Supplementary Table 3: Factors examined for their association with psychological resilience according to the included studies (N=65).
	Name of factor
	Study
	r coefficient
(p-value)
	OR (95%CI; p-value)
	B (95%CI; p-value)
Unstandardised coefficient
	β (95%CI; p-value)

Standardised coefficient
	R2
	Other relevant findings
	Quality assessment overall rating

	Sociodemographic

	Sex at birth
	Alameddine et al., 2021a
	-
	-
	5.82 (p=0.001)
	0.21 (p=0.001)
	0.13*
	Reference group = female
	Poor quality

	
	Alameddine et al., 2021b
	-
	3.67 (1.46-9.22; p=0.01)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = female
	Poor quality

	
	Alameddine et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	0.517 (0.251-1.067; p=0.074)
	-
	Reference group = female
	Poor quality

	
	Aragones et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	<25th percentile:
Male= 18.8% Female= 25.2%

>25th percentile: Male= 81.2% Female=74.8%

(p=0.003)

Factors associated with resilience were identified by comparing the prevalence of the resilience total score (falling either in <25th or >25th percentile) 
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Asiri et al., 2023 
	-
	-
	0.109 (-1.029-1.247; p=0.850)
	-
	-
	Reference group = female
	Poor quality

	
	Askarpour et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	p=0.128
	-
	The study only reported the p-values for the multiple linear regression findings
	Poor quality

	
	Balay-odao et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	0.01 (-0.10-0.12; p =0.88)
	0.446*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Boland et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Adjusted mean difference (95%CI)

−1.55 (−4.36, 1.25; p>0.05)

Reference group = female
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Bozdağ et al., 2021
	-
	-
	0.45 (p =0.290)
	0.07 (p=0.290)
	0.427*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Brydon et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	
x2 =8.81 (p=0.003) 
Reference group = male
	Poor quality

	
	Bundzena-Ervika et al., 2021
	-
	-
	HCP = -.65
(p=0.66)
NHCP = .05
(p=0.82)
	HCP = -.05 (p = 0.66)
NHCP =.01 (p = 0.82)
	HCP = 0.079*
NHCP=0.044*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Candido et al., 2023
	-
	0.73 (0.53-1.00; p<0.05)
	-
	-
	0.046*
	Reference group = male
	Poor quality

	
	Croghan et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	-0.17 (-0.40, 0.06; p=0.15)
	-
	Reference group = male
	Poor quality

	
	Galanis et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	-0.018 (-0.149-0.113; p=0.786)
	0.135*
	Reference group = male
	Poor quality

	
	Ghahramani et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Gradient boosted regression trees findings:

Sex is ranked as the 6th most important variable. 
	Poor quality

	
	Huang et al., 2020
	-
	-
	-4.885 (-7.293, -2.478; p<0.001)
	-0.142 (p<0.001)
	0.43*
	Reference group = male
	Poor quality

	
	Jamebozorgi et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	0.02 (p<0.001)
	-
	Reference group = male
	Poor quality

	
	Jose et al., 2020
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	chi-square =0.496 (p=0.780)
	Poor quality

	
	Jo et al., 2021
	-
	-
	0.2 (p>0.05)
	<0.1 (p>0.05)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Lee et al., 2023
	-
	1.91 (0.88-4.17; p=0.10)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = male
	Poor quality

	
	Manzanares et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	p=0.117
	-
	p-value from univariate analysis. This variable was not included in the multiple regression analysis
	Poor quality

	
	Miguel-Puga et al., 2020
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Linear model with log transformation Estimate = 0.003 Wald statistic = 0.036 (p=0.84)
	Poor quality

	
	Naja et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	-0.80 (-5.30, 3.70; p>0.05)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Pietrzak et al., 2021
	0.13 (p<0.001)
	-
	-
	0.08 (p <0.001)
	0.23*
	Reference group = female
	Poor quality

	
	Rayani et al., 2021
	p>0.05
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Only significant coefficient values were reported
	Poor quality

	
	Tomar et al., 2020
	-
	0.860 (0.423-1.429; p>0.05)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Trotzky et al., 2023
	-
	-
	0.214 (-0.104, 0.532; p=0.187)
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	VanWert et al., 2022
	-
	0.7 (0.4-1.3; p>0.05)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = men
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Wu et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-0.092 (p=0.20)
	-0.042 (p=0.20)
	0.175 (adjusted - 0.165) *
	Reference group = female
	Poor quality

	
	Zhang et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-6.62 (p<0.001)
	0.30 (p<0.001)
	0.37*
	Reference group = male 
	Poor quality

	Age
	Afshari et al., 2021
	0.610 (p=0.003)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Age was not included in the multiple regression analysis
	Poor quality

	
	Alameddine et al., 2021a
	-
	-
	p>0.05
	p>0.05
	-
	No significant difference in resilience-based on respondents’ age
	Poor quality

	
	Alameddine et al., 2021b
	-
	30-45 years:
0.83 (0.30-2.30; p=0.73) 
>46 years:
1.43 (0.34-6.01; p=0.62)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = <30 years old
	Poor quality

	
	Alameddine et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	30-55 years:
1.058 (0.382-2.928; p=0.914)
55+ years:
1.025 (0.219-4.799; p=0.975)
	-
	Reference group = 20-29 years old
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Aldarmasi et al., 2022
	0.207 (p<0.001)
	-
	0.100 (-0.049-0.248; p=0.188)
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	AlQarni et al., 2023
	0.262 (p=0.001)
	-
	0.385 (p=0.241)
	0.152 (p=0.241)
	0.268*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Aragones et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	<25th percentile:
18-29 years=25.8% 
30-49 years=25.5%
≥50 years =22.7%

>25th percentile: 
18-29 years=74.2% 
30-49 years=74.5%
≥50 years =77.3%

(p=0.23)

Factors associated with resilience were identified by comparing the prevalence of the resilience total score (falling either in <25th or >25th percentile)
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Askarpour et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	p=0.065
	-
	The study only reported the p-values for the multiple linear regression findings
	Poor quality

	
	Balay-odao et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	0.02 (0.00-0.03; p=0.03)
	0.446*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Bozdağ et al., 2021
	0.16 (p<0.01)
	-
	0.11(p=0.004)
	0.23 (p=0.004)
	0.427*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Brydon et al., 2023
	-
	30-39 years:
-1.41 (p=0.003)
40-49 years:
-1.34 (p=0.007)
>50 years 
-1.20 (p=0.012)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = 20-29 years old
	Poor quality

	
	Bundzena-Ervika et al., 2021
	-
	-
	HCP = -0.02
(p=0.70)
NHCP = 0.01(p=0.18)
	HCP = -0.04 (p=0.70)
NHCP = 0.03(p=0.18)
	HCP = 0.079*
NHCP=0.044*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Candido et al., 2023
	-
	35-55 years:
1.10 (0.77-1.59; p>0.05) 
>55 years:
1.26 (0.83-1.93; p>0.05)
	-
	-
	0.046*
	Reference group = <35 years
	Poor quality

	
	Chang et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	0.03
(0.01 to 0.04; p<0.001)
	-
	Social adaptation subscale (Chinese Oxford Happiness Questionnaire)

It’s not clear what the reference group was
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Croghan et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	0.11 (0.04, 0.17; p=0.002)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Galanis et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	0.012 (0.003-0.021; p=0.007)
	0.135*
	- 
	Poor quality

	
	Ghahramani et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Gradient boosted regression trees findings:

Age rank as the 1st most important variable
	Poor quality

	
	Jamebozorgi et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	-0.22 (p=0.42)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Jiménez-Fernández et al., 2022
	0.066 (p>0.05)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Jose et al., 2020
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	chi-square =0.587 (p=0.965)
	Pour quality

	
	Jo et al., 2021
	-
	-
	0.1 (p >0.05)
	0.1 (p>0.05)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Kılınç et al., 2021
	-
	-
	2.171 (p=0.316)
	0.089 ((p = 0.316)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Lee et al., 2023
	-
	<30 years: 
5.20 (0.43-62.41; p=0.19) 

30-45 years: 
3.45 (0.32-37.61; p=31)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = >45 years
	Poor quality

	
	
Lisi et al., 2020
	-
	Increasing age: p1 = 0.445 
p2= 0.022 
	-
	-
	0.0012 (p<0.001)
	1Female
2Male

P-values are reported as exact ORs were difficult to determine from the forest plot. R2 linear from univariate regression
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Miguel-Puga et al., 2020
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Linear model with Log transformation Estimate = 0.0043 Wald statistic = 8.08 (p=0.004)
	Poor quality

	
	Naja et al., 2021
	-
	-
	30-44 years = 0.18 (-3.13, 3.49; p>0.05)

> 45 years = 1.3 (-3.44, 5.98; p>0.05)

	-
	-
	Reference group = 19-29 years
	Poor quality

	
	Nourollahi-Darabad et al., 2021
	0.304 (p=0.003)
	-
	1.544 (p = 0.076)
	0.144 (p = 0.076)
	0.45 (adjusted = 0.43) *
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Pietrzak et al., 2021
	0.14 (p<0.001)
	-
	-
	0.01 (p =0.69)
	0.23*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Rayani et al., 2021
	p>0.05
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Only significant coefficient values were reported
	Poor quality

	
	Tomar et al., 2020
	-
	31-40 years =
1.61 (0.97-2.54; p>0.05) 

>40 years =
1.497 (0.776-2.093; p<0.05)
	-
	-
	-
	Age (ref 20-30 years)
	Poor quality

	
	Trotzky et al., 2023
	-
	-
	0.003 (-0.010, 0.015; p=0.685)
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	VanWert et al., 2022
	-
	0.7 (0.4-1.1; p>0.05)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = <40 years
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Wu et al., 2022
	-
	-
	<0.001 (p=0.91)
	0.008 (p=0.91)
	0.175 (adjusted - 0.165) *
	-
	Poor quality

	Education level
	Afshari et al., 2021
	0.514 (p=0.044)
	-
	0.74 (p=0.043)
	0.31 (p=0.043)
	0.15*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Alameddine et al., 2021a
	-
	-
	p>0.05
	p>0.05
	-
	No significant difference in resilience-based on respondents’ educational level
	Poor quality

	
	Alameddine et al., 2021b
	-
	Masters:
4.08 (1.49-11.20; p=0.01) 
Technical:
3.59 (1.45-8.90; p=0.01)
	
-
	-
	-
	Reference group = bachelor of science in nursing
	Poor quality

	
	Asiri et al., 2023 
	-
	-
	Diploma:
1.057 (-0.392-2.506; p=0.152)

Postgraduate:
-1.812 (-3.542- -0.083; p=0.040)
	-
	-
	Reference group = bachelor
	Poor quality

	
	Askarpour et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	p=0.403
	-
	The study only reported the p-values for the multiple linear regression findings
	Poor quality

	
	Balay-odao et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	-0.04 (-0.20-0.13; p=0.67)
	0.446*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Brydon et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	College:
x2 =6.13 (p=0.013) 
Reference group = bachelor +
	Poor quality

	
	Galanis et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	0.194 (0.113-0.275; p<0.001)
	0.135*
	Reference group = not having MSc/PhD diploma
	Poor quality

	
	Ghahramani et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Gradient boosted regression trees findings:

Age rank as the 2nd most important variable. 
	Poor quality

	
	Jamebozorgi et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	-2.08 (p=0.02)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Jo et al., 2021
	-
	-
	BSN = -0.8 (p>0.05)
Graduate degree = -1.0 (p>0.05)
	BSN:
-0.1 (p>0.05)
Graduate degree:
-1.0 (p>0.05)
	-
	Reference group = diploma or associate degree
	Poor quality

	
	Lee et al., 2023
	-
	Diploma: 
0.85 (0.17-4.27; p=0.84) 
Bachelor:
0.55 (0.11-2.71; p=0.47)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = master’s degree
	Poor quality

	
	Lin et al., 2020
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Unable to assess effects of education level on resilience, because ~ 75% of our respondents had bachelor’s degrees
	Poor quality

	
	Lyu et al., 2021
	College:
-0.16 (p<0.05)

≥ Master:
-0.30 (p<0.05)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Findings reported are from Resilience at Time 1. 
≥ Master was associated with resilience at Time 3 (0.20, p<0.05)
	Poor quality

	
	Naja et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	Masters/PhD:
2.6 (-0.50, 5.71; p>0.05)
	-
	Reference group = BSc
unadjusted coefficient is reported
	Poor quality

	
	Nourollahi-Darabad et al., 2021
	0.210 (p=0.044)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Rayani et al., 2021
	p=0.661
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Only significant coefficient values were reported
	Poor quality

	
	Wu et al., 2022
	-
	-
	Junior college:
-0.078 (p=0.17)
Postgraduate:
0.121 (p=0.03)
	Junior college:
-0.045 (p=0.17)
Postgraduate:
0.076 (p=0.03)
	0.175 (adjusted - 0.165) *
	Reference group = undergraduate
	Poor quality

	Marital Status
	Alameddine et al., 2021a
	-
	-
	p>0.05
	p>0.05
	-
	No significant difference in resilience-based on respondents’ marital status
	Poor quality

	
	Alameddine et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	Never married:
0.384 (0.162-0.910; p=0.030)
	-
	Reference group = married
	Poor quality

	
	Aragones et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	<25th percentile:
Single, divorced/separated or widowed= 24.1% 
Married=24.1%

>25th percentile: 
Single, divorced/separated or widowed= 75.9% 
Married=75.9%

(p=0.99)

Factors associated with resilience were identified by comparing the prevalence of the resilience total score (falling either in <25th or >25th percentile)
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Askarpour et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	p=0.154
	-
	The study only reported the p-values for the multiple linear regression findings
	Poor quality

	
	Balay-odao et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	-0.04 (-0.15 - 0.07; p=0.49)
	0.446*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Ghahramani et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Gradient boosted regression trees findings:

Marital status rank as the 10th most important variable 
	Poor quality

	
	Jamebozorgi et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	0.57 (p=0.74)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Lee et al., 2023
	-
	Single:
1.91 (0.17-21.63; p=0.60) 
Married:
3.49 (0.33-36.67; p=0.30)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = widowed
	Poor quality

	
	Lisi et al., 2020
	-
	Single: 
P1 = 0.321 
P2 = 0.044 

Married:
p1 = 0.589 
p2 = 0.123 

Divorced:
p1 = 0.486 
p2 = 0.173 

Widowed:
p1 = 0.999 
p2 = 0.305 
	-
	-
	-
	P-values are reported as exact ORs were difficult to determine from the forest plot.
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Manzanares et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	Married = 12.79 (p<0.05)
Single with partner = 10.19 (p<0.05)
Single without partner = 9.09 (p<0.05)
Separated/divorced/widow = 11.99 (p<0.05)
	-
	Reference group = 0ther
	Poor quality

	
	MendozaBernal et al., 2023
	-
	-
	1.12 (p<0.05)1
8.12 (p<0.05)2
	0.19 (0.03-0.26; p<0.05)1
0.21 (0.11-0.52; p<0.05)2
	0.591*1
0.615*2
	1Wave 1 – Model 1
2Wave 2 – Model 1
	Poor quality

	
	Naja et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	Never married = -2.0 (-5.09,1.0; p>0.05)
	-
	Reference group = Ever married
	Poor quality

	
	Pietrzak et al., 2021
	Married/partner = 0.12 (p<0.001)
	-
	-
	0.04 (p = 0.049)
	0.23*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Rayani et al., 2021
	p>0.05
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Only significant coefficient values were reported
	Poor quality

	
	Sumner et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	0.003 (-0.086-0.091; p=0.955)
	0.26*
	Full sample findings
	Poor quality

	
	Tomar et al., 2020
	-
	Married =1.468 (0.953-2.367; p>0.05) 
Single =1.610 (0.801-1.980; p>0.05)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = other
	Poor quality

	
	Wu et al., 2022
	-
	-
	0.086 (p=0.03)
	0.086 (p=0.03)
	0.175 (adjusted - 0.165) *
	Reference group = single  
	Poor quality

	Children (having, living with, number of)
	Aragones et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	<25th percentile:
Aged ≤12 years= 22.9% 
Aged >12 years= 22.3% 
None =25.2%

>25th percentile: 
Aged ≤12 years= 77.1% 
Aged >12 years= 77.7% 
None =74.8%

(p=0.298)

Factors associated with resilience were identified by comparing the prevalence of the resilience total score (falling either in <25th or >25th percentile) 
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Arslan et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	5.42 (p=0.001)
	0.157*
(adjusted)
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Bozdağ et al., 2021
	-0.01 (p>.05)
	-
	-0.45 (p=0.74)
	-0.15 (p=0.74)
	0.427*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Douillet et al., 2021
	-
	-
	1.8 (0.03-3.6; p<0.05)
	-
	-
	Reference group = living with no child
	Poor quality

	
	Manzanares et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	p = 0.035
	-
	p-value from univariate analysis. This variable was not included in the multiple regression analysis
	Poor quality

	
	Rayani et al., 2021
	0.21
(p = 0.04)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	Dependent adults
	Manzanares et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	p=0.141
	-
	p-value from univariate analysis. This variable was not included in the multiple regression analysis
	Poor quality

	Caring responsibilities
	Aragones et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	<25th percentile:
Yes=22.9% 
No=24.4%

>25th percentile: 
Yes=77.1% 
No=75.6%

(p=0.57)

Factors associated with resilience were identified by comparing the prevalence of the resilience total score (falling either in <25th or >25th percentile) 
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Sumner et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	-0.011 (-0.097-0.074; p=0.791)
	0.26*
	Full sample findings
	Poor quality

	Nationality /ethnicity
	Aldarmasi et al., 2022
	-
	-
	Non-Saudi:
1.020 (-1.181-3.221; p=0.363)
	-
	-
	Reference group = Saudi
	Poor quality

	
	Balay-odao et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	Filipino:
0.00 (-0.24 - 0.24; p=0.996)
Indian:
0.05 (-0.22 - 0.32; p=0.73)
	0.446*
	Reference group = Saudi
	Poor quality

	
	VanWert et al., 2022
	-
	Black/African American:    
0.5 (0.2-1.1; p>0.05) 
Asian:           
1.2 (0.7-2.3; p>0.05)
Other: 1.0 (0.4-2.5; p>0.05)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = white
	Poor-fair quality

	Religion/ Spirituality
	Balay-odao et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	Christian:
0.06 (-0.16 - 0.28; p=0.60)
Hindu:
0.02 (-0.23 - 0.27; p=0.87)
	0.446*
	Reference group = muslim
	Poor quality

	
	Chang et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	Christian & catholic:
0.69 (0.20 - 1.18; p=0.006)
	-
	Psychological well-being subscale (Chinese Oxford Happiness Questionnaire)

It’s not clear what the reference group was.
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Trotzky et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-0.299 (-0.854, 0.257; p=0.291)1

-0.822 (-1.729, 0.086; p=0.076)2
	-
	-
	1Muslim, as compared to Jewish
2Christian, as compared to Jewish
	Poor quality

	
	Wu et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-0.006 (p=0.84)
	-0.006 (p=0.84)
	0.175 (adjusted - 0.165) *
	Reference group = no
	Poor quality

	Location of practice
	Alameddine et al., 2021b
	-
	Beirut: 
2.52 (.96-6.65; p=0.06) 
Bekaa: 
1.58 (.38-6.63; p=0.53)
North Lebanon:
2.01 (.59-6.87; p=0.27)
South (including Nabatieh):
0.47 (.19-1.16; p=0.10)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = Mount Lebanon
	Poor quality

	
	Jo et al., 2021
	-
	-
	Turkey:
-4.1(p<0.001)
Japan:
-8.7 (p<0.001)
Korea:
-3.2 (p<0.001)
Other countries = -1.1 (p>0.05)
	Turkey =-0.6 (p<0.001)
Japan = -1.2 (p<0.001)
Korea =-0.5 (p<0.001)
Other countries =-0.2 (p>0.05)
	-
	Reference group = United States
	Poor quality

	
	Lisi et al., 2020
	-
	Northern Italy:
p1=0.422
p2=0.687

Central and southern Italy:
p1=0.422 
p2=0.687
	-
	-
	-
	1Female
2Male

The odd ratio value was not reported (difficult to determine from the forest plot).
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Naja et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	Dubai=1.5 (-2.26 - 5.33; p>0.05)
Other=1.2 (-2.90, 5.28; p>0.05)
	-
	Reference group= Abu Dhabi
	Poor quality

	
	Zhang et al., 2022
	-
	-
	Wuhan;
-2.21 (p=0.03)
	Wuhan:
-0.15 (p=0.03)
	0.37*
	Reference group = Changsha
	Poor quality

	Economic status
	Kılınç et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-5.731 (p<0.001)
	-0.187 (p<0.001)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Rayani et al., 2021
	p>0.05
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Only significant coefficient values were reported.
	Poor quality

	Living situation 
	VanWert et al., 2022
	-
	0.5 (0.3-0.9; p<0.05)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = alone
	Poor-fair quality

	Occupational


	Profession
	Ahmed et al., 2022
	-
	-
	
-
	Physician:
0.119 (0.55-8.90; p=0.027)
Allied health:
0.120 (0.698-8.90; p=0.022)
	0.04*
	Reference group = nurse
	Poor quality

	
	Aragones et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	<25th percentile:
Physician=23.7%
Nurse or auxiliary nurse=25.4% 
Administrative staff=29.0%
 Other staff involved in patient care=16.4%
Other staff not involved in patient care=18.0%

>25th percentile: 
Physician= 76.3% 
Nurse or auxiliary nurse=74.6%
Administrative staff=71.0%
 Other staff involved in patient care=83.6%
Other staff not involved in patient care=82.0%

(p=0.008)

Factors associated with resilience were identified by comparing the prevalence of the resilience total score (falling either in <25th or >25th percentile) 
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Boland et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Adjusted mean difference (95%CI)

Staff grade/ associate specialist in PM:
-3.90 (-6.84, -0.96; p<0.05) 
 Specialist trainee/ registrar in PM:
-2.49 (-6.67, 1.69; p>0.05)
Other:
-4.72 (-10.58, 1.14; p>0.05)

Reference group = Consultant in Palliative Medicine (PM)
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Bozdağ et al., 2021
	-
	-
	Doctor:
-1.18 (p=0.014)

Nurse:
0.15 (p=0.759)
	Doctor:
-0.16 (p=0.014)

Nurse:
0.2 (p=0.759)
	0.427*
	Reference group = other health professionals
	Poor quality

	
	Brydon et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	
General duty MRIPs:
x2 =4.67 (p=0.031) 

Reference group = non-general duty medical radiation and imaging professionals (MRIPs)
	Poor quality

	
	Candido et al., 2023
	-
	Nurse:
1.11 (0.78-1.59; p>0.05) 
Operator social health: 
1.43 (0.80-2.57; p>0.05)
Technician: 
0.57 (0.31-1.04; p>0.05)
Researcher/ student: 
1.47 (0.81-2.59; p>0.05)
Other: 
0.69 (0.40-1.19; p>0.05)
	-
	-
	0.046*
	Reference group = physician
	Poor quality

	
	Croghan et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	MD/NP/PA:
0.31 (0.05-0.57; p=0.02)1

Nurses:
-0.31 (p=0.02)2
	-
	1Reference group = nurse

2Reference group = MD/NP/PA
	Poor quality

	
	Douillet et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	Anesthesiology:
1.9 (1.1-4.6; p=0.03)
	-
	Reference group = others specialty
	Poor quality

	
	Huang et al., 2020
	-
	-
	Nurse = 0.676 (-2.526,3.878; p = 0.679)

Doctor = 0.464 (-1.993,2.920; p = 0.711)
	Nurse = 0.016 (p=0.679)

Doctor = 0.013 (p=0.711)
	0.43 (Adjusted = 0.42) *
	Reference = Technician
	Poor quality

	
	Jo et al., 2021
	-
	-
	APRN = -0.2 (p>0.05)
Other position = -0.3 (p>0.05)
	APRN = -0.0 (p>0.05)
Other position = -0.0 (p>0.05)
	-
	Reference group = bedside staff
	Poor quality

	
	Lisi et al., 2020
	-
	Nurse: p1=0.016; p2=0.760
	-
	-
	-
	
1Male
2Female 

The odd ratio value was not reported (difficult to determine from the forest plot)
	Poor-fair quality

	
	
	
	Physician: p1=0.041; p2=0.367
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Physician in other specialty:
p1=0.114
p2=0.408
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Physician in surgical speciality:
p1=0.228
p2=0.408
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Physician in intensive care:
p1=0.672
p2=0.126
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Physician in radiology:
p1=0.942
p2=0.830
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Physician in clinical speciality:
p1=0.553
p2= 0.738
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Healthcare professional:
P1=0.706;
P2=0.410
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	General practitioner: 
p1=0.530 p2=0.393
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Specialist: p1=0.553
p2=0.738
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Other: p1=0.706 p2=0.410
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Miguel-Puga et al., 2020
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Linear model with Log transformation.

Technical vs. support: 
Estimate = 0.006 Wald statistic = 0.081 (p=0.77)

Clinical vs. support:
Estimate = 0.020 Wald statistic = 1.085 (p=0.29)

Occupation*gender (women): 
Estimate = 0.037 Wald statistic = 3.99 (p=0.045) Occupation*gender (men): 
Estimate = 0.005 Wald statistic = 0.076 (p=0.78)
	Poor quality

	
	Munn et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	Healthcare technician:
1.23 (0.34-2.11; p=0.007)
Advanced practice provider:
-0.20 (-0.85-0.45; p=0.545)
Nurse anaesthetist:
1.13 (0-2.27; p=0.051)
Respiratory therapist:
1.49 (0.06-2.93; p=0.042)
OT/PT/Speech therapist:
-0.05 (-1.54-1.43; p=0.946)
	-
	Reference group= nurses
	Poor quality

	
	Pietrzak et al., 2021
	0.14 (p<0.001)
	-
	-
	Attending physicians: 0.04 (p<0.001)
	0.23*
	Reference group =other professions
	Poor quality

	
	Tomar et al., 2020
	-
	Doctors:
1.278 (1.189-1.824; p>0.05) Nurses:
0.959 (0.760-1.831; p>0.05) Paramedics: 1.480 (0.985-2.155; p>0.05)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = non-clinicians
	Poor quality

	
	Trotzky et al., 2023
	-
	-
	Physician nurse:
-0.128 (-0.504, 0.248; p=0.505)
Paramedic/PA:
0.647 (-0.018, 1.312; p=0.056)
Paramedical:
-0.410 (-0.843, 0.023; p=0.063)
Administration:
0.444 (0.012, 0.877; p=0.044)
	-
	-
	Reference group = physicians
	Poor quality

	
	VanWert et al., 2022
	-
	MD/PA/NP:
0.9 (0.3-2.6; p>0.05) 
 Nurse/PT/RT:
1.1 (0.4-3.2; p>0.05)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = Social workers, mental health therapists, case managers, and other related staff.
	Poor-fair quality

	Years of experience
	Afshari et al., 2021
	0.572 (p=0.030)
	-
	0.96 (p=0.012)
	0.22 (p=0.012)
	0.15*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Alameddine et al., 2021a
	-
	-
	p>0.05
	p>0.05
	-
	No significant difference in resilience-based on respondents’ experience
	Poor quality

	
	Alameddine et al., 2021b
	-
	>5 years:
1.64 (0.58-4.63; p=0.35)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = <5 years
	Poor quality

	
	Aldarmasi et al., 2022
	0.174 (p<0.001)
	-
	-0.024 (-0.170-0.122; p=0.748)
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	AlQarni et al., 2023
	0.211 (p=0.011)
	-
	-0.163 (p=0.647)
	-0.059 (p=0.647)
	0.268*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Askarpour et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	p=0.009
	-
	The study only reported the p-values for the multiple linear regression findings
	Poor quality

	
	Balay-odao et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	-0.03 (-0.05- -0.02; p<0.001)
	0.446*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Boland et al., 2023
	-
	
	-
	-
	-
	Adjusted mean difference (95%CI)

11 to 20 years:
3.03 (−1.24, 7.30) 
21-30 years: 1.78 (−2.79, 6.35)
>30 years:
3.01 (−2.19, 8.21)

p>0.05

Reference group = ≤ 10 years
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Brydon et al., 2023
	-
	11-20 years:
 -1.03 (p=0.009)
21+ years:
-0.59 (p=0.115)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = 1-10 years
	Poor quality

	
	Galanis et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	-0.006 (-0.015-0.003; p=0.169)
	0.135*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Jamebozorgi et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	0.17 (p=0.01)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Jiménez-Fernández et al., 2022
	-0.047 (p>0.05)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Jo et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-0.0 (p>0.05)
	-0.0 (p>0.05)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Kılınç et al., 2021
	-
	-
	0.177 (p=0.894)
	0.012 (p=0.894)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	MendozaBernal et al., 2023
	-
	-
	1.98 (p<0.01)1
1.23 (p<0.01)2
	0.56 (0.29-0.74; p<0.01)1
0.51 (0.32-0.78; p<0.01)2
	0.671*1
0.711*2
	1Wave 1 – Model 3
2Wave 2 – Model 2
	Poor quality

	
	Naja et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	-1.3 (-4.52, 1.86; p>0.05)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Pietrzak et al., 2021
	0.14 (p<0.001)
	-
	-
	0.03 (p = 0.14)
	0.23*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Rayani et al., 2021
	p>0.05
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Only significant coefficient values were reported
	Poor quality

	
	Wu et al., 2022
	-
	-
	<0.001 (p=0.17)
	-0.094 (p=0.17)
	0.175 (adjusted - 0.165) *
	- 
	Poor quality

	Hospital Unit
	Balay-odao et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	ICU: -0.02 (-0.16 - 0.13; p=0.83)

CPD: 0.11 (-0.05 - 0.26; p=0.17)

Medical-surgical ward:     -0.13 (-0.25 - -0.01; p=0.004)

Isolation ward: -0.16 (-0.30 - -0.03; p=0.02)

Operating Room: 0.03 (-0.32 - 0.39; p=0.085)

	0.446*
	Reference group = 
Emergency Room
	Poor quality

	
	Candido et al., 2023
	-
	Medical:
0.68 (0.44-1.03; p>0.05)1 
Surgical:
0.84 (0.51-1.40; p>0.05)1
Other: 
1.09 (0.70-1.67; p>0.05)1
ICU:
0.88 (0.57-1.36; p>0.05)2
COVID-19 ward:
0.77 (0.53-1.13; p>0.05)2
	-
	-
	0.046*
	1Reference group = emergency

2Reference group = yes 
	Poor quality

	
	Jamebozorgi et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	-2.16 (p=0.06)
	-
	Hospital ward:  front or second
	Poor quality

	
	Jo et al., 2021
	-
	- 
	Outpatient =     -0.4 (p>0.05)
Advanced nursing = 1.4 (p>0.05)
	Outpatient = -0.1 (p>0.05)
Advanced nursing = 0.2 (p>0.05)
	-
	Reference group = in-patient
	Poor quality

	
	Lisi et al., 2020
	-
	COVID-19 free
Female:  2.308 (1.354-3.936; p=0.002)
Male: p=0.796
	-
	-
	-
	The odd ratio value for males was not reported (difficult to determine from the forest plot)
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Manzanares et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	COVID-19 ward:
-2.00 (p>0.05)
First line ICU:
-2.52 (p<0.05)
Non-COVID-19 Conventional ward:
-5.91 (p<0.05)
First line emergency room:
-1.98 (p>0.05)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Tomar et al., 2020
	-
	COVID-19 =0.859 (0.425-1.437; p>0.05)
ICU= 0.961 (0.829-1.328; p>0.05) ER=0.773 (0.725-1.696; p>0.05)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = “non high risk” departments
	Poor quality

	
	Trotzky et al., 2023
	-
	-
	ER:
0.228
(-0.119,0.575; p=0.197)
Internal medicine:
-0.130 (-0.589, 0.329; p=0.578)
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	VanWert et al., 2022
	-
	Emergency room only:
 0.5 (0.2-1.7; p>0.05) 
Inpatient:
1.0 (0.3-3.1; p>0.05)
Multiple settings: 
1.4 (0.5-4.3; p>0.05)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = Outpatient only
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Wu et al., 2022
	-
	-
	Other:
-0.008 (p=0.83)
	Other:
-0.007 (p=0.83)
	0.175 (adjusted - 0.165) *
	Reference group = internal medicine
	Poor quality

	Practice setting
	Balay-odao et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	0.08 (-0.07-0.22; p=0.28)
	0.446*
	It was not clear which of the two participating hospitals was the reference group
	Poor quality

	
	Candido et al., 2023
	-
	University hospital:
0.92 (0.67-1.26; p>0.05) 
Local health company:
1.27 (0.85-1.89; p>0.05)
Territorial services:
0.60 (0.26-1.34; p>0.05)
	-
	-
	0.046*
	Reference group = hospital agency
	Poor quality

	
	Chang et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	General hospital:
0.50 (-0.89 - -0.10; p=0.013)
	-
	Social adaptation subscale (Chinese Oxford Happiness Questionnaire)

It’s not clear what the reference group was
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Ghahramani et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Gradient boosted regression trees findings:

Practice setting rank as the #5 most important variable
	Poor quality

	
	Jamebozorgi et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	-1.03 (p=0.42)
	-
	Type of hospital (not further specified)
	Poor quality

	
	Lee et al., 2023
	-
	Hospital:
4.32 (1.09-17.09; p=0.03) 
Public Health Center:
8.70 (2.13-35.47; p=0.001)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = clinic
	Poor quality

	
	Munn et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	Hospital 2:
0.73 (-0.41-1.88; p=0.210)
Hospital 3:
0.71 (-1.18-2.61; p=0.461)
Hospital 4:
0.77 (-3.22-4.76; p=0.706)
Hospital 5:
0.34 (-0.51-1.19; p=0.431)
Hospital 6:
1.05 (-0.62-2.27; p=0.217)
Hospital 7:
1.89 (-1.07-4.85; p=0.211)
Hospital 8:
4.64 (1.53-7.75; p=0.004)
Hospital 9:
0.58(-2.37-3.54; p=0.699)
Outpatient facility:
0.60 (-0.16-1.36; p=0.119)
Other:
0.83 (-1.32-2.97; p=0.450)
	-
	Reference group= hospital 1
(the study did not specify each hospital)

For every 1-unit increase or decrease in the covariate, there is a 1-unit increase or decrease in the outcome
	Poor quality

	
	Naja et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	Hospital-based:
-4.8 (-8.80, -0.80; p<0.05)
Public health:
-7.0 (-11.96, -2.01; p<0.05)
Other:
2.8 (-5.01, 10.70; p>0.05)
	-
	Reference group= Private clinic
	Poor quality

	PPE (amount/ availability/use)
	Asiri et al., 2023 
	-
	-
	Very shortage:
-1.174 (-4.394-2.046; p=0.474)

Partial shortage:
-2.237 (-4.080- -0.394; p=0.017)

Very abundance:
0.187 (-1.112-1.486; p=0.777)
	-
	-
	Reference group = partial abundance 
	Poor quality

	
	Candido et al., 2023
	-
	Medium risk:
1.13 (0.75-1.70; p>0.05) 
Low risk:
1.11 (0.69-1.80; p>0.05)
	-
	-
	0.046*
	Reference group = high risk
	Poor quality

	
	Huang et al., 2020
	-
	-
	-1.270 (-2.478, -0.063; p=0.039)
	-0.070 (p=0.039)
	0.43 (Adjusted = 0.42) *
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Jo et al., 2021
	-
	-
	0.7 (p>0.05)
	0.1 (p>0.05)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Lisi et al., 2020
	-
	
Increasing satisfaction for PPE: 
p1 = 0.921 
p2= 0.056
	-
	-
	-
	1Female
2Male

P-values are reported as exact ORs were difficult to determine from the forest plot
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Naja et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	3.0 (-0.33, 6.37; p>0.05)
	-
	Reference group= insufficient 
	Poor quality

	Confident in self-protection
	Jose et al., 2020
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	chi-square =0.899 (p=0.638)
	Poor quality

	Shift work
	Aldarmasi et al., 2022
	-
	-
	Morning:
-0.148 (-1.388-1.093; p=0.815)

Evening:
-4.488 (-7.786- -1.191; p=0.008)

Night:
1.770 (-2.627-6.168; p=0.429)
	-
	-
	Reference group = mixed
	Poor quality

	
	Ghahramani et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Gradient boosted regression trees findings:

Shift work rank as the #4 most important variable
	Poor quality

	
	Kılınç et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-1.119 (p = 0.317)
	-0.051 (p = 0.317)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Manzanares et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	Morning: 6.31 (p<0.05)
Night: 8.09 (p<0.05)
Evening: 6.53 (p<0.05)
Weekend: 6.56 (p<0.05)
	-
	Reference group = no fixed shift
	Poor quality

	Workload
	Alameddine et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	No change:
1.754 (0.654-4.708; p=0.265)
Decreased:
0.275 (0.096-0.783; p=0.016)
	-
	
Reference group = increased
	Poor quality

	
	Douillet et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	High caseload:
1.2 (0.22-2.12; p=0.02)
	-
	Reference group = normal caseload level
	Poor quality

	
	Munn et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	-0.31 (-0.50-0.11; p<0.001)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Pietrzak et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	0.00 (p=0.22)
	0.16*
	Number of COVID-19 patients
	Poor quality

	Number of hours worked
	Boland et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Adjusted mean difference (95%CI)

≤20 hours:
0.62 (-5.07, 6.31; p>0.05) 
 21-30 hours:
-3.35 (-6.34, -0.35; p<0.05)
 41-50 hours:
 0.42 (-2.21, 3.06: p>0.05)
>50 hours:
4.49 (1.13, 7.84; p<0.05)

Reference group = 31-40 hours
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Bozdağ et al., 2021
	-
	-
	0.02 (p=0.305)
	0.06 (p=0.305)
	0.427*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Jamebozorgi et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	-1.27 (p=0.61)
0.42 (p=0.81)
1.14 (p=0.49)
	-
	It was not clear which category was the refence group.
(Overtime variable:
>20, 20-60, 60-100, >100)
	Poor quality

	
	Jiménez-Fernández et al., 2022
	0.052 (p>0.05)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Number of consecutive days of work without rest.
	Poor quality

	
	Manzanares et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	Before COVID-19: p=0.825
During COVID1-9:
p=0.969
	-
	p-value from univariate analysis. This variable was not included in the multiple regression analysis.
	Poor quality

	
	Pietrzak et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	0.00 (p=0.85)
	0.16*
	Weekly hours
	Poor quality

	Employment status
	Lee et al., 2023
	-
	Non-permanent:
1.17 (0.53-2.60; p=0.70)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = permanent
	Poor quality

	Work leave
	Manzanares et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	p=0.704
	-
	p-value from univariate analysis. This variable was not included in the multiple regression analysis.
	Poor quality

	Redeployment
	Munn et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	0.67 (0.42-0.93; p<0.001)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Pietrzak et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	0.00 (p=0.85)
	0.16*
	-
	Poor quality

	Perceived workplace preparedness
	Pietrzak et al., 2021
	0.16 (p<0.001)
	-
	-
	0.05 (p=0.009)
	0.23*
	-
	Poor quality

	Intention to resign
	Alameddine et al., 2021a
	-
	-
	-4.35 (p=0.020)
	-0.14 (p=0.020)
	0.13*
	Reference group = not likely
	Poor quality

	
	Alameddine et al., 2021b
	-
	Unlikely:
1.08 (.28-4.11; p=0.28)1 
Likely:
0.60 (.16-2.34; p=0.47)1
Very likely:
0.20 (0.04-0.88; p=0.03)1

Nothing will make me quit nursing:
3.82 (1.48-9.87; p=0.01)

Thinking of quitting to work overseas:
0.47 (0.19-1.17; p=0.11)

Do not want to be a nurse anymore but family needs income:
0.83 (0.34-2.04; p=0.69)
	-
	-
	-
	
1Reference group = very unlikely
	Poor quality

	
	Alameddine et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	Unlikely:
0.384 (0.149-0.987; p=0.047)1
Likely:
0.560 (0.205-1.529; p=0.258)1
Very likely:
0.866 (0.254-2.952; p=0.818)1

Stop working:
0.848 (0.314-2.288; p=0.744)2
Work outside health sector:
0.286 (0.064-1.276; p=0.101)2
Work as a pharmacist in other places:
3.934 (1.031-15.006; p=0.045)2
	-
	
1Reference group = very unlikely

2Reference group = Migrate from Lebanon
	Poor quality

	
	Ghahramani et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Gradient boosted regression trees findings:

Intention to resign rank as the 7th most important variable
	Poor quality

	
	Jo et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-0.2 (p<0.01)
	-0.1 (p<0.01)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Naja et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	-5.0 (-8.39, -1.58; p<0.05)
	-
	Reference group= no
	Poor quality

	Job satisfaction
	Alameddine et al., 2021a
	-
	-
	Neutral:
7.97 (p=0.004)
Satisfied:
8.06 (p<0.001)
	Neutral:
0.23 (p=0.004)
Satisfied:
0.29 (p<0.001)
	0.13*
	Reference group = not satisfied
	Poor quality

	
	Nourollahi-Darabad et al., 2021
	0.417 (p<0.001)
	-
	0.191(p=0.004)
	0.234 (p=0.004)
	0.450 (adjusted = 0.425) *
	-
	Poor quality

	Hygiene/ cleanness 
	Balay-odao et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	Hand hygiene:
-0.31 (-0.46 - -0.15; p<0.001)
Environmental cleaning:
0.03 (-0.04 - 0.09; p=0.41)
	0.446*
	-
	Poor quality

	Job stress
	VanWert et al., 2022
	-
	1.9 (1.2-3.0; p<0.05)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = low 
	Poor-fair quality

	Workplace support
	Ahmed et al., 2022
	0.258 (p=0.01)
	-
	-
	0.203 (4.51-11.19; p<0.001)
	0.04*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Boland et al., 2023
	-
	1.23 (0.68, 1.78; p<0.05)

	-
	-
	-
	Adjusted mean difference between UK and Irish palliative physicians.


(Perceived level of support from others at clinical sites)
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Jo et al., 2021
	-
	-
	0.3 (p<0.01)
	0.1 (p<0.01)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Karadas 2023
	0.442 (p<0.01)
	-
	5.004 (p<0.001)
	0.442 (p<0.001)
	0.196 (adjusted=0.194)
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Munn et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	0.55 (0.26-0.84; p<0.001)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Naja et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	-2.2 (-5.13, 0.82; p>0.05)
	-
	Reference group=
Very satisfied/satisfied
	Poor quality

	
	Pietrzak et al., 2021
	0.22 (p<0.001)
	-
	-
	0.09 (p<0.001)
	0.23*
	-
	Poor quality

	Job stability
	Manzanares et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	p=0.268
	-
	p-value from univariate analysis. This variable was not included in the multiple regression analysis
	Poor quality

	Professional quality of life
	Alrasheadi et al., 2023
	Total score:
0.63 (p≤0.01)
Compassion satisfaction:
0.65 (p≤0.01)
Burnout:
0.58 (p≤0.01)
Secondary traumatic stress:
0.50 (p≤0.01)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	Confidence in hospital administration
	Balay-odao et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	Confidence in hospital administration:
-0.10 (-0.16 - -0.04; p=0.002)
Confidence in nursing administration:
0.00 (-0.06 - 0.06; p=0.88)
	0.446*
	-
	Poor quality

	Work pride and meaning
	Pietrzak et al., 2021
	0.11 (p<0.001)
	-
	-
	-0.04 (p= 0.067)
	0.23*
	Item example: I have felt more pride than usual to be a HCW
	Poor quality

	Offered accommodation from the institution
	Jo et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-0.9 (p>0.05)
	0.1 (p>0.05)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	Certified in specialty
	Jo et al., 2021
	-
	-
	0.3 (p>0.05)
	<0.1 (p>0.05)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	Asked to work at higher acuity levels to care for patients beyond the usual practice
	Jo et al., 2021
	-
	-
	0.6 (p>0.05)
	0.1 (p>0.05)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	Leadership
	Munn et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	1.29 (1.08-1.49; p<0.001)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Nourollahi-Darabad et al., 2021
	0.219 (p=0.036)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Siami et al., 2023
	0.44 (p<0.01)
	-
	-
	0.18 (0.22-0.58; p>0.05)
	-
	Direct relationship
	Poor quality

	Demand at work
	Nourollahi-Darabad et al., 2021
	Quantitative demand:
-0.273 (p=0.008)
Work pace:
-0.262 (p=0.011)
Emotional demand: 
-0.226 (p=0.030)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	International licence 
	Naja et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	0.13 (-3.73, 3.98; p>0.05)
	-
	Reference group= no
	Poor quality

	Work from home
	Naja et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	Working at institution/no change:
-2.10 (5.29 - 1.09; p>0.05)
	-
	Reference group= Home/blended
	Poor quality

	Any condition that prevents you from face-to-face consultation
	Naja et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	-3.7 (-7.01, -0.41; p<0.05)
	-
	Reference group= no
	Poor quality

	Educational resources 
	Munn et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	0.48 (0.16-0.79; p=0.003)
	-
	Educational resources are available to help HCWs 
safely care for COVID-19–positive patients.
	Poor Quality

	Workplace safety
	Alameddine et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	No change:
0.267 (0.078-0.909; p=0.035)
Safer:
3.145 (0.586-16.887; p=0.182)
	-
	
Reference group = less safe
	Poor quality

	
	Jose et al., 2020
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	chi-square =5.130 (p=0.0274)
	Poor quality

	
	VanWert et al., 2022
	-
	1.3 (0.9-2.1; p>0.05)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = low concern
	Poor-fair quality

	Exposure to violence 
	Alameddine et al., 2021a
	-
	-
	-3.72 (p=0.040)
	-0.12 (p=0.040)
	0.13*
	Reference group = never
	Poor quality

	Self-care
	Bundzena-Ervika et al., 2021
	HCP:
0.27 (p<0.05)
NHPC:
 0.21 (p<0.01)
	-
	HCP:
1.07 (p=0.28)
NHCP:
0.62 (p=0.21)
	HCP = -0.04 (p=0.70)
NHCP = 0.03(p=0.18)
	HCP = 0.079*
NHCP=0.044*
	Time management subscale from Self
-Care Strategies Questionnaire.

HCP = Healthcare Professionals
NHPC = non-health professionals
	Poor quality

	Environmental cleaning
	Balay-odao et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	0.03 (-0.04 -0.09; p=0.41)
	0.446*
	-
	Poor quality

	Visitor access 
	Balay-odao et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	-0.05 (-0.14 -0.04; p=0.29)
	0.446*
	-
	Poor quality

	Monitoring and managing healthcare personnel
	Balay-odao et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	0.06 (-0.17 - 0.29; p=0.62)
	0.446*
	-
	Poor quality

	Precautions taken against the risk of coronavirus transmission
	Balay-odao et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	Transmission:
0.08 (0.00 - 0.17; p=0.06)
	0.446*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Bozdağ et al., 2021
	-
	-
	Organisational:
-0.39 (p=0.60)
Personal:
0.27 (p=0.335)
	Organisational:
-0.13 (p=0.60)
Personal:
0.06 (p=0.335)
	0.427*
	-
	Poor quality

	Movement of patients with confirmed or suspected COVID-19 within the facility
	Balay-odao et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	0.01 (-0.09 - 0.10; p=0.96)
	0.446*
	-
	Poor quality

	Process for rapidly identifying and isolating patients with confirmed or suspected COVID-19
	Balay-odao et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	-0.04 (-0.08 - 0.00; p=0.055)
	0.446*
	-
	Poor quality

	Patient placement
	Balay-odao et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	0.00 (-0.05 - 0.05; p=0.92)
	0.446*
	-
	Poor quality

	Pandemic-related


	COVID -19 knowledge
	Huang et al., 2020
	-
	-
	2.849 (0.049,5.648; p = 0.046)
	0.083 (p=0.046)
	0.43 (Adjusted = 0.42) *
	-
	Poor quality

	Fear of contracting COVID-19
	Jo et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-0.5 (p<0.001)
	-0.2 (p<0.001)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Kiziloglu et al., 2023
	-0.493 (p<0.05)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Pietrzak et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	0.12 (p<0.001)
	0.16*
	“People with whom you reside are fearful to be near you due to possible COVID-19 exposure.”
	Poor quality

	
	VanWert et al., 2022
	-
	2.8 (1.4-5.7; p<0.05)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = low 
	Poor-fair quality

	Knowledge of COVID-19 protective measures
	Asiri et al., 2023 
	-
	-
	Lack of understanding:
-3.664 (-8.619-1.291; p=0.147)

Part of understanding:
-5.283 (-7.498- -3.068; p<0.001)
	-
	-
	Reference group = very understanding
	Poor quality

	
	Huang et al., 2020
	-
	-
	3.323 (0.169,6.476; p=0.039)
	0.087 (p = 0.039)
	0.43 (Adjusted = 0.42) *
	-
	Poor quality

	COVID-19 policies
	Munn et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	1.18 (0.97-1.39; p<0.001)
	-
	For every 1-unit increase or decrease in the covariate, there is a 1-unit increase or decrease in the outcome
	Poor quality

	
	Jo et al., 2021
	-
	-
	0.3 (p<0.01)
	0.1 (p<0.01)
	-
	Involved in developing COVID-19 policies 
	Poor quality

	COVID-19 positive
	Aragones et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	<25th percentile:
Admission to hospital=31.4%
Test positive/ diagnosed=27.1%
None=23.2%

>25th percentile: 
Admission to hospital= 68.6% 
Test positive/ diagnosed=72.9%
None=76.8%

(p=0.10)

Factors associated with resilience were identified by comparing the prevalence of the resilience total score (falling either in <25th or >25th percentile) 
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Galanis et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	-0.058 (-0.147-0.032; p=0.208)
	0.135*
	Reference group = No
	Poor quality

	
	Ghahramani et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Gradient boosted regression trees findings:

Age rank as the 9th most important variable
	Poor quality

	
	Huang et al., 2020
	-
	-
	3.279 (-1.424-7.982; p=0.171)
	0.044 (p = 0.171)
	0.43 (Adjusted = 0.42) *
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Jo et al., 2021
	-
	-
	Positive:
-1.9 (p<0.05)
Not tested:       -0.3 (p>0.05)
	Positive:
-0.3 (p<0.05)
Not tested:
-0.0 (p>0.05)
	-
	Reference group = Negative
	Poor quality

	
	Lee et al., 2023
	-
	1 time: 3.11 (0.23-41.24; p=0.39)1 
2 times:
2.43 (0.17-34.54; p=0.51)1

≤3 months:
1.05 (0.35-3.13; p=0.93)2 
4-6 months:
0.83 (0.27-2.59: p=0.75)2
7-9 months:
0.49 (0.15-1.56; p=0.23)2
9-12 months:
1.01 (0.37-2.76; p=0.98)2
	-
	-
	-
	1Reference group = >2 times

2Negative COVID-19 results (Reference group = >12 months)
	Poor quality

	
	Lisi et al., 2020
	-
	Never diagnosed with COVID-19: p1=0.872 p2=0.492

Confirmed diagnosis of COVID-19: p1=0.801 p2=0.879

Uncertain COVID-19 symptoms 
p1=0.985 
p2=0.325

	-
	-
	-
	1Female
2Male

The odd ratio value was not reported (difficult to determine from the forest plot)
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Rayani et al., 2021
	p>0.05
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Only significant coefficient values were reported
	Poor quality

	
	Sumner et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	Self = -0.107 (-0.209, -0.005; p=0.039)
	0.26*
	Full sample findings
	Poor quality

	
	Trotzky et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-0.491 (-1.388, 0.407; p=0.283)
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	COVID-19 positive (family/friends/coworkers)
	Aragones et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	<25th percentile:
No= 28.0% 
Close one infected (not family) =22.6%
Family member infected=24.7%

>25th percentile: 
No= 72.0% 
Close one infected (not family) =77.4%
Family member infected=75.3%

(p=0.05)

Factors associated with resilience were identified by comparing the prevalence of the resilience total score (falling either in <25th or >25th percentile) 
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Lee et al., 2023
	-
	2.24 (0.98-5.11; p=0.06)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = yes
	Poor quality

	
	Pietrzak et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	Not living together:
0.02 (p=0.20)1,
0.03 (p=0.17)2

Living together:
-0.02 (p=0.35)1,
0.01 (p=0.61)2
	0.16*
	1Not hospitalised.
2Hospitalised
	Poor quality

	
	Rayani et al., 2021
	p>0.05
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Only significant coefficient values were reported
	Poor quality

	
	Sumner et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	Family= 0.013 (-0.101,0.127; p=0.820)
Friends= 0.005 (-0.097,0.107; p=0.922)
Co-workers= 0.026 (-0.071,0.123; p=0.598)
	0.26*
	Full sample findings
	Poor quality

	Number of coworkers infected with COVID-19
	Pietrzak et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	0.01 (p=0.73)
	0.16*
	-
	Poor quality

	COVID-19 screening
	Lisi et al., 2020
	-
	Male1: 
p=0.271 
Female1: p=0.093

Male2: p=0.721
Female2: p=0.258 

Male3: p=0.221
Female3: p=0.943 
	-
	-
	-
	1Never screened for COVID-19
2Regularly screened for COVID-19
3Occassionally screened for COVID-19

The odd ratio value was not reported (difficult to determine from the forest plot)
	Poor-fair quality

	COVID-19/ Infection training
	Ahmed et al., 2022
	-
	-
	
-
	-0.146 (-8.75- -1.34; p=0.008)
	0.04*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Arslan et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	4.84 (p<0.001)
	0.157*
(adjusted)
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Balay-odao et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	0.03 (-0.32 - 0.38; p=0.86)
	0.446*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Jo et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-0.2 (p>0.05)
	<0.1 (p>0.05)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Lin 2020
	-
	-
	3.510 (p<0.009)
	0.129 (p<0.009)
	0.624 (adjusted = 0.610) *
	-
	Poor quality

	Concern (or feeling at risk) about contact with COVID-19
	Asiri et al., 2023 
	-
	-
	-1.015 (-2.204-0.175; p=0.094)
	-
	-
	Reference group = concerned
	Poor quality

	
	Bozdağ et al., 2021
	-
	-
	0.06 (p=0.794)
	0.02 (p=0.794)
	0.427*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Huang et al., 2020
	-
	-
	2.090 (-0.474,4.653; p=0.110)
	0.060 (p = 0.110)
	0.43 (Adjusted = 0.42) *
	-
	Poor quality

	Perceived risk of MERS infection
	Son et al., 2019
	-
	-
	-
	HCWs:
0.42 (p<0.01)

Non-HCWs:
0.17 (p<0.01)
	-
	Reference group= low level
	Poor quality

	Concern about work-related infections
	Bozdağ et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-0.11 (p=0.649)
	-0.03 (p=0.649)
	0.427*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Huang et al., 2020
	-
	-
	-0.005 (-2.512, 2.501; p=0.997)
	0.000 (p = 0.997)
	0.43 (Adjusted = 0.42) *
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Naja et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	2.0 (-1.0, 4.93; p>0.05)
	-
	Reference group=
Yes, to a larger extent
	Poor quality

	Know a coworkers hospitalised or in ICU to treat COVID-19
	Pietrzak et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	0.02 (p=0.30)
	0.16*
	-
	Poor quality

	Concern/fear of infecting family
	Bozdağ et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-0.10 (p=0.718)
	-0.02 (p=0.718)
	0.427*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Jose et al., 2020
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	chi-square =1.026 (p=0.599)
	Poor quality

	
	Jo et al., 2021
	-
	-
	0.3 (p<0.05)
	0.1 (p<0.05)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	Cared for COVID-19 patients
	Aragones et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	<25th percentile:
All/most of the time= 22.8% 
Some of the time= 25.4% 
Little/none of the time=24.8%

>25th percentile: 
All/most of the time= 72.2% 
Some of the time=74.6% Little/none of the time=75.2%

(p=0.34)

Factors associated with resilience were identified by comparing the prevalence of the resilience total score (falling either in <25th or >25th percentile)
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Balay-odao et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	Confirmed cases:
0.11 (-0.01 - 0.22; p=0.06)
Suspected cases:
-0.01 (-0.17 - 0.16; p=0.92)
	0.446*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Bozdağ et al., 2021
	-
	-
	0.03 (p=0.812)
	0.01 (p=0.8.12)
	0.427*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Croghan et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	
0.02 (-0.21,0.25; p=0.86)1
-0.333 (p=0.01)2
-0.02 (-0.25, 0.21; p=0.85)1
-0.283 (p=0.02)2
	-
	1Allied health with nurse as a refence group

2Allied health with MD/NP/PA as a refence group
	Poor quality

	
	Jiménez-Fernández et al., 2022
	0.067 (p>0.05)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Jo et al., 2021
	-
	-
	0.6 (p>0.05)
	0.1 (p>0.05)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Jose et al., 2020
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	chi-square =9.205 (p=0.010)
	Poor quality

	
	Lisi et al., 2020
	-
	Indirect care:
p1=0.307
p2=0.126
Direct care:
p1=0.396 
p2=0.889
	-
	-
	-
	1Female
2Male

The odd ratio value for males was not reported (difficult to determine from the forest plot)
	Poor-fair quality

	
	MendozaBernal et al., 2023
	-
	-
	0.29 (p<0.01)1
0.94 (p<0.05)2
	0.84 (0.29-1.27; p<0.01)1
0.21 (0.08-0.43; p<0.05)2
	0.615*1
0.711*2
	1Wave 2 – Model 1
2Wave 2 – Model 2
	Poor quality

	
	Naja et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	4.4 (1.23, 7.62; p<0.05)
	-
	Reference group= no
	Poor quality

	
	Pietrzak et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	Cared for infected patients=-0.04 (p= 0.056)

Cared for patients in person who have died from the virus=0.04 (p=0.072)

Cared for infected patients via telemedicine = -0.07 (p=0.004)

Cared for infected patients via telemedicine who have died = 0.03 (p=0.23)
	0.16*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	VanWert et al., 2022
	-
	Some/half days:
1.0 (0.5-2.1; p>0.05) 
All/most days:
1.2 (0.6-2.6; p>0.05)
	-
	-
	-
	Weekly days providing in-person care to COVID-infected patients

Reference group = none 
	Poor-fair quality

	Vaccination
	Lee et al., 2023
	-
	No: 
0.72 (0.16-3.22; p=0.67)

Never: 
0.63 (0.05-8.33; p=0.73) 
Dose 1: 
0.32 (0.02-4.89; p=0.41)
Dose 2: 
0.31 (0.02-4.51; p=0.39)
Dose 3:
0.45 (0.03-6.08; p=0.55)
	-
	-
	-
	1Getting vaccinated before contracting COVID-19 (Reference group= yes)

2Frequency of vaccines before contracting COVID-19 (Reference group: dose 4)
	Poor quality

	Death due to COVID-19 (family/friends/co-workers)
	Lee et al., 2023
	-
	1.31 (0.56-3.07; p=0.53)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = yes
	Poor quality

	
	Rayani et al., 2021
	p>0.05
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Only significant coefficient values were reported
	Poor quality

	COVID-19 Challenges
	Lukong et al., 2021
	0.119 (p=0.156)
	-
	0.080 (p=0.413)
	-
	0.037*
	-
	Poor quality

	Physical impact of COVID-19
	Lee et al., 2023
	-
	1.77 (0.84-3.69; p=0.13)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = yes
	Poor quality

	Psychological impact of COVID-19
	Lee et al., 2023
	-
	0.95 (0.45-2.03; p=0.90)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = yes
	Poor quality

	Perceived appreciation for practicing during the COVID-19 pandemic
	Naja et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	-3.2 (-6.27, -0.13; p<0.05)
	-
	Reference group = Very satisfied, satisfied 
	Poor quality

	Efficiency of dietetic counselling after COVID-19 pandemic compared to before COVID-19 pandemic
	Naja et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	0.12 (-3.01, 3.26; p>0.05)
	-
	Reference group = Same/less efficient
	Poor quality

	Psychosocial


	Anxiety
	AlQarni et al., 2023
	State anxiety:
-0.417 (p<0.001)
Trait anxiety:
-0.536 (p<0.001)
	-
	State anxiety:
-0.047 (p=0.740)
Trait anxiety:
-0.653 (p<0.001)
	State anxiety:
-0.039 (p=0.740)

Trait anxiety:
-0.470 (p<0.001)
	0.268*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Arslan et al., 2021
	-0.35 (p<0.001)
	-
	-
	-0.935 (p<0.001)
	0.157*
(adjusted)
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Douillet et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	Increased anxiety:
4.5 (2.62-6.35; p<0.01)
	-
	Reference group = no increased anxiety
	Poor quality

	
	Lin 2020
	-0.498 (p<0.05)
	-
	-1.091 (p<0.009)
	-0.178 (p<0.009)
	0.624 (adjusted = 0.610) *
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Lisi et al., 2020
	-
	Male: 
p<0.001
Female: p<0.001
	-
	-
	-
	The odd ratio value was not reported (difficult to determine from the forest plot)
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Rayani et al., 2021
	-0.21 (p=0.04)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Roberts et al., 2021
	-0.316 (p<0.001)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	A regression model was not undertaken for resilience as only one significant variable was found [participant age] in the subgroup analysis
	Poor quality

	
	Setiawati et al., 2021
	State anxiety= 
-0.519 (p<0.001)
Trait anxiety=
 -0.483 (p<0.001)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Zhang et al., 2022
	-0.51 (p<0.01)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	- 
	Poor quality

	Depression
	Arslan et al., 2021
	-0.31 (p<0.001)
	-
	-
	-0.83 (p=0.002)
	0.157*
(adjusted)
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Boland et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Adjusted mean difference (95%CI)

−9.74 (−12.91, −6.58; p<0.05)

	Poor-fair quality

	
	Lin 2020
	-0.471 (p<0.05)
	-
	-0.806 (p<0.004)
	0.193 (p<0.004)
	0.624 (adjusted = 0.610) *
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Lisi et al., 2020
	-
	Male: 1.147 (1.074-1.225; p<0.001)1 Female: 1.111 (1.070-1.154; p<0.001)1

Male:
p<0.0012
Female: p<0.0012
	-
	-
	-
	1 Beck Depression Inventory-II
2Hospital Depression Scale
The odd ratio value was not reported (difficult to determine from the forest plot)
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Manzanares et al., 2021
	-0.268 (p<0.001)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Ozbek et al., 2022
	-0.487 (p<0.001)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Roberts et al., 2021
	-0.372 (p<0.001)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	A regression model for resilience was not undertaken for resilience as only one significant variable was found [participant age] in the subgroup analysis
	Poor quality

	
	Zhang et al., 2022
	-0.65 (p<0.01)
	-
	-1.09 (p<0.001)
	-0.54 (p<0.001)
	0.37*
	Reference group = male 
	Poor quality

	Burnout
	Alameddine et al., 2021b
	-
	Personal:
0.20 (0.07-0.60; p=0.004)1 
0.12 (0.03-0.44; p=0.001)2
Work related:
0.26 (0.09-7.29; p=0.01)1 
0.14 (0.04-0.46; p=0.001)2
Client-related:
0.23 (0.08-0.68; p=0.01)1
 0.09 (0.03-0.34; p<0.001)2
	-
	-
	-
	1High
2Very high

Reference group = low-moderate
	Poor quality

	
	Alameddine et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	Personal level (high):
0.321 (0.152-0.677; p=0.003)
	-
	Reference group = low
	Poor quality

	
	Jiménez-Fernández et al., 2022
	Emotional exhaustion:
-0.332 (p<0.01)
Depersonalisation: -0.200 (p<0.01)
Personal accomplishment: 0.484 (p<0.01)
	-
	-
	Emotional exhaustion:
-0.62 (p<0.01)
Personal accomplishment:
-0.56 (p<0.01)

	Emotional exhaustion:
0.11

Personal accomplishment:
0.23

	-
	Poor quality

	
	Lyu et al., 2021
	-0.20 (p<0.05)
	-
	-
	Emotional exhaustion:
-0.53 (-0.81, -0.25; p<0.001)
	0.16*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Nourollahi-Darabad et al., 2021
	-0.287 (p=0.005)
	-
	-0.049 (p= 0.045)
	-0.143 (p= 0.045)
	0.450 (adjusted = 0.425) *
	-
	Poor quality

	Coping
	Lukong et al., 2021
	0.181 (p=0.031)
	-
	0.235 (p=0.069)
	-
	0.037*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Lin 2020
	Active coping:
0.733 (p<0.05)
	-
	1.314 (p<0.001)
	0.562 (p<0.001)
	0.624 (adjusted = 0.610) *
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Pietrzak et al., 2021
	Self-sufficient coping= 0.26 (p<0.001)

Socially oriented coping= -0.09 (p<0.001)

Non-engagement in avoidance coping= 0.23 (p<0.001)
	-
	-
	Self-sufficient coping=0.08 (p=0.047)

Socially oriented coping= -0.01 (p=0.79)

Non-engagement in avoidance coping=0.12 (p<0.001)
	0.23*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Secgaca et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	0.561 (p<0.001)
	-
	There was an indirect effect of mental well-being on resilience through coping and stress, and an indirect effect of coping on resilience through stress. Age, marital status, and work experience did not have a direct effect on resilience (as there was no path towards resilience)
	Poor quality

	
	Son et al., 2019
	-
	-
	-
	HCWs:
-0.13 (p>0.05)1
0.24 (p<0.01)2

Non-HCWs:
-0.18 (p<0.01)1
0.41 (p<0.01)2
	-
	1Association with PTSD (measure of resilience).
2Association with willingness to work (measure of resilience)
	Poor quality

	
	Sumner et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	0.111 (0.095-0.127; p<0.001)
	0.26*
	Full sample findings
	Poor quality

	Perceived stress
	Aldarmasi et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-0.657 (-0.769- -0.544; p<0.001)
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Asiri et al., 2023 
	-
	-
	-0.837 (-1.029- -0.645; p<0.001)
	-
	-
	- 
	Poor quality

	
	Huang et al., 2020
	-0.635 (p=0.001)
	-
	-1.318 (-1.475,3.878; p<0.001)
	-0.581 (p<0.001)
	0.43 (Adjusted = 0.42) *
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Kiziloglu 2023
	-0.497 (p<0.05)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Manzanares et al., 2021
	-0.202 (p<0.001)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Nourollahi-Darabad et al., 2021
	-0.458 (p<0.001)
	-
	-0.244 (p<0.001)
	-0.528 (p<0.001)
	0.450 (adjusted = 0.425) *
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Secgaca et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	−0.089 (p<0.001)
	-
	There was an indirect effect of mental well-being on resilience through coping and stress, and an indirect effect of coping on resilience through stress. Age, marital status, and work experience did not have a direct effect on resilience (as there was no path towards resilience)
	Poor quality

	
	Wu et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-0.027 (p<0.001)
	-0.313 (p<0.001)
	0.175 (adjusted - 0.165) *
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Zhang et al., 2022
	-0.57 (p<0.01)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	- 
	Poor quality

	Perceived social support
	Bozdağ et al., 2021
	-
	-
	Significant other:
-0.01 (p=0.764)
Family:
-0.00 (p=0.967)
	Significant other:
-0.03 (p=0.764)
Family:
-0.01 (p=0.967)
	0.427*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Galanis et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	Family:
-0.022 (-0.060-0.016; p=0.252)
Significant other:
0.106 (0.059-0.154; p<0.001)
Friend:
0.047 (0.007-0.087; p=0.020)
	0.135*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Pietrzak et al., 2021
	0.20 (p<0.001)
	-
	-
	0.08 (p<0.001)
	0.23*
	-
	Poor quality

	Mental health history
	Aragones et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	<25th percentile:
Yes=32.6% 
No=18.0%

>25th percentile: 
Yes=67.4% 
No=82.0%

(p<0.001)

Factors associated with resilience were identified by comparing the prevalence of the resilience total score (falling either in <25th or >25th percentile) 
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Douillet et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	3.7 (0.92-6.47; p = 0.01)
	-
	Reference = no history
	Poor quality

	
	Pietrzak et al., 2021
	-0.14 (p<0.001)
	-
	-
	-0.03 (p=0.13)
	0.23*
	-
	Poor quality

	Personality
	Kiziloglu 2023
	Neuroticism:
-0.460 (p<0.05)
Extraversion:
0.485 (p<0.05)
Psychoticism:
0.006 (p>0.05)
Lie:
0.299 (p<0.05)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	Self-efficacy
	MendozaBernal et al., 2023
	-
	-
	0.35 (p<0.01)1
0.87 (p<0.01)2
	0.64 (0.49-0.84; p<0.01)1
0.54 (0.38-0.76; p<0.01)2
	0.643*1
0.671*2
	1Wave 1 - Model 2 
2Wave 1 – Model 3
	Poor quality

	Support resources
	Munn et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	Use=-0.54 (-1.11-0.02; p=0.059)
Frequency= -0.09 (-0.54-0.36; p=0.693)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Pietrzak et al., 2021
	-0.11 (p<0.001)
	-
	-
	-0.05 (p=0.024)
	0.23*
	Receiving mental health treatment
	Poor quality-

	Psychological safety
	Munn et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	0.96 (0.58-1.34; p<0.001)
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Siami et al., 2023
	0.26 (p<0.01)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Direct relationship, at individual level:
ŷ = 0.29 (p<0.01)
Direct relationship, at hospital level:
ŷ = 0.36 (p<0.01)
	Poor quality

	Negative affect
	Bozdağ et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-0.09 (p=0.003)
	-0.22 (p=0.003)
	0.427*
	-
	Poor quality

	Positive affect
	Bozdağ et al., 2021
	-
	-
	0.11 (p<0.001)
	0.24 (p<0.001)
	0.427*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Pietrzak et al., 2021
	0.30 (p<0.001)
	-
	-
	0.12 (p<0.001)
	0.23*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Son et al., 2019
	-
	-
	-
	HCWs:
0.17 (p<0.05)1
-0.21 (p<0.05)2

Non-HCWs:
0.30 (p<0.01)1
-0.21 (p<0.05)2
	-
	What emotion did you experience the most during the MERS outbreak?”
1Association with PTSD (measure of resilience).
2Association with willingness to work (measure of resilience)
	Poor quality

	Moral injury
	Fitzpatrick et al., 2022
	-0.451 (p=0.01)1
-0.432 (p=0.01)2
-0.476 (p=0.01)3
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1Total sample
2Staff only
3Leaders only
	Poor quality

	Optimism
	MendozaBernal et al., 2023
	-
	-
	0.49 (p<0.05)1
0.54 (p<0.01)2
	0.20 (0.04-0.51; p<0.05)1
1.16 (0.76-1.62; p<0.01)2
	0.671*1
0.711*2
	1Wave 1 – Model 3
2Wave 2 – Model 2
	Poor quality

	Hope
	Siami et al., 2023
	0.37 (p<0.01)
	-
	-
	0.44 (0.23-0.54; p<0.001)1
	-
	1Direct relationship.
Direct relationship, at individual level:     ŷ = 0.42 (p<0.01)
	Poor quality

	Emotional intelligence
	Aljarboa et al., 2022
	Total score:
0.55 (p=0.023)

Self-emotional appraisal:
0.21 (p=0.003)

Regulation of emotion:
0.69 (p=0.265)

Use of emotion:
0.65 (p=0.295)

Emotional appraisal of others:
0.85 (p=0.001)

	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	MendozaBernal et al., 2023
	-
	-
	0.54 (p<0.01)1
0.54 (p<0.01)2
0.98 (p<0.05)3
	0.27 (0.13-0.55; p<0.01)1
0.23 (0.07-0.49; p<0.01)2
-0.49 (-0.11 - -0.74; p<0.05)3
	0.643*1
0.671*2
0.711*3
	1Wave 1 – Model 2
2Wave 1- Model 3
3Wave 2 – Model 2
	Poor quality

	Perceived psychological well-being/ mental distress
	Alrasheadi et al., 2023
	0.70 (p≤0.01)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Fitzpatrick et al., 2022
	-0.449 (p=0.01)1
-0.446 (p=0.01)2
-0.473 (p=0.01)3
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1Total sample
2Staff only
3Leaders only
	Poor quality

	
	Chang et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	-0.08
(-0.12 - -0.04; p<0.001)1


-0.16
(-0.20 - -0.12; p<0.001)2
	-
	1Psychological well-being subscale (Chinese Oxford Happiness Questionnaire)

2Social adaptation subscale (Chinese Oxford Happiness Questionnaire)
	Poor-fair quality

	
	Ozbek et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	-0.249 (p=0.001)
	0.094*
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Secgaca et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	0.043 (p<0.001)
	-
	There was an indirect effect of mental well-being on resilience through coping and stress, and an indirect effect of coping on resilience through stress. Age, marital status, and work experience did not have a direct effect on resilience (as there was no path towards resilience)
	Poor quality

	Availability/ knowledge of psychological hotline
	Asiri et al., 2023 
	-
	-
	Available:
2.604 (0.914-4.293; p=0.003)

Do not know:
0.302 (-0.966-1.571; p=0.640)
	-
	-
	Reference group = not available
	Poor quality

	
	Huang et al., 2020
	-
	-
	-1.315 (-3.712,1.081; p=0.281)
	-0.036 (p = 0.281)
	0.43 (Adjusted = 0.42) *
	-
	Poor quality

	Alexithymia
	Chang et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	-0.09
(-0.10 - -0.07; p<0.001)1

-0.06
(-0.07 - -0.04; p<0.001)2
	-
	1Psychological well-being subscale (Chinese Oxford Happiness Questionnaire)

2Social adaptation subscale (Chinese Oxford Happiness Questionnaire)
	Poor-fair quality

	Attending a resiliency workshop
	Ghahramani et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Gradient boosted regression trees findings:

Age rank as the 8th most important variable
	Poor quality

	Protective psychological characteristics
	Pietrzak et al., 2021
	0.30 (p<0.001)
	-
	-
	0.12 (p<0.001)
	0.23*
	Psychological characteristics included: self-efficacy, gratitude, optimism, curiosity, purpose in life, and spirituality
	Poor quality

	Meaning of life
	Sumner et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	Presence:
0.024 (0.017,0.031; p<0.001)
Search:
-0.019 (-0.024, -0.013; p<0.001)
	0.26*
	Full sample findings
	Poor quality

	Mindfulness 
	Wu et al., 2022
	-
	-
	0.074 (p=0.001)
	0.126 (p=0.001)
	0.175 (adjusted - 0.165) *
	-
	Poor quality

	Altruism
	Sumner et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	-0.003 (-0.007-0.002; p=0.218)
	0.26*
	Full sample findings
	Poor quality

	Posttraumatic growth
	Lyu et al., 2021
	0.31 (p<0.05)
	-
	-
	0.04 (-0.22,0.31; p=0.746)
	0.16*
	Posttraumatic growth*emotional exhaustion = 0.11 (0.02-0.20; p=0.13)
	Poor quality

	Social stigma
	VanWert et al., 2022
	-
	1.5 (0.9-2.4; p>0.05)
	-
	-
	-
	Reference group = low
	Poor-fair quality

	Lifestyle


	Chronic illness
	Rayani et al., 2021
	p>0.05
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Only significant coefficient values were reported.
	Poor quality

	General health
	Galanis et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	Good/very good:
0.245 (0.154-0.335; p<0.001)
	0.135*
	Reference group= very poor/ poor/moderate
	Poor quality

	
	Nourollahi-Darabad et al., 2021
	0.301 (p=0.004)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	
	Ozbek et al., 2022
	-
	-
	-
	-0.148 (p=0.046)
	0.094*
	-
	Poor quality

	Body Mass Index
	Jiménez-Fernández et al., 2022
	-0.083 (p>0.05)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Poor quality

	Smoking 
	Lisi et al., 2020
	-
	Never:
p1=0.942
p2=0.991

Former:
p1=0.848
p2=0.485

Current:
p1=0.780
p2=0.464
	-
	-
	-
	1Female
2Male

The odd ratio value was not reported (difficult to determine from the forest plot)
	Poor-fair quality

	Alcohol consumption 
	Boland et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Adjusted mean difference (95%CI)

Moderate risk:
0.47 (-1.84, 2.78; p>0.05) 
High risk:
-2.20 (-5.52, 1.13; p>0.05)

Reference group = low risk
	Poor-fair quality

	Nutrition
	Bozdağ et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-0.26 (p=0.274)
	-0.08 (p=0.274)
	0.427*
	-
	Poor quality

	Sleep 
	Bozdağ et al., 2021
	-
	-
	0.87 (p<0.001)
	0.31 (p<0.001)
	0.427*
	-
	Poor quality

	Other


	Confidence in the government 
	Balay-odao et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	-0.06 (-0.09 - -0.02; p=0.001)
	0.446*
	-
	Poor quality

	Confidence in public health authorities
	Balay-odao et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	0.14 (0.10 - 0.18; p<0.001)
	0.446*
	-
	Poor quality

	Would you recommend your
children pursue your career?
	Ghahramani et al., 2023
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Gradient boosted regression trees findings:

Suggestion rank as the #3 most important variable 
	Poor quality

	Government response rate
	Sumner et al., 2021
	-
	-
	-
	Appropriate=-0.009 (-0.031,0.013; p=0.435)
Timely=0.014 (-0.008,0.037; p=0.217)
Effective=0.007 (-0.018, 0.032; p=0.582)
	0.26*
	Full sample findings
	Poor quality


Note. Bond font indicates statistically significant findings. OR = Odd ratio. CI = Confidence interval. HCP = Healthcare professionals. NHCP = non-healthcare professionals. BSN = Bachelor of Science in Nursing. PhD = Doctor of Philosophy. MD = Doctor of Medicine. NP = Nurse practitioner. PA = Physician assistant. PT = Physical therapy. RT = Respiratory therapist. ICU = Intensive care unit. COVID-19 = Coronavirus disease 2019. MERS = Middle East Respiratory Syndrome. OT = Occupational therapist. OPD = Outpatient department. ER = Emergency room. PPE = Personal protective equipment. UK = United Kingdom. HCWs = Healthcare workers. PTSD = post-traumatic stress disorder. 
