Supplementary Text 1: Search string & article selection


Search string
All terms were constrained to appear in the abstract AND/OR title
“((social cognition OR theory of mind OR empathy OR mindreading OR emotion recognition OR social perception OR "perspective taking OR cognitive mental state OR affective mental state OR intention inference" AND (task* OR assessment OR instrument* OR tool* OR evaluation*) AND (stroke* OR neurological disease* OR brain damage* OR traumatic brain injur* OR "tumor* OR psychiatr* OR asperger OR autis* OR schizophrenia OR depress* OR bipolar* OR epilep* OR encephalitis OR hypoxi* OR anoxi* OR alcohol* OR substance) AND (valid* OR discriminat*)) NOT (child* OR treatment OR remediation OR therapy)”


Article selection
The initial search yielded 1055 articles in PubMed and PsycINFO. After duplicate suppression, the 992 remaining articles were checked for relevance based on their abstract and title. At this stage, we rejected 925 articles due to them being of the wrong format (meta-analyses and reviews), not primarily concerned with the validation of a social cognition test, and with populations not relevant to this meta-analysis (children or healthy adults). In instances of disagreement among the four researchers (the first three authors and the last author) regarding a particular article, a comprehensive discussion was held with the last author to reach a consensus on its inclusion or exclusion. After this preliminary screening, articles underwent further scrutiny to ensure adherence to PRISMA [61] and INESSS [62] guidelines. Criteria assessed included the clarity of study aims, adequate description of participant groups, the use of social cognition tasks for validation purposes, and comprehensive reporting of methods, analyses, and results. Twelve articles were deemed non-compliant with these criteria and were consequently excluded, resulting in a final pool of 55 articles fulfilling the eligibility criteria for this meta-analysis (Figure 1).

Supplementary table 2: Emotion recognition tasks
	Test
	Study
	Population
	Validity
	Reliability

	
	
	
	Content
	Criterion
	Known-group
	Sens./Spec./AUC
	Test-retest
	Interrater
	Intern. cons.

	Affect-GRADIOR
	[88]
	AD (n = 84)
aMCI (n = 59)
Cs (n = 69)
	-
	-
	Cs > aMCI**
Cs > AD**
	AD: AUC = .79
aMCI:AUC = .72
	ICC = 0.84
	-
	α = 0.96

	BLERT
	[18]
	SZ (n = 218)
Cs (n = 154)
	-
	with UPSA-B***, SSPA***, SLOF*
	Cs > SZ***
	-
	r = 0.81
	-
	α = 0.78

	
	[19]
	SZ (n = 38)
Cs (n = 39)
	-
	N.S. with UPSA-B, SSPA,SLOF
	Cs = SZ
	-
	r = 0.455
	-
	α = 0.74

	
	[22]
	ASD (n = 103)
Cs (n = 95)
	-
	with most tests from study**
	Cs > ASD**
	-
	-
	-
	α = 0.72

	CAVEAT
	[81]
	TBI (n = 32)
Cs (n = 32)
	-
	TASIT**, RMET*
	Cs > TBI***
	-
	-
	-
	α = 0.85

	C-FEIT
	[56]
	SZ (n = 62)
Cs (n = 19)
	-
	CWPP (N.S.)
	Cs = SZ
	-
	ICC = 0.85
	-
	α = 0.78

	Computerized FERT
	[57]
	SZ (n = 44)
Cs (n = 41)
	-
	-
	Cs > SZ*
	-
	-
	-
	-

	EIST
	[82]
	TBI (n = 203 )
Cs (n = 40 )
	-
	DANVA-2***
	Cs > TBI ***
EIST-1 and 2
	-
	r > 0.72
	-
	-

	Emo-Bio-Motion
	[22]
	ASD (n = 103)
Cs (n = 95)
	-
	with most tests from study**
	Cs = ASD
	-
	-
	-
	α = 0.79

	
	[20,21]
	SZ (n = 173)
Cs (n = 88)
	-
	with most tests from study**
	Cs > SZ***
	-
	r = 0.52
	-
	-

	ER-40
	[18]
	SZ (n = 218)
Cs (n = 154)
	-
	UPSA-B***, SSPA***, SLOF*
	Cs > SZ***
	-
	r = 0.71
	-
	α = 0.75

	
	[19]
	SZ (n = 38)
Cs (n = 39)
	-
	UPSA-B*, SSPA**
	Cs > SZ*
	-
	r = 0.50
	-
	α = 0.60

	
	[22]
	ASD (n = 103)
Cs (n = 95)
	-
	With most tests from study**
	Cs > ASD**
	-
	-
	-
	α = 0.67

	Face Puzzle
	[72]
	ASD (n = 24)
Cs (n = 24)
	-
	ADOS*, ASDI*, RMET*
	Cs > ASD***
	-
	-
	-
	α = 0.81 (both tasks)

	FERD-Screener
	[58]
	SZ (n = 351)
Cs (n = 101)
	-
	-
	-
	Number of domains failed: AUC = 0.92
	-
	-
	-

	FERT(100)
	[59]
	SZ (n = 104)
Cs (n = 89)
	-
	UPSA**, Hinting task**
	Cs > SZ***
	-
	-
	-
	α = 0.87

	Gandra-BARTA
	[83]
	ABI (n = 20)
[bookmark: _GoBack]Cs (n = 16)
	-
	-
	Cs > ABI: tot. score**
	Sens. = 0.81
Spec. = 0.75
	-
	-
	-

	k-FEIT/k-FEDT
	[41]
	SZ (n = 42)
	-
	SBST**, Hinting Task**, FEIT **
	-
	-
	-
	-
	kFEIT/kFEDT:
α = 0.82/0.95

	METER
	[42]
	Psychot.D. (n = 86)
	-
	BLERT***, ER-40***
	-
	-
	ICC = 0.29
	-
	-


Unlisted abbreviations. CWPP = Chinese Work Personality Profile, UPSA-B = UCSD Performance-Based Skills Assessment- Brief, SSPA = Social Skills Performance Assessment, SLOF = Specific Level of Functioning Scale.
Significance. p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***.
Supplementary table 3: ToM tasks
	Test
	Study
	Population
	Validity
	Reliability

	
	
	
	Content
	Criterion
	Known-group
	Sens./Spec./AUC
	Test-retest
	Interrater
	Intern. cons.

	A-ToM
	[73]
	ASD (n = 163)
Cs (n = 80)
	PCA confirmed social and non-social dim.
	Triangles task**, Strange Stories**, IRI PT and EC **,
	Cs social score > ASD social score***
	-
	social scale
r = 0.82

	social scale
κ = 0.77

	-

	A-ToM-Q
	[74]
	ASD (n = 96)
Cs (n = 75)
	-
	Strange Stories**, Frith-Happé task**
	Cs > ASD***
	-
	-
	-
	-

	BAT
	[60]
	SZ (n = 30)
Cs (n = 30)
	-
	Faux-pas**, RMET (N.S.), PANSS* 
	Cs > SZ **
	AUC = 0.98
	-
	-
	α = 0.85

	Comic Strip Test
	[61]
	SZ (n = 19)
Cs (n = 86)
	-
	EQ***
	Cs > SZ***
	AUC = 0.85
	-
	-
	α = 0.84

	cToM
	[22]
	ASD (n = 103)
Cs (n = 95)
	-
	With most tests from study**
	Cs = ASD
	-
	-
	-
	α = 0.72

	iEAT
	[62]
	SZ (n = 15)
MDD (n = 30)
Cs (n = 52)
	-
	With QCAE*, IRI EC**, TRENDS*
	yMDD > Cs
Cs > oMDD
Cs > SZ
	-
	-
	-
	α = 0.73
split-half reliability = 0.83

	Empathic Accuracy
	[20,21]
	SZ (n = 82)
Cs (n = 59)
	-
	With all tests from study *
	Cs > SZ***
	-
	r = 0.74
	-
	-

	False Belief
	[63]
	SZ (n = 15)
Cs (n = 15)
	Strong agreement on 3 criteria
	SOFS*
	Cs > SZ***
	Sens. = 0.79
Spec. = 0.92
	-
	-
	-

	
	[91]
	SZ (n = 117)
MDD (n = 56)
Cs (n = 64)
	-
	ToM Stories*
	SZ = MDD = Cs
	-
	-
	-
	α = 0.54

	Faux-Pas
	[43]
	SZ (n = 53)
	-
	RMET & Strange Stories (N.S.)
	-
	-
	ICC = 0.76
	-
	-

	
	[64]
	SZ (n = 44)
Cs (n = 152)
	-
	-
	Cs > SZ**
	-
	-
	-
	α = 0.94

	Hinting Task
	[92]
	SZ (n = 30)
BD I (n = 31)
BD II (n = 29)
Cs (n = 183)
	-
	in SZ: 5/11 tests
in BD: 1/11 tests
	SZ < BD-I, BD-II, Cs***
	-
	-
	-
	SZ, BD I
α = 0.76, α = 0.72
BD II, Cs
α = 0.55, α = 0.59

	
	[65]
	SZ (n = 50)
Cs (n = 50)
	-
	RMET**
	Cs > SZ**
	-
	-
	for the 10 items: α = 0.52 - 0.63
	α = 0.62

	
	[18]
	SZ (n = 218)
Cs (n = 154)
	-
	UPSA-B***, SSPA***, SLOF*
	Cs > SZ***
	-
	r = 0.70
	-
	α = 0.68

	
	[19]
	SZ (n = 38)
Cs (n = 39)
	-
	UPSA-B*,SSPA**
	Cs > SZ***
	-
	r = 0.75
	-
	α = 0.68

	
	[22]
	ASD (n = 103)
Cs (n = 95)
	-
	With most tests from study * or **
	Cs > ASD**
	-
	-
	-
	α = 0.74

	
	[59]
	SZ (n = 104)
Cs (n = 89)
	-
	FERT**, UPSA**
	Cs > SZ***
	-
	-
	-
	α = 0.68

	IBAT
	[66]
	SZ (n = 39)
Cs (n= 35)
	-
	False Beliefs**
	Cs > SZ***
	-
	-
	ICC = 0.78
	α = 0.94

	IPT-15
	[28]
	SZ (n = 72)
Cs (n = 58)
	-
	Community Functioning (N.S.)
	Cs > SZ***
	-
	-
	-
	α =-0.03 - 0.07

	MASC
	[75]
	ASP (n = 19)
Cs (n = 20)
	-
	Strange stories*
	Cs > ASP***
	AUC = 0.98
	ICC = 0.97
	-
	α = 0.84

	
	[93]
	SZ (n = 36)
ASD (n = 19)
Cs (n = 20)
	-
	Autism Quotient*, PANSS disorganization*, TLC***
	Cs > ASD***
Cs > SZ***
	AUC = 0.94
	-
	-
	α = 0.87

	miniPONS
	[18]
	SZ (n = 218)
Cs (n= 154)
	-
	UPSA-B***, SSPA***, SLOF*
	Cs < SZ***
	-
	r = 0.72
	-
	α = 0.71

	RMET
	[67]
	SZ (n = 30)
Cs (n = 40)
	-
	Faces Test***
	Cs > SZ***
	-
	⍴ = .95
	ICC = 0.92
	α = 0.70

	
	[43]
	SZ (n = 53)
	-
	Faux-pas & Strange Stories (N.S.)
	-
	-
	ICC = 0.24
	-
	-

	
	[90]
	SZ+BD (n = 61)
Cs (n = 199)
	-
	-
	Cs > SZ+BD***
	-
	-
	-
	long: α = 0.75
short: α = 0.73

	
	[18]
	SZ (n = 218)
Cs (n= 154)
	-
	UPSA-B***, SSPA***, SLOF (N.S.)
	Cs > SZ***
	-
	r = 0.81
	-
	α = 0.75

	
	[19]
	SZ (n = 38)
Cs (n= 39)
	-
	UPSA-B*, SSPA (N.S.), SLOF*
	Cs = SZ
	-
	r = 0.53
	-
	α = 0.49

	
	[22]
	ASD (n = 103)
Cs (n = 95)
	-
	With most tests from study * or **
	Cs > ASD**
	-
	-
	-
	α = 0.73

	
	[84]
	mTBI (n = 30)
Cs (n = 45)
	-
	cog.PPT* / IRI & aff. PPT &, aff. QCAE (N.S) 
	CS = mTBI
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	[87]
	ALS (n = 108)
Cs (n = 50)
	-
	-
	Cs > ALS cog. complaints***
	-
	-
	-
	α =0.73

	
	[86]
	ALS (n = 61)
Cs (n = 50)
	-
	SET-EA* / SET-IA*
	Cs > ALS***
	AUC = 0.81
	-
	-
	-

	R-RMET
	[94]
	SZ (n = 23)
BPD (n = 22)
Cs (n = 104)
	-
	-
	Cs > SZ**
Cs = BPD
	-
	ICC = 0.64
	-
	α = 0.60

	RMV-R
	[76]
	ASD (n = 50)
Cs (n = 22)
	-
	RMET-R**
	Cs > ASD***
	Sens. = 0.99
	r = 0.8
	-
	-

	Social Shapes Test
	[78]
	ASD (n = 229)
Cs (n = 829)
	CFA confirmed 1-factor model
	-
	Cs > ASD**
	-
	-
	-
	α = 0.72

	Short Story Task
	[77]
	ASD (n = 32)
Cs (n = 32)
	-
	-
	Cs > ASD***
	AUC = 0.88
	r = 0.79
	-
	α = 0.70

	Strange Stories
	[43]
	SZ (n = 53)
	-
	Faux-Pas*, RMET (N.S)
	-
	-
	ICC = 0.50
	-
	-

	Strange Stories FT
	[79]
	ASD (n = 20)
Cs (n = 20)
	-
	N.S. for all tasks from study
	Cs > ASD**
	AUC = 0.78 - 0.87
	-
	ICC > 0.80
	α = 0.42 - 0.73 

	ToM PST
	[45]
	SZ (n = 47)
	All subscales correlate with total score
	RMET **, PANSS***
	-
	-
	r = 0.63  
	No sig. difference between 3 evaluating sites
	α = 0.80

	SAT-MC
	[18]
	SZ (n = 218)
Cs (n = 154)
	-
	UPSA-B***, SSPA***, SLOF (N.S.)
	Cs > SZ***
	-
	r = 0.57  
	-
	α = 0.79

	
	[145]
	kSZ (n = 30)
kCs (n = 30)
naSZ (n = 30)
naCs (n = 30)
	CFA confirmed 1-factor model
	RMET***, BLERT***, K-FEIT**,  Hinting Task***
	kCs > kSZ***
naCs > naSZ***
	-
	-
	-
	α ≥ 0.78 in all groups

	
	[44]
	SZ (n = 32)
SUD (n = 30)
	-
	BLERT**, TASIT**, Hinting Task (N.S.), AIHQ (N.S.) 
	SUD > SZ**
	-
	r = 0.74
	-
	α > 0.87

	V-SIR
	[68]
	Sz (n=20)
Cs (n = 28)
	fMRI activation matches literature
	-
	Cs > SZ**
	-
	Similar BOLD between sessions
	-
	-


Unlisted abbreviations. ASP = Asperger's Syndrome, Cs = controls, kSZ= korean schizophrenia patients, naSZ = North American schizophrenia patients, EQ = Empathy Questionnaire, IRI = Interpersonal Reactivity Index (PT = Perspective Taking subscale, EC = Empathic Concern subscale, QCAE = Questionnaire of Cognitive and Affective Empathy, SSPA = Social Skills Performance Assessment, SLOF = Specific Level of Functioning Scale, TLC = Thought Language and Communication Scale, TRENDS = Tool for Recognition of Emotions in Neuropsychiatric Disorders, UPSA-B = UCSD Performance-Based Skills Assessment-Brief, VAMA = Virtual Assessment of Mentalizing Abilities.
Significance. p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***.

Supplementary table 4: Batteries
	Test
	Study
	Population
	Validity
	Reliability

	
	
	
	Content
	Criterion
	Known-group
	Sens./Spec./AUC
	Test-retest
	Interrater
	Intern. cons.

	BB-SCOPE
	[106]
	SZ (n = 386)
Cs (n = 292)
	-
	Sig. with original tasks, SLOF, SSPA, UPSA-B
	Cs > SZ**
(except IBT-B)
	AUC = 0.53 - 75
	r = 0.66-0.76
(except IBT-B)
	-
	⍵ = 0.71 - 0.88
(except IBT-B)

	ESCoT
	[80]
	ASD (n = 19)
Cs (n = 38)
	-
	RMET**, RMF**, SNQ*
	Cs > ASD***
	AUC = 0.91
	-
	ICC = 0.97
	subscales correlate with each other

	EVICog
	[85]
	TBI (n = 28)
Cs (n = 31)
	-
	-
	Cs > TBI ***
	AUC = 0.84 - 90
	-
	-
	-

	GeSoCS
	[89]
	Brain Dam (n = 52)
Cs (n = 84)
	-
	-
	Cs > Brain Dam. ***
	AUC = 0.78
	-
	-
	-

	NET
	[70]
	SZ (n = 45)
Cs (n = 50)
	-
	Sig. with most tests from study
	Cs > SZ***
	-
	-
	-
	α = 0.80

	PECS-B
	[46]
	SZ (n = 101)
Cs (n = 131)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	ω = 0.77

	SEA
	[95]
	bvFTD (n = 37)
MDD (n = 19)
Cs (n = 30)
	-
	-
	Cs > MDD > bvFTD***
	Sens. = 0.92
Spec. = 0.90
	-
	-
	-

	Mini-SEA
	[95]
	bvFTD (n = 37)
MDD (n = 19)
Cs (n = 30)
	-
	-
	Cs = MDD > bvFTD***
	Sens. = 0.89
Spec. = 1
	-
	-
	-

	Short Empathy Test
	[71]
	SZ (n=30)
Cs (n=30)
	-
	PANSS (all subtests**)
	Cs > SZ (all subtests sig.)
	-
	-
	-
	Only 2 subtest are correlated

	SOCRATIS
	[47]
	SZ (n = 29)
Cs (n = 29)
	Most tasks items judged >4 on a 5pts scale
	-
	Cs > SZ (sig.), exc. attribution questionnaire
	SoCueRetI :
Sens. = 0.84
Spec. = 0.81
	-
	-
	α = 0.71 - 0.78

	TASIT
	[18]
	SZ (n = 218)
Cs (n = 154)
	-
	UPSA-B***, SSPA***, SLOF (N.S.)
	Cs > SZ***
	-
	r = 0.64
	-
	α = 0.81

	
	[19]
	SZ (n = 38)
Cs (n= 39)
	-
	UPSA-B**, SSPA & SLOF (N.S.)
	Cs > SZ***
	-
	r = 0.31
	-
	α = 0.80

	
	[22]
	ASD (n = 103)
Cs (n = 95)
	-
	Sig. with all tasks from study
	Cs > ASD**
	-
	-
	-
	α = 0.86

	
	[48]
	TBI (n = 116)
	-
	EFT*-**, 2nd order ToM (2nd part*), 1st order ToM (N.S.), AIPSS (2nd part*)
	-
	-
	pt.1: r = 0.74
pt.2: r = 0.88
pt.3: r = 0.83
	-
	All parts correlate with each other, r**

	ToM-TB
	[49]
	Stroke (n =38)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	ICC > 0.96
	(15 item version) α = 0.66


Unlisted abbreviations. Brain Dam. = brain-damaged, Cs = controls, AIPSS = Assessment of Interpersonal Problem-Solving Skills, CWPP = Chinese Work Personality Profile, EFT = Ekman Faces Test, SLOF = Specific Level of Functioning Scale, SNQ = Social Norms Questionnaire, SSPA = Social Skills Performance Assessment, UPSA-B = UCSD Performance-Based Skills Assessment-Brief. Significance. p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001.
Supplementary table 5: Study-wise risk of bias assessment
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Supplementary table 6: Ecological validity, veridicality measures

	Test
	Study
	Population
	Questionnaire

	BLERT
	Pinkham et al., 2018
	SZ
	SLOF

	
	Fizsdon et al., 2010
	SZ
	ILSS

	
	Johannesen et al., 2018
	SZ
	BORI

	CAVEAT
	Filipcikova et al., 2024
	TBI
	LCQ, FrSBe

	
	Rosenberg et al., 2018
	TBI
	FrSBe, N° friends

	A-ToM-q
	Brewer et al. 2022
	ASD
	IRI

	BAT
	Serra-Mayoral et al., 2021
	SZ
	PANSS

	EAT
	Sinha et al., 2023
	Healthy participants
	Apathy, IRI, QCAE

	Empathic Accuracy Task
	Olbert et al., 2013
	SZ
	BPRS, RFS

	IBAT
	-
	-
	-

	IPT-15
	Vaskinn et al., 2009
	SZ
	SANS (affective flattening only)

	MASC
	Martinez et al. , 2017
	SZ, ASD
	AQ, PANSS, TLC

	
	Allain et al., 2020
	TBI
	BDSI proxy

	
	Gonzalez et al. 2024
	BPD
	DIB-R

	
	Vaskinn et al., 2018
	SZ
	PANSS excited

	
	Galvez-Merlin, 2024
	BPD
	GAF

	
	Metternich et al., 2022
	Epilepsy
	UCLA social integration

	
	Preller et al., 2014
	Cocaine users
	Social Network Size

	
	Fretland et al., 2015
	SZ
	PANSS

	MiniPONS
	Pinkham et al., 2018
	SZ
	SLOF

	
	Chapellier et al., 2022
	SZ
	SLOF, BNSS subscakes

	V-SIR
	Urbach et al., 2013
	SZ
	PANSS social withdrawal

	ESCoT
	Baksh et al., 2021
	ASD
	AQ

	
	Baksh et al., 2024
	aMCI / dementia
	social behavioral domains of ECAS

	EVICog
	-
	-
	-

	TASIT
	Filipcikova et al., 2024
	TBI
	FrSBe, LCQ

	
	Kempnich et al., 2018
	Huntington disease
	FrSBE

	
	Philpott et al., 2016
	Huntington disease
	Behavioral problems

	
	Birch et al., 2024
	TBI
	PART-O

	
	Binder et al., 2019
	TBI
	Community integration questionnaire

	
	Sparks et al., 2010
	SZ
	SANS, LIFE-RIFT, IRI

	
	Frascarelli et al., 2023
	SZ, 22q11.2 del
	SLOF

	
	Bliksted et al., 2017
	SZ
	SANS

	
	Martinez et al., 2018
	SZ, PD
	ZBI (caregiver burden)

	
	Watts et al., 2006
	TBI
	LaTrobe Communication Questionnaire

	
	Knox & Douglas, 2009
	TBI
	Social integration (R-Chart)

	
	Pinkham et al., 2016
	SZ
	SLOF

	
	Cooper et al., 2012
	Stroke
	Social participation mFLP



Supplementary table 7: Risk of biais (detailed analysis)

A. Per-domain risk classifcation 
	Study
	Population
	Population_type
	Tool
	Tool_type
	Confounding
	Selection of participants
	Missing data
	Measurement of the outcome
	Selection of results
	Overall

	Agashe et al., 2018
	SZ
	1
	False belief
	2
	High
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	High

	Aiello et al., 2022
	ALS
	4
	RMET
	2
	Low
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Baksh et al.,2020 
	ASD
	2
	ESCoT
	3
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Bertoux et al., 2012
	bvFTD
	3.4
	SEA/Mini-SEA
	3
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Unclear
	Unclear

	Bonfils et al., 2020
	SZ
	1
	IBAT
	2
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Low
	Unclear
	Low
	Unclear

	Brewer et al., 2017
	ASD
	2
	A-ToM / A-ToM-Q
	2
	Unclear
	High
	Low
	Unclear
	Unclear
	High

	Briend et al., 2019
	SZ
	1
	V-SIR
	2
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Brown et al., 2023
	ASD
	2
	Social Shapes Task
	2
	Low
	High
	Low
	Low
	Unclear
	High

	Buck et al., 2014
	SZ
	1
	NET
	3
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Burke et al., 2016
	ALS
	4
	RMET
	2
	Low
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Unclear
	Unclear

	Chakrabarty et al., 2021
	SZ
	1
	RMET-R
	2
	High
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	High

	Charernboon et al., 2017
	SZ
	1
	RMET
	2
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Corcoran et al., 2011
	MDD/SZ
	1.3
	False Belief
	2
	Low
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Cruz et al., 2022
	SZ
	1
	FERT
	1
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Cruz et al., 2022
	SZ
	1
	Hinting Task
	2
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Djordjevic et al., 2017
	SZ, BPD
	6
	RMET
	2
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Dziobek et al., 2006
	ASD
	2
	MASC
	2
	Low
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Frøyhaug et al., 2019
	SZ, BD I, BD II
	1
	Hinting Task
	2
	High
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	High

	Gallant et al., 2018
	ABI
	5
	RMET
	2
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low

	Garcia-Casal et al., 2019
	aMCI/AD
	4
	Affect-Gradior
	1
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low

	Golan et al., 2007
	ASD
	2
	RMV-R
	2
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low

	Golan et al., 2007
	ASD
	2
	RMV-R
	2
	Low
	Unclear
	Low
	Unclear
	Low
	Unclear

	Halverson et al., 2022
	SZ
	1
	BBScope
	3
	High
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	High

	Jarvers et al., 2022
	ASD
	2
	Short story Task
	2
	Low
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Johannesen et al., 2018
	SZ
	1
	SAT-MC
	2
	Low
	High
	Low
	Low
	Low
	High

	Kern / Olbert et al., 2013
	SZ
	1
	SCAF project
	1.2
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Kliemann et al., 2013
	ASD
	2
	Face Puzzle
	1
	Low
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Krawczyk et al, 2020
	SZ
	1
	Hinting task
	2
	Low
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Lee et al., 2018
	SZ
	1
	SAT-MC
	2
	Low
	Low
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Lee et al., 2020
	SZ
	1
	FERD-Screnner
	1
	High
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	High

	Leite et al., 2017
	ABI
	5
	Gandra-BARTA
	1
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Lima-Sanchez et al., 2019
	SZ
	1
	Comic Strip Test
	2
	Unclear
	High
	Low
	Low
	Low
	High

	Lo et al., 2018
	SZ
	1
	c-FEIT
	1
	Low
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Lo et al., 2018
	SZ
	1
	c-SCSQ
	3
	Low
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Ludwig et al., 2017
	SZ
	1
	SCOPE (emo)
	1
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Ludwig et al., 2017
	SZ
	1
	SCOPE (ToM)
	2
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Ludwig et al., 2017
	SZ
	1
	TASIT
	3
	Low
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Martinez et al., 2017 
	SZ
	1
	MASC
	2
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Martory et al., 2015
	All brain damage
	6
	GeSoCS
	3
	High
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	High

	Moreau et al., 2022
	ABI
	5
	EVICog
	3
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Low
	Unclear
	Low
	Unclear

	Morrison et al., 2019
	ASD
	2
	SCOPE (emo)
	1
	Low
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Morrison et al., 2019
	ASD
	2
	SCOPE (ToM)
	2
	Low
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Morrison et al., 2019
	ASD
	2
	TASIT
	3
	Low
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Murray et al., 2017
	ASD
	2
	Strange Stories FT
	2
	Low
	Unclear
	Low
	Unclear
	Low
	Unclear

	Negrão et al., 2016
	SZ
	1
	Faux Pas
	2
	High
	High
	Low
	Unclear
	Low
	High

	Peveretou et al., 2020
	SZ
	1
	Short Empathy Test
	3
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Pinkham et al., 2018
	SZ
	1
	SCOPE (emo)
	1
	High
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	High

	Pinkham et al., 2018
	SZ
	1
	SCOPE (ToM)
	2
	High
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	High

	Pinkham et al., 2018
	SZ
	1
	TASIT
	3
	High
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	High

	Rosenberg et al., 2016
	ABI
	5
	CAVEAT
	1
	Low
	High
	Low
	Low
	Low
	High

	Serra-Mayoral et al., 2021
	SZ
	1
	BAT
	2
	Low
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Sinha et al., 2023
	MDD/SZ
	1.4
	EAT
	2
	Low
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Song et al., 2015
	SZ
	1
	computerized FERT
	1
	Low
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Vaskinn et al., 2009
	SZ
	1
	IPT-15
	2
	Low
	Unclear
	Low
	Unclear
	Low
	Unclear

	Zupan et al., 2015
	ABI
	5
	EIST-1 / EIST-2
	1
	High
	High
	Low
	Low
	Low
	High






B.  Per-domain justification 

	Study
	Population
	Tool
	D1 (confounding)
	D2 (selection bias)
	D3 (missing data)
	D4 (measurement outcome)
	D5 (selection of results)

	Agashe et al., 2018
	SZ
	False Belief
	Intelligence unassessed. Income differed (educational years?): Ctrls > Patients
	Patients: all males but generalization of conclusions to all SZ patients. Ctrls: recruitment unspecified. 
	-
	-
	-

	Aiello et al., 2022
	ALS
	RMET
	-
	Ctrls: no information on recruitment method
	-
	-
	-

	Baksh et al., 2020
	ASD
	ESCoT
	Difference in verbal ability statistically uncontrolled in group comparisons: Ctrls > ASD
	Ctrls: recruited through online advertisement and a research volunteer panel
	-
	-
	-

	Bertoux et al., 2012
	bFTD/MDD
	SEA
	Gender distribution unreported/uncontrolled: visibly more females in Ctrls
	Ctrls: no information on recruitment method
	-
	-
	Selective unreporting of gender difference across groups (age and education are reported)

	Bonfils et al., 2020
	SZ
	IBAT
	Education uncontrolled to avoid collinearity but no correlation with other predictor provided
	Patients: clinician referral, waiting room adverts, letters. Ctrls: brochures, advertisements in hospitals
	-
	Scoring required judgements, no mention of blinding
	-

	Brewer et al., 2017
	ASD
	A-ToM
	Gender distribution differed: More females in Ctrls
	Patients: ASD paid 120 $ to "volunteer" / Ctrls: volunteers or for course credits (psychology students?)
	-
	Scoring required judgements. Single judge, no blinding of the groups.
	Results regarding complex language confounding (WASI-II vocabulary evoked, but no table or test reported

	Brewer et al., 2022
	ASD
	A-ToM-Q
	Gender distribution and age differed:  Ctrls were younger and more females
	Patients: ASD volunteers (social media, databases) / Ctrls: volunteers or for course credits
	No WASI-II for those online
	Some ASD assessed online, others in-person. Ctrls assessed in person
	-

	Briend et al., 2019
	SZ
	VSIR
	No controlling of intelligence/verbal ability (which likely contributed to means difference)
	No information on recruitment
	-
	-
	-

	Brown et al., 2023
	ASD
	Social Shapes task
	-
	Patients: rewarded self-reported ASD participants. Ctrls: psychology students
	-
	-
	Data cleaning: More data were removed from Ctrl group (RT < 10s ; 21%) than ASD (3%)

	Buck et al., 2014
	SZ
	NET
	Difference in education statistically uncontrolled in ANCOVA (verbal IQ instead)
	SZ: enrolled in a social cognition training program. Ctrls: recruited through flyers and Internet ads
	-
	-
	-

	Burke et al., 2016
	ALS
	RMET
	-
	Ctrls: no information on recruitment method
	-
	-
	No reporting of neuropsychological scores anounced in the methods section

	Chakrabarty et al., 2021
	SZ
	RMET- R
	-
	Ctrls: contained internees, postgrad students and faculty members of the Psychiatry department
	-
	-
	-

	Charernboon et al., 2017
	SZ
	RMET (thai)
	Gender proportion differed: more females in Ctrls
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Corcoran et al., 2011
	SZ
	False Belief
	-
	Ctrls: no information on recruitment method
	-
	-
	-

	Cruz et al., 2022
	SZ
	FERT / Hinting Task
	Education years almost significant: Ctrls>patients almost sig. (p = .08)
	Ctrls: recruited through invitation
	-
	-
	-

	Djordjevic et al., 2017
	SZ
	RMET
	Verbal abilities not assessed (important confounder of RMET)
	No information on recruitment
	-
	-
	-

	Dziobek et al., 2006
	ASD
	MASC
	-
	Ctrls: volunteers participating in many studies
	-
	-
	-

	Frøyhaug et al., 2019
	SZ
	Hinting Task
	Significant differences in education, IQ, literacy, statistically uncontrolled: Ctrls > SZ
	SZ-BD-I-II: severe cases in psychiatric wards
	-
	-
	-

	Frøyhaug et al., 2019
	BD-II
	Hinting Task
	Significant differences in education, IQ, literacy, statistically uncontrolled: Ctrls > BD-II
	SZ-BD-I-II: severe cases in psychiatric wards
	-
	-
	-

	Frøyhaug et al., 2019
	BD-II
	Hinting Task
	-
	SZ-BD-I-II: severe cases in psychiatric wards
	-
	-
	-

	Gallant et al., 2018
	ABI
	RMET
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Garcia-Casal et al., 2019
	aMCI
	Affect-Gradior
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Golan et al., 2007
	ASD
	RMV-R
	-
	Ctrls : local employment agency
	-
	Paticipants were assessed at different locations
	-

	Halverson et al., 2022
	SZ
	BBScope
	Difference in gender distribution, education, and intelligence uncontrolled statistically
	All participants recruited in various universities
	-
	-
	-

	Jarvers et al., 2022
	ASD
	Short Story Task
	-
	Ctrls: recruited over flyers and mailing lists clinic or university employees
	-
	-
	-

	Kern / Olbert et al., 2013
	SZ
	SCAF project
	Significant educational level statistically uncontrolled: Ctrls < SZ
	SZ: mostly clinically stable outpatients. Ctrls: recruited through online advertisements
	-
	-
	-

	Kliemann et al., 2013
	ASD
	Face-Puzzle
	-
	Ctrls: recruited through advertising/project databases
	-
	-
	-

	Krawczyk et al, 2020
	SZ
	Hinting Task
	-
	Ctrls: recruited through online advertisements
	-
	-
	-

	Lee et al., 2018
	SZ
	SAT-MC
	-
	Ctrls: recruited from the community (no specification)
	-
	-
	-

	Lee et al., 2020
	SZ
	FERD-Screnner
	Insufficient control of age difference, educational level uncontrolled
	Ctrls: recruited through online advertisements
	-
	-
	-

	Leite et al., 2017
	ABI
	Gandra-BARTA
	Depression status not evaluated
	Patients: only taken from neurorehab program
	-
	-
	-

	Lima-Sanchez et al., 2019
	SZ
	Comic Strip Test
	No assessment of confounders apart from age and gender
	SZ: all inpatients. Ctrls: med and rehabilitation students and open population
	-
	-
	-

	Lo et al., 2018
	SZ
	c-FEIT
	-
	Ctrls recruited through a local community center
	-
	-
	-

	Lo et al., 2018
	SZ
	c-SCSQ
	-
	Ctrls: recruited in a local community center (no precision)
	Intelligence not assessed in ctrls
	-
	-

	Ludwig et al., 2017
	SZ
	SCOPE
	Years of education differed (but not IQ) : Ctrls > Patients
	Ctrls: recruited through advertising (community flyers and online)
	-
	-
	-

	Martinez et al., 2017
	SZ
	MASC
	Slight difference in education, almost significant difference in IQ: Ctrls > SZ
	Ctrls: recruited through advertisements
	-
	-
	-

	Martory et al., 2015
	All brain damage
	GeSoCS
	Age difference statistically uncontrolled. Education insufficiently controlled with a dichotomous variable
	Ctrls: no information on recruitment method
	-
	-
	-

	Moreau et al., 2022
	ABI
	EVICog
	Mood not evaluated
	TBI: 27 severe TBI, 1 moderate Ctrls: no information on recruitment method
	-
	Scoring required judgement. Two judges but unclear if one was blinded.
	-

	Morrison et al., 2019
	ASD
	SCOPE
	-
	Ctrls: recruited through advertising
	-
	For Hinting Task: scoring requires judgment. Single judge, no blinding
	-

	Murray et al., 2017
	ASD
	SSFt
	-
	Ctrls: recruited through advertisements and opportunity sample
	-
	Scoring required judgements. Single judge, no mention of blinding
	-

	Negraõ et al., 2016
	SZ
	Faux Pas
	Significant differences in age and socio-economic level: Ctrls < SZ
	SZ: > 6 months of severe symptoms. Ctrls: no information on recruitment method
	-
	Scoring required small judgements: no blinding, single judge
	-

	Peveretou et al., 2020
	SZ
	Short Empathy Test
	Intelligence unassessed (apart from "impaired intelligence in exclusion criteria)
	Ctrls: no information on recruitment method
	-
	-
	-

	Pinkham et al., 2018
	SZ
	SCOPE
	Years of education and IQ differed: Ctrls > Patients 
	Ctrls: recruited through community advertisements
	-
	-
	-

	Rosenberg et al., 2016
	ABI
	CAVEAT
	-
	Patients: only moderate-severe TBI. Ctrls: recruited through advertising
	-
	-
	-

	Serra-Mayoral et al., 2021
	SZ
	BAT
	-
	SZ: hospitalized? Ctrls: non-clinical staff working in the hospitals, their relatives and acquaintances
	-
	-
	-

	Sinha et al., 2023
	MDD/SZ
	EAT
	-
	MDD/SZ : psychiatric ward, moderate/severe cases Ctrls: no information on recruitment method
	-
	-
	-

	Song et al., 2015
	SZ
	c-FERT
	-
	Ctrls: recruited from local community
	-
	-
	-

	Vaskinn et al., 2009
	SZ
	IPT-15
	-
	SZ: all outpatients Ctrls: recruited by advertisements in newspapers and on the internet
	-
	No information on assessment
	-

	Zupan et al., 2015
	ABI
	EIST
	Demographic differences (age, SCL) unreported/uncontrolled
	Patients: > 95% severe TBI. Ctrls: only university members
	-
	-
	-
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All terms were constrained to appear in the abstract AND/OR title


 


“((social cognition OR theory of mind OR empathy OR mindreading OR emotion recognition 


OR social perception OR "perspective taking OR cognitive mental state OR affective mental 


state OR intention inference" AND (task* OR assessment OR instrument* OR tool* 


OR 


evaluation*) AND (stroke* OR neurological disease* OR brain damage* OR traumatic brain 


injur* OR "tumor* OR psychiatr* OR asperger OR autis* OR schizophrenia OR depress* OR 


bipolar* OR epilep* OR encephalitis OR hypoxi* OR anoxi* OR alcohol* OR substanc


e) AND 


(valid* OR discriminat*)) NOT (child* OR treatment OR remediation OR therapy)”


 


 


 


Article selection


 


The initial search yielded 


1055


 


articles in PubMed and PsycINFO. After duplicate 


suppression, the 


992


 


remaining articles were checked for relevance based on their abstract 


and title. At this stage, we rejected 


925


 


articles due to them being of the wrong format (meta


-


analyses and reviews), not primarily concerned with the validation of a social cognition t


est, 


and with populations not relevant to this meta


-


analysis (children or healthy adults). In 


instances of disagreement among the four researchers (the first three authors and the last 


author) regarding a particular article, a comprehensive discussion was 


held with the last 


author to reach a consensus on its inclusion or exclusion


. After this preliminary screening, 


articles underwent further scrutiny to ensure adherence to PRISMA [61] and INESSS [62] 


guidelines. Criteria assessed included the clarity of stu


dy aims, adequate description of 


participant groups, the use of social cognition tasks for validation purposes, and 


comprehensive reporting of methods, analyses, and results. Twelve articles were deemed 


non


-


compliant with these criteria and were consequent


ly excluded, resulting in a final pool of 


55 articles fulfilling the eligibility criteria for this meta


-


analysis (


Figure 1


).
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