Table A. Search terms used in systematic review
	Terms for Burnout 
	Terms for staff 
	Terms for paediatric intensive care and neonatal intensive care
	Terms for coping 

	Burnout
	Health personnel
	Paediatric 
	Wellbeing 

	Burn-out
	Profession*
	Neonatal 
	Well-being 

	Compassion fatigue 
	Staff 
	Intensive Care 
	Resilience 

	Burnout syndrome 
	Doctor
	Critical care 
	Wellness 

	Professional burnout 
	Physician
	PICU
	

	Occupational burnout
	Nurs*
	NICU
	

	Emotional Exhaustion 
	Registrar 
	
	

	Distress
	Medic
	
	

	
	Consultant 
	
	

	
	Clinician 
	
	



Table B: Quality appraisal scores of quantitative studies using the Mixed-Methods Appraisal Tool (MMAT) 
	Study
	Screening questions
	Screening questions
	Quantitative design questions 
	Overall quality score

	
	S1. Are the research questions clear?
	S1. Are the research questions clear?
	4.1 Is the sampling strategy relevant to address the research question?
	4.2 Is the sample representative of the target population?
	4.3 Are the measurements appropriate?
	4.4 Is the risk of nonresponse bias low?
	4.5 Is the statistical analysis appropriate to answer the research question? 
	

	Barr (2018)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	75%

	Bursch (2018)
	Yes
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes 
	75%

	Colville (2017)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	Yes 
	75%

	Davis (2020)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes 
	100%

	Flanders (2020)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes 
	100%

	Fortney (2020)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes 
	75%

	Ffrench-O’Carroll (2019)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes 
	100%

	Garcia (2015)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes 
	Yes 
	100%

	Gauthier (2015)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	Yes 
	75%

	Kitao (2018)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes 
	100%

	Latimer (2017)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes 
	100%

	Moore (2017)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	Yes 
	75%

	Mörelius (2013)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes 
	100%

	Pannell (2017)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes 
	75%

	Profit (2010)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	100%

	Rodriguez-Rey (2019a)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	Yes 
	75%

	Rodriguez-Rey (2019b)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	Yes 
	75%

	Rodriguez-Rey (2017)
	Yes
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes 
	75%

	Sluiter (2005)
	Yes
	Yes
	Can’ tell
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	50%

	Weintraub (2016)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	Yes 
	75%




Table C: Quality appraisal scores of non-randomized studies using the Mixed-Methods Appraisal Tool (MMAT) 
	Study
	Screening questions
	Screening questions
	Non-randomized design questions
	Overall quality score

	
	S1. Are the research questions clear?
	S1. Are the research questions clear?
	3.1 Are the participants representative of the target population? 
	3.2 Are measurements appropriate regarding both the outcome & intervention (or exposure)? 
	3.3 Are there complete outcome data?
	3.4 Are the confounders accounted for in the design & analysis?
	3.5 During the study period, is the intervention administered (or exposure occurred) as intended? 
	

	Eagle (2012)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	75%

	O’Mahoney (2017)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	Yes 
	75%




Table D: Designs of included studies (n=22) and responses indicating poorer quality elements using the MMAT
	Design (n)
	No responses (n)
	Can’t Tell responses (n)

	Quantitative designs (20)
	4.1 Is the risk of non-response bias low (3)
	4.1 Is the sampling strategy relevant to address the research question? (3)
4.4 Is the risk of non-response bias low (6)

	Non-randomized designs (2)
	3.4 Are confounders accounted for in the design and analysis? (1) 
	3.4 Are confounders accounted for in the design and analysis? (1)



