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Abstract
Self-efficacy, commonly seen as an important competence for teachers when intervening in bullying, is a heterogeneous con-
struct. Differences in the specific kinds of self-efficacy under review, its assessment, theoretical foundations, and the samples
used when researching it generate diverse results that can be hard to integrate. This systematic review surveys existing literature
on the extent of teachers’ self-efficacy in managing bullying and its connection to the likelihood that teachers will intervene in
bullying, to their intervention strategies, and the prevention measures they employ, as well as students’ bullying behavior and
their experiences of victimization. Thirty-six relevant publications based on 33 studies were included. The quality of their results
was assessed, and their findings were systematized and are discussed here. Many studies are of low quality because of incomplete
descriptions of underlying theoretical as well as methodological foundations. Almost all results are based on descriptive study
designs. Consistent findings show that teachers generally feel confident in managing bullying and that teachers who are more
confident intervene more often. Findings were mixed on the connections between teachers’ self-efficacy and intervention
strategies, and the prevention measures they used, as well as students’ bullying behavior and experiences of victimization. It
was also discovered that the connections between teachers’ self-efficacy and their prevention measures, their students’ bullying
behavior, and collective efficacy in general have rarely been addressed in the literature.
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Introduction

Bullying is usually defined as a particular form of aggressive
behavior that is repeatedly carried out over a long period of
time with the intention of causing harm. There is a power
imbalance between the participants, which makes it difficult
for the students who are bullied to defend themselves (Olweus
1994). The frequency of bullying in schools varies widely
between countries, with up to 35% of learners experiencing
bullying (Modecki et al. 2014). Negative consequences of
bullying can affect health, performance, and social

relationships, which in some cases can last into adulthood
(Gini and Pozzoli 2013; Klomek et al. 2013; Takizawa et al.
2014).

Bullying does not only take place between two students but
develops within a framework of complex social interactions
that involve different groups of people (Azeredo et al. 2015;
Hong and Espelage 2012). Due to the power imbalance, the
bullying victim generally requires a third party to stop the
bullying process. In bullying among students, teachers can
represent such a third party (Oldenburg et al. 2015; Saarento
et al. 2015). Several studies indicate that teachers with higher
self-efficacy beliefs intervene more often in bullying situa-
tions (Bradshaw et al. 2007; Duong and Bradshaw 2013;
Williford and Depaolis 2016).

Self-efficacy in Teachers

Self-efficacy is an interdisciplinary concept that has different
meanings in different contexts. Generally, it refers to a per-
son’s conviction that they have sufficient competences to suc-
cessfully master given requirements (Bandura 1994). General
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self-efficacy describes one’s general conviction regarding
one’s own competences (Scholz et al. 2002; Schwarzer and
Jerusalem 2002). Domain-specific forms of self-efficacy refer
to competences in specific roles or areas of responsibility (e.g.,
teacher self-efficacy, which is the conviction in teachers that
they successfully meet professional requirements) (Schwarzer
and Jerusalem 2002; Schwarzer and Warner 2014). Self-
efficacy in relation to a specific task within domain-specific
self-efficacy beliefs is called situation-specific or task-specific
self-efficacy (e.g., confidence of handling a bullying situation)
(Schwarzer and Warner 2014).

Self-efficacy can be assessed both individually and collec-
tively. Individual self-efficacy refers to one’s own expecta-
tions regarding one’s own competencies, whereas collective
self-efficacy refers to the expectation that a group can act
effectively together (Bandura 1994; Schwarzer and Warner
2014). Most empirical work on self-efficacy refers to individ-
ual self-efficacy (Hymel et al. 2015; Schwarzer and Warner
2014).

Individual teacher self-efficacy has been identified in var-
ious works as an important part of teacher’s behavior (e.g.,
Bandura 1994; Schwarzer and Jerusalem 2002; Schwarzer
and Warner 2014; Zee and Koomen 2016). However, the
application of a diverse array of different survey instruments
makes it difficult to compare the numerous results that exist in
the literature (Schmitz and Schwarzer 2000; Tschannen-
Moran and Woolfolk Hoy 2001). A measure of self-efficacy
that is as specific as possible and related to various concrete
tasks is often regarded as advantageous (Bandura 1977;
Schmitz and Schwarzer 2000; Tschannen-Moran and
Woolfolk Hoy 2001). However, a number of instruments
measure self-efficacy on a general level and sometimes with
only one item.

Self-efficacy of Teachers in the Context of Bullying

An oft-cited study by Bradshaw et al. (2007) shows that
teachers with higher individual self-efficacy beliefs intervene
more often in bullying situations. But the study has some
methodological limitations (e.g., incomplete descriptions of
measures and statistical analyses). According to Duong and
Bradshaw (2013), as well as Williford and Depaolis (2016),
the study’s results can be replicated in school staff samples.
Begotti et al. (2017), on the other hand, did not find a connec-
tion between teachers’ self-efficacy and the likelihood that
they would intervene in bullying in a sample of kindergarten,
primary school, and secondary school teachers. While bully-
ing in preschool and in school share a number of common
elements, they also vary in several important aspects, such
as in the distinction of participant roles (Camodeca et al.
2015). Could the differences between the results be based on
differences between the samples used in the studies? And how

are self-efficacy and the likelihood of intervention connected
in samples that exclusively include school teachers?

When teachers intervene in bullying, they have to choose
from a variety of strategies, some of which are considered to
be more successful than others (e.g., Wachs et al. 2019). Do
teachers with higher self-efficacy beliefs choose different
strategies than teachers with lower self-efficacy beliefs?
Yoon et al. (2016) did not find any such connection when they
asked preschool teachers and school teachers to describe how
they would react to a described bullying scenario. Can these
findings be replicated in samples that only include school
teachers?

As shown above, teachers should feel confident if they are
going to be able to successfully intervene in bullying.
However, several studies report that both in-service and pre-
service teachers feel ill-prepared to handle bullying and ex-
press a desire to receive further training in bullying prevention
and intervention strategies (e.g., Blain-Arcaro et al. 2012;
Kennedy et al. 2012). Is this finding reflected in the low
self-efficacy beliefs of the teachers in question?

The Current Study

With this systematic review, the current state of literature
concerning teachers’ self-efficacy in bullying prevention and
intervention is reviewed and systematized. In particular, three
research questions guided the review procedure:

Research question 1: What types of self-efficacy are
assessed in the context of bullying prevention and inter-
vention at school and which theoretical foundations are
used?
Research question 2: How confident are teachers
concerning their skills in preventing and intervening in
bullying at school?
Research question 3: What empirical findings exist on
the connection between teachers’ self-efficacy and
bullying-related outcomes, which include a) teachers’
likelihood of intervention, b) teachers’ intervention strat-
egies, and c) students’ bullying behavior and experiences
of victimization?

Method

Search Strategies

Publications were searched for in the databases Web of
Science Core Collection, PsycINFO, Pubpsych (including
PSYNDEX, PASCAL, MEDLINE, ERIC), and PubMed.
The search term was “bullying AND teacher AND (self-effi-
cacy OR confidence OR efficacy).” In the German databases
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Pubpsych and PubMed, equivalent search terms in German
were used. In addition to the database searches, researchers
were asked to send unpublished studies and gray literature on
teachers’ self-efficacy in the context of school bullying.
Studies that were published in the databases up to March 30,
2020, or were sent to one of the authors, were included in the
review. Only publications published in English or German
were considered. No limits concerning year of publication or
type of publication were set.

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

Empirical studies that in any way assessed self-efficacy of
teachers in connection to bullying at school among students
were included. Results of the studies had to include informa-
tion on the extent of teachers’ self-efficacy, any group differ-
ences, or connections between teachers’ self-efficacy and a
behavioral bullying-related outcome. Exclusion criteria were
a focus on the self-efficacy of students, bullying outside of
school (e.g., in sports clubs) or a lack of focus on student-
teacher contexts (i.e., literature that did not mention teachers
at all), the assessment of school staff without specific infor-
mation concerning teachers, and research summaries or theo-
retical publications that were not backed up by empirical data.
Also excluded were studies that only concerned the improve-
ment of teachers’ self-efficacy through training, factors that
influence the extent of teachers’ self-efficacy, or outcomes
that are not bullying-related or action-related (e.g., attitudes
towards specific groups of students, attitudes towards or
knowledge about bullying). Inclusion and exclusion of studies
was rated independently by the first and the second author.
The interrater reliability was κ = .82 for inclusion and exclu-
sion. Every study in which the ratings deviated from each
other was discussed and decided upon using a forced choice
method.

Assessment of Quality and Level of Conclusiveness

Assessment of Quality Based on Cochrane’s GRADE system,
the quality was first determined using a basic evaluation,
which could then be upgraded or downgraded according to
further criteria. At the end of this process, the quality of the
study was rated on a four-level scale (very low, low,moderate,
and high). The criteria of this quality assessment were adapted
from the quality criteria of the Cochrane Collaboration (Ryan
and Hi l l 2016 ) , t h e Green L i s t o f P r even t i on
(Landespraeventionsrat Niedersachsen 2011), and the
German Forum for Crime Prevention (Stiftung Deutsches
Forum für Kriminalpraevention 2018). Following the recom-
mendations of the GRADE system, the basic evaluation could
either be high (both self-efficacy and bullying were clearly
defined, research question focused on teachers’ self-efficacy
in the bullying context) or low. Basic quality was downgraded

if samples or measures were insufficiently described, biased,
or when samples were too small (samples below 300; Ryan
and Hill 2016). The basic quality was upgraded when results
were based on external measures rather than just self-reports,
or if results were not based on an explicit research question,
but were extensively reported and discussed. The criteria and
results of the basic evaluation as well as the criteria used for
upgrading and downgrading measures of quality are presented
in Online Resource 1 for each publication.

Assessment of Level of Conclusiveness In addition, the level of
conclusiveness, which is in turn based on study design, was
rated. This assessment followed the approach of the Green
List of Prevention (Landespraeventionsrat Niedersachsen
2011) and was based on Veerman and Van Yperen (2007).
Depending on the study design, the results could exhibit con-
clusiveness that was either descriptive (e.g., descriptive stud-
ies, correlation studies), theoretical (e.g., reviews and meta-
analyses), indicative (e.g., quasi-experimental studies, change
measurements), or causal (e.g., RCTs).

Coding System

Based on the research questions of the review and the quality
assessment, several criteria were coded for each publication
included in the review. These coding criteria are presented in
Table 1.

The coding was conducted independently by the first and
the second author. All coding criteria that could be assessed
quantitatively (see Table 1) were included in the calculation of
the interrater reliability. The interrater reliability for the coding
system in relation to these criteria is κ = .79 (minimum: 0.49
[type of self-efficacy assessed], maximum: 1.00 [access to
research approach]). All other criteria (asterisked in Table 1)
were compared descriptively according to the content. All
codings that differed between the two raters were discussed
and decided upon using a forced choice method.

Results

Results of the Literature Search

The database searches resulted in 395 hits, with 110 pub-
lications occurring more than once. After an application
of the inclusion and exclusion criteria to title and abstract,
178 publications were excluded. Nine of the publications
considered relevant could not be included in the full text
analysis because the full unpublished texts were not avail-
able, despite attempts to contact the authors and the insti-
tutions in question. A total of 98 publications were in-
cluded in the full text analysis. Sixty-two publications
were excluded from the review in the full text analysis
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based on the inclusion criteria not being met. The remain-
ing 36 publications formed the corpus of this review and

were fully coded. Figure 1 shows the procedure and re-
sults of the literature search.

Fig. 1 Procedure and results of
the search for literature

Table 1 Coding criteria
Basic information about the

publication
Country of data assessment

Type of publication (e.g., journal article, dissertation)

Research approach (qualitative, quantitative, or mixed methods)

Information about study
design

Sample (e.g., pre-service teachers, in-service teachers)

Sample size

Use of a control group

Use of randomization

Description of possible drop-out*

Times of data collection and study design (e.g., RCT with follow-up,
descriptive measure with one data collection)*

Theoretical foundation Definition of bullying

Definition of self-efficacy

Fit between theoretical description and measure of the type of self-efficacy*

Information on self-efficacy Type of self-efficacy assessed (e.g., individual, collective)

Assessment of self-efficacy*

Construct that self-efficacy is related to (e.g., handling bullying)

Results Outcomes that self-efficacy is linked to*

Topic (e.g., general extent of self-efficacy, connection between self-efficacy
and intervention strategies)

Research question(s) that addresses self-efficacy*

Result(s) to this research question(s)*

Discussion and critical reflection of the results presented*

Criteria marked with asterisk were not assessed quantitatively but described by each rater in own words
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Main Characteristics of the Publications and Studies
Included

The 36 publications that were included in the review were
published between 2002 and 2019 and most were published
as journal articles. As the quality assessment is based in part
on the theoretical foundation outlined above, quality is rated
for publications rather than for studies. Most of the 36 publi-
cations were rated as very low or low in quality (see Table 4
and Online Resource 1). The main characteristics of the 36
publications are presented in Table 2.

The 36 publications in the review were based on 33 studies
(see Table 4). Most of the studies were conducted in the USA,
were focused on in-service teachers, and had a sample size of
up to 500 participants. Quantitative studies were much more
common than qualitative studies. Except for one quantitative
study, all studies include results with a descriptive level of
conclusiveness. The main characteristics of the studies that
were included in the review are presented in Table 3.

An overview of the publications included in the review
with their main characteristics and their focus is given in
Table 4.

Type and Assessment of Self-efficacy in the Studies

All but one study assessed individual self-efficacy. Most stud-
ies assessed teachers’ confidence in intervening in bullying
(19 studies). All in all, 76% of the studies explored a task-

specific form of self-efficacy. Only eight studies assessed self-
efficacy in a domain-specific way. More than 35% of the
studies were based on Bandura’s concept of self-efficacy,
but 45% presented no theoretical foundation for self-efficacy.

Table 3 Main characteristics of studies (n = 33) included in the review

n %

Country of data collection

USA 15 45.5

Great Britain 3 9.1

Italy 3 9.1

Canada 2 6.1

Germany 2 6.1

Australia 1 3.0

Israel 1 3.0

South Korea 1 3.0

Netherlands 1 3.0

Sweden 1 3.0

More than one country:

Ireland and Northern Ireland 2 6.1

Canada and Turkey 1 3.0

Research approach

Quantitative 29 87.9

Qualitative 4 12.1

Sample

In-service teachers 19 57.6

Pre-service teachers 7 21.2

Pre-service and in-service teachers 5 15.2

In-service teachers and students 2 6.1

Sample size*

8 to 50 6 18.2

51 to 100 3 9.1

101 to 200 11 33.3

201 to 500 9 27.3

501 to 1000 2 6.1

1001 to 2022 2 6.1

Level of conclusiveness

Descriptive 28 84.8

Theoretical 0 0.0

Indicative 1 3.0

Causal 0 0.0

Not rated** 4 12.1

*If both teachers and students were included, the number of teachers is
given here

**Level of conclusiveness is not rated for qualitative studies (see
Section 2.3)

Table 2 Main
characteristics of
publications (n = 36)
included in the review

n %

Year

2002–2005 3 8.3

2006–2010 4 11.1

2011–2015 10 27.8

2016–2019 19 52.8

Type of publication

Journal article 25 69.4

Dissertation 8 22.2

Book chapter 1 2.8

Congress lecture 1 2.8

Online publication 1 2.8

Quality

Very low 16 44.4

Low 6 16.7

Moderate 7 19.4

High 3 8.3

Not rated* 4 11.1

*Quality is not rated for qualitative studies
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Five studies were based on a definition or theory of self-
efficacy other than that presented by Bandura (see Table 4).

The assessment of self-efficacy was very heterogeneous
with the number of items ranging between 2 and 24 (see
Table 4). In 42% of the studies, self-efficacy was assessed
using new quantitative measures that were developed by the
authors in question. In 45% of the studies, self-efficacy was
assessed with a total of 15 different scales that were previously
published by authors other than the study authors. All in all,
no typical scale for the assessment of self-efficacy was used.

Extent of Teachers’ Self-efficacy in Bullying
Interventions

General extent. (25 studies) For most studies (20 studies),
means of scale were presented. Every single mean was above
the theoretical mean of scale. In seven quantitative studies, the
authors explicitly interpreted the general extent of self-
efficacy as high (see Table 4).

In qualitative studies, teachers seem to express a lower
level of self-efficacy than they do in quantitative studies. In
three of the four qualitative studies, researchers presented in-
formation on the general extent of teachers’ self-efficacy,
which is low for some teachers. Participants explicitly said
that they were unsure if they could successfully intervene in
bullying (Hazeltine 2018; Thomas 2017). In one study, even
70% of the teachers expressed such insecurities (Lay 2010).

It is not clear if teachers felt more confident in handling
particular types of bullying than others. While one study
found that teachers felt most confident in handling physical
bullying (Boulton et al. 2014), another study found no such
difference (Collier et al. 2015). Findings from single studies
indicate that teachers may feel less confident in working with
students who bully (Nicolaides et al. 2002), in handling
cyberbullying (Boulton et al. 2014) and bullying outside
school grounds (Maynes andMottonen 2017), and in handling
special cases of bullying (e.g., disablist bullying; Purdy and
Mc Guckin 2014, 2015).

In summary, teachers seem to feel quite confident in iden-
tifying and managing bullying. But teachers express lower
levels of self-efficacy in interviews than in quantitative stud-
ies. The literature is not consistent and extensive enough for us
to be able to say that teachers feel more confident in dealing
with some forms of bullying than with others.

Group differences. Gender differences. (8 studies) In sev-
en studies, no gender differences were found within samples
of in-service teachers and pre-service teachers. Only one study
reported that the female teachers had higher levels of self-
efficacy than male teachers (Fischer et al. 2017, Study 2).

Differences in work experience. (5 studies) In three studies,
teachers with more work experience reported higher self-
efficacy beliefs. One study found differences in teachers’
self-efficacy when it came to work experience (Collier et al.T
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2015). In another study, the connection between work experi-
ence and self-efficacy was dependent on the statistical analy-
ses used, with most results indicating that highly experienced
teachers had a higher sense of self-efficacy compared with
teachers with less work experience (Fischer and Bilz 2019a;
Fischer et al. 2017, Study 1).

Differences in school type. (3 studies) In two studies, no
differences were found between teachers in special education
and teachers in general education (Collier et al. 2015; Doherty
2009). One study found that teachers from schools for chil-
dren with special needs reported higher self-efficacy than
teachers from academic-track general education schools (i.e.,
schools that aim to prepare students for university studies)
(Bilz and Kunze 2017, also reported in Fischer et al. 2017).

Other group differences. Two studies investigated if pre-
service teachers and in-service teachers differed in their self-
efficacy. While one low-quality study reported that in-service
teachers had higher self-efficacy beliefs when it came to iden-
tifying and investigating bullying than pre-service teachers
(Fischer et al. 2017), another very low-quality study found
no such differences (Garner 2017). The question of whether
pre-service teachers who received their training at a postgrad-
uate level differed from pre-service teachers who received
their training at an undergraduate level was investigated in
three separate studies with very mixed results. In one study,
students in an educational undergraduate course reported
higher levels of self-efficacy than students in a postgraduate
course (Fischer et al. 2017, Study 2). In another study, pre-
service teachers attending a “consecutive” course (involving
intensive training over 8 months and then 13 weeks of practi-
cal training) had higher self-efficacy beliefs than pre-service
teachers attending a “concurrent” 5-year undergraduate course
(Maynes and Mottonen 2017). A third study, however, found
no differences between pre-service teachers attending under-
graduate or postgraduate courses (Nicolaides et al. 2002).
Three more studies investigated whether teachers differ in
their self-efficacy depending on their belonging to a sexual
minority or depending on the country they come from
(Begotti et al. 2018; Collier et al. 2015; Ryan et al. 2011; for
results see Table 4).

In summary, most studies indicated that male and female
teachers do not differ in their self-efficacy beliefs, while
teachers with more work experience tend to be more confident
in handling bullying. Because of how heterogeneous the re-
sults are, it cannot be said with any certainty whether teachers’
self-efficacy differs between school types and between pre-
service and in-service teachers.

Connections Between Teachers’ Self-efficacy and
Bullying-Related Outcomes

Likelihood that teachers will intervene. (9 studies) In five
studies, teachers with higher self-efficacy beliefs intervened

more often in bullying situations than teachers with lower self-
efficacy beliefs. In three studies, the results differed according
to the statistical analyses used. Using chi-squared tests, Bilz
and Kunze (2017) found no connection between a categorized
self-efficacy and teachers’ likelihood of intervention. When
analyzing the same data in regression analyses with a contin-
uous factor of self-efficacy, higher self-efficacy was connect-
ed to a higher likelihood of intervention (Fischer 2018, also
reported in Fischer and Bilz 2019a). In the data presented by
Doherty (2009), teachers’ self-efficacy was correlated with the
likelihood that they would intervene in bullying situations.
But when Doherty (2009) analyzed this connection in a re-
gression analysis, together with several control variables (e.g.,
age, gender, work experience), self-efficacy was not shown to
be a significant predictor for the likelihood of intervention.
Similar results were presented by VanZoeren and Weisz
(2018). Only De Luca et al. (2019) found no association be-
tween teachers’ self-efficacy and their likelihood of interven-
tion, whether in correlation analyses or in a path analysis. The
authors assessed the domain-specific form of teacher self-ef-
ficacy. All of these results have a descriptive level of conclu-
siveness. Most of the publications were rated as moderate in
quality; thus, differences in the results cannot be explained by
systematic differences in quality or study design.

Teachers’ intervention strategies. (10 studies) Gregus
et al. (2017) presented four different teacher strategies (e.g.,
speaking to the victim) and built an overall score for the use of
these strategies. In both studies presented by the authors,
teachers with higher self-efficacy beliefs scored higher in their
intention to use these strategies (Gregus et al. 2017). Boulton
et al. (2014) reported that teachers with a higher self-efficacy
for using cognitive-behavioral strategies used these strategies
more often. This is the only result with an indicative level of
conclusiveness. In the data presented by Novick and Isaacs
(2010), teachers who felt more confident in managing bully-
ing reported higher scores in coaching students in handling
bullying and in supporting students to prevent bullying.

For the other studies, the results on the connection
between teachers’ self-efficacy and their use of particular
intervention strategies were much less clear. Newman
(2010) found that teachers with higher self-efficacy talked
more often to both bullying and bullied students and less
often ignored situations of social exclusion than teachers
with lower self-efficacy. When it came to physical or ver-
bal bullying, as well as using punishment as an interven-
tion strategy, no connections to self-efficacy were found.
Nappa et al. (2018) reported that the bullying-specific
form of self-efficacy was positively connected to teachers’
“feeling of powerlessness” (p. 211) in bullying situations,
while the domain-specific form of teacher self-efficacy
was positively connected to the “positive activation” (p.
211; e.g., speaking to the bullied students and understand-
ing their needs) of teachers.
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Four more studies found no connection at all between
teachers’ self-efficacy and their choices of intervention strat-
egies. This was the case for three different forms of assess-
ment for intervention strategies used by the teachers under
study. In two studies, teachers were asked how they would
react in a hypothetical bullying situation and were able to
choose from a list of strategies (Coffee 2005) or were asked
about their intended usage of different presented strategies
(Begotti et al. 2018). In a third study, teachers were asked to
freely describe their intervention to a hypothetical bullying
situation (Yoon 2004). In a fourth study, teachers were able
to choose from a list of intervention strategies to indicate how
they did react to a bullying situation in the past that they had
actually experienced (Bilz and Kunze 2017).

Students’ bullying behavior and victimization
experiences. Students’ experiences of victimization. (6 stud-
ies) Most results indicated that teachers’ self-efficacy was not
connected to their students’ self-reported experiences of being
bullied (De Luca et al. 2019; Fischer 2018; Guimond et al.
2015; Khoury-Kassabri 2011; Swift 2016) or the teachers’
perceptions of the frequency of victimization (Gregus et al.
2017; Swift 2016). Other results suggested that the students of
teachers with higher levels of self-efficacy may feel less ver-
bally victimized, but not less victimized in general, nor less
victimized in other bullying forms (Gregus et al. 2017), nor
feel that their classmates are less victimized (Swift 2016).
However, some of these results did not consider the multilevel
structure of the data (Guimond et al. 2015; Swift 2016). Non-
multilevel analysis methods may lead to an underestimation of
standard errors and in turn bias findings, meaning that some of
these results should be approached with caution. Four studies
reported results from multilevel analyses on teachers’ self-
efficacy and students’ experiences of victimization (De Luca
et al. 2019; Fischer 2018; Gregus et al. 2017; Khoury-
Kassabri 2011) and also found no significant connections.

Students’ bullying behavior. (3 studies) Correlational anal-
yses presented by Swift (2016) suggest no connections be-
tween teachers’ self-efficacy and students’ bullying behavior
as perceived by teachers, students, or their classmates. Using
multilevel analyses, Fischer (2018) suggested that students
whose class teachers are more self-confident bully others less
often. In contrast to this result, Begotti et al. (2018) found no
significant connection between teachers’ self-efficacy and
their students’ bullying behavior in a path analysis. Both stud-
ies assessed different forms of self-efficacy. In the study pre-
sented by Fischer (2018), task-specific bullying-related self-
efficacy was analyzed. Begotti et al. (2018) assessed domain-
specific teacher self-efficacy.

Collective efficacy. (1 study) The authors found that stu-
dents whose teachers feel higher levels of collective efficacy
bully others less often, both traditionally and online, and ex-
perience less cyberbullying, but not less traditional bullying
(Olsson et al. 2017). In contrast to the results on teachers’

individual self-efficacy, these results were rated as being high
in quality.

Prevention strategies. (2 studies) In one study, the self-
efficacy of teachers was not connected to the time that the
teachers actually spent on the implementation of the KiVa
anti-bullying program (originally developed by Salmivalli
and colleagues for schools in Finland) or the amount of les-
sons they gave on it (Swift 2016/Swift et al. 2017). In the
second study that addressed this topic, Cecil and Molnar-
Main (2015) found that teachers with higher self-efficacy be-
liefs implemented the Olweus Bullying Prevention Program
more extensively. When interpreting these results, it must be
noted that each of these studies assessed a different form of
self-efficacy. While Cecil Molnar-Main (2015) looked very
specifically at teachers’ self-efficacy in terms of their ability
to implement the prevention program in question, Swift
(2016, also presented in Swift et al. 2017) assessed a more
general domain-specific form of teacher self-efficacy.

Other bullying-related outcomes. Beyond the findings
presented, one study also investigated a connection between
teachers’ self-efficacy and goal-setting in bullying interven-
tions (Bilz and Kunze 2017). The authors found that teachers
with higher self-efficacy beliefs had a higher number of inter-
vention goals. Teachers with higher self-efficacy beliefs also
reported higher levels of goal attainment. But when their stu-
dents were surveyed, they did not report that teachers with
higher self-efficacy beliefs were more successful in their bul-
lying interventions.

Summary of results on the connection to bullying-related
outcomes. In summary, results indicate that teachers with
higher self-efficacy beliefs intervene more often in bullying
situations. They may use more intervention strategies than
colleagues with lower self-efficacy beliefs, but no clear pattern
of influence on favored strategies can be identified. Teachers’
self-efficacy beliefs do not seem to be reflected in students’
experiences of victimization. Because of the very limited re-
search in this field, it is not clear if students of teachers with
higher self-efficacy beliefs bully others less often. Teachers
who are more confident when it comes to their ability to pre-
vent bullying may be more committed to prevention pro-
grams, but there is not enough research to fully assess this.

Discussion

Previous research has identified teachers’ self-efficacy as a
competence that is important for bullying prevention and in-
tervention. The literature on self-efficacy in the context of
bullying among students is varied and addresses several topics
and research questions. Results on teachers’ bullying-related
self-efficacy and teachers’ bullying-related collective efficacy
were identified in 36 publications, based on 33 studies.
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Quality of the Results and Theoretical Foundation

Most results were of low or very low quality, indicating that
the theoretical foundation or methodological assessment was
not sufficiently described or employed in the study in ques-
tion. Many papers were missing a clear definition or explana-
tion of what self-efficacy is. If the theoretical basis and under-
lying understanding of self-efficacy is not clear, then it inev-
itably becomes difficult to compare results (Schmitz and
Schwarzer 2000; Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy
2001). As self-efficacy is assessed differently in the context
of a variety of disciplines, one could argue that a multifaceted
understanding of the concept in the literature is in fact not a
weakness, but a strength. However, it does increase the neces-
sity for each publication to explicitly explain its underlying
understanding of self-efficacy.

Another reason for results being evaluated as being of low
or very low quality is that they are often based on relatively
small sample sizes, which in turn narrows the validity of the
results. Ryan and Hill (2016), for instance, suggest that results
should be based on at least 300 participants for dichotomous
outcomes and 400 participants for continuous outcomes. As
these specifications were formulated for individual data, data
with a multilevel structure, such as school data, should be
based on even larger sample sizes. But only four out of the
33 studies are based on samples with 500 or more participants.
Future research should include larger sample sizes in order to
reach sufficient power and informative value. Furthermore, all
but one study uses correlational study designs. More valid
findings could be obtained with data from longitudinal or
(quasi-)experimental designs.

General Extent and Group Differences

Teachers reported feeling generally confident in managing
bullying. According to Bandura (1994), positive experiences
with mastered challenges are one of the main sources of self-
efficacy. Due to the high prevalence of bullying (Modecki
et al. 2014), one might assume that most teachers have been
confronted with bullying at some point in their working lives
and reacted to it in some way (Wachs et al. 2019). This may
indeed be especially true for teachers who voluntarily take part
in a survey on bullying, as they may have a special interest in
the topic.

However, in qualitative studies, teachers report feeling
much less confident in managing bullying among students.
Because of the low number of qualitative studies that could
be included in this review, it is possible that the different levels
of self-efficacy expressed in quantitative and qualitative stud-
ies are based on chance alone. But another possible explana-
tion is that teachers may feel more motivated to report their
own insecurities in personal interviews, which may be more
detailed than written surveys. Written surveys tend to use

hypothetical, prototypical bullying situations, which may pro-
duce overrated and positively biased levels of confidence. To
our knowledge, there is no study that assesses the level of self-
efficacy in teachers in both written surveys and in interviews.
It would be interesting to see if the research approach itself
influences the levels of self-efficacy expressed.

The generally high levels of self-efficacy found in these
studies seem to contradict findings that teachers commonly
want more training in bullying prevention and intervention
than they are receiving (Blain-Arcaro et al. 2012; Kennedy
et al. 2012). A possible explanation may lie in differences in
types of bullying. Teachers may, for instance, feel less confi-
dent in handling cyberbullying, bullying outside school
grounds, bullying of students with disabilities, and in working
with students who bully. When reporting that they feel ill-
prepared and expressing a desire for more training in this field,
teachers may have had these types of bullying in mind. In
addition, it is possible that teachers feel confident in handling
bullying because of personal experiences, but still wish to be
trained systematically in bullying prevention and intervention.

Likelihood of Intervention and Intervention
Strategies

As teachers can play a key role in bullying situations (Oldenburg
et al. 2015; Saarento et al. 2015), it is important that they inter-
vene when it occurs among students. With research showing that
teachers who are more confident intervening more often in these
situations, teachers’ self-efficacy should be increased using spe-
cific in-service and pre-service teacher-training interventions,
which should in turn be researched further.

However, when interpreting the connection between teachers’
self-efficacy and the likelihood that they will intervene in bully-
ing it has to be noted that all the results from the studies under
review stem from descriptive study designs. Therefore, it is im-
possible to say whether higher levels of self-efficacy increase the
likelihood of intervention. It is instead likely that teacher inter-
vention competences (including self-efficacy) and teachers’ in-
tervention behavior interact with each other (Bilz et al. 2017;
Fischer and Bilz 2019b). Higher levels of confidence may lead
teachers to intervene in bullying situations more often, and the
experience of having intervened successfully (from the teachers’
subjective point of view, at least) may enhance teachers’ self-
efficacy (Bandura 1994). Longitudinal study designs are needed
in order to assess the causal effect that self-efficacy may have on
the likelihood that teachers will intervene in bullying situations.

The topic that was investigated most often in the studies iden-
tified is the connection between teachers’ self-efficacy and their
choice of intervention strategy. How intervention strategies were
specifically assessed and which particular strategies were inves-
tigated is correspondingly heterogeneous. When looking at the
number of strategies that teachers utilize in bullying situations,
results show that teachers with higher self-efficacy beliefs use a
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higher number of strategy types and, consequently, a broader
range of strategies. Teachers who have a greater repertoire of
intervention strategies are more flexible in intervening, can adapt
their interventions better to specific incidents of bullying, and
they are also better able to deal with the complexity of bullying
situations. It is, therefore, possible that teachers with higher self-
efficacy beliefs are also more successful in bullying interven-
tions. This has, however, only been investigated a single time
in the literature.Whether or not teachers with higher self-efficacy
beliefs are, in fact, more successful in their interventions is a
question that needs further investigation. Existing results show
no specific preferences among teachers for particular intervention
strategies based on their self-efficacy beliefs. In other words,
teachers’ self-efficacy seems to be connected to the likelihood
that they will intervene in bullying situations and to the number
of intervention strategies they will use, but not to which specific
intervention strategies they will employ.

Students’ Bullying Behavior and Experiences of
Victimization

The results that were identified in this review indicate that
teachers’ self-efficacy is not connected to students’ experi-
ences of victimization. When it comes to active bullying be-
haviors in students, the data is very scant. One study that
reported that students whose teachers have higher levels of
self-efficacy bully others less often is of higher quality than
two other studies that found no such connection. Besides, a
task-specific bullying-related form of self-efficacy was
assessed in this study, while domain-specific teacher self-
efficacy was assessed in the two studies that found no associ-
ations. The assessment of self-efficacy in a specific form is
often recommended (Bandura 1977; Schmitz and Schwarzer
2000; Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy 2001). So, one
could assume that teachers with higher self-efficacy beliefs
may influence students to bully others less often. But further
research is needed on this connection.

The same is true for teachers’ collective efficacy. The au-
thors of the only study that investigated this topic linked col-
lective efficacy with shared norms that help prevent bullying
(Olsson et al. 2017). The importance of shared norms and
cooperative intervention structures is repeatedly stressed in
bullying research (e.g., Saarento et al. 2015; Wachs et al.
2019). Against this background, the importance and role of
collective efficacy should also be researched further.

Prevention Strategies

Because the data is very scant, it cannot be said with any
certainty whether or not teachers with higher self-efficacy be-
liefs implement anti-bullying programsmore intensively. This
is especially problematic when one considers that both pre-
vention and intervention are important in successful anti-

bullying strategies. Prevention, which is important in lowering
the risk of acute bullying incidents, should also include inter-
vention strategies that learn from real bullying situations in
order to reduce them in the future. Therefore, future research
should place more emphasis on those factors that help teachers
successfully prevent bullying.

Limitations

Only publications that were published in English or German
were included in the review. It is possible that other relevant
findings could not be considered because of this.

Because the adaptation of quality criteria by Cochrane and
Green List Prevention was developed for quantitative studies,
the quality of the qualitative studies was not assessed in this
review. Despite the fact that the number of qualitative studies
included in this reviewwere small, this nevertheless does limit
the integration and interpretation of these findings.

The common definition of bullying by Olweus was used in
this study. Consequently, cyberbullying was defined as online
bullying that meets the criteria presented by Olweus. However,
the definition of bullying and especially cyberbullying as well as
their similarities and differences are controversial (Dooley et al.
2009; Kofoed and Staksrud 2019). In this review, cyberbullying
was seen as a form of bullying. Whenever differences in the
identified results occurred, these differences were presented in
the review. Future research may place a stronger emphasis on
cyberbullying in particular in order to identify findings that may
be unique to this type of bullying.

Practical Implications

This review of empirical studies supports the idea that teachers
with higher self-efficacy tend to intervene more often in bul-
lying situations among students than teachers with lower self-
efficacy. As teacher interventions can help stop students from
bullying others, it is important that teachers’ confidence in
their own capabilities becomes a key part of their ongoing
professional training for both pre-service and in-service
teachers.

Research on teacher training shows that the use of video
feedback can increase teachers’ general self-efficacy
(Gröschner et al. 2018). A conversational culture needs to be
developed by those leading this training in order to create an
atmosphere in which participants can discuss experienced sit-
uations, videos, and alternative reactions openly, critically,
and respectfully (Alles et al. 2019).

Training should include both informational and interactive
elements. Several studies, most of which used quasi-
experimental designs, have tested teacher training on bullying
interventions and their effects on teachers’ self-efficacy.
Results show that information on bullying, bullying preven-
tion, and intervention strategies can increase teachers’ self-
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efficacy (Benítez et al. 2009; Dedousis-Wallace et al. 2014;
Greytak et al. 2013; Newman-Carlson and Horne 2004;
Schultes et al. 2014). However, simply presenting information
to teachers should be avoided when introducing research into
practical teacher training, with interactive methods being fa-
vored instead (Rohrbach et al. 2006). In doing so, teachers can
be confronted with case studies on bullying and then be mo-
tivated to discuss similar situations that they have experienced
with their own students (Boulton 2014; Dedousis-Wallace
et al. 2014; Greytak et al. 2013). They might also discuss
real-life bullying situations with each other and reflect on al-
ternative responses in individual or ongoing supervisory
groups (Bell et al. 2010; Newman-Carlson and Horne 2014).
Also found to be successful in increasing teachers’ bullying
self-efficacy were encouraging them to discuss intervention
strategies they have used and found effective (Dedousis-
Wallace et al. 2014) and the use of role-play to practice the
professional behaviors discussed during the training (Bell
et al. 2010; Greytak et al. 2013). A number of studies have
suggested that these methods have been successful in increas-
ing both teachers’ self-efficacy and the likelihood that they
will intervene in bullying situations (Dedousis-Wallace et al.
2014; Newman-Carlson and Horne 2004).

Conclusion

In the present systematic review, findings on the extent and
group differences of teachers’ bullying-related self-efficacy
and its connections to teachers’ bullying prevention and inter-
vention were compiled and systematized. It was found that
several studies addressed these connections with a wide range
of topics emerging. Teachers often reported relatively high
levels of self-efficacy. This is an especially important result,
as several studies show that teachers who are more confident
in managing bullying intervene more often in bullying situa-
tions. Over the past few years, the interest in the connection
between bullying and the self-efficacy of teachers has in-
creased, but current findings are often based on individual
studies. Most results also come from descriptive studies and
many are of low or very low theoretical and methodological
quality. These studies are often missing an explicitly defined
understanding of self-efficacy or are based on small sample
sizes. Quite heterogeneous findings exist on the connection
between teachers’ self-efficacy and their choice of interven-
tion strategies, the effort they put into prevention, as well as
their students’ bullying behaviors and their experience of be-
ing victimized. Future studies are needed to validate existing
individual findings and to explain the differences that exist in
the results.
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