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Table 1
[bookmark: _Hlk132355447]Table 1. Overview of all included instruments (n=31) for IUD among children and adolescents
	Validated 
instrument


	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description

	[bookmark: _Hlk44803622]CIA-Goldberg
Chinese 
Internet 
Addiction (Goldberg) 
Scale
	[bookmark: _Hlk44803667]Shek, Tang & Lo, 2008
[35]
	China
(English items presented)
	Internet 
Addiction
	–
	7
	Dichotomous (yes/no)
response scale
	3 or more criteria: Internet addiction disorder 

	· 11-18 years (97.7%)
· M/SD=not reported by the study
	· n=6,121 Chinese students recruited from 16 primary and secondary schools in Hong Kong
· Convenience sampling

	[bookmark: _Hlk44803647]CIA-Young
Chinese 
Internet 
Addiction 
(Young) Scale
(short form)
	
	
	
	
	10
	
	4: Internet addiction

	
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk44805762]CIAS
[bookmark: _Hlk96721564]Chen Internet addiction scale
	Columb et al., 2021
[36]
	Ireland
(language of the tool not reported; items not presented)
	Internet 
Addiction
	· Compulsive use
· Withdrawal
· Tolerance
· Interpersonal relationships 
· Time management
	26
	4-point scale
	57/58: Screening cut-off point

63/64: Diagnostic cut-off point 
	· 12–18 years
· M=14.2; SD=1.60
	· n=234 children
· Convenience sample of recruited from two Irish secondary schools
· Online survey within their school setting

	CIAS
Chen Internet addiction scale
	Ko et al., 2005
[37]
	Taiwan
(language of the tool not reported; items not presented)
	Internet Addiction
	· Compulsive use
· Withdrawal, 
· Tolerance, 
· Problems in interpersonal relationships 
· Health/time management
	26
	4-point scale

	57/58: Possible cases of Internet addiction 
(Sensitivity: 85.6%; Specificity: 78.6%; Efficiency: 80.0%; Cohen Kappa: 0.50)

63/64: Internet addiction
(Diagnostic accuracy: 87.6%; Cohen Kappa: 0.61; Specificity: 92.6%)
	· 12-19 years
· M=15.25; SD=1.36
	· [bookmark: _Hlk99196672]n=454 (468) adolescents
· Randomly selected by cluster sampling from two junior high schools and one senior high school in Kaohsiung City, Taiwan



	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description


	[bookmark: _Hlk44805801]CIAS-R
Revised Chen Internet Addiction Scale
	Mak et al., 2014
[38]
	China (Hong-Kong)
(language of the tool not reported; items not presented)
	Internet Addiction
	· Compulsive use
· Withdrawal
· Tolerance,
· Interpersonal and health-related problems
· Time management problems
	26
	4-point Likert scale

	64: Internet addiction

	· M=15.90; SD=3.48
· Mean age: not reported by the study


	· n=860 (896) students in grades 7-13 from local coeducation secondary schools

	CIAS-SF
Chen Internet Addiction Scale (CIAS) – Short Form

	[bookmark: _Hlk94369098]Hsieh et al., 2021
[39]
	Taiwan
(language of the tool not reported; items not presented)
	Internet 
Addiction
	· Compulsive use 
· Withdrawal
· Tolerance
· Related problems (interpersonal/health problems and time-management problems)
	10
	5-point
Likert scale
	63/64: Internet addiction

	· 10-11 years
· M/SD=not reported by the study
	· n=6,233 fourth-graders, followed over five years through eighth grade
· Stratified random sampling method (by county and city in Taiwan)
· Nationally representative longitudinal sample

	CIAT
Chinese Internet Addiction Test
 
	Zhu et al., 2021
[40]
	China
(Chinese version; items not presented)
	Internet addiction
	–
	10


	Dichotomous (yes/no)
response scale
	–
	· 11-15 years
· M=13.16; SD=0.81
	· n=3,010 Grade 7 and Grade 8 students from four junior high schools in mainland China






	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description

	[bookmark: _Hlk44805530]CIUS
Compulsive Internet Use Scale
	Aonso-Diego et al., 2023 [41]
	Spain 
(Spanish items presented)
	Compulsive Internet use or Internet addiction 
	· Withdrawal
· Preoccupation
· Loss of control
· Conflict
· Mood modification:
· Coping
· Escaping
	14
	5-point
Likert scale

	–
	· 14-18 years
· M=15.70; SD=1.19
	· n=34,308 adolescents
· participants of the Survey on Drug Use in Secondary Education
(ESTUDES), based on a representative sample of 14-
to 18-year-olds in Spain

	
	Dhir, Chen & Nieminen, 2015
[42]
	India
(English items presented)
	
	· 
	14
	5-point
Likert scale

	–
	12-19 years (two waves of data collection)

Study sample 1:
· M=14.50; SD=1.26

Study sample 2:
· M=14.67; SD=3.44 

Study sample 3:
· M=16.59; SD=0.94 

 
	Adolescent Internet users attending public and private schools, using a repeated cross-sectional study. 
Three studies were carried out:

Study sample 1:
· n=2,383 adolescent Internet users from typical private English schools in India (10 junior and senior high schools from five cities of North-western India)
Table 2: 2,369 (final data set), 1,208 (CFA)

Study sample 2:
· n=1,036 adolescents from the same pool of schools as in sample 1 (five junior and senior high schools from four cities of North-western India)

Study sample 3:
· n=274 adolescent Internet users from a public school in India 



	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description


	CIUS
	Dhir, Chen & Nieminen, 2015
[43]
	Taiwan
(Chinese version; English items presented)
	Compulsive Internet use or Internet addiction
	–
	26
(19; 14)
	5-point Likert scale

	–
	· 15-18 years
· M=16.33; SD=0.84
	· [bookmark: _Hlk99200644]A total of 425 (417) adolescents from three public schools in Taipei, Taiwan

	CIUS
	[bookmark: _Hlk96811807]Dhir, Chen & Nieminen, 2016
[44]
	India
(English version; English items presented)
	
	
	14
	
	
	· 12-19 years
· M=14.50; SD=1.26
	· n=2,383 (2,369) adolescent Internet users from private schools in four cities in India
· Randomly drawn from a total of 10 junior and senior high schools

	CIUS
	Jovičić Burić et al., 2021
[45]
	Croatia
(Croatian version; English items presented)
	Compulsive Internet use or Internet addiction
	
	14
	
	–
	· M=15.8
· SD and mean age not reported by the study
	· n=2,558 students turning 16 years attending regular secondary school programs
· Part of the European School Survey Project on Alcohol and Other Drugs (ESPAD)
· A stratified random sampling method applied using school classes as the final sampling unit programs



	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description

	CIUS
	Jusienė et al., 2023 
[46]
	Latvia, Lithuania, and Taiwan
(items presented in three different languages –
Latvian, Lithuanian, and Chinese)
	Compulsive Internet use or Internet addiction
	· Loss of control
· Preoccupation
· Withdrawal 
· Coping
· Mood modification
· Conflict
	14
	5-point scale
	–
	· 8-10 years
· M=8.78; SD=0.72 (T1: autumn of 2018)
	· 691 child–parent dyads (n=236 from Latvia; n=207 from Lithuania; n=248 from Taiwan) who completed questionnaires at two time points, separated by a one-year interval; primary school-aged children recruited from typical public schools from a major city in each country (non-representative sample)

	CIUS
	[bookmark: _Hlk96865149]Kuzucu et al., 2015
[47]
	Turkey
(Turkish version; English items presented)
	
	
	14
	
	–
	· 16-18 years
· M=17.03; SD=1.1

	· n=409 adolescents
· Randomly selected from high schools in a small-sized city in western Turkey. 
· Validity study involved 268 high school students from two different high schools
· For reliability analysis, 141 high school students from one high school completed the CIUS

	CIUS
	Miltuze et al., 2021
[48]
	Latvia
(Latvian version; items not presented)

	
	
	14
	
	
	· 8-11 years
· [bookmark: _Hlk131324095]M=8.55; SD=2.02 (Time 1)
· M=9.79; SD=1.47 (Time 2)
	· n=261 children and one of their parents (Time 1/first measurement)
· 236 child-parent dyads participating (Time 2/second measurement time one year later)
· Recruited from three different schools in Riga, chosen according to accessibility




	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description

	CIUS
	Ortuño-Sierra et al., 2022
[49]
	Spain
(Spanish version; items not presented)

	Compulsive internet use
	· Loss of control
· Preoccupation
· Withdrawal 
· Coping
· Mood modification 
· Conflict
	14
	5-point scale
	–
	· M=15.70; SD=1.26
	· n=1,790 students 
· Stratified random cluster sampling, with the classroom as the sampling unit, from a population of 15,000 students in the region of La Rioja (northern Spain) 
· n=1,972: initial sample

	CIUS
	Wartberg et al., 2014
[50]
	Germany
(German version; English and German items presented)
	
	
	
	
	–
	· 14-17 years
· M=15.50; SD=1.12
	· [bookmark: _Hlk100529873]representative German quota sample of n=1,723 adolescents, as well as one parent each
· Data collection carried out by an market research
· Sample quotation features: type of school, single parents, number of inhabitants in a town, and federal state to assure that the sample is in fact representative of Germany




	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description


	CIUS
	[bookmark: _Hlk96868680]Van Zalk, 2016
[51]
	Sweden
(language of the tool not reported; items not presented)
	Compulsive internet use
	· Loss of control
· Preoccupation
· Withdrawal 
· Coping
· Mood modification 
· Conflict
	Not reported
	5-point scale
	–
	· 13-15 years
· M=14.00; SD=not reported
	· [bookmark: _Hlk100529962]n=523 adolescents from a 3-wave longitudinal study from a medium-sized town in Sweden 
· The target participants were 124 7th-graders (n=42), 8th-graders (n=40), and 9th-graders (n=42) from one junior high school, Mage=13.27), which was chosen based on its representativeness in terms of SES

	[bookmark: _Hlk44805817]DIA
Diagnostic Interview for Internet Addiction
	Ryu et al., 2019
[52]

	Korea
(English items presented)
	Internet addiction
	· Cognitive salience
· Withdrawal
· Tolerance; 
· Difﬁculty in regulating use
· Loss of interest in other activities 
· Persistent use despite negative results
· Deception regarding Internet/gaming/SNS use
· Use of Internet/gaming/SNS to avoid negative feelings 
· Interference with role performance
· Craving
	10
	4-point Likert scale

	–
	· 7-18 years
· M=14.35; SD=1.43
	· n=103 screened children and adolescents using excessively (=score above the cutoff for addiction on at least one screening questionnaire (K-scale; SAS-SV; S-scale; O_A) internet games and/or smartphones 
· Recruited in Clinic I-CURE Centers
· Divided into three subgroups (mild risk, moderate risk, and addicted group) based on the total score of DIA



	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description


	EIUS
Excessive Internet Use Scale
	Skarupova, Olafsson & Blinka, 2015
[53]

	25 European countries
(tested
in 15 languages)
	Excessive internet use (EIU)
	· Salience
· Withdrawal symptoms
· Tolerance
· Relapse and reinstatement
· Conflicts in one’s life
	5
	4-point Likert scale

	2.6: Average cut-off point for excessive internet use
	· Age range: 11-16 years
· M/SD=not reported
	· n=18,709 adolescents participating in the EU Kids Online II survey 
· A random stratified sampling ensured the representativity of the samples at the national level

	[bookmark: _Hlk44805884]GPIUS2
Generalized Problematic Internet Use Scale 2
	Fioravanti, Primi & Casale, 2013
[54]
	Italy
(Italian version; English items presented)
	Problematic Internet Use
	· Preference for online social interactions 
· Mood regulation
· Deficient self-regulation
· Negative outcomes
	15
	8-point Likert scale [52];
6-point Likert 
scale 
[53]
[54]
[55]
[56]

	· 52 points [55]

	· 14-33 years
· M=18.07 years; SD=5.58
	· [bookmark: _Hlk100530141]n=371 high school and undergraduate students from three randomly selected public schools and two randomly selected faculties of the University 





	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description


	GPIUS2

	Gamez-Guadix, Orue & Calvete, 2013
[55]
	Spain
(Spanish version; Spanish items presented)
	Problematic Internet Use
	· Preference for online social interactions 
· Mood regulation
· Deficient self-regulation
· Negative outcomes
	
	

	–
	· M=14.95; SD=1.71
· No age range reported by the study
	· [bookmark: _Hlk100530208]n=1,021 students from a total of 24 classrooms from different schools in the province of Bizkaia, chosen from all centers of Bizkaia using simple random sampling

	GPIUS2

	Gamez-Guadix, Villa-George & Calvete, 2012
[56]
	Mexico
(Spanish version; English items presented)

	
	· 
	
	
	
	· 12-18 years
· M=14.51; SD=1.57
	· [bookmark: _Hlk100530319]n=1,491 adolescents from 45 classrooms, randomly selected from various schools in Mexico City using a cluster-sampling method, stratified by grade level

	GPIUS2

	Machimbarrena et al., 2019
[57]
	Spain
(Spanish version; items not presented)
	Problematic Internet Use
	· Preference for online social interactions 
· Mood regulation
· Deficient self-regulation
· Negative outcomes
	
	
	
	· 11-18 years
· M=14.69; SD=1.73
	· [bookmark: _Hlk100530382]n=12,285 participants from 59 schools in an autonomous community in northern Spain
· Sampling was random and representative, considering the number of students of each stage, the proportionality of centers in each location, and the type of center



	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description


	GPIUS2

	Marzo et al., 2022
[58]
	Spain
(Spanish version; items not presented)

	
	
	
	
	
	· 12-18 years
M=14.18; SD=1.61
	· n=909 students from 7 secondary education centers in the province of Alicante
enrolled in one of the courses included between 1st year of Compulsory Secondary Education (CSE) and up to 2nd year of Bachiller (Spanish Baccalaureate), Convenience sampling

	IAS
Internet Addiction Scale

(originally developed by Nichols & Nicki, 2004 [59])

	Canan, Ataoglu, Nichols, Yildirim & Ozturk, 2010
[60]
	Turkey
(Turkish version; items not presented)


	Internet addiction


	–
	Original version: 36 items

Final form scale: 31 items
[60]
	5-point Likert scale

	81 (3x27 items): indicative of possible Internet addiction [60]
	· 14-19 years
· M=16.3; SD=1.2
	· n=300 randomly selected students in 12 classes, grades 9 to 11, from three public high schools in Duzce city center representative of mixed socioeconomic levels, as determined by Turkey’s Ministry of Education



	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description

	IAS

(originally developed by Young, 1998 [61] [62])
	Sung, Shin & Cho, 2014
[63]
	Korea
(Korean version; English items presented)
	Internet addiction

	· Preference for Online Social Interaction
· Mood regulation 
· Deficient Self-Regulation
· Cognitive preoccupation 
· Compulsive Use
	20
	–
	40-69: internet overuse;
≥70: internet addiction
	· 13-15 years
· M/SD: not reported by the study
	· N=1,722 Korean adolescents recruited from
six regional middle schools
· data collected from an epidemiological study, part of a larger epidemiological study on child psychiatric disorders 
· All first grade children at one primary school were recruited for the study



	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description


	IAT
Internet Addiction Test

	Baggio, Iglesias, Berchtold & Suris, 2017
[64]
	Switzerland
(French version; items not presented)
	Internet Addiction
	· Emotional and cognitive internet preoccupation - reliance on online life
· Neglecting work and lack of self-control
· Social problem
[65]

· Emotional and cognitive preoccupations with the Internet and social consequences
· Loss of control and interference with daily duties 
[68]

· Withdrawal & Social Problems
· Time Management & Performance
· Reality Substitute [70, 71]

· Salience
· Excessive Use
· Neglect Work
· Anticipation
· Self-Control
· Neglect Social Life [74]


· Psychological dependence
· Compulsive use
· Withdrawal symptoms [76]

· Time/Control
· Stress/Compensate [79]

	20
[64], [65], [66], [68], [69], [70], [71],
[72],
[74], [75], [76], [77], [78], [79], [80],
[81]

10 
[67]

18 [70]

18
[75], [76],
[80]

19
[80]

	6-point ordinal scale 
[64], [66], [69], [74], [78]

5-point Likert type scale [65], [68], [70], [71], [72], [75], [76], [77], [79], [80], [81]

Yes/No dichotomous scale [67]

3-point Likert scale [75]
(the 5-point rating scale was replaced by a 3-point scale, which was found to be optimal in the pilot study)


	0-19: absence of addiction;
20-39:low level of addiction and average online user; 
40-69: moderate level of addiction;
70-100: severe level of internet addiction [65]

≥70: addictive use;
40-69: problematic internet use;
≤39:
Average Internet users only having some problems of
controlling Internet use [70]


20-item original version of IAT:
Normal: 0-30;
mild internet addiction: 31-49); moderate internet addiction: 50-79; severe internet addiction: 80-100
[76]

18-item Indonesian version of IAT:
Normal: 0-27;
mild addiction: 28-44; moderate addiction: 45-71;
severe addiction 72-90
[76]

51 [77]
-Sensitivity: 98%
-Specificity: 91%

0-39: normal Internet use;
40-69: excessive Internet use;
70-100: significant problems because of Internet use [78], [81]

20-49:
Mild;
50-79:
Moderate; 80-100: Severe levels of IA [79]

50: 
problematic Internet behavior [80]

<40: average users; 
40-69: problematic users;
≥70: serious problematic users [80]
	· 11-17 years
· M=14.23; SD=0.01
	· n=3,067 (3,054) Swiss 8th grade adolescents living in the canton of Vaud in the French-speaking part of Switzerland
· A representative sample of 35 schools was selected, and all 8th graders in each school were invited to participate (n=3,367)

	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description


	IAT
	Cernja, Vejmelka & Rajter, 2019
[65]
	Croatia
(English items presented)
	
	
	
	
	
	· 15-20 years
· M=17.06; SD=1.17
	· n=352 high school students randomly selected high schools 
· Multistage probabilistic cluster sampling: 
· First stage: Schools selected by simple random selection from the list
· Second stage: two classes selected from each school using random selection 
· 9 randomly selected secondary schools in Croatia, in 18 classes
· The schools from the sample were different sizes from 7 to 44 classes in rural and urban area contributing to representative research results

	Validated 
instrument
	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description


	IAT
	Dhir, Chen & Nieminen, 2015
[66]
	India
(English version; English items presented)
	
	
	
	
	
	· 12-18 years
· M=14.9; SD=1.46
	· n=1,914 junior and senior high school students using the internet 
· A self-selected sample of students was drawn from a total of 10 junior and senior high schools located in four different districts in North India

	IAT
	Dou & Shek, 2021
[67]
	China
(Chinese version; items not presented)

	
	
	
	
	
	· M=13.12
· Age range and SD: not reported
	· n=2,648 high school students in Grade 7 and 8 in four high schools in provinces in mainland China, convenience sampling



	Validated 
instrument
	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description

	IAT
	Fioravanti & Casale, 2015
[68]
	Italy
(Italian version; English items presented)
	
	
	
	
	
	· 14-26 years
· M=18.65; SD=3.85 
	· n=840 students 
· Approximately half of the sample (50.5%) was recruited from public high schools in Florence. 
· The remaining sample was recruited in the study rooms of the Universities of Florence and Perugia, Italy. 
· The original data set (n=840) was randomly divided into two equal subsamples: one for EFA (n=403) and the other for CFA (n=437)

	IAT
	Hawi, 2013
[69]
	Lebanon
(Arabic version; English items presented)
	
	
	
	
	
	· 10-22 years
· M=15; SD=2.12 
	· [bookmark: _Hlk99224902][bookmark: _Hlk98011331]n=817 intermediate- and secondary- public (24.7 %) and private (75.3 %) school students across Lebanon completing an online questionnaire



	Validated 
instrument
	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description

	IAT
	Lai et al., 2013
[70]
	China
(Chinese version; items not presented)
	
	
	
	
	
	· 15.7-16.4 years
· M=15.94; SD=3.48
	· n=844 Hong Kong Chinese adolescent students from Grade 7 to Grade 13 from local coeducation secondary schools 

	IAT
	Lai et al., 2015
[71]
	Hong Kong, Japan & Malaysia
(Chinese, Japanese, and Malay versions; items not presented)
	
	
	
	
	
	· 12-18 years
· M=15.6; SD=1.6

	· n=2,535 secondary school students from Hong Kong (n=844), Japan (n=744), and Malaysia (n=947) 
· The schools were randomly selected from both rural and urban areas

	IAT
	Lai et al., 2022
[72]
	China
(Chinese version; items not presented)
	
	
	
	
	
	· M=13.6; SD=1.5 (baseline)
· Age range not reported by the study
	· n=1,736 adolescents from ten public high schools from four central urban districts of Guangzhou, chosen via cluster sampling method

	IAT
	Li, 2022
[73]
	China
(Chinese version; items not presented)
	
	
	
	
	
	· 11-19 years
· M=14.58; SD=1.91
	· n=1,033 adolescents from three randomly selected middle schools (17 classes) in an urban school district in South China

	IAT
	Mishra et al., 2022 [74]
	India
(English version; English items presented)
	
	
	
	
	
	· 14-19 years
· M=15.81, SD=0.73
	· n=752 students from a private and government English school in Raipur; selected through stratified random sampling



	Validated 
instrument
	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description

	IAT
	Panayides & Walker, 2012
[75]

	Cyprus
(Greek version; items not presented)

	
	
	
	
	
	· 17-18 years
· M/SD: not reported by the study
	· n=604 randomly selected third grade senior high school students from five high schools in Limassol, Cyprus 
· Four of the lyceums were selected at random (from a total of 10), the fifth being the one where both researchers are members of staff

	IAT
	Siste et al., 2021
[76]
	Indonesia
(Indonesian version; items not presented)
	
	
	
	
	
	· 12-18 years
· M=14.5; SD=1.67
	· n=643 students from several junior and senior high schools in Jakarta
· nine randomly selected schools from 39 secondary schools
· selected through stratified/cluster random sampling was used to select the representative of each group of schools to participate 



	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description


	IAT
	Stavropoulos, Alexandraki & Motti-Stefanidi, 2013
[77]
	Greece
(language of the tool not reported; items not presented)
	
	
	
	
	
	· M=16.16; SD=0.91
· No age range reported by the study
	· n=2,090 students attending 91 classes in 21 Greek public, academic and vocational track high schools of the extended Athens Area and Korinthia
· proportional stratified random sampling method, based on the latest inventory card of the Ministry of Education (Ministry of Education).
· urban (Athens) and rural areas

	IAT
	Tsermentseli, Karipidis, Samaras & Thompson, 2018
[78]
	Greece
(Greek (modified) version; English items presented)
	
	
	
	
	
	· 13-18 years
· M=14.11; SD=1.7
	· n=725 students from ten secondary public schools from Northern Greece, recruited via presentation of the aims of the study to teachers, school staff members, parents, and students themselves

	IAT
	Watters, Keefer, Kloosterman, Summerfeldt & Parker, 2013
[79]

	Canada
(English version; English items presented)
	
	
	
	
	
	· 16-18 years
· M=17.07; SD=0.84
	· n=1,948 students attending several high schools in Central Ontario, Canada, recruited via presentations to teachers, school staff members, parents, and students




	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/

	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description
· 

	IAT
	Yaffe & Seroussi, 2019
[80]
	Israel
(Hebrew version: English items presented)
	
	
	
	
	
	· 12-16 years
· M=13.92, SD=1.42
	· [bookmark: _Hlk98092949]n=180 Israeli-Arab male adolescents who reported Internet practices, pornography viewing habits, physical activity rate, and grades at school, sampled from 5 Arab villages in northern and central Israel on a snowball sampling basis

	IAT-A 
Internet Addiction Test–Adolescence 
Version

	Teo & Kam, 2014
[81]
	Singapore
(English version; English items presented)
	Internet Addiction
	· Loss of Control
· Dereliction of Duty
· Excessive Use
[81]

	
	
	
	· 8-15 years
· M=11.73; SD=1.90
	· n=325 primary and secondary students enrolled at six primary and three secondary schools in Singapore
· Data collection began by contacting the principals of 20 schools about this study. Those who gave their consent also assigned a teacher to supervise the completion of an online questionnaire by the participants at the computer laboratories during school hours



	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description


	IAT–Short

	Evli et al., 2022
[82]
	Turkey
(Turkish version/adaptation; items not presented)
	Internet Addiction
	· loss of control/time management
· craving/social problem [83]
	12
	5-point Likert type
	–
	· M=15.92; SD=1.19
· Age range not reported by the study
	· n=2,502 adolescents studying in 9th and 12th grades, online data collection

	
	Tateno et al., 2023 [83]
	Japan
(language of the tool not reported; items not presented)
	
	
	
	
	36; 35 
(sensitivity: 0.71; specificity: 0.87)
	· 10-18 years
· M=14.4; SD=2.4
	· n=104 adolescents with a confirmed diagnosis of autism spectrum disorder; recruited at the
outpatient clinic of Tokiwa Child Development Center in Sapporo

	bIAQ 
brief Internet Addiction Questionnaire (=Short form of the IAT)
	Gamito et al., 2016
[84]
	Portugal
(English items presented)
	Internet Addiction
	· Avoidance of face-to-face encounters
· Excess time 
· Negative consequences/personal
· Negative mood management
· Negative consequences/social
· Withdrawal
	9
	5-point scale
	>1.77: frequent Internet usage

	· 12-17 years
· M=15; SD=1.12
	· n=2,617 adolescents from the 2010 wave of the Portuguese Health Behaviour in School-aged Children (HBSC) survey (crossnational collaborative study, Portuguese sub-sample) 
· Schools and classrooms were randomly selected from the official national list, stratified by the 5 Educational regions, representative of Portuguese 8th and 10th grade students attending state-run schools



	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description


	IDS-15
Internet Disorder Scale
	Lin et al., 2018
[85]
	Iran
(Persian version; items not presented)
	Internet addiction
	· Escapism and dysfunctional emotional coping (EDEC)
· Withdrawal symptoms (WS)
· Impairments and dysfunctional self-regulation (IDSR)
· Dysfunctional Internet-related self-control (DISC) 
	15
	5-point Likert scale 


	–
	· M=15.53; SD=1.2
· Age range not reported by the study
	· n=1,272 adolescents from 22 randomly selected high schools
· A multistage sampling approach was used to select
the study sample from 58 high schools in Qazvin
· Twenty-two high schools were randomly selected from a list of high
schools provided by the Organization for Education at Qazvin.
· Two classes were then randomly selected in each
School






	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description


	Initial screening scale 
(adapted version)
	Gómez Salgado, Rial Boubeta, Braña Tobío, Varela Mallou & Barreiro Couto, 2014
[86]
	Spain
(Spanish version; Spanish items presented)
	Problematic Internet use
	–
	9 (initially)

8 (adapted, after removing item 9)
	5-point-Likert-scale

	19: Potentially problematic internet use
· Sensitivity: 80%; 
· Specificity: 81.2%
	· 11-18 years
· M=13.77; SD=1.34
	· n=2,339 (final sample) students from 29 compulsory secondary school students from Galicia 
· Two-stage sampling: Cluster sampling, for the selection of the first-level units (secondary schools); quotas of gender and grade, for the selection of the second-level units (individuals)
· Schools were randomly selected, 
respecting population quotas

	Internet-user Assessement Screen

	Chow, Leung, Ng & Yu, 2009
[87]
	China
(Chinese version)
(with (translated) English items presented)
	Maladaptive/
problematic internet use

	· Endogenous factors
· Exogenous factors

	26
	5-point-Likert-scale

	At-risk users: 12–16

Problem users: ≥ 17 points 
(total score: 25 points)

	Phase 1:
· M=12.84; SD=1.53
Phase 2:
· M=12.33; SD=1.66 (boys)
· M=12.15; SD=1.60 (girls)
	Phase 1: A Survey
· n=378 adolescents from the equivalents of Grades 6 through 10 (EFA)

Phase 2: The Screen—Validity and Reliability
· n=3,523 students from the equivalents of Grades 6 through 10 (CFA)



	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description


	I-POE
Index of Problematic Online Experiences

	Opsenica-Kostić, Pedovic & Panic, 2018
[88]
	Serbia
(English items presented)
	Problematic internet use

	· Excessive use 
· Social/communication problems [88]

	18
[88], [89]
	Dichotomous (yes/no)
response scale 
[88]
	10-12 year olds: 
score of 4 or higher: 
major problematic internet experience levels;
score of 1-3: mild problematic internet use
[89]
13-17 year olds: 
score of 5 or higher: major problematic internet use; 
score of 1–2: mild problematic internet use [89]
	· 18-19 years
· M/SD: Not reported
	· n=339 high (secondary) school students from two cities in Serbia, representing a convenience sample

	I-POE
	Mitchell, Jones & Wells, 2013
[89]
	USA
(English items presented)
	
	
	
	
	
	· 10-17 years
· M/SD: Not reported
	· National sample of n=1,560 youth internet users, and their parents
· 3rd Youth Internet Safety Survey (YISS-3), conducted via telephone surveys
· Youths who had used the internet at least once a month for the past six months from any location, and a caregiver in each household that self-identified as the one
· [bookmark: _Hlk98624649]National sample of households with telephones developed by random digit dialing with the goal of completing 1500 surveys
· Nationally representative sample of adolescents



	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description


	IREQ
Internet Related Experiences Questionnaire

CERI (Cuestionario de Experiencias Relacionadas con Internet – Internet-Related Experiences 
Questionnaire)
	Casas, Ruiz-Olivares & Ortega-Ruiz, 2013
[90]
	Spain
(Spanish version; Spanish items presented)

	Internet addiction

	· Intrapersonal conflicts
· Interpersonal conflicts [90], [91]
	10

[90], [91]
	4-point Likert scale 
[90], [91]
	26: Problematic Internet use
[91]

	· 12-18 years
· M=14.13; SD=1.41
	· n=525 students from 6 secondary schools in the city and province of Cordoba (Spain), randomly selected

	IREQ

	Servidio et al., 2019
[91]
	Italy
(Italian version; English items presented)

	
	
	
	
	
	Study 1:
· M=15.30; SD=0.71
· No age range reported by the study
Study 2:
· 14-20 years
· M=15.17; SD=2.22 

	Study 1: 
· n=838 Italian students 
(to test the psychometric properties of the IREQ-I by using a CFA)

Study 2: 
· n=438 Italian adolescents 

(to investigate the concurrent validity of the instrument)

[bookmark: _Hlk98630181]The convenience sample was recruited from public high schools, located in 4 cities in southern Italy, tenth to twelfth grades, located in southern Italy



	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/

	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description


	K-Scale
Korean Scale for Internet Addiction
	Mak et al., 2017
[92]
	Japan
(Japanese version; items not presented)
	Internet Addiction
	2-factors:
· Disturbance of Adaptation and Life Orientation
· Withdrawal and Tolerance
4-factors:
· Disturbance of Adaptive Functions
· Virtual Life Orientation
· Withdrawal
· Tolerance
	15 (original, but poor fit)
(13 after EFA & CFA, with items 10 and 13 removed)
	4-point Likert scale
	At-risk internet use: 
· Total score between 41 and 43 inclusively
or:
· Factor 1 score of 14 or above and factor 3 score 12 or above and factor 4 score 12 or above

High-risk internet use: 
· Total score of 44 or above
or:
· Factor 1 score of 15 or above, and factor 3 score 13 or above, and factor 4 score 14 or above

	· M=16.76; SD=0.92
· No age range reported by the study
	· n=589 high school students from grade 10 to 12 

	OCS
Online Cognition Scale
	Floros & Siomos, 2012
[93]
	Greece
(language of the tool not reported; items not presented)
	Problematic Internet use (PIU)
	· Social comfort
· Loneliness/depression
· Diminished impulse control 
· Distraction
	36
	7-point Likert scale
	Boys:
119.5  points
(Sensitivity: 75.5%; Specificity: 71.7%)

Girls:
97.5 points
(Sensitivity: 90.4%;
Specificity: 76.3%)
	· 12-19 years
· Boys:
M=15.06; SD=0.05 
· Girls: M=15.09; SD=0.06
	· [bookmark: _Hlk98673284]n=1,971 teen students of all high-schools of Kos reporting internet use/ being present at classes
· estimated 90% of the total high-school student population




	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description


	PIEUSA
Problematic Internet Entertainment Use Scale for Adolescents
	[bookmark: _Hlk98679360]Lopez-Fernandez, Freixa-Blanxart & Honrubia-Serrano, 2013
[94]
	Spain
(English items presented)
	Problematic Internet Use
	–
	30
[94], [95]
	7-point Likert scale
[94], [95]
	Occasional/
habitual use: ≤57 
[95]

At risk use: 129 
[95]

Problem use: 172 
[95]
	· 12-18 years
· M=14.55, SD=1.82
	· n=1,131 adolescents, recruited from public (state) and private schools in the city of Barcelona, balanced in terms of both gender and age group 
· n=909 Spanish adolescents who correctly completed the scale

	PIUESA
	Lopez-Fernandez, Honrubia-Serrano, Gibson & Griffiths, 2014
[95]
	United Kingdom
(English version; English items presented)
	
	
	
	
	
	· 11-18 years
· M=13.52; SD=1.54
	· n=1,097 adolescents from five secondary schools in London, who volunteered to complete a questionnaire
· [bookmark: _Hlk98686402]Convenience sample 

	PIUQ
Problematic Internet Use Questionnaire

	[bookmark: _Hlk98691245]El Asam, Samara & Terry, 2019
[96]
	United Kingdom
(English version; items not presented)
	Problematic Internet Use 
	· Neglect
· Obsession
· Control Disorder
[96], [97]
	18 [97], [98]

15 (adapted version for adolescents) [96]
	5-point Likert-scale 
[96], [97], [98]
	Clinical range (PIU): ≥25-60 [96];

41: PIU 
[97]


	· 10-16 years
· M=12.6; SD=1.3
	· [bookmark: _Hlk98691882]n=1,814 children and adolescents from 6 out of 30 contacted schools from northern and central UK




	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description

	PIUQ
	Koronczai et al, 2011
[97]
	Hungary
(English items presented)
	Problematic Internet Use 
	
	
	
	


	· 15-17 years
· M=16.02; SD=0.69
	· [bookmark: _Hlk98706461][bookmark: _Hlk98706446]n=438 students from eight general high schools were invited to participate in the study
· [bookmark: _Hlk98706421]Schools were selected to represent a wide variety of high schools in terms of location and socioeconomic characteristics of their neighborhood
· For each high school, one second- and one third-year class were randomly selected 

	PIUQ
	Lin & Kim, 2020
[98]
	Japan
(Japanese version; items not presented)
	
	
	
	
	
	· 15-17 years
· M=16.4; SD=0.8
	· n=360 adolescents, in Japan (sample 2)
· A total of n=153 adolescents who responded to the first survey completed the second survey 
· [bookmark: _Hlk98709148]Participants were all registered as panel members at an Internet research company, and answered an online survey conducted by this company



	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description

	[bookmark: _Hlk44806110]PIUQ-SF-6 
Problematic Internet Use Questionnaire – short form, 6 items
	Aivali et al., 2021
[99]
	Greece
(Greek version)
	Problematic Internet Use
	· Obsession
· Neglect
· Control disorder
[99–101]
	6

	5-point 
Likert scale
[99], [100]
	15: at-risk of problematic Internet use 

(Specificity: 98%; Sensitivity: 85%)
[100]
	· 12-17 years
· M/SD: not reported by the study
	· n=200 adolescents recruited from three Greek cities

	PIUQ-SF-6 
	[bookmark: _Hlk98780827]Demetrovics et al., 2016 [100]

	Hungary
(English items presented)
	
	· 
	
	
	
	· 15-23 years
· M=16.4; SD=0.87
	· Nationwide representative adolescent sample of n=5,112 students in secondary general and secondary vocational schools 
· European School Survey Project on Alcohol and Other Drugs (ESPAD) project 
· Internationally homogenous stratified random sampling method based on region, grade, and class type, the sampling unit was the class
· Final sample size: 5,005



	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description


	PIUQ-SF-6
	Lin & Kim, 2020
[98]
	Japan
(Japanese version; items not presented)
	
	
	
	
	
	· 15-17 years
· M=16.4; SD=0.8
	· n=360 adolescents, in Japan (sample 2)
· A total of 153 adolescents who responded to the first survey completed the second survey 
· Participants were all registered as panel members at an Internet research company, and answered an online survey conducted by this company

	PIUQ-SF-6
	Opakunle et al., 2020
[101]
	Nigeria
(language of the tool not reported; items not presented)
	
	
	
	
	
	· 12-18 years
· M=15.77; SD=1.39
	· n=1,222 Nigerian adolescents
· recruited adopting a multistage stratified sampling technique from five public high schools in Osogbo, Osun State in Southwestern Nigeria. 
· Four classrooms were first selected randomly from each of the three arms of the senior secondary classes (I, II and III) in each high school (yielding 12 classrooms from each school and a total of sixty classrooms from the five schools)
· Secondly, 25 students were randomly selected per classroom



	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description
· 

	PIUQ-SF-9
Problematic internet use questionnaire – short form, 9 Items

	Koronczai et al, 2011
[97]
	Hungary
(English items presented)
	Problematic internet use
	· Obsession
· Neglect
· Control disorder
[97], [98], [102]

	9
	5-point 
Likert scale 
[97], [98], [102]

	22: PIU 
[97];
29: PIU 
[102]
	· 15-17 years
· M=16.02; SD=0.69
	· n=438 high-school students 
· Eight general high schools were invited to participate in the study. 
· Schools were selected to represent a wide variety of high schools in terms of location and socioeconomic characteristics of their neighborhood; For each high school, one second- and one third-year class were randomly selected 



	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description


	PIUQ-SF-9

	Li, Diez & Zhao, 2019 [102]
	USA
(English items presented)
	Problematic internet use
	
	
	
	
	· 14-19 years
· M=16.1; SD =1.8
	· [bookmark: _Hlk100530859]n=235 high school students in an inner-city high school in Southeastern Florida
· Convenience sample

	PIUQ-SF-9

	Lin & Kim, 2020
[98]

	Japan
(Japanese version; items not presented)
	
	
	
	
	
	· 15-17 years
· M=16.4; SD=0.8
	· n=360 adolescents, in Japan (sample 2)
· A total of 153 adolescents who responded to the first survey completed the second survey approximately 1 month later 
· Participants were all registered as panel members at an Internet research company, and answered an online survey conducted by this company



	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description

	PIUS-a
Problematic Internet Use scale in adolescents
	Rial Boubeta, Gómez Salgado, Isorna Folgar, AraujoGallego & Varela Mallou, 2015
[103]
	Spain
(Spanish version; English items presented)
	Problematic Internet Use
	–
	11 (final version of the scale)

14 (initial version)
	5-point 
Likert scale

	16: PIU 
(Sensitivity: 81%;
Specificity: 82.6%)

	· 11-17 years
· M=13.74; SD=1.43
	· n=1,709 secondary-school students from Galicia (northern Spain) 
· [bookmark: _Hlk98788642]purposive sampling
· Through contact with 11 secondary schools in 7 different municipalities (both urban and rural) 

	PYDQ
Parental Version of Young Diagnostic Questionnaire
	[bookmark: _Hlk98870742]Wartberg, Kriston, Kegel & Thomasius, 2016
[104]
	Germany
(English items presented)
	Problematic internet use
	· Preoccupation
· Tolerance
· Loss of control
· Withdrawal
· Risk/lose relationships/opportunities
· Lies to conceal extent of involvement
· Dysfunctional coping
	8
	Dichotomous (yes/no)
response scale

	–
	Adolescents:
· 12-17 years 
· M=14.21; SD=1.61

Parents:
· 31-75 years
· M=47.08; SD=6.32
	· Representative German sample of n=1,000 parents of adolescents aged between 12 and 17 years
· The data collection was carried out by an experienced market research institute. 
· n=567 mothers and 433 fathers 
Final sample: n=964



	Validated 
instrument

	Author,
year of publication
	Country of the validation sample/
language of the tool
	Investigated construct
	Components
	Items
	Response format
	Cut-Off
	Age group
	Sample size and sample description


	SPIUT
Short Problematic Internet Use Test
	[bookmark: _Hlk98876487]Siciliano et al., 2015
[105]

	Italy
(Italian version; English items presented)

	PIU
	· Loss of control 
· Preoccupation/salience
· Conflict
· Withdrawal symptoms
· Coping 
	6
	5-point 
Likert scale
	–
	· 15-19 years
· M=17.1; SD=1.4

	· Study 1: (Construct validity test): Internet users=10,153
· Study 2:
(Reliability test of CIUS and Concurrent validity of SPIUT: 
Internet users=21,205
· Data from ESPAD-Italia (European School Survey Project on Alcohol and Other Drugs), a national school survey 
· Representative sample of high school students, aged 15–19 years


	YDQ
Young’s Diagnostic Questionnaire
(for Internet Addiction)
	Siomos, Dafouli, Braimiotis, Mouzas & Angelopoulos, 2008
[106]
	Greece
(Greek version; English items presented)
	Internet addiction
	–

	8
[106],
[107]
	Dichotomous (yes/no)
response scale
[106],
[107]
	Addiction: Five of eight criteria fulfilled

At-risk Internet use: Three to four of eight criteria
[106]

	· 12-18 years
· M=15.34; SD=1.66
	· n=2,200 adolescents recruited from 120 classes among 85 schools in Thessaly, Greece
· [bookmark: _Hlk98916647]randomized stratified selection in every school 

	YDQ
	Wartberg et al., 2017
[107]
	Germany
(German version; English items presented)
	
	
	
	
	
	Sample 1:
· M=14.65, SD=0.81 years
Sample 2:
· M=13.94; SD=0.86
No age range reported by the study
	Two independent German samples:

Sample 1:
· n=1444 adolescents attending the 8th and 9th grade in 26 German schools
Sample 2:
· 2713 adolescents attending the 8th and 9th grade in 25 German schools



Table 2
Table 2. Psychometric properties of instruments on IUD: Dimensionality, reliability, scale refinement and validity
	Validated instrument
	Author, 
year of publication
	Dimensionality
	Reliability
	Refinement
	Validity

	
	
	Method (PCA, CFA, EFA)
	Factor structure
	Internal Consistency (IC)
	Test-Retest
	Rasch; IRT
	Measurement invariance
	Construct validity
	Criterion validity

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	IUD 
	Related constructs
	

	CIA-Goldberg

	Shek et al., 2008
[35]
	–
	–
	· α=0.68
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	· Self-assessed as “addicted to the Internet”: r=0.41
· Self-assessed as “excessively use or depend on the Internet”: r=0.39
· Average amount of total Internet time per week: r=0.19
· Average amount of Internet time spent on entertainment per week: r=0.19

	CIA-Young

	Shek et al., 2008
[35]
	–
	–
	· α=0.75
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	· Self-assessed as “addicted to the Internet”: r=0.42
· Self-assessed as “excessively use or depend on the Internet”: r=0.41
· Average amount of total Internet time per week: r=0.22
· Average amount of Internet time spent on entertainment per week: r=0.21



	Validated instrument
	Author, 
year of publication
	Dimensionality
	Reliability
	Refinement
	Validity

	
	
	Method (PCA, CFA, EFA)
	Factor structure
	Internal Consistency (IC)
	Test-Retest
	Rasch; IRT
	Measurement invariance
	Construct validity
	Criterion validity

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	IUD 
	Related constructs
	

	CIAS

	Columb et al., 2021
[36]
	–
	–
	· α=0.92 

	–
	–
	–
	–
	· IGDS9-SF: r=0.524
	· Time spent on the internet during:
· weekdays: r=0.42
· weekends r=0.44

	
	Ko et al., 2005
[37]
	–
	–
	· α=0.94
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–

	CIAS-R

	Mak et al., 2014
[38]
	CFA; EFA
	First-order five-factor (Model 1); second-order five-factor
(Model 2); first-order four-factor (Model 3); second-order four-factor (Model 4) 
	· α=0.95

	–
	–
	–
	IAT: r=0.51
	–

	· Hours spent weekly on Internet activity for:
· weekdays: r=0.28
· weekends: r=0.39

	CIAS-SF

	Hsieh et al., 2021
[39]
	–
	two-factor
structure
	· α=0.88 [T1]
· α=0.89 [T2]
· α=0.90 [T3]
	· r=0.32 (24 months)
· r=0.20 (48 months)
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–

	CIAT

	Zhu et al., 2021
[40]
	CFA
	–
	· α=0.78 (wave 1) 
· α=0.80 (wave 2)


	· r=0.46 (12 months)
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–




	Validated instrument
	Author, 
year of publication
	Dimensionality
	Reliability
	Refinement
	Validity

	
	
	Method (PCA, CFA, EFA)
	Factor structure
	Internal Consistency (IC)
	Test-Retest
	Rasch; IRT
	Measurement invariance
	Construct validity
	Criterion validity

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	IUD 
	Related constructs
	

	CIUS

	Aonso-Diego et al., 2023 [41]
	[bookmark: _Hlk100520189]CFA 
[41], [42], [43], [44], [45], [46], [47], [49], [50];
EFA [41], [43], [44], [47]


	[bookmark: _Hlk100520235]1-factor
[41],[43], [45], [46], [47], [49], [50]



	· α=0.82 (Time 1) [48]
· α=0.83 [43]
· α=0.85 (Time 2) [48]
· α=0.86 [43]
· α=0.87 [43], [46, 10 items] 
· [bookmark: _Hlk96863625]α=0.88 [44]
· α=0.91 [43], [47]
· α=0.93 [50], [51]
· α=0.94 [41], [44], [51]

· McDonald’s Omega=0.91 [47], 0.94 [41]
	· [bookmark: _Hlk96869936][bookmark: _Hlk44884709]0.45 (16 months) [51]
· r=0.46 (12 months) [48]
· 0.61 (8 months) [51]
· r=0.89 (two-week period) [47]

	–
	–
	IAT:
· r=0.62 [42]
· r=0.66 [42]
· r=0.75 [42], [44]
· r=0.76 [47]
· r=0.85 [43]
	–
	· Daily time spent on Internet use:
· r=0.23 [43]
· r=0.28 [42]
· r=0.35 [42], [44]
· r=0.47 [42]

· Problematic Internet use: r=0.27 [44]

· Self-perceived problems related to social media use: r=0.46 [45]
· Self-perceived problems related to gaming: r=0.13 [45]
· Extensive chattting: r=0.39 [51]
· CIUS scores, reported by parents and children: r=0.39 (T1) and r=0.41 (T2) [46]

Parental ratings:
· Problematic use of computers, of the Internet and of gaming consoles: r=0.57
· Frequency of excessive media use: r=0.63
· Frequency of controversies at home because of media use: r=0.60 [50]

Self-ratings of the adolescents:
· Problematic media use: r=0.50 
· Frequency of excessive media use: r=0.60
· Frequency of controversies at home because of media use: r=0.64 [50]

	
	Dhir, Chen & Nieminen, 2015
[42]
	
	
	· 
	
	
	
	· 
	
	· 

	
	Dhir, Chen & Nieminen, 2015 [43]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Dhir, Chen & Nieminen, 2016 
[44]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Jovičić Burić et al., 2021 
[45]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Jusienė et al., 2023 [46]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Kuzucu et al., 2015 [47]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Miltuze et al., 2021
[48]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Ortuño-Sierra et al. 2022
[49]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Wartberg et al., 2014 
[50]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Van Zalk, 2016
[51]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	· 



	Validated instrument
	Author, 
year of publication
	Dimensionality
	Reliability
	Refinement
	Validity

	
	
	Method (PCA, CFA, EFA)
	Factor structure
	Internal Consistency (IC)
	Test-Retest
	Rasch; IRT
	Measurement invariance
	Construct validity
	Criterion validity

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	IUD 
	Related constructs
	

	DIA

	Ryu et al., 2019
[52]

	–

	–

	· α=0.72
	–
	–
	–
	· K-Scale: r=0.43
· O_A: r=0.34
· Y-IAT: r=0.39
	–
	–

	EIUS

	Skarupova, Olafsson & Blinka, 2015
[53]
	EFA
	1-factor
	· α=0.77
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–

	GPIUS2

	Fioravanti, Primi & Casale, 2013
[54]
	CFA 
[54], [55], [56], [58]
	[bookmark: _Hlk100593273]4-factors [54], [55], [56]


	· α=0.89 [54]
· α=0.90 [56], [58]
· α=0.91 [55]

Subscales:
· Preference for online social interaction: α=0.85 [57]
· Mood regulation: α=0.82 [57]
· Negative consequences: α=0.76 [57]
· Cognitive preoccupation: α=0.79 [57]
· Compulsive use: α=0.82 [57]
	–
	–
	–

	· IAT: r=0.80 [52]
	–
	· Amount of time using the internet: r=0.44 [56]
· Amount of time spent on Facebook or other social networks: r=0.44 [56]
· Amount of time spent chatting or using Messenger: r=0.34 [56]

	
	Gamez-Guadix, Orue & Calvete, 2013
[55]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Gamez-Guadix, Villa-George & Calvete, 2012
[56]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Machimbarrena et al., 2019 
[57]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk129383266]
	Marzo et al., 2022 [58]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Validated instrument
	Author, 
year of publication
	Dimensionality
	Reliability
	Refinement
	Validity

	
	
	Method (PCA, CFA, EFA)
	Factor structure
	Internal Consistency (IC)
	Test-Retest
	Rasch; IRT
	Measurement invariance
	Construct validity
	Criterion validity

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	IUD 
	Related constructs
	

	IAS
(originally developed by Nichols & Nicki, 2004 [59])
	Canan, Ataoglu, Nichols, Yildirim & Ozturk, 2010 
[60]
	PCA 
	1-factor
	· α=0.92 (31 items, original version) 
· α=0.94 (27 items, revised version) 
	· r=0.98 (1 week after the first administration)
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–

	IAS
(originally developed by Young, 1998 [61, 62])


	Sung, Shin & Cho, 2014
[63]
	CFA; EFA
	3-factors
	· α=0.91 
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–



	Validated instrument
	Author, 
year of publication
	Dimensionality
	Reliability
	Refinement
	Validity

	
	
	Method (PCA, CFA, EFA)
	Factor structure
	Internal Consistency (IC)
	Test-Retest
	Rasch; IRT
	Measurement invariance
	Construct validity
	Criterion validity

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	IUD 
	Related constructs
	

	IAT

	Baggio, Iglesias, Berchtold & Suris, 2017
[64]
	CFA
[64], [65], [66], [68], [69], [70], [71], [74], [75], [78], [79], [80];
EFA [66], [68], [69], [78], [79], [80];
PCA [65], [75], [76]



	1-factor
	· α=0.73: 18 items [80]
· α=0.77 (wave 1) [67]
· α=0.80 (wave 2) [67]
· α=0.85 [71]α=0.88 [66]
· α=0.89 [75]
· α=0.91 [65], [72], [73], [76], [74], [77]
· α=0.92 [69], [72], [73]
· [bookmark: _Hlk98079318]α=0.93 [70], [73], [79]
· α=0.94: 19 items [80]

Subscales:
· α=0.86 (factor 1) [68]
· α=0.83 (factor 2) [68]

ω=0.83: Factor 1; ω=0.77: Factor 2; ω=0.74: Factor 3
[78] 
	· r=0.46 [67]
· 0.56 (24 months) [72]
· 0.58 (T1-T2, 3 months) [73]
· 0.61 (T2-T3, 6 months) [73]
· 0.65 (12 months) [72]


	Rasch Rating Scale Model [75]

	x
[75]
	· CIAS-R: r=0.51 (Abstract: r=0.46) [70]
· GPIUS2: r=0.78 [68]

	· SOGS-RA: r=0.39 [79]
	· Internet use frequency: r=0.44 [64]
· Quantity of internet use on schooldays: r=0.47 [64]
· Quantity of internet use on weekends/holidays: r=0.51 [64]
· Average quantity of internet use: r=0.52 [64]
· Quantity x frequency: r=0.52 [64]
· Daily time spent on the Internet: r=0.30 [66]
· Time spent online in a typical week: r=0.29 [68]
· Average online time per day for weekdays: r=0.40 [70]
· Average online time per day for weekends: r=0.37 [70]
· Daily use during schooldays: r=0.42 [70]
· Frequency of Internet use: r=0.22 [70]
· Daily use during [70]
· Duration of internet use per week: OR=0.55, CI = 0.33–0.91 [76]
· Weekly internet use: r=0.37 [78]
· Weekly social media use: r=0.08 [78]
· Being a video game user: r=0.34 [78]

	
	Cernja, Vejmelka & Rajter, 2019
[65]
	
	3-factors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Dhir, Chen & Nieminen, 2015c 
[66]
	
	1-factor
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	[bookmark: _Hlk129636697]Dou & Shek, 2021 
[67]
	
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fioravanti & Casale, 2015
[68]
	
	2-factors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Hawi, 2013 
[69]
	
	1-factor
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Lai et al., 2013
[70]
	
	3-factors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Lai et al., 2015
[71]
	
	Second-order 3-factor structure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	[bookmark: _Hlk129638058]Lai et al., 2022
[72]
	
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	[bookmark: _Hlk129638281]Li, 2022
[73]
	
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Mishra et al., 2022 [74]
	
	6-factors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Panayides & Walker, 2012
[75]
	
	1-factor
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Siste et al., 2021
[76]

	
	1 factor (20 items);
3 factors (18 items)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Stavropoulos, Alexandraki & Motti-Stefanidi, 2013
[77]
	
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Tsermentseli, Karipidis, Samaras & Thompson, 2018
[78]
	
	1-factor; 
3-factors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Watters, Keefer, Kloosterman, Summerfeldt & Parker, 2013
[79]
	
	1-factor;
2-factors;
3-factors;
6-factors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Yaffe & Seroussi, 2019
[80]
	
	1-factor;
2-factors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Validated instrument
	Author, 
year of publication
	Dimensionality
	Reliability
	Refinement
	Validity

	
	
	Method (PCA, CFA, EFA)
	Factor structure
	Internal Consistency (IC)
	Test-Retest
	Rasch; IRT
	Measurement invariance
	Construct validity
	Criterion validity

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	IUD 
	Related constructs
	

	IAT-A 

	Teo & Kam, 2014
[81]
	CFA; EFA
	3-factors
	· [bookmark: _Hlk44851159]α=0.92
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–

	IAT–Short
	Evli et al., 2022
[82]
	–
	–
	· α=0.86
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	· Daily internet usage time: r=0.34 [82]

	
	Tateno et al., 2023 [83]
	
	
	· α=0.79
	
	
	
	
	
	

	bIAQ 

	Gamito et al., 2016
[84]
	CFA; EFA
	1-factor
	· α=0.91 
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–

	IDS-15

	Lin et al., 2018
[85]
	CFA

	4-factors
	· [bookmark: _Hlk44851603]α=0.76-0.90
	0.70-0.88 
	x
	[bookmark: _Hlk44885975]Gender: configural, metric, scalar
	–
	–
	–

	Initial screening scale 
	Gómez Salgado et al., 2014 
[86]
	CFA
	1-Factor
	· α=0.84 (9 items)
· α=0.83 (8 items)
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–

	Internet-user Assessement Screen

	Chow et al., 2009
[87]
	EFA
	9-factors
	· Split-half reliability: 0.66

	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–




	Validated instrument
	Author, 
year of publication
	Dimensionality
	Reliability
	Refinement
	Validity

	
	
	Method (PCA, CFA, EFA)
	Factor structure
	Internal Consistency (IC)
	Test-Retest
	Rasch; IRT
	Measurement invariance
	Construct validity
	Criterion validity

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	IUD 
	Related constructs
	

	I-POE

	[bookmark: _Hlk98620297]Opsenica-Kostić et al., 2018
[88]
	CFA [88], [89];
PCA [88]; EFA [89]
	2-factors
[88], [89]
	· α=0.74 (18 items) [89]
· α=0.77 (17 items) [88]
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–

	
	Mitchell et al.,2013
[89]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	IREQ
[CERI]
	Casas et al., 2013
[90]
	CFA [90], [91]; EFA [90]
	2-factors 
[90], [91]
	· α=0.79 [90]
· α=0.76 [91]
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	· Time spent online per day: r=0.30-0.35 [91]

	
	Servidio et al., 2019
[91]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	K-Scale

	Mak et al., 2017
[92]
	CFA; EFA
	4-factors (poor fit indices;
3-factors;
2-factors (best-fitting model)
	· α=0.87
(two-factor-model, after removal of two items 10 and 13)
· α=0.83
(four-factor model)
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–

	OCS
	Floros & Siomos, 2012
[93]
	CFA
	4-factors
	· [bookmark: _Hlk44850206]α=0.95
	–
	–
	–
	· YDQ: r=0.70
	–
	–

	PIEUSA

	Lopez-Fernandez et al., 2013
[94]
	EFA 
[94], [95]
	1-Factor 
[94], [95]
	· [bookmark: _Hlk44850082]α=0.92 [94],
· α=0.95 [95]
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	· Frequency of internet usage: r=0.38 [94]
· Average duration of internet usage: r=0.41 [94]
· Longer time in a regular session: r=0.38 [94]
· Whether participants considered that their Internet use might affect them: r=0.16 [94]
Self-perception of having a PIU:
· I think I play/enjoy Online video games (OVG)/SNS too much: r=0.32 [94]
· I think I have some type of problem associated with my OVG/SNS: r=0.24 [94]
· My parents are worried because they think I play/enjoy OVG/SNS too much: r=0.28 [94]

· 

	
	Lopez-Fernandez et al., 2014
[95]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PIUQ

	El Asam et al., 2019
[96]
	CFA [96], [97];
EFA [97]
	3-factors [96], [97];
1-factor [97]
	· α=0.88 [96]
· α=0.89 [97]
· α=0.93 (t1, sample 2) [98]
· α=0.96 (t2, sample 2) [98]
	· r=0.56 
(1 month) [98]
	–
	–
	· [bookmark: _Hlk44886892]IAT: r=0.88 [98]
	–
	· Time spent on Internet: r=0.35 [98]

	
	Koronczai et al, 2011
[97]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Lin & Kim, 2020
[98]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PIUQ-SF-6 

	Aivali et al., 2021
[99]
	CFA [99], [98], [1001];
EFA [99]

	3 factors [99], [100], [101];
1-factor [100]
	· α=0.77 [100], [101]
· α=0.80 [99]
· α=0.84 (t1, sample 2) [98]
· α=0.90 (t2, sample 2) [98]
	r=0.56 (1 month) [98]
	–
	–
	· IAT: r=0.85 [98]
	–
	· Internet use in an average day: 
· r=0.36 (bivariate correlation);
· r=0.47 (corrected correlation) [100]
· Time spent on Internet: r=0.33 [98]

	
	Demetrovics et al., 2016
[100]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Lin & Kim, 2020
[98]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Opakunle et al., 2020
[101]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Validated instrument
	Author, 
year of publication
	Dimensionality
	Reliability
	Refinement
	Validity

	
	
	Method (PCA, CFA, EFA)
	Factor structure
	Internal Consistency (IC)
	Test-Retest
	Rasch; IRT
	Measurement invariance
	Construct validity
	Criterion validity

	PIUQ-SF-9

	Koronczai et al, 2011
[97]
	EFA [97];
CFA [97], [102];
LPA [102]
	3 factors [97], [98], [102]
	· α=0.81 [102]
· α=0.87 [97]
· α=0.89 (t1, sample 2) [98]
· α=0.93 (t2, sample 2) [98]
	· r=0.54 (1 month) [98]
	–
	–
	· [bookmark: _Hlk98786764]IAT: r=0.86 [98]
	–
	· Time spent on Internet: r=0.33 [98]

	
	Li et al., 2019
[102]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Lin & Kim, 2020
[98]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PIUS-a

	Rial Boubeta et al., 2015
[103]
	CFA; EFA 
	1-factor
	· α=0.82 
	–
	–
	–

	–
	–

	–

	[bookmark: _Hlk44590655]PYDQ
	Wartberg et al., 2016
[104]
	CFA
	1-factor
	· α=0.70
	–
	–
	–

	–
	–

	· Adolescent internet usage time per week: r=0.31
· Parental monitoring of adolescent Internet use: r=0.21
· Development of school performance of the adolescent due to his or her Internet use: r=−0.32
· Frequency of conflicts with the adolescent concerning his or her Internet use: r=0.60

	SPIUT
	Siciliano et al., 2015
[105]
	PCA; CFA
	1-factor
	· α=0.83
	–
	–
	–
	· CIUS: r=0.70
	–
	· Hours spent online for chatting: r=0.46

	YDQ
	Siomos et al., 2008
[106]
	CFA [107]
	1-factor
[106], [107]
	· α=0.62 (sample 1) [107]
· α=0.66 (sample 2) [1037
· α=0.72 [106]

· Split-half reliability: 0.72 [106]
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	· Number of hours online per-day: r=0.34 [107]

	
	Wartberg et al., 2017
[107]
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Abbreviations: α=Cronbach's alpha (measure of internal consistency); CFA=Confirmatory factor analysis; EFA=Exploratory factor analysis; O_A=Internet Addiction Proneness Scale for Adolescents; PCA=Principal component analysis; r=Correlation coefficient; SOGS-RA=South Oaks Gambling Screen Revised for Adolescents; Y-IAT=Young’s Internet Addiction Test; τ=Kendall’s tau-c correlations; ω=Coefficient omega.

















Table 3
Table 3: Initial Quick reference guide to all reviewed tools (n=31) for IUDa
	[bookmark: _Hlk130593681]Instrument
	Author, year
	1. DSM-5 coverage
	2. ICD-11 coverage
	3. Cut-off score
	4. Longitudinal data
	5. Dimensionality
	6. Internal consistency
	7. Test-retest reliability
	8. Test refinement
	9. External validity
	10. Clinical sample
	11. Impairment
	12. Wording
	13. Quality of sampling approach
	TOTAL SCORE (/26)


	CIA-Goldberg
	Shek, Tang & Lo, 2008
[35]
	–
	–
	(x)
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	(x)

	2

	CIA-Young

	Shek, Tang & Lo, 2008
[35]
	–
	–
	(x)

	–
	–
	(x)


	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	(x)

	3

	CIAS

	Columb et al., 2021
[36]
	-/-

	-/-

	(x)
	–
	–
	x
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	-/-

	–
	3

	
	Ko et al., 2005
[37]
	-/-

	-/-

	x

	–
	–
	x
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	-/-

	(x)

	5

	CIAS-R

	Mak et al., 2014
[38]
	-/-

	-/-

	(x)

	–

	x

	x

	–
	–
	(x)

	–
	–
	-/-

	(x)

	7


	CIAS-SF

	Hsieh et al., 2021
[39]
	-/-


	-/-


	(x)

	–
	–
	x

	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	-/-


	x

	5

	CIAT

	Zhu et al., 2021
[40]
	-/-

	-/-

	–

	–

	x
	(x)
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	-/-

	(x)

	4

	CIUS




	Aonso-Diego et al., 2023 [41] 
	–

	–

	–

	–

	x
	x
	–

	–

	–

	–

	–
	(x)
	x
	7

	
	Dhir, Chen & Nieminen, 2015
[42]
	–

	–

	–

	–

	x

	x
	–

	–

	(x)


	–

	–

	(x)
	(x)


	7



	
	Dhir, Chen & Nieminen, 2015
[43]
	–

	–

	–

	–

	x


	x


	–
	–
	(x)


	–
	–
	(x)


	–

	6



	
	Dhir, Chen & Nieminen, 2016
[44]
	–

	–

	–

	–

	x

	x
	–
	–
	(x)

	–
	–
	(x)

	(x)


	7

	
	Jovičić Burić et al., 2021
[45]
	–

	–

	–

	–

	x
	x
	–

	–

	–
	–
	–
	(x)
	x
	7

	
	Jusienė et al., 2023 [46] 
	–

	–

	–

	–

	x
	x
	–

	–

	–

	–

	–
	(x)
	(x)
	6

	
	Kuzucu et al., 2015
[47]
	–

	–

	–

	–

	x

	x


	x


	–

	(x)

	–
	–
	(x)

	(x)


	9



	Instrument
	Author, year
	1. DSM-5 coverage
	2. ICD-11 coverage
	3. Cut-off score
	4. Longitudinal data
	5. Dimensionality
	6. Internal consistency
	7. Test-retest reliability
	8. Test refinement
	9. External validity
	10. Clinical sample
	11. Impairment
	12. Wording
	13. Quality of sampling approach
	TOTAL SCORE (/26)


	CIUS
	Miltuze et al., 2021
[48]
	–

	–

	–

	–

	–

	x
	–

	–

	–

	–
	–
	(x)
	–

	3

	
	Ortuño-Sierra et al. 2022
[49]
	–

	–

	–

	–

	x
	x
	–

	–

	–
	–
	–
	(x)
	x
	7

	
	Wartberg et al., 2014
[50]
	–

	–

	–

	–

	x

	x
	–

	–

	–

	–

	–

	(x)

	x

	7

	
	Van Zalk, 2016
[51]
	–

	–

	–

	–

	–

	x

	–

	–

	–

	–
	–
	(x)

	(x)
	4

	DIA

	Ryu et al., 2019
[52]
	x
	–
	–

	–
	–
	(x)

	–
	–
	–
	x

	–
	x

	(x)

	8

	EIUS

	Skarupova et al., 2015
[53]
	–


	–


	(x)


	–


	x


	(x)

	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	(x)


	x


	7

	GPIUS2

	Fioravanti et al., 2013
[54]
	–


	–


	–


	–


	x

	x

	–
	–
	(x)


	–
	–
	x


	(x)

	8

	
	Gamez-Guadix et al., 2013 
[55]
	–


	–


	–


	–


	x


	x


	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	x


	(x)

	7

	
	Gamez-Guadix et al., 2012
[56]
	–


	–

	–

	–

	x


	x


	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	x

	(x)

	7

	
	Machimbarrena et al., 2019 
[57]
	–


	–


	(x)


	–


	-


	x
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	x

	x


	7

	
	Marzo et al., 2022 
[58]
	–


	–


	–


	–


	x
	x
	–

	–
	–
	–
	–
	x
	(x)

	7

	IAS
(originally developed by Nichols & Nicki, 2004 [59])
	Canan et al., 2010 
[60]
	–


	–


	(x)


	–
	x

	x


	x

	–
	–
	–
	–
	(x)


	x

	10

	IAS
(originally developed by Young, 1998 [61], [62])
	Sung et al., 2014 
[63]
	–


	–


	(x)

	–


	x
	x

	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	(x)

	x

	8



	Instrument
	Author, year
	1. DSM-5 coverage
	2. ICD-11 coverage
	3. Cut-off score
	4. Longitudinal data
	5. Dimensionality
	6. Internal consistency
	7. Test-retest reliability
	8. Test refinement
	9. External validity
	10. Clinical sample
	11. Impairment
	12. Wording
	13. Quality of sampling approach
	TOTAL SCORE (/26)


	IAT

	Baggio et al., 2017
[64]
	–


	–


	–


	–


	x


	–


	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–


	(x)

	3

	
	Cernja et al, 2019
[65]
	–


	–


	(x)


	–


	[bookmark: _Hlk97998152]x


	x


	–


	–


	–


	–
	–
	–

	(x)

	6

	
	Dhir, Chen & Nieminen, 2015
[66]
	–
	–
	–
	–
	x


	x


	–


	–


	–


	–
	–
	–

	(x)


	5

	
	Dou & Shek, 2021 
[67]
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	(x)
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	(x)


	3

	
	Fioravanti & Casale, 2015
[68]
	–
	–
	–
	–
	x


	x


	–
	–
	(x)


	–
	–
	–


	(x)

	6

	
	Hawi, 2013 
[69]
	–
	–
	–
	–
	x

	x

	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–

	–

	4

	
	Lai et al., 2013
[70]
	–
	–
	(x)

	–

	x
	x

	–
	–
	(x)
	–
	–
	–

	(x)

	7

	
	Lai et al., 2015
[71]
	–
	–
	–
	–
	x

	x

	–

	–

	–

	–
	–
	–

	(x)
	5

	
	Lai et al., 2022
[72]
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	x
	–

	–

	–
	–
	–
	–
	(x)
	3

	
	Li, 2022
[73]
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	x
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	(x)
	3

	
	Mishra et al., 2022 [74]
	–
	–
	–
	–
	x
	x
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	(x)
	5

	
	Panayides & Walker, 2012 
[75]
	–
	–
	–
	–
	x


	x


	–
	x


	–
	–
	–
	–


	(x)

	7

	
	Siste et al., 2021
[76]
	–
	–
	(x)

	–

	x
	x

	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	x
	7

	
	Stavropoulos et al., 2013
[77]
	–
	–
	(x)


	–


	–


	x
	–
	–
	–

	–
	–
	–
	x
	5



	Instrument
	Author, year
	1. DSM-5 coverage
	2. ICD-11 coverage
	3. Cut-off score
	4. Longitudinal data
	5. Dimensionality
	6. Internal consistency
	7. Test-retest reliability
	8. Test refinement
	9. External validity
	10. Clinical sample
	11. Impairment
	12. Wording
	13. Quality of sampling approach
	TOTAL SCORE (/26)


	IAT
	Tsermentseli et al., 2018
[78]
	–
	–
	(x)
	–
	x


	–


	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–

	(x)
	4

	
	Watters et al., 2013
[79]
	–
	–
	(x)


	–

	x

	x

	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–

	(x)

	6

	
	Yaffe & Seroussi, 2019
[80]
	–
	–
	(x)


	–


	x


	x


	–


	–

	–
	–
	–
	–

	–
	5

	IAT-A 

	Teo & Kam, 2014
[81]
	–
	–
	(x)


	–


	x


	x


	–
	–

	–
	–
	–
	(x)


	(x)

	7

	IAT–Short
	Evli et al., 2022
[82]
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	x
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–

	(x)
	4

	
	Tateno et al., 2023 [83]
	–
	–
	x
	–
	–
	(x)
	–
	–
	x
	–
	–
	(x)
	(x)
	7

	bIAQ 

	Gamito et al., 2016
[84]
	–
	–
	(x)
	–

	x


	x


	–

	–
	–
	–
	–
	(x)


	x


	8

	IDS-15
	Lin et al., 2018
[85]
	x

	–

	–

	–

	x

	x

	(x)

	x
	–
	–
	–
	(x)

	(x)
	11

	Initial screening scale 
	Gómez Salgado et al., 2014 
[86]
	–
	–
	(x)


	–

	x


	x


	–


	–

	–
	–
	–
	(x)


	(x)
	7

	Internet-user Assessement Screen
	Chow et al., 2009
[87]
	–
	–
	(x)


	–

	x


	–


	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–


	(x)

	4

	I-POE

	Opsenica-Kostić, Pedovic & Panic, 2018
[88]
	–
	–
	–
	–
	x


	(x)


	–

	–


	–
	–
	–
	x


	–


	5

	
	Mitchell et al., 2013
[89]
	–
	–
	(x)


	–

	x


	(x)


	–

	–


	–
	–
	–
	x


	x
	8

	IREQ
[CERI]
	Casas et al., 2013
[90]
	–
	–
	–
	–
	x


	(x)


	–

	–


	–
	–
	–
	x


	(x)

	6

	
	Servidio et al., 2019
[91]

	–
	–
	(x)

	–

	x
	(x)



	–
	–

	–
	–
	–
	x


	(x)

	7



	Instrument
	Author, year
	1. DSM-5 coverage
	2. ICD-11 coverage
	3. Cut-off score
	4. Longitudinal data
	5. Dimensionality
	6. Internal consistency
	7. Test-retest reliability
	8. Test refinement
	9. External validity
	10. Clinical sample
	11. Impairment
	12. Wording
	13. Quality of sampling approach
	TOTAL SCORE (/26)


	K-Scale

	Mak et al., 2017
[92]
	-/-

	-/-

	(x)

	–

	x

	x

	–

	–

	–
	–
	–
	-/-
	(x)
	6

	OCS

	Floros & Siomos, 2012
[93]
	–
	–
	(x)


	–


	x


	x


	–


	–


	(x)


	–
	–
	x


	(x)
	9

	PIEUSA

	Lopez-Fernandez et al., 2013
[94]
	–
	–
	–
	–
	x


	x


	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	(x)


	(x)


	6

	
	Lopez-Fernandez et al., 2014
[95]
	–
	–
	(x)


	–


	x


	x


	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	(x)


	(x)


	7

	PIUQ
	El Asam et al., 2019
[96]
	–
	–
	(x)

	–
	x


	x


	–
	–

	–
	–
	–
	(x)


	(x)

	7

	
	Koronczai et al, 2011
[97]
	–
	–
	(x)


	–


	x


	x


	–


	–

	–
	–

	–
	(x)


	(x)

	7

	
	Lin & Kim, 2020
[98]
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	x

	–

	–

	(x)

	–
	–
	(x)

	–

	4

	PIUQ-SF-6 

	Aivali et al., 2021
[99]
	–
	–
	–
	–
	x

	x

	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	(x)

	–

	5

	
	Demetrovics et al., 2016
[100]
	–
	–
	(x)

	–

	x


	(x)

	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	(x)
	x

	7

	
	Lin & Kim, 2020
[98]
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	x

	–
	–
	(x)

	–
	–
	(x)
	–

	4

	
	Opakunle et al., 2020
[101]
	–
	–
	–
	–
	x


	(x)


	–


	–

	–
	–
	–
	(x)
	(x)


	5

	PIUQ-SF-9


	Koronczai et al, 2011
[97]
	–
	–
	(x)


	–


	x


	–

	–


	–

	–
	–
	–
	(x)
	(x)
	5

	
	Li et al., 2019
[102]
	–
	–
	(x)
	–

	x

	x
	–

	–

	–

	–
	–
	(x)
	–
	6

	
	Lin & Kim, 2020
[98]
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	x

	–

	–

	(x)
	–
	–
	(x)
	–

	4



	Instrument
	Author, year
	1. DSM-5 coverage
	2. ICD-11 coverage
	3. Cut-off score
	4. Longitudinal data
	5. Dimensionality
	6. Internal consistency
	7. Test-retest reliability
	8. Test refinement
	9. External validity
	10. Clinical sample
	11. Impairment
	12. Wording
	13. Quality of sampling approach
	TOTAL SCORE (/26)


	PIUS-a

	Rial Boubeta et al., 2015
[103]
	–

	–

	(x)


	–


	x


	x


	–

	–

	–
	–
	–
	(x)

	(x)
	7

	PYDQ

	Wartberg et al, 2016
[104]
	–


	–
	–
	–
	x

	(x)

	–
	–

	–
	–
	–
	(x)
	x

	6

	SPIUT

	Siciliano et al., 2015
[105]
	–
	–
	–
	–
	x


	x


	–
	–
	(x)


	–
	–
	x


	x


	9

	YDQ

	Siomos et al., 2008
[106]
	–
	–
	(x)


	–


	–


	(x)


	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	(x)


	(x)

	4

	
	Wartberg et al., 2017
[107]
	–
	–
	–
	–
	x


	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	(x)


	(x)


	4


Abbreviations: IUD=Internet use disorder.

[bookmark: _Hlk131884614]aTable 3 is not yet integrated across studies, as is the case with Table 4 in the manuscript; x: Full score=2 points; (x): Half-score=1 point; —: No score=0 point; –/–= no information to evaluate this criterion. Underlined values denote the tests with the highest scores. See Table 1 for full test names.

Scoring criteria 1-13:
1. DSM-5 coverage: 0: At least one criterion not assessed, 1: All criteria assessed, but insufficient coverage of at least one criterion, 2: All criteria sufficiently assessed.
2. ICD-11 coverage: 0: At least one criterion not assessed, 1: All criteria assessed, but insufficient coverage of at least one criterion, 2: All criteria sufficiently assessed.
3. Cut-off-Score: 0: Not defined / not specified, 1: Specified, but not externally validated, 2: Specified and externally validated.
4. Longitudinal studies: 0: Not available, 2: Available and prognostic validity proven.
5. Dimensionality: 0: No available data, 2: Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses.
6. Internal consistency: 0: No available data or alpha <.70, 1: .70 < .80, 2: ≥.80.
7. Retest reliability: 0: No available data or <.70, 1: .70 < .80, 2: ≥.80.
8. Test refinement: 0: No available data, 2: Study provides support for items/model fit using Rasch or IRT analysis for measurement invariance.
9. External validity: 0: No available data or association or r < .50 with other adequate assessment tool of PIU or IUD, 1: Association of at least r=.50 with other adequate assessment tool of PIU or IUD (excluding association with parental or short version of the same instrument), 2: Association of at least r=.50 or sensitivity or specificity of at least 80% with external gold standard derived by standardized or clinical interview.
10. Clinical sample: 0: No available data, 1: One small clinical study (N < 30), 2: One large clinical study (N ≥ 30).
11. Impairment: 0: No available data, 2: Correlation of at least r=.50 with validated measurement of functional impairment.
12. Wording: 0: Major problems resulting from complicated, long, clumsy wording, or additional information in brackets, 1: Minor problems resulting from complicated, long, clumsy wording, or additional information in brackets, 2: No problems with wording.
13. Quality of sampling approach: 0: Convenience sample or unrepresentative online sample; 1: Community based sample studies but not representative or small representative sample studies (N < 300), 2: Representative large sample studies (N > 300).
Total score ranging from 0 to 26.

