -0.27, and -0.02 with EAT-Positive. Social Cognition Rating Tool in Indian Setting (SOCRATIS)-ToM, p coefficient 0.02 for the SOCRATIS first order ToM, and 0.12 for second order ToM. EAT-Negative and first-order ToM had p coefficient 0.08, and for EAT-Positive it was -0.01. EAT-Negative and second-order ToM had p coefficient 0.11, and for EAT-Positive it was 0.08. SOCRATIS-Social Perception, p coefficient 0.22 for the social perception index, and -0.11 for social perception ‘abstract’. EAT-Negative and social perception index had p coefficient 0.19, and for EAT-Positive it was 0.13. EAT-Negative and social perception ‘abstract’ had p coefficient 0.05, and for EAT-Positive it was -0.17. Tool for Recognizing Emotions in Neuropsychiatric Disorders (TRENDS)-TRACS (Tool for Recognition of Emotions in Neuropsychiatric Disorders), p coefficient -0.32 for EAT-Total (EAT-Negative p coefficient -0.27, and -0.24 for EAT-Positive)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Spearman correlations with several measures (coefficients reported); Divergent validity: Clinician- rated version of the Apathy Evaluation Scale (AES-C) had p coefficient = -0.67 for the total score (EAT-Negative p coefficient -0.62, and EAT-Positive p -0.5
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity):
Young groups: Welch’s F-test for total score had F=6.59 (Eta 0.26, p 0.004). For EAT-Positive F=3.91 (Eta 0.21, p 0.032), and for EAT-Negative F=7.27 (Eta 0.26, p 0.003). For healthy vs. depressed groups (ANOVA): Cohen’s d for the total score = -0.22 (p 0.762), with EAT-Positive d=0.24 (p 0.732), and EAT-Negative d=-0.51 (p 0.48). For healthy vs. Schizophrenia groups (ANOVA): Cohen’s d for the total score = 1.15 (p 0.003), with EAT-Positive d=1.02 (p 0.021), and EAT-Negative d=-0.77 (p 0.41). For depressed vs. Schizophrenia groups: ANCOVA (with education as a covariate) Cohen’s d for the total score = 1.36 (p 0.001), with EAT-Positive d=0.84 (p 0.026), and EAT-Negative d=1.25 (p 0.002)
Geriatric groups: individuals from the depression group scored lower. The effect size was 0.85 (t = 4.25, p = .003) for EAT Total, 0.77 (t = 4.13, p = 0.003) for EAT Positive, and 0.71 (t = 3.32, p = 0.009) for EAT Negative scores
Healthy groups: ANCOVA while controlling for education and marital status showed higher scores in the healthy young group versus the geriatric group. EAT Negative as partial η2 = 0.40, p = .001, EAT Positive as partial η2 = 0.43, p = .001, and EAT Total as partial η2 = 0.48, p =< 0.001

	Mini Profile of Nonverbal Sensitivity (MiniPONS)
	Lim, et al., 2020
	To evaluate the psychometrics of measures indexing the four core social cognition domains
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = patients 0.657 (time 1) and 0.652 (time 2), HC 0.562 (time 1) and 0.527 (time 2)
Reliability: Test-retest reliability (after 4 weeks): patients Spearman’s rho = 0.557, ICC = 0.572, HC rho = 0.618, ICC = 0.628
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Mann-Whitney U test p < 0.01, Cohen’s d = 0.86

	Movie for the Assessment of Social Cognition-Taiwanese version (MASC-TW) (translated)
	Huang et al. 2023
	To evaluate the psychometrics properties of a sensitive video-based test used in the evaluation of mentalizing skills, that is, the Movie for the Assessment of Social Cognition-Taiwanese version (MASC-TW)
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.87
Reliability: Test-retest after 1-3 months ICC = 0.85 (89 HC), and test-retest after 6 months from first round ICC = 0.85
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Pearson's r correlations with the verbal cue scores (r = 0.52, p < 0.001) and the nonverbal cue scores (r = 0.39, p < 0.001) of the ToM task, and correlations with facial (r = 0.68, p < 0.001) and prosodic (r = 0.71, p < 0.001) emotion recognition from DANVA-2-TW (with medium and large effect sizes). Divergent validity; no significant correlation between correct MASC-TW scores and the sum scores of dispositional mindfulness (r = − 0.05, p = 0.702). No significant correlations were observed between the three types errors of the MASC-TW and total mindfulness scores (r = 0.01, p = 0.920; r = 0.05, p = 0.739; and r = − 0.15, p = 0.283 for no ToM, decreased ToM, and excessive ToM, respectively)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC), AUC 0.987. Group differences (independent t-tests): cognitive MASC-TW scores [t(165) = − 19.61, p < 0.001], affective MASC-TW scores [t(165) = − 19.61, p <0 .001]. Patient group also had significantly more errors

	MSCEIT - Romanian Version. Measure: Emotion Perception (translated)
	Iliescu et al., 2013
	To examine the structural equivalence, discriminant validity as well as criterion and incremental validity of the Romanian version of MSCEIT
	Internal consistency: Unclear at branch level: overall internal consistency reliability for Consensus scoring = 0.92, Expert scoring = 0.91. Branch level: reliabilities ranged 0.78 - 0.90, task level ranged 0.59 - 0.93 (median of 0.70) (Box 4 not rated)
Cross-cultural validity\measurement invariance: Analyses performed on the full tool: correlation between the Romanian Consensus and Expert scoring options r = 0.93. Romanian data and the US Consensus r = 0.92, and Expert r = 0.92 scoring options. CFA using S1 consensus scored data: one-factor model X2 = 476.04, df = 20, CFI = 0.847, RMSEA = 0.119, two-factor model X2 = 154.49, df = 19, CFI = 0.955, RMSEA = 0.066, three-factor model X2 = 43.28, df = 15, CFI = 0.991, RMSEA = 0.034 (Box 5 not rated)
Criterion validity: Data from S4 (scale ranging from 1 (not content with his/her performance) to 5 (content with his/her performance)) = 0.32 (supervisor rating, p < 0.01), 0.23 (customer rating, p < 0.05)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Discriminant: correlations with a measure of IQ (data from S2); General Ability Measure for Adults (GAMA) = 0.14, with empathy (data from S3) = 0.14 (self-rating), 0.07 (co-worker rating)

	MSCEIT - Romanian Version. Measure: Emotion Understanding (translated)
	
	
	Internal consistency: Unclear at branch level: overall internal consistency reliability for Consensus scoring = 0.92, Expert scoring = 0.91. Branch level: reliabilities ranged 0.78 - 0.90, task level ranged 0.59 - 0.93 (median of 0.70) (Box 4 not rated)
Cross-cultural validity\measurement invariance: Analyses performed on the full tool: correlation between the Romanian Consensus and Expert scoring options r = 0.93. Romanian data and the US Consensus r = 0.92, and Expert r = 0.92 scoring options. CFA using S1 consensus scored data: one-factor model X2 = 476.04, df = 20, CFI = 0.847, RMSEA = 0.119, two-factor model X2 = 154.49, df = 19, CFI = 0.955, RMSEA = 0.066, three-factor model X2 = 43.28, df = 15, CFI = 0.991, RMSEA = 0.034 (Box 5 not rated)
Criterion validity: Data from S4 (scale ranging from 1 (not content with his/her performance) to 5 (content with his/her performance)) = 0.05 (supervisor rating, p > 0.05), 0.14 (customer rating, p > 0.05)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Discriminant: correlations with a measure of IQ; GAMA = 0.15, with empathy = 0.28 (self-rating), 0.2 (co-worker rating)

	MSCEIT. Measure: Emotion Perception
	Karim & Weisz, 2010
	To assess the psychometric properties of MSCEIT in a cross-cultural comparative context involving the collectivist Pakistani (Eastern culture) and the individualist French (Western culture) students
	Internal consistency: Split-half reliability: French sample r = 0.87, Pakistani r = 0.86. Cronbach’s α ‘faces’ subtest = 0.8 (French), 0.82 (Pakistani), ‘pictures’ subtest = 0.75 (French), 0.85 (Pakistani)
Cross-cultural validity\measurement invariance: Independent sample t tests (cross-cultural differences, not explicitly used as a validity parameter): French participants performed better than their Pakistani counterparts (t = 2.39, p < 0.05, Cohen’s d = 0.35). Supplementary information is not provided per sample and branches; multigroup comparison factor analyses (French sample: N = 111; Pakistani sample: N = 81) showed that with few exceptions, the factor loadings, unique variances, and factor covariances were invariant across cultures (Box 5 not rated)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Discriminant, correlations: Trait emotional intelligence questionnaire (TEIQue; global trait) r = 0.15 (French), 0.18 (Pakistani); self-report ability EI measure (SREIT) r = - 0.08 (French), 0.09 (Pakistani); Raven’s Advanced Progressive Matrices (RAPM) r = - 0.06 (French), 0.22 (Pakistani); International Personality Item Pool (IPIP, 50-item version) ‘extraversion’ r = 0.01 (French), - 0.04 (Pakistani); ‘agreeableness’ r = 0.03 (French), 0.24 (Pakistani); ‘conscientiousness’ r = 0.1 (French), 0.11 (Pakistani); ‘emotional stability’ r = 0.29 (French), 0.01 (Pakistani); ‘intellect’ r = 0.17 (French), 0.14 (Pakistani)

	MSCEIT. Measure: Emotion Perception
	Lim, et al., 2020
	To evaluate the psychometrics of measures indexing the four core social cognition domains
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = patients 0.919 (time 1) and 0.938 (time 2), HC 0.893 (time 1) and 0.94 (time 2)
Reliability: Test-retest reliability (after 4 weeks): patients Spearman’s rho = 0.671, ICC = 0.702, HC rho = 0.589, ICC = 0.568
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Mann-Whitney U test p < 0.01, Cohen’s d = 0.74

	MSCEIT. Measure: Emotion Perception (adapted)
	Mao et al., 2016
	To validate the MSCEIT-TC, to develop a norm for the MSCEIT-TC, and use this norm to explore emotional intelligence performance of schizophrenic individuals
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.94 (tasks = 0.87 (Faces), 0.92 (Pictures))
Reliability: Test-retest reliability after 2 weeks Pearson’s r = 0.86 (tasks = 0.62 (Faces), 0.85 (Pictures))
Structural validity: CFA; four-factor model for the MSCEIT-TC domain, whereby each Branch is a factor (total of 4 branches): for this branch (perceiving emotions), loadings = 0.66 (Faces task) and 0.64 (Pictures task) (X2/df = 2.768, CFI = 0.977, NFI = 0.965, RMSEA = 0.049)
Criterion validity: Wong and Law Emotional Intelligence Scale (WLEIS; Self-Emotional Appraisal) Pearson’s r = 0.325 (tasks = 0.273 (Faces), 0.264 (Pictures))

	MSCEIT. Measure: Emotion Understanding
	Karim & Weisz, 2010
	To assess the psychometric properties of MSCEIT in a cross-cultural comparative context involving the collectivist Pakistani (Eastern culture) and the individualist French (Western culture) students
	Internal consistency: Split-half reliability: French sample r = 0.6, Pakistani r = 0.74. Cronbach’s α ‘blends’ subtest = 0.46 (French), 0.5 (Pakistani), ‘changes’ subtest = 0.45 (French), 0.68 (Pakistani)
Cross-cultural validity\measurement invariance: Independent sample t tests (cross-cultural differences, not explicitly used as a validity parameter): French participants performed better than their Pakistani counterparts (t = 6.24, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 0.92). Supplementary information is not provided per sample and branches; multigroup comparison factor analyses (French sample: N = 111; Pakistani sample: N = 81) showed that with few exceptions, the factor loadings, unique variances, and factor covariances were invariant across cultures (Box 5 not rated)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Discriminant, correlations: TEIQue; global trait r = - 0.01 (French), 0.34 (Pakistani); SREIT r = - 0.05 (French), 0.18 (Pakistani); RAPM r = - 0.11 (French), 0.43 (Pakistani); IPIP-50-item version ‘extraversion’ r = - 0.11 (French), 0.01 (Pakistani); ‘agreeableness’ r = 0.1 (French), 0.28 (Pakistani); ‘conscientiousness’ r = 0.0 (French), 0.08 (Pakistani); ‘emotional stability’ r = - 0.09 (French), 0.19 (Pakistani); ‘intellect’ r = 0.04 (French), 0.31 (Pakistani)

	MSCEIT. Measure: Emotion Understanding
	Lim, et al., 2020
	To evaluate the psychometrics of measures indexing the four core social cognition domains
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = patients 0.822 (time 1) and 0.827 (time 2), HC 0.718 (time 1) and 0.744 (time 2)
Reliability: Test-retest reliability (after 4 weeks): patients Spearman’s rho = 0.778, ICC = 0.778, HC rho = 0.827, ICC = 0.795
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Mann-Whitney U test p < 0.01, Cohen’s d = 0.75

	MSCEIT. Measure: Emotion Understanding (adapted)
	Mao et al., 2016
	To validate the MSCEIT-TC, to develop a norm for the MSCEIT-TC, and use this norm to explore emotional intelligence performance of schizophrenic individuals
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.68 (tasks = 0.57 (Changes), 0.57 (Blends))
Reliability: Test-retest reliability after 2 weeks Pearson’s r = 0.69 (tasks = 0.65 (Changes), 0.56 (Blends))
Structural validity: CFA; four-factor model for the MSCEIT-TC domain, whereby each Branch is a factor (total of 4 branches): for this branch (understanding emotions), loadings = 0.65 (Changes task) and 0.62 (Blends task) (X2/df = 2.768, CFI = 0.977, NFI = 0.965, RMSEA = 0.049)
Criterion validity: Emotional Quotient Scale (EQs); Pearson’s r of the ‘Blends’ task with EQs Branch 1 ‘perception, appraisal and expression of emotion’ and Branch 3 ‘understanding and analyzing emotion’ = 0.305, and 0.293 respectively
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Patients versus the norm group (Mann-Whitney U test) Z = - 3.05 (p = 0.002) (tasks: Faces Z - 1.22 and p > 0.05, Pictures Z - 2.93 and p = 0.003)

	Penn CNB - Arabic Version. Subtest ER40 (translated)
	Ibrahim et al., 2015
	To investigate the translation of a neuropsychological battery from English to Arabic and how practice effects influence translational validity estimates
	Reliability: Test-retest reliability between Arabic and English version (on average number of days 14.91 ± 1.5, range 13 - 19 days); Pearson’s correlations: accuracy r = 0.37 (p = 0.09), and speed r = 0.32 (p = 0.144). After adjusting for practice effects: accuracy r = 0.75 (p < 0.001), and speed r = 0.79 (p < 0.001) (adjusted values were rated for measurement properties)
Cross-cultural validity\measurement invariance: Paired t-tests showed no statistically significant differences between the English and Arabic versions for any of the cognitive tests either with regard to accuracy or completion times, regardless of the order of administration (test statistics not provided)

	PennCNB; ER40 (adapted, included pilot, and content validity)
	Scott et al., 2021
	To develop and validation of a computerized battery (PennCNB) with the Xhosa population of South Africa
	Content validity (comprehensibility): One of the response options; 'neutral', was changed to 'no emotion' following feedback from individuals from patients (target sample)
Structural validity: Three-factor confirmatory bifactor model (for the battery): CFI = 0.99, RMSEA = 0.029 ± 0.015, SRMR = 0.017. The three factors were executive, memory, and social and complex reasoning. The general factor (overall efficiency) was most strongly defined by emotion identification (0.79) and facial memory (0.68). In a one-factor uni-dimensional model, the model was most strongly defined by emotion identification (loading = 0.74)
Criterion validity: Mixed model ANOVA relating efficiency to demographic and clinical characteristics (for the whole battery): the main effects of the diagnostic group and age were significant (F = 268.6, p < 0.0005). Significant effects of SZ status were seen on all neurocognitive tests (Box 8 not rated)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): There was a main effect of schizophrenia status on overall neurocognitive efficiency p < 0.001 and a significant interaction between the group and neurocognitive test (p < 0.001). For ER40 Cohen's d = 0.56

	PennCNB; Subtest ER40 - Accuracy Score (translated)
	Izgi et al., 2022
	To evaluate the test-retest reliability of the Turkish version of PennCNB to guide confident interpretation of results
	Reliability: Test-retest reliability days between sessions 13.12 ± 3 (range 8 - 23): ICC = 0.538, ICC (corrected for practice-effect) = 0.587, Pearson’s r = 0.555, Spearman’s Rho = 0.551

	PennCNB; Subtest ER40 - Efficiency Score (translated)
	
	
	Reliability: Test-retest reliability days between sessions 13.12 ± 3 (range 8 - 23): ICC = 0.667, ICC (corrected for practice-effect) = 0.791, Pearson’s r = 0.716, Spearman’s Rho = 0.671

	PennCNB; Subtest ER40 - Speed Score (translated)
	
	
	Reliability: Test-retest reliability days between sessions 13.12 ± 3 (range 8 - 23): ICC = 0.717, ICC (corrected for practice-effect) = 0.831, Pearson’s r = 0.791, Spearman’s Rho = 0.721

	Reading the Mind in the Eyes Test (RMET) (translated)
	Chen et al., 2017
	To validate the psychometric properties of 3 advanced Theory of Mind measures in patients with schizophrenia
	Reliability: Test-retest after 4 weeks ICC = 0.24. Bland-Altman plot < 0.3. Practice effects: paired t-test p = 0.064, and Cohen's d = 0.35
Measurement error: Minimal Standard Detectable Change (MDC) = 9.2 (47%)
Criterion validity: Pearson’s r: between Faux Pas Task and RMET in 1st assessment = - 0.08 and 2nd assessment 0.07, with Strange Stories Test it was 0.29 during 1st assessment and 0.17 during 2nd assessment. Between RMET and Strange Stories Test it was - 0.01 in 1st assessment and 0.24 in 2nd assessment
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Ecological validity: Pearson’s r with the Revised Social Functioning Scale—Taiwan short version (R-SFST), subscales social engagement/withdrawal, social activity, interpersonal, recreation, independence (competence), independence (performance), and employment (Spearman's Rho) in 1st assessment = - 0.07, - 0.02, - 0.2, 0.18, 0.1, - 0.02, and 0.26 respectively; in 2nd assessment = 0.17, 0.25, 0.14, - 0.01, - 0.01, 0.22, and 0.05 respectively

	Relationships Across Domains (RAD)
	Lim, et al., 2020
	To evaluate the psychometrics of measures indexing the four core social cognition domains
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = patients 0.775 (time 1) and 0.801 (time 2), HC 0.727 (time 1) and 0.78 (time 2)
Reliability: Test-retest reliability (after 4 weeks): patients Spearman’s rho = 0.796, ICC = 0.79, HC rho = 0.776, ICC = 0.79
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Mann-Whitney U test p < 0.01, Cohen’s d = 0.91

	Revised Reading the Mind in the Eyes Test - Chinese Version (RMET-CV-R) (adapted)
	Deng et al., 2022
	To assess social cognition in in patients with Schizophrenia over 60 years of age, or in patients with less than 5 years of schooling (using a new Chinese revised version of RMET which includes adaptations to the method of administrating the test)
	Cross-cultural validity\measurement invariance: Stratified analyses by the method of administration (self-completed vs. interviewer-completed) and by education and age (‘educated-younger’ vs. ‘undereducated-older’) show the same relationship between groups (i.e., HC>TC>UT), though not all differences remain statistically significant. For instance, chi-square tests in respondents assigned to self-complete RMET-CV-R (self-completed subsample) showed χ2 = 29.83, p < 0.001 [HC>UT, TC], and in respondents assigned to have RMET-CV-R administered by interviewer (interviewer-completed subsample) showed χ2 = 106.68, p < 0.001 [HC>TC>UT]
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Bivariate and multivariate analyses, successful completion rates and RMET-CV-R scores were highest in HC, intermediate in TC, and lowest in UT (adjusted completion rates, 97.0, 72.4, and 49.9%, respectively; adjusted RMET-CV-R scores, 45.4, 38.5, and 34.6%, respectively; all p < 0.02)

	RMET-R - Argentinian Version in Spanish
	Giordano et al., 2019
	To find a suitable test to examine Theory of Mind in the Mexican population
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.53, inter-item correlation = 0.032
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Pearson’s correlation between RMET-R and Short Story Task r = 0.351. Partial correlations between RMET-R and the Short Story Task when controlling for variables: verbal fluency r = 0.335, Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale (WAIS-IV) - Verbal Comprehension Index (VCI) r = 0.311, WAIS-IV - General Ability Index (GAI) r = 0.317, and the fantasy subscale of the test of empathy (Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI) - FS) r = 0.297. RMET-R correlation with IRI-FS r = 0.212

	RMET-R - Bengali Version (translated)
	Chakrabarty et al., 2021
	To examine the acceptability, reliability, and validity of the Bengali version of RMET-R
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.6
Reliability: Test-retest after 6 months ICC = 0.64 (HC)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Pearson's r Wechsler picture arrangement = 0.60, picture completion = 0.54, and comprehension subtests = 0.48
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): One-way ANCOVA F (2, 147) = 5.52, p = 0.005), partial η2 = 0.07. Pairwise comparisons (with Bonferroni correction) between SCZ scores and their matched controls' showed p = 0.008 (the former had lower scores); Cohen's d = 1.3, between BPD scores and matched controls it was p = 0.067; Cohen's d = 1.3

	RMET-R - Brazilian Version (adapted, included pilot)
	Sanvicente-Vieira et al., 2014
	To translate and adapt the RMET-R to Brazilian Portuguese, in both paper-and-pencil and computerized versions
	Content validity study only with no data to report here

	RMET-R - Korean Translated Version (translated)
	Koo et al., 2021
	To develop a Korean version of the RMET (K-RMET) by using Korean eye stimuli an to examine the psychometric properties of the Korean-translated version of the RMET and the K-RMET
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.542
Reliability: Test-retest reliability (after 1 year) Wilcoxon Signed Ranks test Z = - 0.6 (p = 0.548). ICC = 0.787 with a 95% CI (0.519, 0.906). Bland-Altman plot: mean difference = - 0.44 (95% CI - 1.67 to 0.79; upper limit of agreement = 5.39 with 95% CI ranging from 3.26 to 7.51; lower limit of agreement = - 6.27 with 95% CI ranging from - 8.39 to -4.14
Structural validity: Full-scale single-factor: CMIN/df, RMSEA, and SRMR indicated satisfactory fit RMET [χ2 (594) = 738.24; p < 0.001; CMIN/df = 1.24; RMSEA = 0.035; 90% CI: 0.026 - 0.043; SRMR = 0.071], as opposed to CFI and TLI (CFI = 0.435; TLI = 0.4). CMIN/df, RMSEA, and SRMR indicated excellent fit [χ2 (591) = 710.72; p < 0.001; CMIN/df = 1.20; RMSEA = 0.032; 90% CI: 0.022 - 0.041; SRMR = 0.070], as opposed to CFI and TLI (CFI = 0.531; TLI = 0.5)

	RMET-R - Korean Version (translated)
	Lee et al., 2020
	To examine the psychometric properties of the Korean version of the RMET, identify the potential effects of demographic features on task performance, and to present detailed comparisons of the probable aggressive characteristics of good and poor performers according to their RMET scores
	Reliability: Retest performed after 1 month: no significant differences between those two times (t(26) = - 0.51, P = .614), Pearson’s r = 0.74
Structural validity: CFA for a three-factor model had a good fit to the data. RMSEA = 0.037 (90% CI 0.028 - 0.045), and RMR = 0.012. CMIN/df = 1.271. RMSEA indicated a marginal fit (GFI = 0.83; between 0.08 and 0.09). CFI did not have acceptable values (CFI = 0.45)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): In line with hypothesis: negative correlation with the Korean version of the 20-item Toronto Alexithymia Scale (TAS) ‘difficulties in identifying emotions’ subscale (Pearson’s r = - 0.183), and the TAS total score (r = -0.176). No significant association with IRI-C ‘cognitive empathy’ variable (discriminant validity, r = .060, p = 0.398; Korean version of the Interpersonal Reactivity Index)

	RMET-R - Persian Version (translated)
	Khorashad et al., 2015
	To evaluate the psychometric properties of the Persian RMET-R
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.371
Reliability: Test-retest reliability (1-year apart): Wilcoxon signed-rank test p = 0.709, Spearman rs = 0.642, ICC = 0.735. Percentage agreement of each item separately: 12 failed to fulfil Hutchins’s criterion of acceptable reliability (agreement percentage > 70 %). Ten of these items had an agreement percentage more than 60 %, one item was 54 %, and one item < 50%. Bland-Altman mean difference = - 0.159 ± 3.42 (upper limit of agreement = 6.56; 95% CI 4.6 - 8.52, lower limit = - 6.88 with; 95% CI - 4.92 - - 8.84. For further reliability, the authors informally (i.e., without applying statistical analyses) compared results with item data from other studies (available data was extracted by the authors)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Differences in scores between academic degrees: Kruskal-Wallis test p = 0.076

	[bookmark: _Hlk157107597]RMET-R - Polish Version (translated)
	Jankowiak-Siuda et al., 2016
	To evaluate a Polish adaptation of the RMET-R
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.668
Reliability: Test-retest Pearson's r = 0.886 (4 -week interval)
Cross-cultural validity\measurement invariance: Language equivalence: bilingual participants completed English versus Polish versions of RMET-R 4 weeks apart: Pearson’s r = 0.731, t-test t(23) = 0.332 with p = 0.743 (Cohen’s d = 0.068)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Pearson’s correlations with Empathy Sensitivity Scale (ESS): ‘perspective-taking’ subscale r = 0.301, ‘personal distress’ r = - 0.026, ‘empathic concern’ r = 0.073; Emotional Intelligence Scale - Faces (EIS-F) r = 0.467; Empathy Quotient - Short Version (EQ-S) r = 0.124; Psychological Gender Inventory (PGI) ‘femininity’ subscale r = 0.069, ‘masculinity’ r = - 0.044

	RMET-R - Serbian Short-Version (adapted)
	Dordevic et al., 2017
	To provide evidence on psychometric properties, latent structure, and validity of the newly adapted Serbian version of the RMET
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.728
Structural validity: CFA: single-factor reduced model (18 items) X2/df = 1.1, TLI = 0.953, CFI = 0.958, RMSEA (CI) = 0.02 (0.000 - 0.037)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): ANCOVA: significant main effect of group; clinical versus HC (F (1,254) = 24.885, p < 0.001, η2p = 0.089)

	RMET-R - Serbian Version (translated)
	
	
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.747
Structural validity: EFA: two factors retained (accounted for 12.24% of the items’ variance), correlation between two extracted factors r = 0.453. CFA: full-scale single factor model X2/df = 1.266, TLI = 0.73, CFI = 0.746, RMSEA (CI) = 0.032 (0.024 - 0.039), full-scale 2-factor model X2/df = 1.177, TLI = 0.821, CFI = 0.831, RMSEA (CI) = 0.026 (0.017 - 0.034), 3-factor affect model X2/df = 1.256, TLI = 0.74, CFI = 0.756, RMSEA (CI) = 0.031 (0.024 - 0.038)
Cross-cultural validity\measurement invariance: Statistically compared item difficulties with other studies: analysis of variance showed significant differences between different versions of the test (F (7,245) = 4.91, P < 0.001, n2p = 0.123), but post hoc tests (Bonferroni) revealed no differences with the original English version, Turkish, Spanish, Italian, French, or German. There were significant differences form the Persian version (Box 5 not rated)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): ANCOVA: significant main effect of group; clinical versus HC (F (1,254) = 26.175, p < 0.001, η2p = 0.093)

	RMET-R - Thai Version (translated)
	Charernboon & Lerthattasilp, 2017
	To assess the validity and reliability of the Thai-language translation of RMET
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.7
Reliability: Test-retest within 2 weeks Spearman correlation ρ = 0.95, ICC = 0.92. Bland-Altman plot: 95% limit for the range of possible error was (−3.5, 2.7), and 0% outside the limits of agreement
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Pearson's r with the Faces Test (examines emotion recognition) = 0.51
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Independent t test for score differences between HC and individuals with Schizophrenia p < 0.001 (latter had lower scores)

	RMET-R - Turkish Version (adapted, included pilot, and content validity)
	Yildirim et al., 2011
	To determine the reliability of a Turkish version of the RMET and the distribution of the results in a healthy population
	Reliability: Test-retest reliability after 2 weeks ICC = 0.56. Bland Altman method: differences between scores ranged from - 10 to 8, mean difference = 0.13 ± 3.28 (95% CI - 0.65, 0.91), lower limit = - 6.68 and the upper limit = 6.43; After two items removed: differences ranged from - 10 to 11, mean difference = 0.01 ± 3.66 (95% CI - 0.86, 0.88), lower limit = - 6.56 and the upper limit = 6.56
Content validity (comprehensibility): Revisions and re-evaluations of items made (2 items were eventually excluded)

	Short Story Task
	Giordano et al., 2019
	To find a suitable test to examine Theory of Mind in the Mexican population
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.514 (comprehension questions), 0.621 (mental state reasoning, inter-item correlation = 0.032)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Pearson’s correlation between RMET-R and Short Story Task r = 0.351. Partial correlations between RMET-R and Short Story Task when controlling for variables: verbal fluency r = 0.335, WAIS-IV - VCI r = 0.311, WAIS-IV - GAI r = 0.317, and the fantasy subscale of the test of empathy IRI - FS r = 0.297. Short Story Task correlation with IRI-FS r = 0.219

	Social Attribution Task-Multiple Choice (SAT-MC)
	Lee et al., 2018
	To investigate the reliability and validity of SAT-MC for evaluating Theory of Mind cross-culturally
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α: Korean SZ = 0.80, Korean HC = 0.84
Structural validity: One-factor model, CFA with the total sample X2= 188.122, df = 152, TLI = 0.958, CFI = 0.963, RMSEA = 0.045, with the Korean sample it was X2 = 186.861, df = 152, TLI = 0.912, CFI = 0.922, RMSEA = 0.062. The model of HC from both samples: X2 = 155.764, df = 152, TLI = 0.989, CFI = 0.990, RMSEA = 0.020), and for SZ: X2 = 194.997, df = 152, TLI = 0.858, CFI = 0.873, RMSEA = 0.069
Cross-cultural validity\measurement invariance: Multigroup CFA; cross-validation of the one-factor model: configural invariance model (Model 1) had X2 = 356.398, df = 304, TLI = 0.943, CFI = 0.949, RMSEA = 0.054 (indicating that the construct factorial structure was identical between cultures). Metric invariance model (Model 2) had X2 = 369.121, df = 322, TLI = 0.951, CFI = 0.954, RMSEA = 0.049 (indicating that both samples had a similar performance). Scalar invariance model (Model 3): X2 = 397.509, df = 340, TLI = 0.944, CFI = 0.944, RMSEA = 0.053 (indicating that scores on the latent variable are related to the observed scores, regardless of the culture). A two-way ANOVA with group (SZ and HC) and culture (Korea and North America) as the independent variables and the SAT-MC scores as the dependent variable showed a main effect of group (F (1, 116) = 31.15, p < 0.001), but no effects of culture (F (1, 116) = 1.84, p = 0.18) or interaction between group and culture (F (3, 116) = 0.01, p = 0.95)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): In Korean participants, Pearson’s r with the Eyes test (reading the mind in the eyes test) = 0.465 (SZ 0.207, HC 0.331), Hinting task = 0.430 (SZ 0.325, HC 0.117), and K-FEIT (Korean facial emotion identification task) = 0.341 (SZ 0.137, HC 0.395)

	SOCRATIS; Attributional Bias Questionnaire (adapted, includes content validity)
	Mehta et al., 2011
	To develop and validate SOCRATIS to test 3 domains of social cognition namely, theory of mind, attributional styles and social perception
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α (full test) = 0.71 (patients; 0.75 and 0.57 for positive and negative items), 0.87 (HC; 0.82 and 0.78 for positive and negative items respectively)
Content validity: 18 consultants stated whether the modified tasks (A) tested the same construct as the original, and (B) whether they were culturally appropriate in India (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree): A = 3.67 and B = 4
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Mann-Whitney Test: externalising bias U = 20.5, p = 0.07, Cohen’s d = 1.1, personalising bias U = 32, p = 0.44, Cohen’s d = 0.32

	SOCRATIS; First-order ToM: Shanthi - Ravi Task, Sweet Box Task, Two Metaphor Stories (adapted, includes content validity)
	
	
	Content validity: 18 consultants stated whether the modified tasks (A) tested the same construct as the original, and (B) whether they were culturally appropriate in India (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree): Shanthi - Ravi Task A = 4.44 and B = 4.44, Sweet Box Task A = 4.44 and B = 4.22, Two Metaphor Stories; the first A = 3.56 and B = 3.78, the second A = 4.11 and B = 4.44
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Mann-Whitney U = 22.5, p = 0.029, Cohen’s d = 1.1

	SOCRATIS; FPRT (adapted, includes content validity)
	
	
	Content validity: 18 consultants stated whether the modified tasks (A) tested the same construct as the original, and (B) whether they were culturally appropriate in India (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree): Faux Pas 1 A = 4.5 and B = 4.5, Faux Pas 2 A = 4.38 and B = 4, Faux Pas 3 A = 4.75 and B = 4.5, Faux Pas 4 A = 4.38 and B = 4.25, Faux Pas 5 A = 4.5 and B = 4.38, Control 1 A = 4.75 and B = 4.63, Control 2 A = 4.63 and B = 4.5, Control 3 A = 4.63 and B = 4.63, Control 4 A = 4.75 and B = 4.75, Control 5 A = 4.75 and B = 4.75
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Mann-Whitney U = 9, p = 0.005, Cohen’s d = 1.7

	SOCRATIS; Second-order ToM: Ice-cream Man Task, Hidden-bananas Task, Two Irony Stories (adapted, includes content validity)
	
	
	Content validity: 18 consultants stated whether the modified tasks (A) tested the same construct as the original, and (B) whether they were culturally appropriate in India (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree): Ice-cream Man Task A = 3.89 and B = 4, Hidden-bananas Task A = 3.78 and B = 4, Two Irony Stories; the first A = 3.56 and B = 3.78, the second A = 4.11 and B = 4.44
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Mann-Whitney U = 4.5, p = 0.001, Cohen’s d = 2.3

	SOCRATIS; SoCueReTI (adapted)
	
	
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.78
Content validity: 9 consultants stated whether the modified tasks (A) tested the same construct as the original, and (B) whether they were culturally appropriate in India (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree): A = 4.21 and B = 4.36
Criterion validity: ICC between the test and the original English version > 0.7 (p < 0.001) for social cues in high and low emotion videos and non-social cues in low emotion videos. It was low (0.36; p > 0.05) for the non-social cues in high emotion videos. Logistic regression with group status (patient/healthy control) as the dependent variable and social perception index as the independent variable: SoCueReTI could classify 82.5% of the subjects correctly (p < 0.05, 95% CI 0.78 - 0.92). A cut-off value of 0.87 had 84.2% sensitivity and 81% specificity
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Mann-Whitney Test: full index U = 11.5, p = 0.004, Cohen’s d = 1.8; high emotion index U = 10.5, p = 0.003, Cohen’s d = 1.7; low emotion index U = 18, p = 0.015, Cohen’s d = 1.3

	STEU - Brief Version (STEU-B, translated)
	Yan et al., 2019
	To test the applicability of two performance-based emotional intelligence tests developed in western countries; the brief versions of STEU-B and the Situational Test of Emotional Management (STEM-B), in a sample of 904 Chinese employees
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.72
Content validity: Minor revisions were made to ensure culture equivalence. Most modifications were minor, involving the choice between two synonyms or the change of the word order
Structural validity: CFA; one-factor model X2 = 232.80, df = 152, CFI = 0.93, RMSEA = 0.024
Criterion validity: Pearson’s correlations: Situational Test of Emotional Management (STEM-B) r = 0.32, IWP Multi-Affect Indicator high-activation pleasant affect (HAPA) r = 0.06, and low-activation pleasant affect (LAPA) r = 0.12, and high-activation unpleasant affect (HAUA) r = - 0.06, and low-activation unpleasant affect (LAUA) r = - 0.19, positive affect r = 1, negative affect r = - 0.14, AC r = 0.11, DE r = 0.14, job satisfaction r = 0.22, job performance r = 0.11

	Strange Stories Test (adapted)
	Chen et al., 2017
	To validate the psychometric properties of 3 advanced Theory of Mind measures in patients with schizophrenia
	Reliability: Test-retest after 4 weeks ICC = 0.5. Bland-Altman plot r = - 0.48. Practice effects: paired t-test p = 0.874, and Cohen's d = 0.02
Measurement error: MDC = 3.7 (49.2%)
Criterion validity: Pearson’s r: between Faux Pas Task and RMET in 1st assessment = - 0.08 and 2nd assessment 0.07, with Strange Stories Test it was 0.29 during 1st assessment and 0.17 during 2nd assessment. Between RMET and Strange Stories Test it was - 0.01 in 1st assessment and 0.24 in 2nd assessment
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Ecological validity: Pearson’s r R-SFST, subscales social engagement/withdrawal, social activity, interpersonal, recreation, independence (competence), independence (performance), and employment (Spearman's Rho) in 1st assessment = 0.18, 0.02, 0, - 0.04, 0.05, 0.18, and 0.07 respectively; in 2nd assessment = 0.16, 0.06, 0.13, - 0.08, 0.08, 0.25, and 0.19 respectively

	TASIT; Branch 1
	Lim, et al., 2020
	To evaluate the psychometrics of measures indexing the four core social cognition domains
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = patients 0.706 (time 1) and 0.707 (time 2), HC 0.514 (time 1) and 0.68 (time 2)
Reliability: Test-retest reliability (after 4 weeks): patients Spearman’s rho = 0.383, ICC = 0.432, HC rho = 0.34, ICC = 0.377
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Mann-Whitney U test p < 0.01, Cohen’s d = 0.85

	TASIT; Branch 2
	
	
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = patients 0.823 (time 1) and 0.778 (time 2), HC 0.798 (time 1) and 0.863 (time 2)
Reliability: Test-retest reliability (after 4 weeks): patients Spearman’s rho = 0.481, ICC = 0.461, HC rho = 0.438, ICC = 0.464
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Mann-Whitney U test p < 0.01, Cohen’s d = 1.58

	TASIT; Branch 3
	
	
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = patients 0.755 (time 1) and 0.726 (time 2), HC 0.802 (time 1) and 0.794 (time 2)
Reliability: Test-retest reliability (after 4 weeks): patients Spearman’s rho = 0.657, ICC = 0.635, HC rho = 0.525, ICC = 0.547
Structural validity: PCA was performed to investigate the dimensional structure of those social cognitive tasks that showed significant association with case-control status (tested using the SZ sample only): PCA indicated presence of two components in SZ, as indexed by eigen>1 and scree plot explaining 45.44% and 25.19% of the variance. The BLERT, ER40, and TASIT-3 loaded on the first component (Social Cognitive Skills), while the second component consisted of AIHQ-HB only (Hostile Attribution Style). Factor scores computed by the summation of raw items loaded onto each component indicated that both components were not inter-correlated (r = 0.001, p > 0.05)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Mann-Whitney U test p < 0.01, Cohen’s d = 1.34. Logistic regression model significantly identified four tasks (BLERT, ER40, TASIT-3, and AIHQ-HB (Ambiguous Intentions and Hostility Questionnaire)) that best discriminated case control status, X2 (4, n = 183) = 65.01, p < 0.001, Nagelkerke R2 = 0.404. The positive and negative predictive values are 76.4% and 70.3% respectively. The sensitivity and specificity of model classification are 82.7% and 61.6% respectively. TASIT - Branch 3 had a B = - 1.11, SE = 0.24, OR = 0.33

	VET - Croatian Context
	Costa et al., 2011
	To contribute to the clarification of the validity emotional intelligence measures, through the adaptation and validation to the Portuguese context of VET, and the comparison study with the results of the Croatian original version of the test
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.84, average inter-item correlation = 0.13
Cross-cultural validity\measurement invariance: Average item difficulty 0.56 ± 0.47. Games-Howell post hoc test: presence of significant differences in mean scores of cultural context, gender and in the interaction of cultural context and gender (Portuguese students scored higher)

	VET - Portuguese Context (translated)
	
	
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.71, average inter-item correlation = 0.07
Cross-cultural validity\measurement invariance: Average item difficulty 0.65 ± 0.41. Games-Howell post hoc test: presence of significant differences in mean scores of cultural context, gender and in the interaction of cultural context and gender (Portuguese students scored higher)

	VET - Serbian Version (minor linguistic modifications)
	Altaras Dimitrijević et al., 2020
	To examine the psychometric properties of VET (Serbian version)
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.83
Criterion validity: Correlation with academic achievement = 0.2. 2-step hierarchical regression analysis: the two verbal intelligence measures (Scrambled Sentences Test and VAT) did not predict academic achievement (criterion variable). When VET was added, F (2, 315) = 2.72, p < 0.01, R2 = 0.02. Same model was run on each field of study separately: Education Sciences/Humanities F (3, 229) = 4.91, p < 0.01, R2 = 0.06; Natural/Technical Sciences group F (3, 81) = 0.16, p > 0.05, R2 = 0.16
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Correlations with the Scrambled Sentences Test; verbal working memory = 0.45, and with Verbal Analogies Test (VAT; verbal reasoning) = 0.37 (correlation type not specified, assumed as Pearson's r since other tests were parametric; both p < 0.01, Scrambled Sentences Test and VAT assess verbal intelligence)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): ANOVA showed that the two groups of students differentiated by field of study differed significantly with respect to their VET scores (F (1, 331) = 10.35, p = 0.001; d = 0.4), with participants from the Education Sciences/Humanities group scoring higher


Legend:
AIHQ: Ambiguous Intentions and Hostility Questionnaire; ANCOVA: Analysis of Covariance; ANOVA: Analysis of Variance; BLERT: Bell Lysaker Emotion Recognition Task; CFA: Confirmatory Factor Analysis; CFI: Comparative Fit Index; CFMT: Cambridge Face Memory Test; CI: Confidence Interval; CMIN/df: Minimum Discrepancy Function divided by Degrees of Freedom; CSB: CogState Schizophrenia Battery; C-SCSQ: Chinese Social Cognition and Screening Questionnaire; df: degrees of freedom; EFA: Exploratory Factor Analysis; EI: Emotional Intelligence; EP: Emotion Perception; ER40: Penn Emotion Recognition Task; FPRT: Faux Pas Recognition Test; HC: Healthy Control; ICC: Intraclass Correlation Coefficient; IQ: Intelligence Quotient; KMO: Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin; MSCEIT: Mayer-Salovey-Caruso Emotional Intelligence Test; NFI: Normed Fit Index; NS: Not Specified; OR: Odds Ratio; PCA: Principal Components Analysis; PennCNB: Penn Computerized Neurocognitive Battery; RMET-R: Revised Reading the Mind in the Eyes Test; RMSEA: Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; SECT: Social Emotional Cognition Task; SOCRATIS: Social Cognition Rating Tools in Indian Setting; SoCueReTI: Social Cue Recognition Test in Indian Setting; SRMR: Standardised Root Mean Residuals; STEU: Situational Test of Emotional Understanding; TASIT: The Awareness of Social Inference Test; TLI: Tucker‐Lewis Index; ToM: Theory of Mind; VET: Vocabulary of Emotions Test; X2: Chi-square.






Supplementary Table 2-C

Identified Study Characteristics and Psychometric Properties of ‘Tests from Studies Which Did Not Aim to Develop or Validate Tests’

	Test name
	Author, year
	Study aim
	Measurement properties

	AIHQ - Aggression Bias (AB) (adapted, included content analysis)
	Elnakeeb et al., 2010
	To describe the attributional style of people with schizophrenia in a psychiatric hospital in Alexandria, Egypt
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.6354 (intentional), 0.682 (accidental), 0.7053 (ambiguous)
Reliability: Test-retest reliability; Spearman’s Rho = 0.707 (intentional), 0.224 (accidental), 0.273 (ambiguous)
Structural validity: EFA for the full test; with Varimax rotation: three-factors appeared, Bartlett’s measure p < 0.05, KMO = 0.732. The factors were ‘outdoor activities’, ‘interpersonal communication’, and ‘household activities’

	AIHQ - Aggression Bias (AB) (translated)
	Kanie et al., 2014
	To test the construct validity and internal consistency of the SCSQ (Japanese version)
	Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Spearman’s Rho with SCSQ Hostility Bias subscale = 0.37
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon rank sum test: Z = - 2.44 (p < 0.05)

	AIHQ - Blame Score (BS) (adapted, included content analysis)
	Elnakeeb et al., 2010
	To describe the attributional style of people with schizophrenia in a psychiatric hospital in Alexandria, Egypt
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.5275 (intentional), 0.6377 (accidental), 0.5842 (ambiguous)
Reliability: Test-retest reliability; Spearman’s Rho = 0.578 (intentional), 0.643 (accidental), 0.527 (ambiguous)
Structural validity: EFA for the full test; with Varimax rotation: three-factors appeared, Bartlett’s measure p < 0.05, KMO = 0.732. The factors were ‘outdoor activities’, ‘interpersonal communication’, and ‘household activities’

	AIHQ - Blame Score (BS) (translated)
	Kanie et al., 2014
	To test the construct validity and internal consistency of the SCSQ (Japanese version)
	Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Spearman’s Rho with SCSQ Hostility Bias subscale = 0.47
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon rank sum test: Z = - 2.44 (p < 0.05)

	AIHQ - Hostility Bias (HB) (translated)
	
	
	Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Spearman’s Rho with SCSQ Hostility Bias subscale = 0.34
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon rank sum test: Z = - 3.68 (p < 0.0001)

	Ambiguous Intention Hostility Questionnaire (AIHQ) - Hostility Bias (HB) (adapted, included content analysis)
	Elnakeeb et al., 2010
	To describe the attributional style of people with schizophrenia in a psychiatric hospital in Alexandria, Egypt
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.8267 (intentional), 0.8305 (accidental), 0.8183 (ambiguous)
Reliability: Test-retest reliability; Spearman’s Rho = 0.872 (intentional), 0.757 (accidental), 0.664 (ambiguous)
Structural validity: EFA for the full test; with Varimax rotation: three-factors appeared, Bartlett’s measure p < 0.05, KMO = 0.732. The factors were ‘outdoor activities’, ‘interpersonal communication’, and ‘household activities’

	Asian Eyes Test (adapted)
	Adams et al. 2010
	To examine intracultural advantage (better performance for same- vs. other-culture) and its neural correlates in mental state decoding in a sample of native Japanese and white American participants
	Content validity: Piloted on two sets of nine students at Kyoto University until each test item reached criterion levels of consensus (i.e., at least five of nine judges picked the target word on each test item). There were four iterations of the pilot. Once the stimuli met criterion, a preliminary study was conducted to examine the overall test performance in terms of accuracy.

	Cambridge Face Memory Test (CFMT)
	Pozo et al., 2023
	To develop and examine the reliability and validity of FFDT
	Internal consistency: Spearman-Brown corrected split-half reliability = 0.92

	Cambridge Face Memory Test (CFMT) - Chinese Version
	Wan et al., 2017
	To determine how many people are functionally “face-blind” for other-race faces, and to investigate possible causes of other-race face blindness
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.84

	CFMT - Australian Version
	
	
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.84

	CFMT - Australian Version
	
	
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.86

	CFMT - Chinese Version
	
	
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.89

	Diagnostic Analysis of Nonverbal Accuracy 2 - Taiwanese Version (DANVA-2-TW)
	Huang et al., 2023
	To evaluate the psychometrics properties of a sensitive video-based test used in the evaluation of mentalizing skills, that is, the Movie for the Assessment of Social Cognition-Taiwanese version (MASC-TW)
	Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC), AUC 0.884 for the DANVA-2-TW facial emotion recognition score, and 0.939 for the DANVA-2-TW prosodic emotion recognition score. Group differences (independent t-tests): accuracy of facial emotion recognition [t(50.314) = − 8.95, p < .001], and accuracy of prosodic emotion recognition [t(50.671) = − 10.83, p < .001]

	Ecological Microexpressions Recognition Test (EMERT)
	Zhang et al., 2017
	To establish EMERT
	Reliability: Correlations (assumed Pearson's); test-retest reliability (1-week): correlation coefficient ranged between 0.19 to 0.71 for the items (most items were in the upper end of this range)
Criterion validity: Correlation between ecological microexpressions recognition and neutral microexpressions recognition (assumed Pearson's): fear (under neutral) ranged between 0.16 and 1, sadness (under neutral) 0.13 - 1, disgust (under neutral) 0.26 - 1, anger (under neutral) -0.09 - 1, surprise (under neutral) 0.11 - 1, happiness (under neutral) 0.02 - 1. Correlation between the common expressions recognition and the ecological microexpressions recognition (assumed Pearson's): fear (under fear) ranged between 0.25 and 0.58, sadness (under sadness) 0.23 - 0.59, disgust (under disgust) 0.25 - 0.7, anger (under anger) -0.02 - 0.48, surprise (under surprise) 0.17 - 0.5, happiness (happiness) 0.23 - 0.63

	Emotion Discrimination Task
	Dodell-Feder et al., 2020
	To evaluate the impact of demographic and sociocultural factors on RMET and other social and non-social cognitive tasks in an effort to determine the extent to which the RMET may be unduly influenced by participant characteristics
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.66

	Emotion Recognition Accuracy (developed)
	Elfenbein et al., 2007
	To test the impact of emotion recognition accuracy on objective performance in a mixed-motive buyer-seller negotiation exercise
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.89 (PG2)

	Emotional Attribution Test (EAT)
	Park, 2018
	To examine differences between patients with schizophrenia and healthy control group in Theory of Mind (ToM) and to examine relationships among intelligence, ToM, and delusions in patients with schizophrenia
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.76

	Emotional Facial Expression Recognition Test (developed)
	Zhu et al., 2012
	To investigate the relationship between genetic variations in the dopamine system and facial expression recognition
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α for the target emotions = 0.78 (disgust), 0.62 (anger), 0.59 (fear), 0.59 (surprise), 0.52 (sadness), 0.28 (happiness)

	Emotional Recognition Test (ERT)
	Lee et al., 2004
	To examine the applicability of ERT in a sample of Korean inmates in a maximum-security prison
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.62 total (subscales: 0.62 emotional recognition, 0.63 emotional differentiation, 0.8 contextual recognition)

	Facial Emotion Discrimination Test (FEDT)
	Zonp & Bilgin, 2022
	To examine the effectiveness of the metacognitive training intervention on social cognition in people with schizophrenia
	Internal consistency: KR-21 = 0.6 (For FEIT and FEDT, patients and HC)
Reliability: Test-retest reliability correlation coefficient = 0.7, Kappa 0.61-1.00 ranges (patient group), and reliability correlation coefficient = 0.93 (HC), Kappa 0.58-1.00 ranges (HC)

	Facial Emotion Identification Test (FEIT)
	
	
	Internal consistency: KR-21 = 0.6 (For FEIT and FEDT, patients and HC)
Reliability: Test-retest reliability correlation coefficient = 0.9, Kappa 0.60-0.90 ranges (patient group), and reliability correlation coefficient = 0.84, Kappa 0.59-0.88 ranges (HC)

	Facial Emotion Recognition Test (FER Test) (developed)
	Park et al., 2017
	To identify the performance profiles of six basic facial emotions and neutral faces measured among Korean HCs, and those with Mild Cognitive Impairment (MCI), Alzheimer’s Disease (AD), and Frontotemporal Dementia (FTD). Additionally, the neuroanatomical correlates of facial emotions were investigated
	Reliability: Inter-rater consistency > 0.70 (no further specifications are mentioned)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): One-way ANOVA showing group differences in total scores of FER (F(3,104) = 8.04, p < 0.001; HC score 3.32 ± 0.51, MCI 3.10 ± 0.64, AD 2.66 ± 0.78, FTD 2.22 ± 1.09) (not explicitly tested in the context of validity, but this study was retained since they developed the test)

	Facial Emotion Recognition Test (FERT) (developed)
	Song et al., 2015
	To explore facial emotion recognition in patients of Chinese ethnicity with schizophrenia utilizing more refined and culturally sensitive methods
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.7 (healthy subsample)
Reliability: Percentage correct > 90% (for different emotions and stimulus type; healthy subsample)

	Facial Emotion Selection Test (FEST) (developed)
	Hagiya et al., 2015
	To investigate the correlation between facial expression recognition and other domains of social cognition and neurocognition in Japanese patients with schizophrenia
	Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Wilcoxon Sign-Rank Test p < 0.0001 (Z = 3.89, Schizophrenia group score 15.67 ± 2.1, HC 17.62 ± 2.4) [not explicitly tested in the context of validity, but this study was retained since they developed the test]

	Facial Expression Identification Test (FEIT) - Chinese Version (adapted)
	Lo & Siu, 2015
	To explore the relationship between social-cognitive abilities and vocational functioning in a Chinese population
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.7

	False Belief Task
	Zonp & Bilgin, 2022
	To examine the effectiveness of the metacognitive training intervention on social cognition in people with schizophrenia
	Internal consistency: KR-21 = 0.42 (Tom-1, first-order false belief), 0.11 (Tom-2, second-order false belief)

	False Belief Task (adapted)
	Park et al., 2020
	To examine the effects of a developed Korean version of the metacognitive training program on theory of mind, positive and negative symptoms, and interpersonal relationships were examined in stable outpatients with schizophrenia
	Content validity: CVI = 0.72

	False Belief Task (adapted)
	Yong et al., 2022
	To examine the role of working memory in age differences in Theory of Mind, and whether this was moderated by education and culture (the United Kingdom (UK) vs. Malaysia)
	Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Correlations (all p < 0.01, statistical test not specified): 0.244 (Faux Pas ‘detection’ and False Belief ‘lie deception’), 0.167 (Faux Pas ‘detection’ and False Belief ‘unseen switch’), 0.225 (Faux Pas ‘understanding’ and False Belief ‘lie deception’), 0.203 (Faux Pas ‘understanding’ and False Belief ‘unseen switch’)

	False Belief Task (translated)
	Park, 2018
	To examine differences between patients with schizophrenia and healthy control group in Theory of Mind (ToM) and to examine relationships among intelligence, ToM, and delusions in patients with schizophrenia
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.74

	Faux Pas Task (adapted)
	Yong et al., 2022
	To examine the role of working memory in age differences in Theory of Mind, and whether this was moderated by education and culture (the United Kingdom (UK) vs. Malaysia)
	Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Correlations (all p < 0.01, statistical test not specified): 0.244 (Faux Pas ‘detection’ and False Belief ‘lie deception’), 0.167 (Faux Pas ‘detection’ and False Belief ‘unseen switch’), 0.225 (Faux Pas ‘understanding’ and False Belief ‘lie deception’), 0.203 (Faux Pas ‘understanding’ and False Belief ‘unseen switch’)

	Faux Pas Test (translated)
	Zhu and Filik, 2023
	To investigate individual differences in sarcasm interpretation and use in the UK and China
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.92.

	Hinting Task
	Lee et al., 2018
	To investigate the reliability and validity of Social Attribution Task-Multiple Choice (SAT-MC) for evaluating Theory of Mind cross-culturally
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.62 (Koreans)
Cross-cultural validity, measurement invariance: Two-way ANOVA with group (SZ, HC) and culture as the independent variables and the scores of the Hinting task as the dependent variable: average scores were significantly different between groups (F (1, 116) = 31.78, p < 0.001), but not markedly different between cultures (F1, 116 = 0.61, p = 0.44) and an absent group × culture interaction (F (3, 116) = 0.30; p = 0.59)

	Hinting Task - Adapted Korean Version
	Han & Jun, 2020
	To examine the relationship between psychotic symptoms, social cognition, and job retention among people with schizophrenia in Korea
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.78

	Hinting Task (adapted)
	Park et al., 2020
	To examine the effects of a developed Korean version of the metacognitive training program on theory of mind, positive and negative symptoms, and interpersonal relationships were examined in stable outpatients with schizophrenia
	Content validity: Content Validity Index (CVI) = 0.76

	Hinting Task (translated)
	Park, 2018
	To examine differences between patients with schizophrenia and healthy control group in Theory of Mind (ToM) and to examine relationships among intelligence, ToM, and delusions in patients with schizophrenia
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.71

	Hinting Task (translated)
	Kanie et al., 2014
	To test the construct validity and internal consistency of the SCSQ (Japanese version)
	Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Spearman’s Rho with SCSQ Hostility Bias subscale = - 0.25
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon rank sum test: Z = - 3.34 (p < 0.001)

	Inference Task
	Tiv et al., 2023
	To examine the relationship between individual differences related to bilingualism, specifically, the capacity to understand others’ mental states and ambient exposure to language diversity, on irony comprehension
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.93.

	Mayer-Salovey-Caruso Emotional Intelligence Test (MSCEIT) - Chinese Version. Measure: Emotion Perception
	Kuo et al., 2021
	To investigate whether an emotional intelligence deficit is mood-dependent, and which mood symptoms have more impact on emotional intelligence in Bipolar Disorder (BPD)
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.91, split-half reliability = 0.71

	Mayer-Salovey-Caruso Emotional Intelligence Test (MSCEIT) - Chinese Version. Measure: Emotion Perception
	Shao et al., 2015
	To examine the extent to which the three emotion domains of the cascading model of emotional intelligence are universal versus culture-specific
	Reliability: Response selection proportion = 0.89 (using the “general consensus” scoring method of MSCEIT)

	Mayer–Salovey–Caruso Emotional Intelligence Test (MSCEIT)-Understanding Subtest
	Floman et al., 2023
	To develop and present validity evidence for the CORE test
	Internal consistency: Study 2; Cronbach’s α = 0.84

	Modified Strange Stories Task (adapted)
	Ekerim-Akbulut et al., 2020
	To examine Turkish participants’ mindreading accuracy toward ingroup versus outgroup targets
	Reliability: Inter-rater ICC Cronbach’s α = 0.82, 95% CI 0.79, 0.84 (for the 3 culturally adapted versions; Turkish, Syrian, and Norwegian)

	Montreal Affective Voices (MAVs) - Japanese Translation
	Koeda et al., 2013
	To examine cross-cultural differences in perception of affective vocalizations between two cultures much more comparable in socio-economic status and exposure to vocalizations: Canadian vs. Japanese participants
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.941

	MSCEIT - Chinese Version. Measure: Emotion Perception
	Shao et al., 2015
	To examine the extent to which the three emotion domains of the cascading model of emotional intelligence are universal versus culture-specific
	Reliability: Response selection proportion = 0.91 (using the “general consensus” scoring method of MSCEIT)

	MSCEIT - Chinese Version. Measure: Emotion Understanding
	Kuo et al., 2021
	To investigate whether an emotional intelligence deficit is mood-dependent, and which mood symptoms have more impact on emotional intelligence in Bipolar Disorder (BPD)
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.64, split-half reliability = 0.68

	MSCEIT - Chinese Version. Measure: Emotion Understanding
	Shao et al., 2015
	To examine the extent to which the three emotion domains of the cascading model of emotional intelligence are universal versus culture-specific
	Reliability: Response selection proportion = 0.64 (using the “general consensus” scoring method of MSCEIT)

	MSCEIT - Chinese Version. Measure: Emotion Understanding
	
	
	Reliability: Response selection proportion = 0.69 (using the “general consensus” scoring method of MSCEIT)

	MSCEIT - English Version. Measure: Emotion Perception
	
	
	Reliability: Response selection proportion = 0.91 (using the “general consensus” scoring method of MSCEIT)

	MSCEIT - English Version. Measure: Emotion Perception
	
	
	Reliability: Response selection proportion = 0.89 (using the “general consensus” scoring method of MSCEIT)

	MSCEIT - English Version. Measure: Emotion Understanding
	
	
	Reliability: Response selection proportion = 0.77 (using the “general consensus” scoring method of MSCEIT)

	MSCEIT - English Version. Measure: Emotion Understanding
	
	
	Reliability: Response selection proportion = 0.58 (using the “general consensus” scoring method of MSCEIT)

	MSCEIT - Spanish Version. Measure: Emotion Perception
	
	
	Reliability: Response selection proportion = 0.9 (using the “general consensus” scoring method of MSCEIT)

	MSCEIT - Spanish Version. Measure: Emotion Understanding
	
	
	Reliability: Response selection proportion = 0.53 (using the “general consensus” scoring method of MSCEIT)

	Multifaceted Empathy Test (MET)
	Cai and Qi, 2023
	To explore the relationship between cognitive flexibility and empathy from a multi-dimensional perspective
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α for the total scale 0.83

	Multiracial Emotion Identification Task (developed)
	Dodell-Feder et al., 2020
	To evaluate the impact of demographic and sociocultural factors on RMET and other social and non-social cognitive tasks in an effort to determine the extent to which the RMET may be unduly influenced by participant characteristics
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.75

	Pictures of Facial Affect (POFA)
	Quintero et al., 2018
	To explore facial emotion recognition abilities and empathy in administrative officers and security guards at a center for institutionalized juvenile offenders
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.87 (security guards), 0.72 (administrative officials)

	Pseudorandom Ecological Microexpression Recognition Test (PREMERT)
	Zhang et al., 2020
	To establish PREMERT
	[bookmark: _Hlk163403418]Reliability: Split-half reliability between odd PREMERT and even PREMERT; Pearson’s correlation: r ranged between 0.72 and 0.95. Parallel-forms reliability: Pearson’s r with first EMERT ranged between 0.29 and 0.72, and with second EMERT it was between 0.35 and 0.78
Criterion validity: Pearson’s correlation between PREMERT and JACBART ranged between 0.75 and 0.82, and between PREMERT and expression it ranged 0.31 and 0.59. Pearson’s r with first EMERT ranged between 0.29 and 0.72, and with second EMERT it was between 0.35 and 0.78

	Reading the Mind in the Eyes Task (RMET)
	Sun & Lau, 2018
	To explore the association between the habitual tendency to suppress one’s own emotions and accuracy in recognizing the emotions of others
	Content validity: Cronbach’s α: European Americans = 0.72, USA-born Asian Americans = 0.74, foreign-born Asian Americans = 0.71

	Reading the Mind in the Eyes Test (RMET)
	Kılıç et al., 2023
	To investigate the relationship between the potential presence of Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) in Syrian refugee amputees living in Turkey
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α 0.67.

	Revised Reading the Mind in the Eyes Test (RMET-R)
	Dehning et al., 2012
	To examine the differences in empathy between first year and final year medical students in Jimma University, Ethiopia
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.7

	Revised Reading the Mind in the Eyes Test (RMET-R)
	Lam et al., 2014
	To examine whether social cognition could mediate the relationship between neurocognition and symptomatology in people with schizophrenia
	Reliability: ‘… Reliabilities obtained were 0.52 (people with schizophrenia) …  0.17 (HC)’ ‘… Reliabilities for this test were 0.71-0.83 for people with schizophrenia… and 0.74-0.76 for HC’

	Revised Reading the Mind in the Eyes Test (RMET-R)
	Zonp & Bilgin, 2022
	To examine the effectiveness of the metacognitive training intervention on social cognition in people with schizophrenia
	Internal consistency: KR-21 = 0.59

	Revised Reading the Mind in the Eyes Test (RMET-R) - 16 Items (adapted)
	Dodell-Feder et al., 2020
	To evaluate the impact of demographic and sociocultural factors on RMET and other social and non-social cognitive tasks in an effort to determine the extent to which the RMET may be unduly influenced by participant characteristics
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.56

	Revised Reading the Mind in the Eyes Test (RMET-R) - 36 Items (adapted)
	
	
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.71

	Revised Reading the Mind in the Eyes Test (RMET-R) - Arabic Version (translated)
	Hünefeldt, Hussein & Olivetti Belardinelli, 2020
	To explore cross-cultural differences in intercultural mindreading with a sample of adolescents from Palestine, Italy, and Germany
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.56

	Revised Reading the Mind in the Eyes Test (RMET-R) - Hebrew Language
	Bodner et al., 2017
	To examine if national music can reduce prejudice and promote theory of mind among two groups in conflict
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.77

	Revised Reading the Mind in the Eyes Test (RMET-R) - Presented in both English and Chinese Language
	Gong et al., 2014
	To examine to what extent two specific polymorphisms in Dopamine beta-hydroxylase gene modulate individuals’ empathic perception and response
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.67

	Revised Reading the Mind in the Eyes Test (RMET-R, named 'Eyes Test')
	Lee et al., 2018
	To investigate the reliability and validity of Social Attribution Task-Multiple Choice (SAT-MC) for evaluating Theory of Mind cross-culturally
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.74 (Koreans)
Cross-cultural validity, measurement invariance: Two-way ANOVA with group (SZ, and HC) and culture as the independent variables and the scores of the Eyes task as a dependent variable: significant main effect of group (F (1, 116) = 48.15, p < 0.001) and culture (F (1, 116) = 9.88, p < 0.01), but no effect of interaction between group and culture (F (3, 116) = 0.01, p = 0.92)

	Revised Reading the Mind in the Eyes Test (RMET-R; named 'Eyes Test') - Asian 36 Stimuli Version (adapted)
	Schmitt et al., 2020
	To provide evidence for dark Emotional Intelligence using emotion recognition. To study the robustness and cross-cultural validity of findings, parallel investigations were conducted in Germany and China
	Internal consistency: McDonald's ω = 0.77

	Revised Reading the Mind in the Eyes Test (RMET-R; named 'Eyes Test') - Both Stimuli Versions Merged (72 Items) (adapted)
	
	
	Internal consistency: McDonald's ω = 0.85

	Revised Reading the Mind in the Eyes Test (RMET-R; named 'Eyes Test') - Caucasian 36 Stimuli Version
	
	
	Internal consistency: McDonald's ω = 0.68

	SCSQ - Japanese Version. Subscale: Hostility Bias (translated)
	Kanie et al., 2014
	To test the construct validity and internal consistency of the SCSQ (Japanese version)
	Criterion validity: Spearman’s Rho with Social Functioning Scale, total score = - 0.22; subscales: social engagement = - 0.29, interpersonal communication = - 0.18, independence-performance = - 0.08, recreation = - 0.13, social activities = - 0.22, independence-competence = - 0.11, occupation = - 0.22
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Spearman’s Rho with Ambiguous Intention Hostility Questionnaire (AIHQ) = 0.34 (HB), 0.47 (BS), 0.37 (AB)
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon rank sum test: Z = - 3.08 (p < 0.01)

	Short Story Task
	Das & Vasudevan, 2022
	To study the effect of long-term reading frequency and preference of genre on Theory of Mind (ToM) performance, to study the effect of goal directed and nongoal directed engagement styles with prose on TOM performance, and to test the concurrent validity of a novel Short Story Task
	Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Spearman’s rho with the revised Reading the Mind in the Eyes Test (RMET-R) = 0.2

	Social Cognition Screening Questionnaire (SCSQ) - Japanese Version. Subscale: Theory of Mind (translated)
	Kanie et al., 2014
	To test the construct validity and internal consistency of the SCSQ (Japanese version)
	Criterion validity: Spearman’s Rho with Social Functioning Scale, total score = 0.23; subscales: social engagement = 0.33, interpersonal communication = 0.41, independence-performance = - 0.04, recreation = 0.38, social activities = 0.15, independence-competence = 0.01, occupation = 0.46
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Spearman’s Rho with the Hinting Task = 0.52
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon rank sum test: Z = - 6.08 (p < 0.0001)

	Social Knowledge Test (translated)
	Mastilo et al., 2023
	To compare social knowledge between individuals with intellectual disabilities and those with a dual diagnosis encompassing intellectual disability and psychiatric conditions (in Bosnia and Herzegovina), as well as to identify the factors contributing to social knowledge in these groups
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.7

	Strange Stories Task
	Ekerim-Akbulut and Selcuk, 2023
	To test whether endorsement of social dominance orientation is associated with decreased mind-reading motivation and mind-reading accuracy toward both ingroup and outgroup targets
	Internal consistency: mind-reading stories α = 0.82
Reliability: inter-rater, ICC showed good reliability for the mindreading stories (two-way mixed ICC, 95% confidence interval [CI] = [.79, .84])

	Strange Stories Task - Chilean Stories (adapted)
	Perez-Zapata et al., 2016
	To investigate how complex mental state attributions are affected by a target’s cultural identity using an adapted higher-level mindreading task
	Reliability: Inter-rater reliability (for Chilean participants), ICC = 0.84

	Strange Stories Task (adapted)
	Ekerim-Akbulut et al,. 2020
	To examine Turkish participants’ mindreading accuracy toward ingroup versus outgroup targets
	Internal consistency: mind-reading stories α = 0.82, and for control stories it was 0.81
Reliability: inter-rater, ICC showed good reliability for the mindreading stories (two-way mixed ICC, 95% confidence interval [CI] = [0.79, 0.84]) and the control stories (two-way mixed ICC, 95% CI = [0.79, 0.83])

	The Situational Test of Emotion Understanding - Brief Version (STEU-B)
	Floman et al., 2023
	To develop and present validity evidence for the CORE test
	Internal consistency: Study 2; Cronbach’s α = 0.83

	The Situational Test of Emotion Understanding (STEU)
	
	
	Internal consistency: Study 2; Cronbach’s α = 0.84

	Theory of Mind Task - Chinese Version (Includes a set of Tests)
	Huang et al., 2023
	To evaluate the psychometrics properties of a sensitive video-based test used in the evaluation of mentalizing skills, that is, the Movie for the Assessment of Social Cognition-Taiwanese version (MASC-TW)
	Hypothesis testing for construct validity (discriminative or known-groups validity): Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC), AUC 0.788 for the ToM verbal score and 0.768 for the ToM nonverbal score. Group differences (independent t-tests): ToM verbal scores [t(43.508) = − 5.10, p < .001], ToM nonverbal scores [t(165) = − 5.78, p < .001]

	Video Emotion Recognition Task (VERT)
	Sun & Lau, 2018
	To explore the association between the habitual tendency to suppress one’s own emotions and accuracy in recognizing the emotions of others
	[bookmark: _Hlk163403602]Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Pearson's r with RMET = 0.19

	Weak Ecological Microexpressions Recognition Test (WEMERT)
	Yin et al., 2019
	To examine the reliability and validity of WEMERT
	Reliability: Correlations (assumed Pearson's); test-retest reliability (1-week): correlation coefficient ranged between 0.15 to 0.67 (most items were in the upper end of this range)
Criterion validity: Pearson’s correlation between PREMERT and JACBART ranged between -0.68 to 0.64 (with the following exceptions: happiness under neutrality r = 0.7 (under sadness) and 0.72 (under anger), and happiness under happiness r = -0.7 (under surprise))
Hypothesis testing for construct validity (convergent/divergent validity): Pearson’s correlations with the Openness items of the NEO Personality Inventory, Revised (NEO-PI-R, Chinese version) had r approximately 0.2 for most items

	Wolf Gang Interracial Facial Expression Test (WIFET) - Hebrew Language with additional Instructions in Amharic (translated)
	Wolfgang & Cohen, 1988
	To test the universality and the culture-racial specific hypotheses (in identifying facial expressions representing fundamental emotions)
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.68 (Ethiopian sample)

	Wolf Gang Interracial Facial Expression Test (WIFET) - Spanish Language (translated)
	
	
	Internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.89 (Latin-American sample)


Legend:
ANOVA: Analysis of Variance; EFA: Exploratory Factor Analysis; EP: Emotion Perception; ICC: Intraclass Correlation Coefficient; KMO: Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin.

