Appendix
Study characteristics and quality assessment (N = 69)
	Study
	Participants’ characteristics
	Sample: teacher type, size (N), response rate (RR)
	Study design and analysis1
	Quality assessment

	1. Ahtola, A., Haataja, A., Kärnä, A., Poskiparta, E., and Salmivalli, C. (2012) 
	M age: 42
M experience: 15
Female: 96%

	Type: in-service
N: 93
RR: 76%
	CS: multilevel regression modelling
	Selection: ★★☆☆☆
Comparability: ★★
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 6

	2. Ahtola, A., Haataja, A., Kärnä, A., Poskiparta, E., and Salmivalli, C. (2013) 
	M age: 43
M experience: 15 
Female: 93%
	Type: in-service 
N: 238
RR: 55%
	CS: multilevel regression modelling
	Selection: ★★☆☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 4

	3. Baller, S. L., Wenos, J. Z., and Peachey, A. A. (2019) 
	Unknown
	Type: convenience sample of school personnel grades 1-5
N: 15
RR: unknown
	Interviews were digitally audio recorded and subsequently transcribed with the help of Nuance Dragon Naturally Speaking Software (version 13): phenomenological approach
	Selection: ★☆☆☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ☆☆☆
Total: 1

	4. Baraldsnes, D. (2020). 
	M age: 45
Female: 77%

	Type: in-service 
N: 82
RR: 29.5%
	CS: ANOVA and MANOVA
	Selection: ★★★☆☆
Comparability: ★★
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 7

	5. Barnes, A., Cross, D., Lester, L., Hearn, L., Epstein, M., and Monks, H. (2012) 
	M age: > 40
Female: 66%

	Type: in-service (219 primary teachers)
N: 453
RR: 74%
	CS: Chi-square Statistics
	Selection: ★★★★☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 7

	6. Bauman, S., and Del Rio, A. (2006) 
	M age: 23
Female: 95%

	Type: pre-service
N: 82
RR: unknown
	CS: ANOVA
	Selection: ★☆☆☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 3

	7. Bauman, S., Rigby, K., and Hoppa, K. (2008) 
	M age: Normal distribution
M experience: normal distribution 
Female: 85%
	Type: in-service
N: 735
RR: unknown
	CS: PCA factor analysis, correlations, mancova
	Selection: ★★☆☆☆
Comparability: ★★
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 6

	8. Begotti T., Tirassa, M., and Aquadro Maran, D. (2017)
	M age 27 (pre-service) and 46 (in-service)
M experience: Most > 5 
Female: 96 + 92%
	Type: 110 pre-service, 46 in-service teachers
N: 228
RR: unknown
	CS: ANOVA
	Selection: ★★☆☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 4

	9. Bell, K. J. S., and Willis, W. G. (2016) 
	M age: 43 
M experience: 15 
Female: 80%
	Type: in-service, 40% primary school
N: 193
RR: unknown
	CS: ANOVA
	Selection: ★★☆☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total:5

	10. Benitez, J. L., Garcia-Berben, A., and Fernandez-Cabezas, M. (2009) 
	M age: 20 
Female: 80%

	Type: pre-service teachers
N: 199
RR: unknown
	Quasi-experimental, ANOVA
	Selection: ★★☆☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 4

	11. Biggs, B. K., Vernberg, E. M., Twemlow, S. W., Fonagy, P., and Dill, E. J. (2008)
	
	Type: In-service, grade 3-5+kindergarten-grade 5
N: 101 (50+51)
RR: 55%
	CS: mixed repeated-measures ANOVA
	Selection: ★☆☆☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★☆☆
Total: 3

	12. Blain-Arcaro, C., Smith, J. D., Cunningham, C. E., Vaillancourt, T., and Rimas, H. (2012) 
	M experience: Most > 10 
Female: 78%

	Type: 88% in-service
kindergarten-primary-secondary schools
N: 235
RR: unknown
	CS: discrete choice conjoint analysis
	Selection: ★☆☆☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 4

	13. Boulton, M. J. (1997) 
	Age range: 24–48 
Female: 74–81%

	Type: in-service
N: 249
RR: 56%
	CS: t-tests and mixed ANOVA
	Selection: ★★☆☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 5

	14. Boulton, M. J. (2014) 
	M age: 36 
M experience: 12 year

	Type: pre- and in-service
N: 138
RR: 499%
	CS: ANOVA
	Selection: ★☆☆☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 4

	15. Bradshaw, C. P., Waasdorp, T. E., O’Brennan, L. M., and Gulemtova, M. (2013) 
	Female: 80%
	Type: in-service; 50% teachers, 50% Educational Support Professionals(ESP), 39% primary school
N: 5064
RR: 31% (of all NEAmembers)
	CS: OR and MANOVA
	Selection: ★★★★☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 7

	16. Burger, C., Strohmeier, D., Spröber, N., Bauman, S., and Rigby, K. (2015) 
	Female: 70%
	Type: in-service 11% primary school
N: 625
RR: unknown
	CS: EFA, ANOVA, and zero-order CFA
	Selection: ★★★★☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 7

	17. Campbell, M., Whiteford, C., and Hooijer, J. (2019)
	Female: 75%
	Type: in-service 
N: 51
RR: unknown
	CS: t-tests
	Selection: ★☆☆☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 4

	18. Cecil, H., and Molnar-Main, S. (2015) 
	Female: 80%
	Type: in-service 
N: 2022
RR: 79%
	CS: logistic regression
	Selection: ★★★☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 6

	19. Chen, L.M., Sung, Y.H., and Cheng, W. (2017)
	M age: 29 
M experience: 13 
Female: 90%

	Type: in-service 
N: 532
RR: 90%
	CS: mixed model two-way ANOVA
	Selection: ★☆☆☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 3

	20. Cosgrove, H. E., and Nickerson, A. B. (2017) 
	Female: 80%
	Type: in-service (48.4% teachers, 50% staff), 36% primary school
N: 924
RR: unknown
	L: regression models
	Selection: ★★★☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 5

	21. Craig, W., Henderson, K., and Murphy, J. G. (2000)
	M age: 26 
Female: 71%
	Type: pre-service
N: 116
RR: unknown
	CS: MANCOVA
	Selection: ★☆☆☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 3

	22. Cunningham, C. E., Rimas, H., Mielko, S., Mapp, C., Cunningham, L., Buchanan, D., and Marcus, M. (2016) 
	Unknown
	Type: in-service
Kindergarten-grade 8
N: 103
RR: unknown
	CS: qualitative thematic analysis of 19 focus groups
	Selection: ★★☆☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ★☆☆
Total: 3

	23. Cunningham, C. E., Rimas, H., Vaillancourt, T., Stewart, B., Deal, K., Cunningham, L., Vanniyasingam, T., Duku, E., Buchanan, D. H., and Thabane, L. (2019) 
	Age: categories
Experience: categories
Female: 81%

	Type: kindergarten-grade12 educators, principals, educational assistants, and support staff =81% teacher
N: 1080
RR: 82%
	19 focus groups, after which different sets and levels of attribute levels were distinguished: discrete choice conjoint experiment. Multilevel latent class analysis
	Selection: ★★★★☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 6

	24. Dake, J. A., Price, J. H., Telljohann, S. K., and Funk, J. B. (2019) 
	M age: 42 
M experience: 14
Female: 89% 

	Type: in-service teachers, grade 4
N: 359
RR: 52%
	CS: Chi-square Statistic CS: ANOVA, Pearson correlations
	Selection: ★★★★☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 7

	25. Dawes, M., Norwalk, K. E., Chen, C. C., Hamm, J. V., and Farmer, T. W. (2019) 
	Age: categories Experience: categories (45% < 10; 24% 11–20, rest > 21) 61% Caucasian
Female: 81%
	Type: in-service, 48% completed master’s degree 
N: 103
RR: 97%

	Latent profile analysis (in previous study) and multilevel modeling (students nested in classrooms); multilevel mixed-effects linear regression 
	Selection: ★★☆☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 4

	26. Dedousis-Wallace, A., Shute, R., Varlow, M., Murrihy, R., and Kidman, T. (2014) 
	M experience: 18 
Female: 81%

	Type: in-service 17% primary school
N: 326
RR: unknown
	CS: multiple regression and MANCOVA
	Selection: ★☆☆☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 3

	27. Duong, J., and Bradshaw, C. P. (2013) 
	M experience: < 4

	Type: in-service, 63 primary school teachers
N: 1062
RR: unknown
	CS: extended parallel process model (EPPM), sructural equation modelling
	Selection: ★★★☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 6

	28. Duy, B. (2013) 
	Female: 54%
	Type: in-service, grade 1–8
N: 405
RR: unknown
	CS: paired sample t-test and MANOVA
	Selection: ★★☆☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 5

	29. Ellis, A. A., and Shute, R. (2007) 
	M age: 41
M experience: 17
Female: 53% 

	Type: in-service, primary-middle-secondary schools
N: 127
RR: unknown
	CS: multiple regression analysis and correlation
	Selection: ★☆☆☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 4

	30. Fischer, S. M., and Bilz, L. (2019) 
	M age: 51
M experience: 26 
29% had been trained on violence or bullying topics
Female: 79%
	Type: stratified random school sample (7grammar/13high/4special education schools)
N: 566
RR: 60% at school level
	Univariate variance analysis and stepwise logistic regression analysis
	Selection: ★★★★☆
Comparability: ★★
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 8

	31. Fry, D., Mackay, K., Childers-Buschle, K., Wazny, K., and Bahou, L. (2020) 
	
	Type: 66% primary school: in study 1 they were 4th year Bachelor’s degree and postgraduate degree students. In study 2 in-service
N: 23 + 21
RR: 96 + 88%
	CS: 2 waves of qualitative interviews, three apart
	Selection: ★☆☆☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ★☆☆
Total: 2

	32. Garner, P. W., Moses, L. K., and Waajid, B. (2013) 
	Female: 79%
	Type: pre-service
N: 112
RR: unknown
	CS: general linear model repeated measures procedures to test for mean level differences; multiple- and logistic regression 
	Selection: ★★★☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 6

	33. Garner, P.W. (2017)
	Female: 81%
	Type: 150 pre-service and 25 In-service teachers
N: 175
RR: unknown
	CS: multiple regression analysis
	Selection: ★★★☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 6

	34. Göçmen, N.M., and Güleç, S. (2018)
	Female: 68%
	Type: in-service
N: 208
RR: unknown
	CS: relational scanning model to test for simultaneous change among two or more variables
	Selection: ★★☆☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 5

	35. Gradinger, P., Strohmeier, D., and Spiel, C. (2017)
	M age: 45 
M experience: 17 

	Type: in-service
N: 493
RR: unknown
	CS: one-way- and two-way-ANOVA, Chi-square tests
	Selection: ★☆☆☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 4

	36. Grumm, M., and Hein, S. (2013) 
	M age: 44 
Female: 86%

	Type: in-service 
N: 97
RR: 91%
	CS: factor analysis and correlations
	Selection: ★☆☆☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 3

	37. Haataja, A., Ahtola, A., Poskiparta, E., and Salmivalli, C. (2015) 
	M experience: 15 
Female: 78%

	Type: in-service, 69 primary school teachers, KiVa
N: 282
RR: 64%
	L: factor mixture modeling and multinomial logistic regression
	Selection: ★★★★☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 6

	38. Hall, W.J., and Chapman, M.V. (2018)
	Female: 80%
	Type: in-service: 78% teachers, 11% ESPs, 4% school administrators, 3% school counselors, 2% school social workers, and 1% school nurses
N: 505
RR: 10%
	CS: t-tests
	Selection: ★★★★☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 7

	39. Hall, W. J., and Dawes, H. C. (2019)
	Female: 84%
	Type: educators in K-12 schools across North Carolina USA, 79% teachers, rest educational support/councilors, etc.: all members of statewide professional association of educators and school employees; 324 schools in 85 school districts
N: 588
RR: 12%
	Multilevel linear regression modeling: R2 student bullying = 258 and teacher protecion = 284
	Selection: ★★★★☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 7

	40. Harger, B. (2019) 
	
	Type: in-service
N: 4 teachers interviewed
RR: unknown
	430 h of participant observation in 2 elementary schools, 53 student-interviews and 4 5thgrade teacher interviews, 2 principal interviews: analyzed using ATLAS
	Selection: ☆☆☆☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ★☆☆
Total: 1

	41. Harks, M., and Hannover, B. (2019) 
	Study 1: M age 42.5, taught same class for 2.5 on average; 
Study2: 43 age, taught same class for 2.3 on average
Female: 65 + 69%
	Type: in-service
N: 20 + 39
RR: unknown
	2 studies: multivariate two-level regression models in Mplus; students nested in classrooms and FIML used, controlled for grade and average percentage of teachers’ correctly perceived peer relations at class level, and controlled for students age at student level
	Selection: ★★☆☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 5

	42. Hirschstein, M. K., Van Schoiack Edstrom, L., Frey, K. S., Snell, J. L., and MacKenzie, E. P. (2007) 
	M experience: 11
Female: 83% 

	Type: in-service
N: 36
RR: unknown 

	CS: two-level hierarchical linear modeling
	Selection: ★★☆☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 4

	43. Kahn, J. H., Jones, J. L., and Wieland, A. L. (2012) 
	M age: 20 
Female: 79%
	Type: pre-service
N: 97
RR: 37%
	CS: ANOVA
	Selection: ★☆☆☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 4

	44. Kochenderfer-Ladd, B., and Pelletier, M. E. (2008)
	
	Type: in-service 
N: 34
RR: unknown
	CS: structural equation modelling
	Selection: ★★★☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 6

	45. Kokko, T. J., and Pörhölä, M. (2009) 
	M age: 26 
Female: 74%

	Type: pre-service 
N: 97
RR: unknown
	CS: Kruskall-Wallis Test (no normal distribution) and ANOVA
	Selection: ★★☆☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 4

	46. Kollerová, L., Soukup, P., Strohmeier, D. and Caravita, S. C. (2021)
	M age: 45 
Female: 77%

	Type: in-service 
N: 740
RR: 38%
	CS: multilevel regression models
	Selection: ★★☆☆☆
Comparability: ★★
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 6

	47. Lee, C. (2006)
	
	Type: in-service 
N: 14
RR: unknown
	L: qualitative; Repeated Interviews over 2 at one primary school
	Selection: ☆☆☆☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ☆☆☆
Total: 0

	48. Lopata, J. A., and Nowicki, E. A. (2014) 
	M age: 27 
Female: 40%
	Type: pre-service 
N: 55
RR: unknown
	MM: list synthesis among researchers, and multidimensional scaling
	Selection: ★☆☆☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 3

	49. Marshall, M. L., Varjas, K., Meyers, J., Graybill, E. C., and Skoczylas, R. B. (2009) 
	M experience: 4,7 
Female: 83%
	Type: in-service 
N: 30
RR: unknown
	CS: in-depth interviews
	Selection: ★★☆☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ★☆☆
Total: 3

	50. Menesini, E., Fonzi, A., and Smith, P. K. (2002)
	M age: 38 and 46
Female: 100 + 58%

	Type: in-service 
N: 20 + 40
RR: unknown
	CS: cluster analysis
	Selection: ★☆☆☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 4

	51. Migliaccio, T. (2015) 
	Experience: ranged from 2–25 
Female: 64%

	Type: in-service 
N: 96
RR: unknown
	CS: focus groups and qualitative analysis
	Selection: ★★★☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ☆☆☆
Total: 3

	52. Mishna, F., Sanders, J. E., McNeil, S., Fearing, G., and Kalenteridis, K. (2020)
	M age: unknown
Female: unknown
	Type: in-service 
N: 30
RR: unknown
	Qualitative study: semi-structured interviews using qualitative thematic analysis
	Selection: ★☆☆☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ★☆☆
Total: 2

	53. Mishna, F., Scarcello, I., Pepler, D., and Wiener, J. (2005) 
	Experience: ranging froM 3 to over 10 

	Type: in-service 
N: 13
RR: unknown
	CS: qualitative analysis
	Selection: ☆☆☆☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★☆☆
Total: 2

	54. Naylor, P., Cowie, H., Cossin, F., de Bettencourt, R., and Lemme, F. (2006) 
	Female: 70%
	Type: in-service 
N: 225
RR: unknown
	CS: frequency analysis, multiway contingency tables (L.R. Chi-square goodness of fit)
	Selection: ★★☆☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 5

	55. Nicolaides, S., Toda, Y., and K. Smith, P. (2002) 
	M age: 27 
Female: 74%

	Type: pre-service 
N: 270
RR: 23% in both universities
	CS: descriptives and Two-way ANOVA
	Selection: ★☆☆☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 4

	56. O’Brennan, L. M., Waasdorp, T. E., and Bradshaw, C. P. (2014)
	M age: 46 
M experience: 8,9
Female: 80% 

	Type: in-service 
N: 5064
RR: 31% (35%phone - 24%web)
	CS: structural equation modelling
	Selection: ★★★★☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 7

	57. Oldenburg, B., Bosman, R., and Veenstra, R. (2016) 
	M age: 43 

	Type: in-service 
N: 22
RR: unknown
	MM: interview- and survey-data, descriptive analysis
	Selection: ★☆☆☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ☆☆☆
Total: 1

	58. Oldenburg, B., van Duijn, M., Sentse, M., Huitsing, G., van der Ploeg, R., Salmivalli, C., and Veenstra, R. (2015) 
	M age: 44 
Female: 86%

	Type: in-service 
N: 139
RR: 91%
	CS: poisson regression analyses
	Selection: ★★★☆☆
Comparability: ★★
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 7

	59. Rigby, K. (2020) 
	
	Type: in-service 
N: 57
RR: 91% and 72%
	CS: 9 item scale of prevalence scores and nine measures of specific forms of bullying: group meetings per school to reach consenses on questionnaire items: Chi-square to estimate differences
	Selection: ★★☆☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 5

	60. Roland, E., and Galloway, D. (2004)
	
	Type: in-service 
N: 279
RR: 67% teachers  + 84% pupils
	CS: Correlations and t-tests
	Selection: ★★★☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 6

	61. Skinner, A. T., Babinski, L. M., and Gifford, E. J. (2014)
	Female: 82%
	Type: in-service 
N: 239
RR: 96%
	CS: bivariate Correlations, ICC, Regression modelling
	Selection: ★★★☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 6

	62. Sokol, N., Bussey, K., and Rapee, R. M. (2016) 
	Female: 63%
	Type: in-service 
N: 289
RR: unknown
	CS: ANOVA, and thematic analysis for open questions
	Selection: ★★☆☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 5

	63. Strohmeier, D., Solomontos-Kountouri, O., Burger, C., and Doğan, A. (2021)
	
	Type: in-service
N: 767 (515 experimental, 252 control)
	CS: Quasi-experimental intervention-control group study: MANOVA
	Selection: ★☆☆☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 3

	64. Sultana, M. A., Ward, P. R., and Bond, M. J. (2020)
	M age: 42.1 and 37 
M experience: 17.3 and 12.7. 
Female: 91 + 67%
No difference in schools and educational quality between two studies
	Type: in-service 
N: 56 + 60
RR: unknown
	2*3 Cluster Randomized Controlled trial: 3 control with 56 teachers, 3 intervention with 60 teachers): pre-/post-test and follow-up on definition, perceptions of bullying, intentions to act, and actions taken
	Selection: ★★☆☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 4

	65. Swift, L. E., Hubbard, J. A., Bookhout, M. K., Grassetti, S. N., Smith, M. A., and Morrow, M. T. (2017)
	Female: 78%
	Type: in-service
N: 74
RR: unknown
	L: latent variable dosage, structural equation modelling
	Selection: ★★☆☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 5

	66. Tucker, E., and Maunder, R. (2015)
	
	Type: in-service 
N: 6
RR: unknown
	CS: Braun’s and Clarke’s thematic analysis
	Selection: ★☆☆☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ★☆☆
Total: 2

	67. van Aalst, D. A. E., Huitsing, G., Mainhard, T., Cillessen, A. H. N., and Veenstra, R. (2021)
	M age:42 
M experience: 15 
Female: 66%
	Type: in-service 
N: 59, 1490 students
RR: unknown
	CS: multilevel regression analysis
	Selection: ★★★☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 6

	68. van der Zanden, P. C., Denessen, E. G., and Scholte, R. J. (2015)
	Female: 46%
	Type: in-service, 19 primary schools
N: 33
RR: Unknown
	CS: multilevel correlations and linear regression
	Selection: ★★☆☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 5

	69. van Verseveld, M.D.A., Fekkes, M., Fukking, R.G., and Oostdam, R.J. (2020) 
	M experience: 12.1 
Female: 73%

	Type: in-service, 25 teachers from urban Amsterdam, 13 teachers from smaller rural areas
N: 38
RR: unknown
	CS: individual in-depth interviews with 38 Dutch elementary school teachers, and qualitative analysis via phenomenology approach
	Selection: ★★☆☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ★☆☆
Total: 3

	70. Williford, A. (2015) 
	M age: 44 
M experience: 6.5 
Female: 90%
	Type: in-service, 6 primary schools
N: 252
RR: 64%
	CS; stepwise robust regression
	Selection: ★★★☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 6

	71. Williford, A., DePaolis, K. J., and Colonnieves, K. (2021)
	M age: 45
Female: 96%
	Type: in-service
N: 155
RR: 48–62% participation rates per school
	CS: t-tests and hierarchical multiple regression models
	Selection: ★☆☆☆☆
Comparability: ★★
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 5

	72. Yoon, J. S. (2004) 
	Experience: ranging from 1–25 
Female: 70%

	Type: in-service 
N: 98
RR: unknown
	CS: correlation analyses and multiple regression
	Selection: ★★☆☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 5

	73. Yoon, J. S., and Kerber, K. (2003)
	Experience: ranging from 1–25
Female: 72% 

	Type: in-service 
N: 94
RR: unknown 
	CS: one-way ANOVA
	Selection: ★★☆☆☆
Comparability: ☆☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 4

	74. Yoon, J. S., Bauman, S., Choi, T., and Hutchinson, A. S. (2011) 
	Experience: 52% > 16 (Korea) and 58%  < 15 (USA)
Female: 49 + 82%

	Type: in-service: Korea 54% primary school, USA 22% primary school
N: 146 (Korea) + 282 (USA)
RR: unknown
	CS: factor analysis, t-tests, and one-way ANOVA
	Selection: ★☆☆☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 4

	75. Yoon, J.S., Sulkowski, M. L., and Bauman, S. A. (2016) 
	Age: ranging from 25–65 
M experience: 6.4 
Female: 78%

	Type: in-service 
N: 236
RR: unknown
	CS: logistic regression and chi-square tests
	Selection: ★★★☆☆
Comparability: ★☆
Outcome: ★★☆
Total: 6


1CS cross-sectional, L longitudinal, MM mixed methods
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