Supplementary material4-unclear model
Table1  Methodological quality and ratings of measurement properties for unclear instrments
	Instruments and
reference
	Content validity
	Structural validity
	Internal consistency
	Cross-cultural validity/measurement invariance
	Reliability
(test-retest)
	Criterion validity
	Hypothesis testing for construct validit

	
	Result
	Relevance
	Comprehensibility
	Comprehensiveness
	Rating
	Result
	Rating
	Result
(Cronbach’s α / 
KR-20/CR)
	Rating
	Result
	Rating
	Result
	Rating
	Result
	Rating
	Result

	PEM, Bastemeijer et al. (2020)
	expert panel : n=10 
Cognitive Interviews:n=28
Pilot Study:n=2384
Member Checking: stakeholders (expert team and representatives of a patient council)
	Vab/+
	Vab/+
	Vab/+
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR

	AIPS, Sullivan et al. (2013)
	Cognitive interviews:n=15
expert panel: n=5(two senior nurses, two health services researchers, and one patient representative)
	Aab/Ç
	Aab/Ç
	Aab/Ç
	NR
	NR
	V/?
	Subscale α 0.48–0.71
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR

	CPES-IC, Hadibhai et al. (2018)
	Expert Review:  national interjurisdictional committee and  methodological expert
Cognitive Interviews: n=39
Pilot Testing: n=1130
Translation/Adaptation: forward-backward translation process with reconciliation, cognitive testing of both language versions
	Vab/+
	Vab/+
	Vab/+
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR

	AHPEQS, Jones et al. (2021)
	experts panel: n=10
cognitive testing : phase1: n=10, phase2
n=50.
pilot testing:n=1460
	Vab/+
	Vb/+
	Vb/+
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	D/?
	Known-groups: Day procedure vs Overnight  8.2% ; Chemotherapy vs Overnigh 12.0%;  Maternity vs Overnight:−1.8%; Paediatric vs Overnight: 3.9%,no predefined hypotheses.

	GS-PEQ, Sjetne et al. (2011)
	Cognitive Interviews :n=16
pilot testing : n=1324
	Ab/+
	Aa/+
	Ab/+
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	D/？
	Known-groups: Somatic inpatients vs Psychiatric inpatients,no predefined hypotheses

	CPEQ, Hu et al. (2019)
	focus groups
cognitive interviews
expert consultation
pilot test: n=150
	Dab/?
	Dab/?
	Db/?
	NR
	NR
	V/?
	Overall α 0.95
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR

	SF- QPP , Larsson & Larsson (2002)
	Focus group
in-depth interview
	Da/？
	Da/－
	NR
	NR
	NR
	V/?
	Subscale α 0.65–0.91
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	V/–
	Pearson r =0.24-0.79
	NR
	NR


Ratings: 
V = very good; A = adequate; D = doubtful; I = inadequate;  + = sufficient, ? = indeterminate, − = insufficient;
Superscript a indicates evidence based on input from professionals; superscript b indicates evidence based on input from target population.CR=Composite Reliability;
EFA = exploratory factor analysis; CFA = confirmatory factor analysis; PCA = principal component analysis; CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker–Lewis index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; SRMR = standardised root mean square residual; KR-20 = Kuder–Richardson Formula 20; ICC = intraclass correlation coefficient; SEM = standard error of measurement;  r = Pearson correlation;




Table 2 synthesis of the measurement properties of the included unclear instrument and the formation of recommendation
	Recommendation
	Instruments and
reference
	Content validity
	Structural validity
	Internal consistency
	Cross-cultural validity/measurement invariance
	Reliability
	Criterion validity
	Hypothesis testing for construct validity

	
	
	Overall Rating
	Quality of Evidence
	Rating
	Quality of Evidence
	Rating
	Quality of Evidence
	Rating
	Quality of Evidence
	Rating
	Quality of Evidence
	Rating
	Quality of Evidence
	Rating
	Quality of Evidence

	no current recommendation
	PEM, Bastemeijer et al. (2020)
	Ç
	Moderate (-1Ind)
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR

	
	AIPS, Sullivan et al. (2013)
	Ç
	Moderate (-1Rob)
	NR
	NR
	V/?
	NG
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR

	
	CPES-IC, Hadibhai et al. (2018)
	Ç
	High
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR

	
	AHPEQS, Jones et al. (2021)
	Ç
	High
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	D/?
	NG

	
	GS-PEQ, Sjetne et al. (2011)
	Ç
	Moderate (-1Rob)
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	D/？
	NG

	
	CPEQ, Hu et al. (2019)
	?
	NG
	NR
	NR
	V/?
	NG
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR

	
	SF- QPP , Larsson & Larsson (2002)
	？
	NG
	NR
	NR
	V/?
	NG
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	V/–
	Moderate(-1Ind)
	NR
	NR


Note: 
Quality of evidence was graded only for overall ratings of sufficient (+) or insufficient ( ); indeterminate (?) results were not graded further and are marked as NG, whereas not reported results are marked as NR. Evidence quality levels follow the modified GRADE approach (High, Moderate, Low, Very Low). NG = not graded; NR = not reported.Rob=risk of bias, Ind=indirecrness,Impre=Imprecison.

