Supplementary Table 1
Search Strategy
	Database
	Search terms


	Embase
	1. (trust* or mistrust* or untrust* or distrust or cooperation).mp.
2. exp trust game/ or exp trust/ or exp cooperation/
3. (borderline personality disorder or BPD).mp.
4. exp borderline state/
5. 1 or 2
6. 3 or 4
7. 5 and 6
Exp = exploding subject heading; mp = title, abstract, heading word, drug trade name, original title, device manufacturer, drug manufacturer, device trade name, keyword heading word, floating subheading word, candidate term word 


	Medline
	1. (trust* or mistrust* or untrust* or distrust or cooperation).mp.
2. exp trust/ or exp cooperative behavior/
3. (borderline personality disorder or BPD).mp.
4. exp Borderline Personality Disorder/
5. 1 or 2
6. 3 or 4
7. 5 and 6
Exp = exploding subject heading; mp = title, book title, abstract, original title, name of substance word, subject heading word, floating sub-heading word, keyword heading word, organism supplementary concept word, protocol supplementary concept word, rare disease supplementary concept word, unique identifier, synonyms 


	PsycINFO
	1. (trust* or mistrust* or untrust* or distrust or cooperation).mp.
2. exp Cooperation/ or exp "Trust (Social Behavior)"/
3. (borderline personality disorder or BPD).mp.
4. exp Borderline Personality Disorder/
5. 1 or 2
6. 3 or 4
7. 5 and 6
Exp = exploding subject heading; mp = title, abstract, heading word, table of contents, key concepts, original title, tests & measures, mesh word


	Scopus
	(TITLE-ABS-KEY(trust* or mistrust* or untrust* or distrust or cooperation) AND TITLE-ABS-KEY(“borderline personality” or BPD))


	Web of Science
	(TS=(trust* OR mistrust* OR untrust* OR distrust OR cooperation)) AND TS=("borderline personality disorder" OR BPD)


	ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global
	noft(trust* OR mistrust* OR untrust* OR distrust OR cooperation) AND noft(borderline personality disorder or BPD)


	PsycExtra
	1. (trust* or mistrust* or untrust* or distrust or cooperation).mp.
2. (borderline personality disorder or BPD).mp.
3. 1 and 2
mp = title, abstract, heading word, table of contents, key concepts, original title, tests & measures, mesh word
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Supplementary Table 3
Excluded Records
Task did not measure mistrust (n = 16)
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Supplementary Table 4
All Studies and Their Effect Sizes
	Author
	N 
	Country 
	M Age 
(BPD)
	M Age 
(Controls)
	% Female
	BPD
Assessment 
	Mistrust Task
	ES
	QA

	Abramov et al. 
(2020)
	234 (BPD = 16, 
Controls = 234)
	Australia
	18.94
	21.01
	68.7 (BPD); 
63.3 (HC)
	MSI-BPD
	Trust Game
	ES1: 0.07; ES2: 0.32; 
ES3: 0.12; ES4: 0.18
	0.75

	Bartz et al. 
(2011)
	27 (BPD = 13, 
Controls = 14)
	USA
	35
	35
	71.4 (BPD); 
46.2 (HC)
	SCID-II 
	Assurance Game
	ES1: 0.58; ES2: 0.50
	0.89

	Biermann et al. 
(2022)
	149 (BPD = 75, 
Controls = 67)
	Germany
	33.72
	33.06
	100
	IPDE
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	0.97
	0.89

	Botsford et al. 
(2021)
	754 (BPD = 41, 
Controls = 713)
	Germany
	29.61
	29.6
	85 (BPD); 
72 (HC)
	SCID-II
	Trust Game
	0.54
	0.78

	Ebert et al. 
(2013)
	26 (BPD = 13, 
Controls = 13)
	Germany
	28.6
	25.7
	61.5 (BPD); 
76.9 (HC)
	SCID-II
	Trust Game
	ES1: -0.30; ES2: 0.83
	0.44

	Felsenheimer et al. 
(2022)
	60 (BPD = 30, 
Controls = 30)
	Germany
	29.72
	27.2
	83.3 (BPD); 
76.7 (HC)
	SCID-II 
	Irony Detection Task
	ES1: -0.66; ES2: -0.59; 
ES3: 0.89; ES4: -0.29
	0.89

	Fertuck et al. 
(2013)
	36 (BPD = 17, 
Controls = 19)
	USA
	35.29
	25.89
	76.5 (BPD);
68.4 (HC)
	SCID-II
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	0.7
	0.67

	Fertuck et al. 
(2019)
	33 (BPD = 16, 
Controls = 17)
	USA
	25.94
	23.71
	100
	SCID-II
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	3.14
	0.89

	Fertuck et al. 
(2023)
	26 (BPD = 12, 
Controls = 14)
	USA
	20.9
	20.38
	45.5 (BPD); 
46.2 (HC)
	PAI-BOR
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	1.1
	0.56

	Fineberg et al. 
(2018)
	43 (BPD = 20, 
Controls = 23)
	USA
	35.8
	33.86
	100
	DIB-R
	Social Valuation Task
	ES1: -0.79; ES2: -0.71;
ES3: 0.65; ES4: -0.61
	1

	Hepp et al.
(2020) 
	S1: 69 (BPD = 32, 
Controls = 37)
S2: 61 (BPD = 32, 
Controls = 29)
	Germany
	29.22
	S1: 29.65

S2: 27.5
	100
	IPDE
	Trustworthiness Appraisal Task (Video)
	ES1: 0.75; ES2: 0.30
	0.89

	Lévay et al. 
(2021)
	60 (BPD = 30, 
Controls = 30)
	Hungary
	26.27
	25.7
	80 (BPD); 
66.7 (HC)
	SCID-II-5-PD
	Social Value Orientation
	0.56
	0.89

	Masland & Hooley 
(2020)
	77 (BPD = 30, 
Controls = 47)
	USA
	23.2
	36.85
	72.7
	SCID-II Screener
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	ES1: 0.55; ES2: 0.79; 
ES3: 0.4604; ES4: 0.64; 
ES5: 0.78; ES6: 0.57
	QA1: 0.56;
QA2: 0.63

	Miano et al. 
(2013)
	95
	Germany
	19.8
	19.8
	69
	SCID-II
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	0.43
	0.38

	Miano et al. 
(2017)
	67 (BPD = 31, 
Controls =36)
	Germany
	30.6
	28.1
	100
	SCID-II 
	Mistrust Levels After a Discussion
	ES1: 0.28; ES2: 0.57; 
ES3: 0.72
	0.89

	Miano et al. 
(2023)
	68 (BPD = 34, 
Controls = 34)
	Germany
	29
	28
	91.2 (BPD); 
82.4 (HC)
	SCID-II 
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	ES1: 0.77; ES2: 0.70; 
ES3: 0.60; ES4: 0.18
	0.78

	Nicol et al. 
(2013)
	41 (BPD = 20, 
Controls = 21)
	Scotland
	34.3
	34.5
	75 (BPD); 
76.2 (HC)
	SCID-II 
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	ES1: 0.77; ES2: 1.29
	0.67

	Niedtfeld & Kroneisen 
(2020)
	101 (BPD = 51, 
Controls = 50)
	Germany
	28.67
	29.5
	100
	IPDE
	Memory Paradigm & Trust Game
	ES1: 0.39; ES2: 0.11; 
ES3; 0.33; ES4: 0.29; 
ES5: 0.11; ES6: 0.14
	0.56

	Ooi et al. 
(2018)
	S1: 537 (BPD = 265, 
Controls 272)
S2: 170 (BPD = 95, 
Controls = 95)
	England
	S1: 34
S2: 31.45                                        
	S1: 40.38
S2: 38.6
	S1: (BPD = 43.4, Controls = 50)
S2: (BPD = 40, Controls: 37.9)
	FFBI-SF 
	Commitment Task
	ES1: 0.32; ES2: 0.21
	0.67

	Richetin et al. 
(2018)
	110
	Italy
	22.21
	22.21
	100
	BPD-CL
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	ES1: 0.36; ES2: 0.43
	0.5

	Roberts et al. 
(2018)
	S1: 135 (BPD = 17, 
Controls = 118) 
S2: 137 (BPD = 20, 
Controls = 117)
	USA
	
	
	49.3
	PAI-BOR
	Trust Game
	ES1: 0.59; ES2: -0.44
	0.44

	Scheunemann et al. 
(2023)
	68 (BPD = 38, 
Controls = 30)
	Germany
	25.7
	27.8
	84.2 (BPD); 
80 (HC)
	SCID-II, BSL-23
	Judge-Advisor Task
	ES1: -0.27; ES2: -0.282; 
ES3: 0.78; ES4: -0.04
	QA1: 0.56; 
QA2: 0.75

	Shapiro-Thompson et al. 
(2023)
	41 (BPD = 21, 
Controls = 20)
	USA
	33.2
	38.4
	76.2 (BPD); 
75 (HC)
	DIPD-BPD, BSL-23
	Social Valuation Task
	ES1: 0.51; ES2: 0.12; 
ES3: 0.09; ES4: -0.36
	0.67

	Sharp et al. 
(2023)
	S1: 185 (BPD = 59, 
Controls = 126)
S2: 196 (BPD = 59, 
Controls = 137)
	USA
	14.63
	S1: 15.23
S2: 14.75
	84.7 (BPD)
S1: 71.4 (Controls 1)
S2: 54.7 (Controls 2)
	CI-BPD
	Trust Game
	ES1: -0.10; ES2: -0.18
	0.56

	Siegel et al. 
(2020)
	126 (BPD = 20, 
Controls = 106)
	England
	39.5
	40.96
	Not Reported
	SCID-II 
	Moral Inference Task
	ES1: 0.78; ES2: 0.55
	0.89

	Unoka et al. 
(2009)
	50 (BPD = 25, 
Controls = 25)
	Hungary
	29.2
	S1: 29.3
S2: 30.1
	80 (BPD)
S1: 80 (Controls 1)
S2: 80 (Controls 2)
	SCID-II 
	Trust Game
	ES1: 0.74; ES2: 1.21; 
ES3: 0.77; ES4: 0.92
	QA1: 0.56; 
QA2:0.67














Supplementary Table 5
Quality Assessment of Correlational Effect Sizes
	Author (Year)
	Clear Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 
	Adequate Description of Sample and Settings
	Valid and Reliable Exposure Measure
	Objective Measure of Condition
	Confounders Identified
	Confounders Dealt with
	Valid and Reliable Outcome Measure
	Appropriate Statistical Analysis

	Abramov et al. (2020)
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Masland & Hooley (2020)
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes

	Miano et al. (2013)
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes

	Richetin et al. (2018)
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes

	Scheneumann et al. (2023)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes

	Shapiro-Thompson et al. (2023)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes










Supplementary Table 6
Quality Assessment of Case-Control Effect Sizes
	Author (Year)
	Comparable Groups
	Matching
	Same Identification Criteria
	Valid and Reliable Exposure Measure
	Consistency in Measuring Exposure for Cases and Controls
	Confounder Identified
	Confounders Dealt with
	Valid and Reliable Outcome Measure
	Adequate Exposure Period
	Appropriate Statistical Analysis

	Bartz et al. (2011)
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	N/A
	Yes

	Biermann et al. (2022)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Unclear
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	N/A
	Yes

	Botsford et al. (2021)
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Unclear
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	N/A
	Yes

	Ebert et al. (2013)
	Unclear
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Unclear
	No
	No
	Yes
	N/A
	Yes

	Felsenheimer et al. (2022)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Unclear
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	N/A
	Yes

	Fertuck et al. (2023)
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	N/A
	Yes

	Fertuck et al. (2019)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Unclear
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	N/A
	Yes

	Fertuck et al. (2013)
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	N/A
	Yes

	Fineberg et al. (2018)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	N/A
	Yes

	Levay et al. (2021)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	N/A
	Yes

	Masland & Hooley (2020)
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	N/A
	Yes

	Miano et al. (2017)
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	N/A
	Yes

	Miano et al. (2023)
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Unclear
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	N/A
	Yes

	Nicol et al. (2013)
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	N/A
	Yes

	Niedtfeld & Kroneisen (2020)
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Unclear
	No
	No
	Yes
	N/A
	Yes

	Roberts et al. (2018)
	Unclear
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	N/A
	Yes

	Scheuneumann et al. (2023)
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	N/A
	Yes

	Shapiro-Thompson et al. (2023)
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	N/A
	Yes

	Sharp et al. (2023)
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	N/A
	Yes

	Siegel et al. (2020)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	N/A
	Yes

	Unoka et al. (2009)
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Unclear
	No
	No
	Yes
	N/A
	Yes

	Ooi et al. (2018)
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	N/A
	Yes

	Hepp et al. (2020)
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	N/A
	Yes












Supplementary Table 7
Descriptions of the Laboratory Tasks Used to Measure Mistrust
	Title
	Author
	Year
	Mistrust Paradigm
	

	The paradoxical decline and growth of trust as a function of borderline personality disorder trait count: Using discontinuous growth modelling to examine trust dynamics in response to violation and repair 
	Abramov et al.
	2020
	Trust Game
	The trust game (TG) is a two-player economic exchange paradigm commonly used to examine trust and reciprocity. One player—the investor—is given an initial endowment (e.g., $10) and decides how much of it to transfer to the second player—the trustee. The transferred amount is automatically multiplied by a fixed factor, typically three, before being received by the trustee. The trustee then decides how much of this multiplied amount to return to the investor. Trust is operationalized as the proportion of the initial endowment sent by the investor, while reciprocity is measured as the proportion of the received amount that the trustee chooses to return. The TG can be implemented with human participants or simulated agents, enabling researchers to systematically manipulate trustee behavior (e.g., the amount returned) in order to examine how trust and reciprocity evolve over time or in response to specific events. 

The study employed a multi-round trust game consisting of 15 consecutive rounds with the same partner. In each round, the investor received 100 monetary units and chose how much to send to the trustee, with the amount sent being tripled. The trustee then returned a proportion of the tripled amount. During rounds 1–4 and 8–14, trustee repayments were randomly set between 34–44% of the tripled amount, reflecting typical human reciprocity. In rounds 5–7, repayments dropped to 0–10% to simulate a deliberate trust violation. This design allowed the task to model three trust phases: formation (rounds 1–5), dissolution (rounds 6–8), and restoration (rounds 9–15).

	The paradoxical decline and growth of trust as a function of borderline personality disorder trait count: Using discontinuous growth modelling to examine trust dynamics in response to violation and repair 
	Abramov et al.
	2020
	Trust Game
	

	The paradoxical decline and growth of trust as a function of borderline personality disorder trait count: Using discontinuous growth modelling to examine trust dynamics in response to violation and repair 
	Abramov et al.
	2020
	Trust Game
	

	The paradoxical decline and growth of trust as a function of borderline personality disorder trait count: Using discontinuous growth modelling to examine trust dynamics in response to violation and repair 
	Abramov et al.
	2020
	Self-Reported Mistrust After the Trust Game
	Self-reported trust following TG (example question: "Is the other player trustworthy?"). Measured using a 5-point likert scale (0=Not at all; 4=Absolutely)

	Oxytocin can hinder trust and cooperation in borderline personality disorder
	Bartz et al.
	2011
	Assurance Game
	Participants played the Assurance Game (AG), a trust-based variation of the Prisoner’s Dilemma, where both players earn the highest payoff ($6 each) if they cooperate. However, cooperation requires trust—if a player expects their partner to defect, they should defect too, though this results in a lower payoff ($2) instead of risking getting nothing.

Participants played 3 rounds against a programmed partner that always cooperated. They chose between Strategy A (cooperation) and Strategy B (defection) and also predicted their partner’s choice on a 5-point scale, and indicated what they would choose if they knew their partner would cooperate, helping distinguish between self-protective and hostile motives for defection.

	Oxytocin can hinder trust and cooperation in borderline personality disorder
	Bartz et al.
	2011
	Assurance Game
	

	Trustworthiness judgments and Borderline Personality Disorder: an experimental study on the interplay of happiness and trustworthiness appraisals and the effects of wearing face masks during the Covid-19 pandemic in Germany
	Biermann et al.
	2022
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	Participants rated happiness and trustworthiness of faces, along with their confidence, in two separate blocks consisting of two sub-blocks, where 12 faces (six with masks, six without) were shown. They evaluated the intensity of happiness and trustworthiness expressed and their confidence in these judgments using a 7-point Likert scale (1 = not at all, 7 = very much).

	Interpersonal trust: Development and validation of a self-report inventory and clinical application in patients with borderline personality disorder
	Botsford et al.
	2021
	Hypothetitcal Trust Game
	2-round hypothetical trust game in which participants received 12 monetary units and decided how many to send to a hypothetical second player. The game had two rounds: in the first, they imagined splitting the money with an unknown person, and in the second, with a known person (e.g., a friend or partner).

	Modulation of interpersonal trust in borderline personality disorder by intranasal oxytocin and childhood trauma
	Ebert et al.
	2013
	Trust Game
	20-round Modified Trust Game (TG) in which participants were always investors. Trustees were represented by black-and-white images of male and female faces, pre-rated for attractiveness. The game featured 20 different trustees (10 attractive, 10 unattractive), presented in random order.

Each round, they were given 12 monetary units (MUs) and could send 0, 4, 8, or 12 MUs to the trustee, which were automatically tripled. Trustees returned 40–60% of their earnings, ensuring equal cooperation.

	Modulation of interpersonal trust in borderline personality disorder by intranasal oxytocin and childhood trauma
	Ebert et al.
	2013
	Trust Game
	

	Irony detection in patients with borderline personality disorder: an experimental study examining schizotypal traits, response biases and empathy
	Felsenheimer et al.
	2022
	Irony Detection Task
	In this task, each trial consisted of a short video depicting a café scene, followed by a text message exchange between characters. Participants read a context sentence and a subsequent reaction from the protagonist, which fell into one of four conditions: ironic praise, ironic criticism, literal praise, or literal criticism. In the ironic conditions, the speaker’s intended meaning was the opposite of the literal meaning (e.g., calling someone “lazy” to praise their effort).

The videos varied in perspective: in one version, the protagonist addressed the participant directly (2nd person), while in the other, they spoke to another character (3rd person). Each participant completed both versions, with each version containing 20 trials—five per condition—resulting in a total of 40 trials and a maximum of 10 correct responses per condition.

Irony detection was assessed at two levels. Implicit detection was measured by participants’ binary judgment of whether a statement was ironic or literal, reflecting their immediate interpretive tendency. Explicit detection was measured by a Likert-scale rating of the speaker’s intended meaning (from criticism to praise), requiring a more deliberate evaluation of communicative intent.

	Irony detection in patients with borderline personality disorder: an experimental study examining schizotypal traits, response biases and empathy
	Felsenheimer et al.
	2022
	Irony Detection Task
	

	Irony detection in patients with borderline personality disorder: an experimental study examining schizotypal traits, response biases and empathy
	Felsenheimer et al.
	2022
	Irony Detection Task
	

	Irony detection in patients with borderline personality disorder: an experimental study examining schizotypal traits, response biases and empathy
	Felsenheimer et al.
	2022
	Irony Detection Task
	

	Atypical Neural Plasticity and Behavioral Effects of Trustworthiness Learning in Borderline Personality Disorder Features
	Fertuck et al.
	2023
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	Participants shown grayscale face stimuli representing 8 neutral identities. These faces were morphed along a trustworthiness scale, with three versions appearing more trustworthy and three less trustworthy than the original neutral face.

A trustworthiness rating task was completed twice: once before learning about the faces in a identity learning task (pretest) and once after (posttest). Each trial involved 112 randomized presentations of the 8 faces and their 6 morphs. Facial trustworthiness was rated on a 5-point scale (1 = extremely trustworthy, 5 = extremely untrustworthy).

	Trustworthiness appraisal deficits in borderline personality disorder are associated with prefrontal cortex, not amygdala, impairment
	Fertuck et al.
	2019
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	Facial trustworthiness task in which participants rated each morphed face on a five-point Likert scale (1 = neutral/trustworthy, 5 = fearful/untrustworthy) while doing an fMRI.

	Facial trust appraisal negatively biased in borderline personality disorder
	Fertuck et al.
	2013
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	144-round trial in which participants rated morphed faces varying in dimensions of trustworthiness on a 5-point likert scale.

	Expectation of Selfishness From Others in Borderline Personality Disorder
	Lévay et al.
	2021
	Social Value Orientation
	Interpersonal trust was assessed using a modified version of the Social Value Orientation (SVO) Slider Measure. In the original task (Self-to-Other condition), participants made 15 decisions about dividing money between themselves and an unfamiliar other, choosing among options that varied in how much each party would receive. These choices yielded a continuous SVO angle, reflecting each participant's own social preference.

To assess trust, an Other-to-Self version of the task was used. Participants were instructed to imagine that the other person from the original task had been given the same instructions and to indicate what they believed that person would choose. The task structure and allocation options were identical, but the labels were reversed ("you receive" vs. "other receives") to reflect the imagined perspective of the other. This condition provided the Other-to-Self SVO angle, which captures expectations about others’ willingness to share resources.

Higher values on this measure indicate that participants expect others to behave in a more prosocial and generous manner, while lower values suggest expectations of more selfish or individualistic behavior, reflecting lower interpersonal trust.

	When trust does not come easily: Negative emotional information unduly influences trustworthiness appraisals for individuals with borderline personality features
	Masland & Hooley
	2020
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	Participants completed a computerized trustworthiness task viewing a series of scenes, followed by a black and white neurtal unfamilliar face, and rated the trustworthiness of each face on a 7-point scale (-3 = very untrustworthy, 3 = very trustworthy). Before each face, affective primes (negative, neutral, or positive images) were shown for 1 second. The task aimed to assess trust judgments in various contexts, including trusting someone with money, life, or a secret. 

	When trust does not come easily: Negative emotional information unduly influences trustworthiness appraisals for individuals with borderline personality features
	Masland & Hooley
	2020
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	Participants completed a computerized trustworthiness task viewing a series of scenes, followed by a black and white neurtal unfamilliar face, and rated the trustworthiness of each face on a 7-point scale (-3 = very untrustworthy, 3 = very trustworthy). Before each face, affective primes (negative, neutral, or positive images) were shown for 1 second. The task aimed to assess trust judgments in various contexts, including trusting someone with money, life, or a secret. 
Participants had 90 seconds to rate each of 12 facial stimuli on 17 dimensions including trustworthiness 

	When trust does not come easily: Negative emotional information unduly influences trustworthiness appraisals for individuals with borderline personality features
	Masland & Hooley
	2020
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	

	When trust does not come easily: Negative emotional information unduly influences trustworthiness appraisals for individuals with borderline personality features
	Masland & Hooley
	2020
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	

	When trust does not come easily: Negative emotional information unduly influences trustworthiness appraisals for individuals with borderline personality features
	Masland & Hooley
	2020
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	

	When trust does not come easily: Negative emotional information unduly influences trustworthiness appraisals for individuals with borderline personality features
	Masland & Hooley
	2020
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	

	Rejection sensitivity is a mediator between borderline personality disorder features and facial trust appraisal
	Miano et al.
	2013
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	

	Romantic relationship dysfunction in borderline personality disorder-a naturalistic approach to trustworthiness perception
	Miano et al.
	2017
	Self-Reported Mistrust After A Discussion with Partner
	Interpersonal trust was assessed through participants’ evaluations of their conversation partner following three structured discussions. Each participant engaged in a series of videotaped conversations with their partner, progressing through three topics in a fixed order: a light, neutral topic (favourite film genre), a personally vulnerable topic (their most severe fear or sorrow in the past year), and a relationally threatening topic (a reason that could potentially lead to a breakup in their current relationship). After each conversation, participants rated their partner on nine bipolar trait dimensions (e.g., good-natured vs. mean-spirited, trustworthy vs. not trustworthy, inviting vs. rejecting), adapted from previous studies on trustworthiness appraisal. Ratings were made on a 7-point scale, with lower scores reflecting more positive and trusting appraisals. One dimension (vulnerable vs. strong) was reverse-poled and later excluded due to reduced scale reliability. This design allowed for the assessment of dynamic changes in perceived interpersonal trust across different levels of emotional intensity and interpersonal threat.

	Romantic relationship dysfunction in borderline personality disorder-a naturalistic approach to trustworthiness perception
	Miano et al.
	2017
	Self-Reported Mistrust After A Discussion with Partner
	Interpersonal trust was assessed through participants’ evaluations of their conversation partner following three structured discussions. Each participant engaged in a series of videotaped conversations with their partner, progressing through three topics in a fixed order: a light, neutral topic (favourite film genre), a personally vulnerable topic (their most severe fear or sorrow in the past year), and a relationally threatening topic (a reason that could potentially lead to a breakup in their current relationship). After each conversation, participants rated their partner on nine bipolar trait dimensions (e.g., good-natured vs. mean-spirited, trustworthy vs. not trustworthy, inviting vs. rejecting), adapted from previous studies on trustworthiness appraisal. Ratings were made on a 7-point scale, with lower scores reflecting more positive and trusting appraisals. One dimension (vulnerable vs. strong) was reverse-poled and later excluded due to reduced scale reliability. This design allowed for the assessment of dynamic changes in perceived interpersonal trust across different levels of emotional intensity and interpersonal threat.
Participants completed a computerized facial trustworthiness judgment task using randomized images of peace prize laureates and sentenced murderers.

The task had four parts:

Training Phase: Participants learned key allocation for "trustworthy" and "untrustworthy" responses, followed by a brief training with five non-experimental images.

Trustworthiness Judgment (Timed): Participants categorized each face as trustworthy or untrustworthy within 5 seconds while reaction times were recorded.

Trait Ratings (Untimed): Participants rated faces on friendliness, aggressiveness, dominance, rejection, and trustworthiness using a 7-point scale.

Emotional Perception: Participants rated the emotional state of each face on a 7-point negative-to-positive scale.

Informed Trustworthiness Judgment (Timed): After learning whether the individuals were peace prize laureates or murderers, participants re-evaluated trustworthiness within 5 seconds, with reaction times recorded again.

	Romantic relationship dysfunction in borderline personality disorder-a naturalistic approach to trustworthiness perception
	Miano et al.
	2017
	Self-Reported Mistrust After A Discussion with Partner
	

	Accuracy and Bias in Facial Trustworthiness Appraisals in Borderline Personality Disorder
	Miano et al.
	2023
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	

	Accuracy and Bias in Facial Trustworthiness Appraisals in Borderline Personality Disorder
	Miano et al.
	2023
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	Participants completed a computerized facial trustworthiness judgment task using randomized images of peace prize laureates and sentenced murderers.

The task had four parts:

Training Phase: Participants learned key allocation for "trustworthy" and "untrustworthy" responses, followed by a brief training with five non-experimental images.

Trustworthiness Judgment (Timed): Participants categorized each face as trustworthy or untrustworthy within 5 seconds while reaction times were recorded.

Trait Ratings (Untimed): Participants rated faces on friendliness, aggressiveness, dominance, rejection, and trustworthiness using a 7-point scale.

Emotional Perception: Participants rated the emotional state of each face on a 7-point negative-to-positive scale.

Informed Trustworthiness Judgment (Timed): After learning whether the individuals were peace prize laureates or murderers, participants re-evaluated trustworthiness within 5 seconds, with reaction times recorded again.
Participants completed a social judgment task involving six blocks of 32 trials each. In each trial, they viewed a different face for 3 seconds and judged it on one of six characteristics including trustworthiness. Each block focused on a single characteristic, with participants choosing between two response options (e.g., "trustworthy" or "untrustworthy"). Judgments were reported verbally to the experimenter, who recorded responses without providing feedback.

	Accuracy and Bias in Facial Trustworthiness Appraisals in Borderline Personality Disorder
	Miano et al.
	2023
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	

	Accuracy and Bias in Facial Trustworthiness Appraisals in Borderline Personality Disorder
	Miano et al.
	2023
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	

	Social judgement in borderline personality disorder
	Nicol et al.
	2013
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	

	Social judgement in borderline personality disorder
	Nicol et al.
	2013
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	Participants completed a social judgment task involving six blocks of 32 trials each. In each trial, they viewed a different face for 3 seconds and judged it on one of six characteristics including trustworthiness. Each block focused on a single characteristic, with participants choosing between two response options (e.g., "trustworthy" or "untrustworthy"). Judgments were reported verbally to the experimenter, who recorded responses without providing feedback.
Participants completed a single-round trust game with 20 trustworthy and 20 untrustworthy facial photographs. They were tasked with learning from experience whether each person was cooperative or not. The study had two independent variables: a priori expectation (trustworthy vs. untrustworthy faces) and actual behavior (cooperative vs. cheating). Each participant played 40 trials, encountering an equal mix of trustworthy cooperators, trustworthy cheaters, untrustworthy cooperators, and untrustworthy cheaters.

During each round, participants decided how much money to invest (0, 15, or 30 cents). Cooperative targets returned more than the investment, while uncooperative targets invested nothing. After completing the trust game, participants took a surprise memory test. They were shown 80 faces (40 from the game and 40 new distractors) and asked to identify whether they had seen the face before (item memory). If they recognized a face, they then judged whether the person had behaved fairly or unfairly during the game (source memory).

	Impaired memory for cooperative interaction partners in borderline personality disorder
	Niedtfeld & Kroneisen
	2020
	Trust Game
	

	Impaired memory for cooperative interaction partners in borderline personality disorder
	Niedtfeld & Kroneisen
	2020
	Trust Game
	Participants completed a single-round trust game with 20 trustworthy and 20 untrustworthy facial photographs. They were tasked with learning from experience whether each person was cooperative or not. The study had two independent variables: a priori expectation (trustworthy vs. untrustworthy faces) and actual behavior (cooperative vs. cheating). Each participant played 40 trials, encountering an equal mix of trustworthy cooperators, trustworthy cheaters, untrustworthy cooperators, and untrustworthy cheaters.

During each round, participants decided how much money to invest (0, 15, or 30 cents). Cooperative targets returned more than the investment, while uncooperative targets invested nothing. After completing the trust game, participants took a surprise memory test. They were shown 80 faces (40 from the game and 40 new distractors) and asked to identify whether they had seen the face before (item memory). If they recognized a face, they then judged whether the person had behaved fairly or unfairly during the game (source memory).
Participants rated the trustworthiness of 48 black-and-white photographs of unfamiliar Caucasian faces on a 7-point Likert scale, presented in random order. 

	Impaired memory for cooperative interaction partners in borderline personality disorder
	Niedtfeld & Kroneisen
	2020
	Memory Task
	

	Impaired memory for cooperative interaction partners in borderline personality disorder
	Niedtfeld & Kroneisen
	2020
	Memory Task
	

	Impaired memory for cooperative interaction partners in borderline personality disorder
	Niedtfeld & Kroneisen
	2020
	Memory Task
	

	Impaired memory for cooperative interaction partners in borderline personality disorder
	Niedtfeld & Kroneisen
	2020
	Memory Task
	

	The emotional components of rejection sensitivity as a mediator between Borderline Personality Disorder and biased appraisal of trust in faces
	Richetin et al.
	2018
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	

	The emotional components of rejection sensitivity as a mediator between Borderline Personality Disorder and biased appraisal of trust in faces
	Richetin et al.
	2018
	Facial Trustworthiness Task
	Participants rated the trustworthiness of 48 black-and-white photographs of unfamiliar Caucasian faces on a 7-point Likert scale, presented in random order. 
Participants completed the experiment in individual cubicles, making multiple investment decisions in a trust game. In each trial, they received a variable endowment and decided how much to send to a partner (the trustee), knowing the amount sent would be quadrupled. The trustee then decided how much to keep and how much to return. Participants also estimated how much they expected to be returned, unless they chose to send nothing.

No feedback was given on trustee decisions during the task, and all participants remained anonymous. One decision per participant was randomly selected for actual monetary payout, ensuring real financial consequences. 

	Acetaminophen reduces distrust in individuals with borderline personality disorder features
	Roberts et al.
	2018
	Trust Game
	

	Acetaminophen reduces distrust in individuals with borderline personality disorder features
	Roberts et al.
	2018
	Trust Game
	Participants completed the experiment in individual cubicles, making multiple investment decisions in a trust game. In each trial, they received a variable endowment and decided how much to send to a partner (the trustee), knowing the amount sent would be quadrupled. The trustee then decided how much to keep and how much to return. Participants also estimated how much they expected to be returned, unless they chose to send nothing.

No feedback was given on trustee decisions during the task, and all participants remained anonymous. One decision per participant was randomly selected for actual monetary payout, ensuring real financial consequences. 
Trust was assessed using a modified Judge–Advisor System (JAS) paradigm, in which participants made initial judgments about the age and hostility of four unfamiliar individuals based on facial portraits. After giving their initial estimates, participants were shown a series of responses allegedly from previous participants (presented as “estimates from participant #XX”), which served as advice. Participants could view up to four pieces of advice per trial and were free to revise their own judgments after each one. The extent to which participants adjusted their responses in light of the advice was used as a behavioural measure of epistemic trust—that is, their willingness to rely on information from others. Greater adjustments toward the advised values indicated higher levels of trust in others’ input.

	Can you trust this source? Advice taking in borderline personality disorder
	Scheunemann et al.
	2023
	Judge-Advisor Task
	

	Can you trust this source? Advice taking in borderline personality disorder
	Scheunemann et al.
	2023
	Judge-Advisor Task
	Trust was assessed using a modified Judge–Advisor System (JAS) paradigm, in which participants made initial judgments about the age and hostility of four unfamiliar individuals based on facial portraits. After giving their initial estimates, participants were shown a series of responses allegedly from previous participants (presented as “estimates from participant #XX”), which served as advice. Participants could view up to four pieces of advice per trial and were free to revise their own judgments after each one. The extent to which participants adjusted their responses in light of the advice was used as a behavioural measure of epistemic trust—that is, their willingness to rely on information from others. Greater adjustments toward the advised values indicated higher levels of trust in others’ input.
Participants played a social valuation game (SVG), a  45-minute, 290-trial computer game where participants make binary choices in response to social (advice) and non-social cues (colour). The study had two conditions: in the "confederate" condition, participants met and interacted with a trained actor before playing the game, believing the actor would be their partner. In the "script" condition, conducted a week later, participants instead listened to a story about betrayal and recalled a similar personal experience before playing. The study measured trust through initial cooperation, frequency of taking advice, responses to betrayal, and social reward probability.

	Can you trust this source? Advice taking in borderline personality disorder
	Scheunemann et al.
	2023
	Facial Hostility Task
	

	Can you trust this source? Advice taking in borderline personality disorder
	Scheunemann et al.
	2023
	Judge-Advisor Task
	

	Modulation of Trust in Borderline Personality Disorder by Script-Based Imaginal Exposure to Betrayal
	Shapiro-Thompson et al.
	2023
	Social Valuation Task
	

	Modulation of Trust in Borderline Personality Disorder by Script-Based Imaginal Exposure to Betrayal
	Shapiro-Thompson et al.
	2023
	Social Valuation Task
	Participants played a social valuation game (SVG), a  45-minute, 290-trial computer game where participants make binary choices in response to social (advice) and non-social cues (colour). The study had two conditions: in the "confederate" condition, participants met and interacted with a trained actor before playing the game, believing the actor would be their partner. In the "script" condition, conducted a week later, participants instead listened to a story about betrayal and recalled a similar personal experience before playing. The study measured trust through initial cooperation, frequency of taking advice, responses to betrayal, and social reward probability.
Participants played a modified investment game with two distinct conditions. In the interpersonal trust condition, participants were led to believe they were interacting with an anonymous partner over five consecutive rounds. During each round, they could invest between 0 and 12 monetary units, which were tripled in value. Although participants were told their partner would decide how many units to return, they received no feedback about returns until the game ended.
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	Trust Game
	Participants played a modified investment game with two distinct conditions. In the interpersonal trust condition, participants were led to believe they were interacting with an anonymous partner over five consecutive rounds. During each round, they could invest between 0 and 12 monetary units, which were tripled in value. Although participants were told their partner would decide how many units to return, they received no feedback about returns until the game ended.
Trust was measured through participants’ expectations and evolving impressions of two agents who made repeated moral decisions—specifically, whether to inflict electric shocks on another person in exchange for money. Before observing any decisions, participants rated how “nasty” or “nice” they expected each agent to be, as well as their confidence in these expectations. These prior ratings served as a measure of generalized interpersonal trust, reflecting assumptions about others’ moral character. As participants observed the agents’ behaviour—one consistently requiring more money to harm others ("good" agent) and one less ("bad" agent)—they periodically updated their impressions of each agent’s morality and rated their certainty. Trust was operationalized through both the initial expectations and the extent to which participants formed and revised moral impressions based on observed choices.
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	Trust was measured through participants’ expectations and evolving impressions of two agents who made repeated moral decisions—specifically, whether to inflict electric shocks on another person in exchange for money. Before observing any decisions, participants rated how “nasty” or “nice” they expected each agent to be, as well as their confidence in these expectations. These prior ratings served as a measure of generalized interpersonal trust, reflecting assumptions about others’ moral character. As participants observed the agents’ behaviour—one consistently requiring more money to harm others ("good" agent) and one less ("bad" agent)—they periodically updated their impressions of each agent’s morality and rated their certainty. Trust was operationalized through both the initial expectations and the extent to which participants formed and revised moral impressions based on observed choices.
A computer-based investment game in which participants, acting as investors with 12 monetary units (MUs), believed they were playing with real people online though they were actually interacting with a computer program. In the trust game, participants could transfer any amount to a supposed trustee, with transfers being tripled. The game involved five consecutive transactions where participants always started with 12 MUs, but received no feedback about returns from the trustee.

After completing the task, participants rated how many monetary units (MUs) they believed they had received, using a scale from 1 (very bad outcome/few MUs received) to 10 (very good outcome/many MUs received). This rating reflects participants’ perceived success in the interaction and serves as an indirect indicator of trust in the other player’s willingness to reciprocate.
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	Self-Reported Outcome Prediction after a Trust Game
	A computer-based investment game in which participants, acting as investors with 12 monetary units (MUs), believed they were playing with real people online though they were actually interacting with a computer program. In the trust game, participants could transfer any amount to a supposed trustee, with transfers being tripled. The game involved five consecutive transactions where participants always started with 12 MUs, but received no feedback about returns from the trustee.

After completing the task, participants rated how many monetary units (MUs) they believed they had received, using a scale from 1 (very bad outcome/few MUs received) to 10 (very good outcome/many MUs received). This rating reflects participants’ perceived success in the interaction and serves as an indirect indicator of trust in the other player’s willingness to reciprocate.
Trust was assessed through participants’ willingness to rely on advice provided by a confederate during a probabilistic learning task. On each of 290 trials, participants chose between two options (a green or blue box), each associated with a point value. Alongside the point values (non-social cues), participants received trial-by-trial advice from a confederate (social cue) about which option to select. Prior to the task, participants met the confederate and were informed that the advice could be either helpful or self-serving. Trust was operationalized as the extent to which participants used the confederate’s advice to guide their choices, particularly in the context of changing reward contingencies.
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	Trust was assessed through participants’ willingness to rely on advice provided by a confederate during a probabilistic learning task. On each of 290 trials, participants chose between two options (a green or blue box), each associated with a point value. Alongside the point values (non-social cues), participants received trial-by-trial advice from a confederate (social cue) about which option to select. Prior to the task, participants met the confederate and were informed that the advice could be either helpful or self-serving. Trust was operationalized as the extent to which participants used the confederate’s advice to guide their choices, particularly in the context of changing reward contingencies.
Two separate tasks were used to assess trust through participants’ expectations of commitment in social scenarios. In the first task, participants watched a video in which a neighbour voluntarily began helping to remove a pile of sand. Depending on the condition, the level of coordination between the helper and another agent was either high or low. After the video, participants indicated how long they expected the helper to continue. This served as a measure of implicit trust, capturing the extent to which participants inferred commitment from cooperative behaviour without any explicit agreement.

In the second task, participants imagined having arranged a coffee meeting with a new neighbour who had not shown up at the agreed time. They were then asked how likely they thought it was that the neighbour would still arrive. This likelihood rating reflected explicit trust, as it measured expectations about whether a clearly stated commitment would be fulfilled.
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	Explicit Sense of Commitment Task
	Two separate tasks were used to assess trust through participants’ expectations of commitment in social scenarios. In the first task, participants watched a video in which a neighbour voluntarily began helping to remove a pile of sand. Depending on the condition, the level of coordination between the helper and another agent was either high or low. After the video, participants indicated how long they expected the helper to continue. This served as a measure of implicit trust, capturing the extent to which participants inferred commitment from cooperative behaviour without any explicit agreement.

In the second task, participants imagined having arranged a coffee meeting with a new neighbour who had not shown up at the agreed time. They were then asked how likely they thought it was that the neighbour would still arrive. This likelihood rating reflected explicit trust, as it measured expectations about whether a clearly stated commitment would be fulfilled.
Interpersonal trust was assessed by asking participants to rate how trustworthy they perceived others to be after viewing 30-second video clips of target individuals briefly discussing personal preferences (e.g., favorite food, color, book). All targets had previously played a dictator game, but raters only saw the videos and were unaware of the actual amount shared. After each video, participants rated how trustworthy they found the target on a 6-point Likert scale (0 = not at all, 5 = very much). Importantly, all targets, regardless of group, behaved similarly in the dictator game, allowing any group differences in perceived trustworthiness to reflect biases in interpersonal trust rather than actual behavioral differences.
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	Trustworthiness Appraisal (Video)
	Interpersonal trust was assessed by asking participants to rate how trustworthy they perceived others to be after viewing 30-second video clips of target individuals briefly discussing personal preferences (e.g., favorite food, color, book). All targets had previously played a dictator game, but raters only saw the videos and were unaware of the actual amount shared. After each video, participants rated how trustworthy they found the target on a 6-point Likert scale (0 = not at all, 5 = very much). Importantly, all targets, regardless of group, behaved similarly in the dictator game, allowing any group differences in perceived trustworthiness to reflect biases in interpersonal trust rather than actual behavioral differences.

	
	
	
	
	







Supplementary Figure 1
Correlational Effect Size Quality Assessment
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Supplementary Figure 2
Case-Control Study Effect Size Quality Assessment 
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Supplementary Figure 3
Number of Correlational Study Effect Sizes per Total JBI Score
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Supplementary Figure 4
Number of Case-Control Study Effect Sizes per Total JBI Score
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Supplementary Figure 5
Funnel Plot of All Effect Sizes
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Supplementary Figure 6
Study-Funnel Plot 
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