Supplementary Table 1. Summary of the search strategy. 

	Database
	Strategy
	Result

	PubMed
	(("standing desk" OR "standing-desk" OR "sit-stand desk" OR "standing desktop" OR "stand up desk" OR "sit-to-stand desk" OR "upright active desk" OR "upright desk" OR upright OR "active desk" OR "pedal desk" OR "standing workstation") AND (College OR university OR "university student" OR undergraduate OR Student OR learner OR pupil OR trainee OR teacher OR instructor OR professor OR coach OR tutor OR universitary)) AND (Effects OR "mental health" OR "psychological health" OR mood OR depression OR anxiety OR movement OR "physical health" OR "physical activity" OR steps OR "stepping time" OR sedentary* OR "physical health" OR fitness OR adiposity OR cardiorespiratory OR perceptions OR opinions OR attitudes OR "academic achievement" OR "academic performance" OR "academic success" OR grades OR cognition OR "attention" OR "executive function" OR learning OR "learning outcome" OR "classroom engagement" OR "well-being" OR "quality of life" OR engagement OR "classroom behavior" OR "classroom engagement" OR memory OR pain OR discomfort OR perception OR attitudes OR acceptability OR barriers OR advantages OR opinion OR feasibility) FILTER: [Title/Abstract]
	180

	Scopus
	( TITLE ( "standing desk" OR "standing-desk" OR "sit-stand desk" OR "standing desktop" OR "stand up desk" OR "sit-to-stand desk" OR "upright active desk" OR "upright desk" OR upright OR "active desk" OR "pedal desk" OR "standing workstation" ) AND TITLE-ABS-KEY ( college OR university OR "university student" OR undergraduate OR student OR learner OR pupil OR trainee OR teacher OR instructor OR professor OR coach OR tutor ) AND TITLE-ABS-KEY ( effects OR "mental health" OR "psychological health" OR mood OR depression OR anxiety OR movement OR "physical health" OR "physical activity" OR steps OR "stepping time" OR sedentary* OR "physical health" OR fitness OR adiposity OR cardiorespiratory OR perceptions OR opinions OR attitudes OR "academic achievement" OR "academic performance" OR "academic success" OR grades OR cognition OR "attention" OR "executive function" OR learning OR "learning outcome" OR "classroom engagement" OR "well-being" OR "quality of life" OR engagement OR "classroom behavior" OR "classroom engagement" OR memory OR pain OR discomfort OR perception OR attitudes OR acceptability OR barriers OR advantages OR opinion OR feasibility ) )
	96

	SPORT
Discus
	TI ( “standing desk” OR “standing-desk” OR “sit-stand desk” OR “standing desktop” OR “stand up desk” OR “sit-to-stand desk” OR “upright active desk” OR “upright desk” OR upright OR “active desk" OR "pedal desk" OR "standing workstation” ) AND ( College OR university OR “university student” OR undergraduate OR Student OR learner OR pupil OR trainee OR teacher OR instructor OR professor OR coach OR tutor ) AND ( Effects OR “mental health” OR “psychological health” OR mood OR depression OR anxiety OR movement OR “physical health” OR “physical activity” OR steps OR “stepping time” OR sedentary* OR “physical health” OR fitness OR adiposity OR cardiorespiratory OR perceptions OR opinions OR attitudes OR “academic achievement” OR “academic performance” OR “academic success” OR grades OR cognition OR “attention” OR “executive function” OR learning OR “learning outcome” OR “classroom engagement” OR “well-being” OR “quality of life” OR engagement OR “classroom behavior” OR “classroom engagement” OR memory OR pain OR discomfort OR perception OR attitudes OR acceptability OR barriers OR advantages OR opinion OR feasibility )
	17

	WOS
	TI ( “standing desk” OR “standing-desk” OR “sit-stand desk” OR “standing desktop” OR “stand up desk” OR “sit-to-stand desk” OR “upright active desk” OR “upright desk” OR upright OR “active desk" OR "pedal desk" OR "standing workstation” ) AND ( College OR university OR “university student” OR undergraduate OR Student OR learner OR pupil OR trainee OR teacher OR instructor OR professor OR coach OR tutor ) AND ( Effects OR “mental health” OR “psychological health” OR mood OR depression OR anxiety OR movement OR “physical health” OR “physical activity” OR steps OR “stepping time” OR sedentary* OR “physical health” OR fitness OR adiposity OR cardiorespiratory OR perceptions OR opinions OR attitudes OR “academic achievement” OR “academic performance” OR “academic success” OR grades OR cognition OR “attention” OR “executive function” OR learning OR “learning outcome” OR “classroom engagement” OR “well-being” OR “quality of life” OR engagement OR “classroom behavior” OR “classroom engagement” OR memory OR pain OR discomfort OR perception OR attitudes OR acceptability OR barriers OR advantages OR opinion OR feasibility )
	80

	ERIC
	title:(“standing desk” OR “standing-desk” OR “sit-stand desk” OR “standing desktop” OR “stand up desk” OR “sit-to-stand desk” OR “upright active desk” OR “upright desk” OR upright OR “active desk" OR "pedal desk" OR "standing workstation”) AND title:(College OR university OR “university student” OR undergraduate OR Student OR learner OR pupil OR trainee OR teacher OR instructor OR professor OR coach OR tutor) AND title:(Effects OR “mental health” OR “psychological health” OR mood OR depression OR anxiety OR movement OR “physical health” OR “physical activity” OR steps OR “stepping time” OR sedentary* OR “physical health” OR fitness OR adiposity OR cardiorespiratory OR perceptions OR opinions OR attitudes OR “academic achievement” OR “academic performance” OR “academic success” OR grades OR cognition OR “attention” OR “executive function” OR learning OR “learning outcome” OR “classroom engagement” OR “well-being” OR “quality of life” OR engagement OR “classroom behavior” OR “classroom engagement” OR memory OR pain OR discomfort OR perception OR attitudes OR acceptability OR barriers OR advantages OR opinion OR feasibility)
	121

	PubPsych
	TI=(“standing desk” OR “standing-desk” OR “sit-stand desk” OR “standing desktop” OR “stand up desk” OR “sit-to-stand desk” OR “upright active desk” OR “upright desk” OR upright OR “active desk" OR "pedal desk" OR "standing workstation”) AND (College OR university OR “university student” OR undergraduate OR Student OR learner OR pupil OR trainee OR teacher OR instructor OR professor OR coach OR tutor) AND (Effects OR “mental health” OR “psychological health” OR mood OR depression OR anxiety OR movement OR “physical health” OR “physical activity” OR steps OR “stepping time” OR sedentary* OR “physical health” OR fitness OR adiposity OR cardiorespiratory OR perceptions OR opinions OR attitudes OR “academic achievement” OR “academic performance” OR “academic success” OR grades OR cognition OR “attention” OR “executive function” OR learning OR “learning outcome” OR “classroom engagement” OR “well-being” OR “quality of life” OR engagement OR “classroom behavior” OR “classroom engagement” OR memory OR pain OR discomfort OR perception OR attitudes OR acceptability OR barriers OR advantages OR opinion OR feasibility)
	81

	Google Scholar
	Portal (URL): https://scholar.google.com. Search terms: (“standing desk” OR “sit-stand desk”) AND (university OR college) AND (health OR academic OR cognition OR mental OR perception OR classroom). The first 10 pages were selected and screened.
	100

	Total 
	
	675







Supplementary Table 2. Studies excluded after full text read with the reasons for exclusion.

	[bookmark: _Hlk134187642]Reference
	DOI/URL
	Reason for exclusion

	Bastien Tardif C et al., 2018
	Doi: 10.3390/ijerph15061242
	Not classroom context 

	Barbieri DF et al., 2020
	Doi: 10.1123/jpah.2020-0328
	Not university population

	Rudecki J et al., 2019
	Doi: 10.1123/jpah.2018-0575
	Not classroom context

	Josaphat KJ et al., 2020
	Doi: 10.1123/jpah.2019-0444
	Not university population

	Shin SS and Yoo WG 2021
	Doi: 10.3233/BMR-200087
	Not standing desk intervention

	Knudson D et al., 2022
	https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1372449.pdf 
	Not standing desk intervention

	Pilcher JJ et al., 2022
	Doi: 10.1080/07448481.2020
.1782919
	Not standing desk intervention

	Katz A et al., 2015
	Doi: 10.1249/FIT.000000000
0000089
	Not classroom context

	Mnich C et al., 2019
	Doi: 10.3389/fpubh.2019.002
03
	Not classroom context

	Annear M and Kidokoro T, 2021
	Doi: 10.7600/jpfsm.10.273
	Not university population

	Kirschner M et al., 2020
	Doi: 10.3390/ijerph18030849
	Not university population

	Rhee J and Benden ME, 2020
	Doi: 10.3390/ijerph17010037
	Not university population






Supplementary Table 3. Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses extension for Scoping Reviews (PRISMA-ScR) Checklist
	SECTION
	ITEM
	PRISMA-ScR CHECKLIST ITEM
	REPORTED ON PAGE #

	TITLE

	Title
	1
	Identify the report as a scoping review.
	1
	ABSTRACT

	Structured summary
	2
	Provide a structured summary that includes (as applicable): background, objectives, eligibility criteria, sources of evidence, charting methods, results, and conclusions that relate to the review questions and objectives.
	2
	INTRODUCTION

	Rationale
	3
	Describe the rationale for the review in the context of what is already known. Explain why the review questions/objectives lend themselves to a scoping review approach.
	3-4
	Objectives
	4
	Provide an explicit statement of the questions and objectives being addressed with reference to their key elements (e.g., population or participants, concepts, and context) or other relevant key elements used to conceptualize the review questions and/or objectives.
	4
	METHODS

	Protocol and registration
	5
	Indicate whether a review protocol exists; state if and where it can be accessed (e.g., a Web address); and if available, provide registration information, including the registration number.
	4-5
	Eligibility criteria
	6
	Specify characteristics of the sources of evidence used as eligibility criteria (e.g., years considered, language, and publication status), and provide a rationale.
	5
	Information sources*
	7
	Describe all information sources in the search (e.g., databases with dates of coverage and contact with authors to identify additional sources), as well as the date the most recent search was executed.
	5-6
	Search
	8
	Present the full electronic search strategy for at least 1 database, including any limits used, such that it could be repeated.
	Supp table 1
	Selection of sources of evidence†
	9
	State the process for selecting sources of evidence (i.e., screening and eligibility) included in the scoping review.
	5-6
	Data charting process‡
	10
	Describe the methods of charting data from the included sources of evidence (e.g., calibrated forms or forms that have been tested by the team before their use, and whether data charting was done independently or in duplicate) and any processes for obtaining and confirming data from investigators.
	6
	Data items
	11
	List and define all variables for which data were sought and any assumptions and simplifications made.
	7
	Critical appraisal of individual sources of evidence
	12
	If done, provide a rationale for conducting a critical appraisal of included sources of evidence; describe the methods used and how this information was used in any data synthesis (if appropriate).
	8
	Synthesis of results
	13
	Describe the methods of handling and summarizing the data that were charted.
	7
	RESULTS

	Selection of sources of evidence
	14
	Give numbers of sources of evidence screened, assessed for eligibility, and included in the review, with reasons for exclusions at each stage, ideally using a flow diagram.
	7
	Characteristics of sources of evidence
	15
	For each source of evidence, present characteristics for which data were charted and provide the citations.
	7-8
	Critical appraisal within sources of evidence
	16
	If done, present data on critical appraisal of included sources of evidence (see item 12).
	10-11
Supp Table 4
	Results of individual sources of evidence
	17
	For each included source of evidence, present the relevant data that were charted that relate to the review questions and objectives.
	Tables 1 & 2
	Synthesis of results
	18
	Summarize and/or present the charting results as they relate to the review questions and objectives.
	9-12
	DISCUSSION

	Summary of evidence
	19
	Summarize the main results (including an overview of concepts, themes, and types of evidence available), link to the review questions and objectives, and consider the relevance to key groups.
	12-14
	Limitations
	20
	Discuss the limitations of the scoping review process.
	15
	Conclusions
	21
	Provide a general interpretation of the results with respect to the review questions and objectives, as well as potential implications and/or next steps.
	16
	FUNDING

	Funding
	22
	Describe sources of funding for the included sources of evidence, as well as sources of funding for the scoping review. Describe the role of the funders of the scoping review.
	17

JBI = Joanna Briggs Institute; PRISMA-ScR = Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses extension for Scoping Reviews.
* Where sources of evidence (see second footnote) are compiled from, such as bibliographic databases, social media platforms, and Web sites.
† A more inclusive/heterogeneous term used to account for the different types of evidence or data sources (e.g., quantitative and/or qualitative research, expert opinion, and policy documents) that may be eligible in a scoping review as opposed to only studies. This is not to be confused with information sources (see first footnote).
‡ The frameworks by Arksey and O’Malley (6) and Levac and colleagues (7) and the JBI guidance (4, 5) refer to the process of data extraction in a scoping review as data charting.
§ The process of systematically examining research evidence to assess its validity, results, and relevance before using it to inform a decision. This term is used for items 12 and 19 instead of "risk of bias" (which is more applicable to systematic reviews of interventions) to include and acknowledge the various sources of evidence that may be used in a scoping review (e.g., quantitative and/or qualitative research, expert opinion, and policy document).


From: Tricco AC, Lillie E, Zarin W, O'Brien KK, Colquhoun H, Levac D, et al. PRISMA Extension for Scoping Reviews (PRISMAScR): Checklist and Explanation. Ann Intern Med. 2018;169:467–473. doi: 10.7326/M18-0850.


Supplementary Table 4. Quality assessment of intervention, cross-sectional, quasi-experimental, and pre-post studies assessed with the National Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute (NHLBI) Study Quality Assessment Tools.

	 Reference
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	Total

	Controlled studies

	Bantoft et al. (2016)
	Y
	Y
	N
	NA
	NR
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	NR
	CD
	Y
	9 Good

	Butler et al. (2018)
	Y
	Y
	N
	NA
	NR
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	NR
	CD
	Y
	9 Good

	Chim et al. (2021)
	Y
	Y
	N
	NA
	NR
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	12 Good

	Chrisman et al. (2021)
	Y
	Y
	N
	NA
	NR
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	NR
	NR
	Y
	10 Good

	Finch et al. (2017)
	Y
	Y
	N
	NA
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	NR
	NR
	Y
	11 Good

	Frost & Terbizan (2018)
	Y
	Y
	N
	NA
	NR
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	NR
	NR
	Y
	10 Good

	Frost & Terbizan (2020)
	Y
	Y
	N
	NA
	NR
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	NR
	NR
	Y
	10 Good

	Cross-sectional studies

	Benzo et al. (2016)
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	NR
	NA
	Y
	8 Fair

	Goodrich et al. (2020)
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	NR
	NA
	Y
	9 Good

	Sengupta & Kuilan (2023)
	Y
	Y
	NR
	Y
	NR
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	NR
	NA
	CD
	6 Fair

	Pre-post studies

	Chrisman et al. (2020)
	Y
	Y
	Y
	CD
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	NA
	-
	-
	7 Good

	Green et al. (2020)
	Y
	Y
	Y
	CD
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	NA
	-
	-
	7 Good

	Grosprêtre et al. (2021)
	Y
	Y
	CD
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	NA
	-
	-
	6 Fair

	Jerome et al. (2017)
	Y
	Y
	CD
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	NA
	-
	-
	9 Good

	Moulin et al. (2021)
	Y
	Y
	CD
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	NA
	-
	-
	8 Good

	Raulli (2017)
	Y
	Y
	CD
	CD
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	NA
	-
	-
	7 Good

	Rostami et al. (2020)
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	NA
	-
	-
	8 Good


Note. Cross-sectional and longitudinal studies included were assessed with The Quality Assessment Tool for Observational Cohort and Cross-Sectional Studies, experimental studies included with the Quality Assessment Tool for Controlled Intervention Studies and pre-post studies with the Quality Assessment Tool for Before-After (Pre-Post) Studies With No Control Group (NHLBI). 
Each study was rated as good, fair, or poor according to the National Institutes of Health’s Quality Assessment Tool rating guide. CD: Cannot determine; N: No; NA: not applicable; NR: not reported; Y: Yes. 
